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WAR AND LOYALTY.*

[From Brownson s Quarterly Review for October. 1846.]

OUR orators have invested the Fourth of July with so

many disturbing associations, that our citizens are gradually

becoming less and less disposed to greet its annual return

with those festivities which it was the hope of o*ir fathers

would continue to mark it through all generations to come.

Still, it is a day sacred in the affections of every American

citizen, and it cannot come round without exciting lively

emotions of gratitude and joy in every American heart,

birth of a nation is an event to be remembered, and the

dav on which it takes its rank in the family of independent

nations is well deserving to be set apart by some service, at

once joyous and solemn, recounting the glory which lias

been Won, the blessings which have been received, and point

ing to the high destiny and grave responsibilities to which

the new people are called.

The orations ordinarily given on our national anniversary

are of that peculiar sort which it is said neither gods nor

men can tolerate. They are tawdry and turgid, full of stale

declamation about liberty, fulsome and disgusting glorifica

tion of ourselves as a people, or uncalled-for denunciations

of those states and empires, that have not seen proper to

adopt political institutions similar to our own. Yet we may,

perhaps, be too fastidious in our taste, and too sweeping in

our censures. Boys will be boys, and dulness will be dul-

iiess, and when either is installed
&quot; orator of the day,

performance must needs be boyish or dull. But when the

number of orations annually called forth by our national

jubilee, from all sorts of persons, throughout the length and

breadth of the land, is considered, we may rather wonder

that so many are produced which do credit to their authors,

and fall not far below the occasion, than that there are so

few. All are not mere school-boy productions ;
all are not

patriotism on tiptoe, nor eloquence on stilts. Every year

*An Oration delivered before, the Authorities of the City of Boston in the

Tremont lemple, July 4, 18W- % FLETCMBH WEBSTER. Boston:

1846.
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S(i nd- &quot;Hi ;t few. which. for their sound sense, deep thought,
.-uhdiied pa^ion. earnest -pirit. manlv ton, ..and chaste expre.-
-;

1

;&quot;

1 - deserve an lionorahlc place in our national literature.
There arc and perhap- a&amp;gt; lar-va proportion as we ou^ht
t( expect Fourth of July oral.. is. \vho. \vliile they indulge
&quot;i not unseemh c\ultati&amp;lt;ns. forge I to disgust us with ijn-

timely rant ahout self-govern ineiii. the marvellous virtue
; &quot;&quot;l intelligence of Hie masses, and rlie industrial mirade-
they are daily performing; who show lv their reserve.
lather ihan hy rheir noisy declamation, that rlicv have
American heart-, and confidence in American patriotism
;in l American in&amp;gt;titut ion&amp;gt;. A people not fact it ioii&amp;lt;lv ^reat

!

-i&amp;gt; no occasion to .peak of its irreat ness; and true paU-iot
i-m

e\jiree&amp;gt; itself in deeds, not \vords. The real Anieri--
can patriots are not thos&amp;lt;! -hailo\v hrain.- and irix/ard heart-
winch are alwav.- prat in-- of the American -pii it. American
uenin-. American interests, American iri catnc.--. and calling
l( -&quot; ;111 American partv; lut those calm, (jiiiet. self-possessed
spirits who raivlx think of asking tliemselves \\-hether thev

American- or Hot, and who are to,, sincere and ardent

tv tte.-. en- patriotism has no suspicions, no
jealoii&amp;gt;ic&amp;gt;.

no fears, no self-consciousness. It i- too deep for word-.
It is silent, maje-t ie. h i- aheiv t he count rv is. does what
she lid&amp;gt;. and. fhouu li -acrilieini; all upon he r altar.-, never
dreams that it is doincr ;mv rliiii; extraordinarv. There i.-.

pcrhap,-. more o| this fjenuine patrmti-m in the American
people than st ran vr&amp;gt;. or even we ourselves, romnionlv siip-

!&quot;_

&amp;gt;&amp;lt;. I he toiim float- on the surface, and i.- whirled
hither and thither hv each .-hi ft in- l&amp;gt;ree/.e; hut helow are
the .-weet. -iletit. and deep water.-.

Amon- the oration- delivered on our ^reat national fi .-ti-

val. which \ve would not \\illin-ly tor^-t. the one hefore us
hv Mr. Fletcher \\&quot;eh.-ter. eldc.-t .-,,n ,, f haniel Wehster, de-
.-er\e&amp;gt; a hi^h rank. It i- five from the principal faults
to which we have alluded, nmple and cha-te in its stvle and
language, hold and maniv in it.- tone and -pirit. and , in the
mam. sound and

jn.-t in doctrine and sentiment. It fre-

&amp;lt;|iientlv
remind.- u&amp;gt; of the qualifies which mark the produc

tion^ of Hie author .- di-tinirni-hcd father, and which have
placed him at the head of American orators; and it hears

ample evidence, that, with time, experience, and effort, the
son need not he found unworthv of such a father.

C ertamlv. we do not suhserihe to everv sentiment, view,
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or argument of this eloquent oration
;
but we like its frank

and manly tone, its independent and earnest spirit, and we

accept without reserve the leading doctrine it was designed
to set forth. We are also grateful to Mr. Webster for hav

ing had the moral courage to assert great truths in a com

munity where they can win Jittle applause, and to adminis

ter a well merited rebuke to certain dangerous ultraisms

when and where 1 it was not uncalled for. He has proved
that he is not unworthy to be reckoned a freeman and a

patriot, and he deserves and will receive the approbation of

all who can distinguish between words and things, and pre

fer sound sense and solid wisdom to mad fanaticism and hol

low cant. It is cheering to find our young men rising above

the tendencies of the age and country, and manifesting some

respect for the wisdom and virtue of their ancestors, and

indicating that they have some suspicion that all that is wise

and just was not born with the new generation and possibly

mav not die with it. It permits us to hope tilings may not

have gone quite so badlv with us as we had feared: that the

people are less unsound at the core than we had dared be

lieve: that, after all. there is a redeeming spirit at work

ainonit them ; and that our noble experiment in behalf

of popular institutions may not. be destined to a speedy
failure.

Our ii i eat danger lie&amp;gt; in the radical tendency which has

become so wide, deep, and active in the .American people.

We have, to a great extent, rea.-ed to regard any thing as

sacred or venerable: we spurn what is old; war against

what is tixed : and labor to set all religions, domestic, and

social institutions afloat on the wild and tumultuous sea of

speculation and experiment. Nothing has hitherto gone

right: nothing has been achieved that is worth retaining:

and man and Providence have thus far done nothing but

commit one continued series of blunders. All things are to

be reconstructed ; the world is to be recast, and by our own
wisdom and strength. We must borrow no light from the

past, adopt none of its maxims, and take no &amp;lt;la,t&amp;lt;t from its

experience. Kven language itself, which only embodies

the thought?, convictions, sentiments, hopes, affections, and

aspirations of the race, cannot serve as a medium of inter

course between man and man. It is not safe to affirm that

black is black, for the word bla.ck only names an idea which

the past entertained, and most likely a false idea. With

such a tendency, wide and deep, strong and active, we can-
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not lint apprehend tin- most serious dangers. With it flu-re
can he no permanent institutions, IK. ^overnment. no so

ciety, no virtue, no well-hcinir.
There is much to strengthen this radical tendency. It is

natural to the inexperienced, the conceited, and the vain
;

and it can hardly fail to he powerful in a community where
these have facilities for occupying prominent and command
inir positions. Yniin^ enthusiasts, taught to &quot;

rememher,
when they are old. not to iWgct the dreams of their

youth,&quot;
that is. not to profit hy exjierience. and not doubting that
what they were ignorant of yesterday was known hv im one,
and that they mu&amp;gt;t needs be as far in advance of all the
world as they are of their own infancy, hrin-- hetievolent
affection, disintereste&amp;lt;l /ral. and conscientiousness to its aid ;

political aspirants, reckless of principle and givedv of place.
appeal to it as their most facile means of success; and the
ma&amp;gt;s of the people, finding their passions tlattetvd. and their

prejudices undisturbed, are thrown off their guard. presume
all is right, and cherish unconsciously the eiiemv that is to

destroy them. A factitious puhlic opinion -rows up. be
come- siipi-eme. to which whoever wishes for some consid
eration in the community in which he lives, must oiler in-

eense, and which he must presume on no occasion to con
tradict. The majority of the pe,,plc, indeed, mav not In-

represented hy this opinion, may, it is true, not approve
it ; hut they are isolated one fnun another, minding each
their own a flairs, and ignorant of their numhers and
strength; while the few. by their union, mutual acquaint
ance. concert, and clamor, are able to silence anv single
voice not raised in adulation of their idol. Political parties
conspire to the same end. One party to-dav, ambitious of
success, courts this factitious public opinion asa useful aux
iliary, and succeed-; the other HUM do so to-morrow, or
abandon all hope- of succeeding. Then follows a strife of

panics, which shall bid highest, and nnti-mlirtit the other..

The radical tendency is thus daily exaggerated bv those who
in reality disapprove it. and in their feelings have no svm-
pathy with it. Hence, the evil goes ever from bad to worse.

Unhappily, this is no fancy sketch. We have seen it, and
we see it daily pass under our own eyes, and not, we con
fess, without lively alarm for our beloved country and her

popular institutions.

It is, therefore, with more than ordinary pleasure that we
see among our young men. in whose hands are the destinies
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of our country, whose views and passions and interests must

l)e consulted by any party aspiring to power and place, some

symptoms of an opposing tendency. Kiglit glad are we that

the young &quot;sovereigns&quot;
show some signs of beginning to

take sounder and more practical views, and to cherish a re

action against the ultraisms of the day. This oration, and

some other indications, which have not escaped our notice,

Folsoms, et id 01nne genus, approaches its termination, and

that henceforth practical sense and wise experience will at

least dispute the throne with fanatic zeal, blind enthusiasm,

.and bloated conceit.

In preparing this oration, Mr. Webster must have been

conscious that he was running athwart the views of many
whom most of us have been accustomed to hold in high

esteem, and that, in venturing to assert the lawfulness of

war and the obligation of the citizen to obey the gov
ernment, he would be attacking every class of fanatics in

the land, and could not fail to incur the unmitigated wrath

and hostility of the whole modern &quot; Peace &quot;

party. Yet his

courage did not fail him. He does not appear to have had

any misgivings before even the awful shade of the late

Noah Worcester, founder of the American Peace Society,

and he has dared consult his relations as a man and a citizen,

and to lay it down as his rale of action, that lie is responsi

ble, not to the self-created associations of the day, to the

reigning cant of the time and place, but solely to his God
and his country. For this, however much he may be con

demned by fanatical reformers, we honor him, and for this

every right-minded man will honor him
;
for in this he has

asserted his independence, and set an example worthy of

imitation.

The main topic of this oration is the lawfulness of war,
and the duty of the citizen to obey the government, a topic
at all times interesting and important, and especially so at

this time, when we are actually engaged in a war with a

neighboring republic, the necessity of which is questioned

by many of our citizens
;
and when there is widely preva

lent a notion that the citizen is under no moral obligation
to obey the law, if it does not chance to coincide with his

own private convictions of justice and expediency. We agree
in the main with the view of this topic which the author
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takes, and gladly avail ourselves of the occa.-ion t. make
-&quot;ine additional remark- of our own, which may rend to
illu.-trate and confirm it. though the reader- of the oration

may, jK rhaps, con.-ider them
i|iiite superfluous.

The war of 1
s

l i . declared by this country against (ireat

Uritain, as is well known. wa- exceedingly unpopular in the
New Rutland .-tate-. not. indeed, in con-eipience of any

especial partiality tor &amp;lt; ircat Uritain her.-elf. nor hecause the\
were les- patriotic than the other member- of the confeder
acy, hut hecaii-e the chief burden- of the war tell np..M
thein. in the ruin it brought to tneir coniniei ce and it.- de

pendent interests, then their principal intere.-t.-. It is not
lor us to pronounce any opinion on the ju.-tice or expedi
ency of that war: hut we camml ceii&amp;gt;nre with extl enie se

verity tlie Ni \\- Knirland people fur liein-- &amp;gt;t ron^lv oppo&amp;gt;ed

t&amp;lt;&amp;gt; it. ^ et there can he no &amp;lt; plot ion. that . i n the madness
ot the moment, the

oppu&amp;gt;itiun
was carried to wholly un-

ju-titiahle len- th-, and. though we willin- K acoiiit it of all

treasonable intention.-, it in reality stopped only this side of
treason. Some weak-minded hut well

di&amp;gt;po&amp;gt;ed
New KHM.

land ministers, incapable oj taking eoniprelieiisive view.- and
ol seeking toi-emedv an evil hv attacking it in its principle,
seeing the danger to the I nion. to the stability of our insti-

tutions, occasioned l&amp;gt;\ the opposition to war. which the\
never thought of

cen&amp;gt;urin^
&amp;lt;

&amp;gt;r attempt inu to moderate, la

mentin- the very seiiou&amp;gt; evils -ulTered by their friends and

neighbors, and taking it for granted that the war wa-

wholly unnecessary and unjust, made the iri and discovery in

moral tlieolo^ that war is ////////// /// *,
. i&amp;gt; alwavs nnnece&amp;gt;-

&amp;gt;ary.
and can never be lawful. They \\ithoiit much delav

proceeded, ;/^o/v .v/^. to form an association a^ain-t war, and
to preach, lecture, and i-&amp;gt;ne tract.- in favor of universal

peace. They appealed to the prejudices against the actual

war, and to general pliilanthi opv. New I ji^landei s, e.-pe

cially Ijostonians, are ran ly in-en.-ihle to the appeal to phi
lanthropy. Since the .-often inv,- down of some of the asperi
ties of their primitive l u ritani-m, which took place; in tin-

latter half of the last century, they have been justly remark
able for their philanthropy, -no people in the world more
so. Industrious, frugal, economical, they certainly are; but

mean, sordid, miserly, they are not, and are incapable of be-

in&amp;lt;j. They are, in truth, open, frank, generous, and liberal,
with a sort &amp;lt;\ passion for world reform, which is one of
their foibles. The unpopularity of the war of 1812, and the
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popularity of the appeal to philanthropy, gave to the peace
movement a speedy and strong support, till peace became a

sort of cant among us, and it was hazardous to one s reputa
tion to intimate that war, terrible as may be its evils, is nev

ertheless sometimes just and necessary.
But the genuine Yankee is never satisfied with doing only

one thing at a time. lie is really in his glory only when he

has some dozen or more irons all in the fire at once. The

simple question of peace could by no means absorb his

superabundant zeal and philanthropy, so he invented and set

on foot anti-slavery and various other movements, all of

which adopted the
&quot;peace principle:&quot;

for the chief actors

in one were, for the most part, prominent actors in all. By
means of agitation, froth and foam, declamation and rant,

of conventions, agents, tracts, lectures, sermons, periodicals,
a new code of morals has been gradually framed among us:

all that was once regarded as settled is now called in ques

tion; what was approved by the generations which preced
ed us is now pronounced low, earthly, sensual, devilish

;
the

fairest reputations are blackened ; our own patriots and he

roes are calumniated, and even Washington himself has

been publicly branded as an &quot; inhuman butcher. We are

cast completely adrift. There was no true morality in the

world before these modern societies sprung from the womb of

night, and we are required to look to a few canting minis

ters, strolling spinsters, and beardless youths, as the sole

authoritative expounders of the precepts of the divine law.

We are unable to determine what if is safe to eat or to drink,

when to rise up or sit down, unless some of these self-con

stituted guides condescend to inform us. Sin and death

hover every where ; poison lurks in every thing, even in the

bread made from the finest wheat, and in the purest water

from the fountain
;
and there seems to be no possible means

of living but to go naked and cease to eat or drink. It is a

wonder how the world has contrived, for six thousand years,

to get on, how men and women have contrived to be born,

to live, to grow, and to persuade themselves that they en joy

a tolerable share of health and vigor, both of mind and

body.
The joke, m fact, becomes serious. Many of the rising

generation are beginning to take it, not as a dull jest, but as

downright earnest. It interferes quite too much with the

social and domestic business of life, and, if continued much

longer, will reduce the great mass of us to mere automata.
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It is. therefore, hi-h time for what sober sense, for what
decency, there may have been left in the coniinnnitv to

speak out, &amp;gt;end these fanatics back to their native inanity,
and let it be known, that, thoiio-h for a time, we have suffered
ourselves to be made fools of. after all. we are not

&amp;lt;|iiite
so

stupid, so vain or conceited, as to imagine that nobody un
derstood or practised the moral virtues till our modern asso
ciations burst from darkness to teach them; that we ivallv
have not sunk so low as to lose all respect I m- .ur ancestors,
:iH reverence for the awful past, over which has flowed tlie
tl( i&amp;lt; ()1 human joy and human sorrow, and to be wholly un
able to serve our own generation without calumniating those
which have placed us in the world and made us what weare.
&quot; is :i foolish a&amp;gt; well us a wicked son who curses the
mother that bore him. There has been, from the first, a
Providence tint has watched over and ruled in the a Hairs of
men ; ourdistanl forefathers had eyes, ears, hands, intellects,
heart.-, as well as we, and knew how to list; them, and did
11M them, not always ineffectually. How. indeed, would
the hoary Past, were it not that experience has made it

wise and tau-;,t it to make allowances for the tollies and
pranks ol youth, laii-h at our solemn airs and irrave de
cisions ! How should we handout- heads and blush, even
r&amp;lt;&amp;gt; &quot; M )S &quot;

&quot;&quot; oars,, could we but for one moment see
ourselves as it sees us ! -The son. says the proverb. &quot;//,//,/,

ms lather a tool ; the father know* his son to be one.&quot; The
more we study what has been, the less disposed shall we be
to exult in what is. Happily, we be-in to discover some
symptoms that there are those anion^ us. who have, now and
then, at least, a suspicion that change is not alwavs progress,and that it is more creditable to be able to revere wisdom
than to contemn it.

\\ar. against which nearly all our modern fanatics declaim
so much, and which in the new moral code is utterly pro
hibited, is, of course, not a tiling to be sought for its own
sake. Jts necessity must always be lamented, as we must
always lament that there are crimes to be redressed, or
criminals to be punished, or diseases to be cured. But he-
cause we must always lament that, there are offenders to be
punished, it does not follow thai to punish them is never
necessary, or that their punishment is an evil, and morally
wrong; or because it is to be regretted that there are dis
eases, that we must treat the physician and his drugs as a
nuisance. The father weeps that lie has occasion to chastise
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his child, but knows that &quot; to spare the rod is to spoil the

child:&quot; nor does it necessarily follow, because war involves

terrible evils, and is to be avoided whenever it can be with

out sacrificing the public weal, that it is in itself wrong, and

may never be resorted to without violating the law of God.

its necessity is an evil, but, as a remedy, it may be just and

beneficial. Disease is an evil, but not, therefore, the medi
cine that restores to health. War is a violent remedy for a

violent disease, and as such may. when all other remedies

prove or must prove ineffectual, be resorted to without sin.

We. therefore, venture to maintain, in the very face of our

modern fanatics, that war declared by the sovereign author

ity of the state, for a just cause, and prosecuted with right
intentions, is not morally wrong, and may be engaged in

with a safe conscience.

That war is not morally wrong, in itself, is evident from

the fact, that Almighty God has himself, on several occa

sions, as in the case of the ancient Israelites, actually com
manded or approved it. But God cannot command or ap

prove what is morally wrong, without doing wrong himself
;

which is absurd and impious to suppose. It cannot be in

itself morallv wrong, unless prohibited by some law
;
but

there is no law which prohibits it. It is not prohibited by
the law of nature. By the law of nature, the individual has

the right to defend and avenge himself. Justice not only
forbids wrong to be done, but requires that the wrong done
be avenged. In a state of nature where there is no estab

lished government, but each individual is left to his own

sovereignty, each one has the right of defending and aveng
ing himself in his own hand,-. If this be true of a private

person, it must also be true of the state or nation
;
for

nations have preciselv the same, rights in relation to one an

other that individuals have. They then, who admit no law

but the law of nature, must concede that war is not pro
hibited.

Nor is war prohibited by the divine law. This all will

readily grant to be true, so far as concerns the old law, which
nowhere condemns war,and not unfrequently presents us God
himself as commanding or approving it. It is also true, so

far as concerns the new law, or Christian law. &quot;If Chris

tian
discipline,&quot; says St. Augustine,

&quot; condemned all wars,

the Gospel would have given this counsel of salvation to the

soldiers who asked what they should do, that they should

throw awav their arms and withdraw themselves from the
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military -(TV ire altogether. l!ut it savs to them. Do vio
lence to MO Mian, calumniate no one. and he content with

your waives. Surely it doe.- not prohihir the niilitarv ser
vice to those whom it commands to le contented with it&amp;gt;

( Jnr I&amp;gt;&quot;i d commi iids the faith of ;i cent urioii wiio hud
&quot;&quot;Idler- under his command, says he had not found so ^reul
taith in I&amp;gt;rac|. and yet doe- nor order him to throw awa\
Ins arms, or abandon the militarv service. ( oriieliu-. &quot;a

cnturinn ,,f the hand which ix-all ed Italian.&quot; is r. mnnended
as &quot;

a religious man. tearing ( iod :&quot; and the hle--ed Apo.-fh-
I iinl praises (iedeon. Harac, Samson and others,

- wlio
through laith &amp;gt;uldiied kingdom.-, hecame valiant in wai 1

.

put to flight the armies of
foreigners.&quot; The-e c,nsidura

tion- show that war i- not prohihited h\ the ( hristiun law.
I lien it i- prohibited by MO l,i\v, and therefore is not neces

-arily -infill, hut mav he iu-t and expedient.
It

i

*

i

.- objected, that there are certain pu.-.-a^v.- m the
New le.-tameiit which. if Mot e\piv-.-|y. vet hv implication.
evidently deny the lawluliic. of war. 1. &quot;All that take
the .-word -hall peri-h lv the -word.&quot; I .ut to take tin-

s\\-.&amp;gt;rd i.- to i i-e the -word without the order or consent of tin-

p &quot;p-i authority. lie who only //x,.v the -word 1,\ order or
I onsriit oi the proper authority, that is, of t he political so vi-r

i.^n. il he he a private per-oii. or of &amp;lt;iod. if he he a puhlie
[

I x ii &amp;gt;r sovoreiifii prince, doc- not ////, the swonl. hut

sini|)Iy u-es the .-word coinmittetl to him. Nor are we to

under-taiid that all who take the -word on in&amp;lt; ..... ipetent au

thority will he
literally .-lain, hut that thev will perish hv

their own sword, that is, he
puni&amp;gt;hed eteriially for their&amp;gt;in.

1 1 t hey do not repent.^
-

&quot;

&amp;gt;ay
unto you. Mot to resi&amp;gt;t evil ; hut if anv man

.-trike thee on rhy i-i^ht cheek, turn to him the other also.&quot;

War i.- resistance of evil ; hut thi.-text forhid&amp;gt; the resistance
oi evil; therefore it forhid- \vai-. liiit the precept rcd ers to
the interior disposition, and command.- that preparation of
the heart which does not iv-i-t evil hv rendering evil for

&quot;

N:iin si Cliristiiiiia discipliiiii omnia liclhi ciilpai-ri. hoc potiu^ ini-
litilMi- con-ilium salutU pctmtihus in Kvan^dio diccrclur, ut abjiccrcn*
arma, SIMJUC omnino militia Mihtralii-rcnl. Dicliim c.*l aiitcm &amp;lt;-is, \&amp;lt; tni

iietn C j&amp;gt;iciii&amp;gt;ncn lin, ntillii:&amp;lt;tlnmniaiHfm i-itix; .t
/jfii-i&amp;lt;if

mhtx uti/H- mlium i:cx-

tritin. (^iiihus proprinm -.tiprndiiim sutliccrc dehcrc pni-ccpit, military

utiijue non prohibuit.&quot; Kpi-t. 5., .\&amp;lt;l .)////&amp;lt;, ////,///, ,- 15.

f Sec St. Au-ustiii&amp;lt; ,
&amp;lt; &amp;lt;m1nt f- i t^i/in. lib. -JO, c. 70 and St. Tiiomas

Suitu&amp;lt;i, -?.
%

J. (^. 40. a. 1.
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evil, but endures patiently whatever wrongs or injuries are

necessary for the honor of God and the salvation of men. It

is not to be understood to the letter, for our Lord, who ful

filled it, when struck in his face, did not turn the other

cheek, but defended himself by reasoning. It commands

patience under wrongs and insults, and forbids us to seek to

avenge ourselves on our own authority; but it does not pro
hibit the redress of wrongs by the proper authorities

;
be

cause we know from the testimony of St. Paul that -the

magistrate is
u the minister of God, an avenger to execute

wrath upon him that doeth evil.&quot; Wrongs, when redressed

by the proper authority, may be redressed without any ma

lignant feelings, and, indeed, with the most benevolent in

tentions towards the wrong-doer. Wrongs are not, in all

cases, to go unavenged, otherwise God would not have ap

pointed a ministry to avenge them. It is often the greatest

of evils to suffer offences to go unpunished, and one of the

most certain methods of preventing them is for the magis
trate to let it be known and understood that they cannot be

committed with impunity.*
3.

&quot;

Revenge not yourselves, my dearly beloved, but give

place to wrath
;
for it is written, Vengeance is mine, and I

will repay, saith the Lord.&quot; This, though relied on by the

peace party, is not to the purpose, for it speaks of private

revenge, which everybody admits is condemned by the

Christian law. It is of the same import with the text we
have just dismissed. It simply commands patience under

injuries, forbearance towards those who do us wrong, and

forbids us to seek redress of wrongs done us in a resentful

spirit, or by our own hands or authority. But it does not

necessarily imply that the public authority, which is the

minister of God, may not redress them, or that the com-

* &quot; Sunt ergo ista praocepta patientiae semper in cordis praeparatione

retinenda, ipsaque beuevolentia, no mldatur malum pro malo, semper
in voluntate complenda est. Agenda sunt autem multa, etiam cum in-

vitis beuigua quadam asperitate plectendis, quorum potius utilitati

consulendumestquamvoluntati. . . . Nam in corripiendo fllio quamlibet

aspere, nunquam amor paternus amittitur. Fit tamen quod nolit et do-

leat, qui etiam invitus videtur dolore sanandus. Ac per hoc si terrena ista

respublica praecepta Christiana custodial, et ipsa bella sine benevolentia

non gerentur, ut ad pietatis justititeque pacatam societatem victis facil

his consulatur. Nam cui liceutia iuiquitatis eripitur, utiliter vincitur;

quoniam nihil est infelicius felicitate peccantium, qua poenalis nutritur

impunitas, et mala voluntas velut hostis interior roboratur.&quot; S. Aug.

ep. 5, c. 14. See also De Seim. Domini, lib. 1, c. 19, and also St. Thomas,
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monwealth may not repel or vindicate attacks upon itself
whether they come from within or from without. To
avenge wrong- is not in it -elf wronir. because it is said the
Lord &quot;will

repay;&quot; nor is it wrong for the magistrate to
avenge them, for &quot;lie is the minister of God. an avenger,&quot;

as^we^
have seen, &quot;to execute wrath upon him that doeth

evil;&quot; and it i- wrong for the individual to do it only he-
can.-e in civil society his natural right to do so is taken away,
and because it is made his duty to leave it to God or the
minister (mil in his providence appoints.

I &quot; the weapons of our warfare are not carnal, but

powerful through God.&quot; Hut St. Paul is speaking, not of
the sword which the magistrate bears, nor of that which the
sovereign state. a&amp;gt; the minister of God to execute wrath,
may put into the hands of its servants, but of the weapons
[&quot;

he used in the conversion of infidels and sinners. These,
indeed, are not carnal, but spiritual, and powerful through
the virtue God confer,- on them. Carnal weapons are un
lawful in the work of conversion, for conversion is not con
version mile-- voluntary. God .-ay- to the sinner, Give
me thy heart,&quot; that

is, thy will
;
and this carnal weapons

( &amp;lt;&quot;i I &quot;ive no man to give. It can besuhJued only bv spiritual
arms, rendered effectual through divine ^race. Itut this

says nothing against the lawfulness of repelling or avenging
injustice, whether from subject- or foreigners, bv the proper
authorities. These several text.-, then, make nothing against
our general conclusion, that war is not. in all cases, pro
hibited by the ( hristiaii law.

lint we are told, .-till further, that war is opposed to

peace; yet the Gospel is a Gospel of peace, commands
peace

;
and pronounces a blessing on peacemaker.-. Lictili

jmcifici, quoniani jilii I&amp;gt;, ( vo^Unintur. War, undertaken
tor it.- own ,-ake. looking to it.-elf as the end. is opposed to

peace, and unlawful, we --rant ; but war. undertaken for the
sake of obtaining a

ju.-t and lasting peace, is not opposed to

peace, but may be the only means possible of restoring and
securing it. Peace is then willed, the intentions are peace
ful, and war. as a necessity, becomes itself a peacemaker, and
as such is lawful, and it.- prosecutors are not necessarily de
prived of the blessing pronounced on peacemakers. Hence,
St. Augustine says, /W^n Inhere debct voluntas, bellum
neceyxtt i*. nt liberct, Iten* a n&amp;lt;&amp;gt;&amp;lt;-&amp;lt;&amp;gt;**

it&amp;lt;ite, et conxervet in pace.Non enim pax quceritur ut bellum excitetur sed bellum geri-
fvr v1 pa,, &amp;lt;icq

tiiratHr. Exto
er&amp;lt;j&amp;lt;&amp;gt;

etiam bellando pacificAis,
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at cos quos expugnas, ad pads utllitatem vincendo perdu-
cas.* The peace is broken, not by the just war, but by the

previous injustice which has rendered the war necessary.

The war itself is, necessarily, no more repugnant to the vir

tue of peace than medicine is to health. The mission of

our Saviour is not opposed to peace, because followed by
certain evils of which he speaks (St.Matt.x. 34-36),and which

were not the end for which he came into the world. The

preaching of the Gospel is not inconsistent with the virtue

of peace, because, through the depravity and wickedness of

men, it often occasions discord, divisions, and even wars
;

nor do they who faithfully preach it any the less &quot;follow

after the things which make for
peace.&quot;

In asserting that war is not necessarily unlawful, we are

far from pretending that all wars are just, or that war may
ever be waged for slight and trival offences. The nation is

bound studiously to avoid it, to forbear till forbearance

ceases to be a virtue, and appeal to arms only as the last re

sort, after all other appeals have failed, or it is morally cer

tain that they must fail. But when its rights are seriously

invaded, when the offender will not listen to reason, and

continues his injustice, the nation may appeal to arms, and

commit its cause to the God of battles. The responsibility
of the appeal rests on the offender whose injustice has pro
voked it.

It may be said that war is unjustiliable, because, if all

would practise justice, there could be no war. Undoubted

ly, if all men and nations were wise and just, wars would

cease. We might then, in very deed, &quot;beat our swords

into ploughshares and our spears into priming-hooks,&quot;
and

learn war no more. We should, not in vision only, but in

reality, possess universal peace. So, if all individuals under

stood and practised the moral and Christian virtues in their

perfection, there would be no occasion for penal codes, and

a police to enforce them. If no wrongs or outrages were

committed, there would be none to be repressed or pun
ished. If there were no diseases, there would be none to

cure. If the world were quite another world than it is. it

would be. But so long as the world is what it is, so long-

as man fails to respect the rights of man, the penal code and

police will be necessary ;
so long as diseases obtain, the

physician and his drugs, nauseous as they are, will be indis-

*
Epist. 205, Ad Bonifadum Comitem.
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peii.-ahle ; and so lou^- ;i- nation continues to oncruucli M

nation, the au iiTJeved partv will have the ri^ ht and be com

pelled to defend and avenge it-ell by an appeal to arms, ter

rible as that appeal niav he, and deplorable as mav he the

necessitv which demands it.

The evils of war are irreaf. hut not the uTeatest. It is a

LH eater evil to lose national freedom, to heeome the trihu-

taries or the sla\e- ot the torei^iier. to see the sanctitv ot

our home- invaded, &quot;iir altar&amp;gt; desecrated, and our wives and

children made the pre\ ot the rut hie. oppressor. The-e

are evils which do not die with us. hill max de.-ceiid upon
our posteritv through all coming generation-. The man
who \\ ill lonls tanieU nil and ,-ee altar.- and home defiled, all

that i- sacred and dear wre-ted from him. and his country
stricken from the roll &amp;lt;&amp;gt;| nation-. ha&amp;gt; a- little rea.-on to

a]&amp;gt;plaiid
him.-ell tor hi- moral- as tor hi- manhood. No

doubt, philaiithropv max weep over the wounded and

the tl\in-: hut it i- no urea! evil to die. It is ap

pointed unto ;i!l men to die. and. so lar a- the death

itselt is concerned, it matter.- not whether it come- a lew

month.- earlier or a few month.- later, on the battle-field or

in our own bed-chambers. The evil is not in dvinu 1

. bill in

d\ iiiL
r

unprepared. If prepared, and the soldier, Hirhtilii;

hv command o| his coiintrv in her cau&amp;gt;e. /////// he pro])ared,
it i- ot little con-ei pieiiee whether the death come in the

,-hape of -ahre cut or leaden bullet, or in that ol di-ea-e or

old a^ e. The teai&amp;gt; &amp;lt;&amp;gt;! the sentimentalist are lost upon him
who is conscioll.- o| In- re-pon.-il n I it ie-. that he i.- com
mandeil to place diitv before death, and to \vei&amp;lt;;h no danger

airain.-t tideliU to hi.- (iod and hi* countrx. Physical pain
is not \\orth counting . Accumulate all that you can

imagine, the ( hrir-tian i;rcet&amp;gt; it with jo\ when it lies in the

pathway ot his duty. lie who cannot take hi- lite in hi&amp;gt;

hand. and. pausing not for an instant before the accumulated
tortures of vear.-. rush in. at the call of duty, where &quot; blows

fall thieke.-t, and blows fall heaviest.&quot; deserves rebuke tor

hi- moral weakness, rather than commendation tor his

peaceable dispo.-it ion.-.&quot;

Wars, we have been told, eo.-t money ; and we have

amon^ u.- men
pi&amp;lt;jiiin&amp;lt;j;

themselves on their lofty spiritual
views, accusing the auv of bein^ low and utilitarian, and

setting themselves up a.- moral and religious reformers, who
can sit calmly down and cast up in dollars and cents the

expense.- of war, and point to the amount as an unanswer-
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able argument against its lawfulness. War unquestionably
costs money, and so do food and clothing. But the sums

expended in war would, if applied to that purpose, found so

many schools and universities, and educate so many chil

dren ! The amount expended for food and clothing would

found a larger number of schools and universities, and edu

cate a larger number of children. ^ on should ask, not,

Will it cost money &amp;lt; but, Is it necessary, is it just? Would

you wei^ h gold in the balance with duty, justice, patriotism,

heroism ( &quot;if so, slink back to your tribe, and never aspire

to the dignitv of being contemptible.
But having established that war may be necessary and

just, the question comes up. What is the duty of the citizen

or subject, when his government is actually engaged in war (

This is a question of some moment, especially at the present
rime, when there are so many among us who entertain very
loose notions of allegiance, and hardly admit that loyalty is

&amp;lt;r can be a virtue. We may answer, in general terms, that,

when a nation declares war, the war is a law of the land, and

binds the subject to the same extent and for the same rea

son as any other law of the land. The whole question is

simply a question of the obligation of the citizen to obey
the law. So far as the subject is bound to obey the law, so

far he is bound to render all the aid in prosecuting the war

the government commands him to render, and in the form
in which it commands it.

If the government leaves it optional with the citizen

whether to take an active part in the war or not. he is un

questionably bound to remain passive, if he believes the

war to be unjust. Consequently, no foreigner, owing no

allegiance to the sovereign making the war, can volunteer

his services, if he entertains any scruples about its justice.
But the subject, though entertaining doubts about the jus
tice of a given war in its incipient stages, believing his gov
ernment too hasty in its proceedings, and not so forbearing
us it might and should have been, yet after the war has been

declared, after his country is involved in it. can retreat only

by suffering grievous wrongs, and seeks now to advance

only for the purpose of securing a just and lasting peace,

may, no doubt, even volunteer his active services, if he hon

estly believes them to be necessary; for the war now has

changed its original character, has ceased to be aggressive,
and become defensive and just. In such a case, love of

country, and the general duty of each citizen to defend his
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country, to preserve it- I ived&amp;lt; nn ninl independence, override
the scruple.- lie felt with regard t&amp;lt;&amp;gt; the war in its incipient.

stages, ami enable him to take
|&amp;gt;art

in it with a safe con-

scicncc. Hut. however this mav he, it, is clear, that, when
the ^overnmeiit has aetuallv declared war, and aetnallv com
mands the services o| the Hlbjcct, lie is hound ill conscience,
whatever mav he hi- pri

\ ate convict ions of the justice of

the war, to render them, on the ground that he is hound in

conscience to ohev the law. 1 1 he takes part in obedience
to the command of the government, he takes pail, even

though his
]

i ri \ ate con v let ion is against the wa r, with a good
c.onscience ; hecause the motive Iroin which he acts is not

to pro-ecute a war he dor- not regard as just, hut to obey
his sovereign, which he i.- not at lihertv not to do, and
which he must do tor conscience sake.

The law hinds in conscience, hecause all legitimate gov
ernment exists hv divine appointment, and has a divine

ri^ht to make laws. For the same reason, then, that we are

hound in conscience to ohev (iod, we are hound in eon

science to ohev the law. The sovereignty resides in the

nation, hut i&amp;gt; derived from (iod. &quot;

15 v me kind s rei^n and

lawgivers decree ju-t things.&quot; &quot;Let every soul he subject
to higher po\vefs ; I or there is no power luit from (iod;
and those that are, are ordained of (iod. Therefore he

that re.-i-teth the power re.-isteth the ordinance of (iod,

and thev that re.-i&amp;gt;t purcliax- damnaiion to themselves.&quot;

Since, then, the nation is ,-overei^n hv divine
app&quot;int ment,

it follows necessarily, that, when the sovereign authoritv of

the nation declare.- war. and commands the service of the

subject, he is held, &amp;lt;&amp;gt;n his allegiance to (iod, who is the

Kini;- of kin^s and Sovereign of sovereigns, to render

them, and cannot refuse without purchasing damnation to

hiniM-1 f.

The nation is not colistitllte(l sovereign hv the assent ot

the individuals of which it is composed, for it must be a

sovereign nation before individuals have or can have the

ri^hr of assenting or dissenting. Tin 1 error of Rousseau
and of some of our own politicians is in assuming that the

sovereignty, the authoritv to institute government, to make
and execute laws, inheres primarily in the people distribu-

tivelv. as eijiial. independent individuals, and is subsequently

possessed by the people collectively, as a political organism
or person, by virtue of the assent of the people taken dis

tributivelv. The motive for advocating this view is two-



17

fold : the first is. to make the basis of sovereignty purely
human ; and the second, to take from actually existing gov
ernments all claims to inviolability, and thus establish a

sort of leu al ri^ht on the part of subjects to rebel against

the constituted authorities, whenever they judge it to be

expedient. The doctrine is the oll spring of an age disposed
to revolt from both (lod and the state, andean be regarded

onl\ with horror bv the Christian and the patriot. Die true

doctrine is. that everv nation, that is, every people taken

colliH-tivelv, as a moral unity, as a collective individual, is.

by the fact that it is a nation, sovereign, and sovereign by
the ordinance of (lod. Being thus invested by the divine

will with the political sovereignty, the nation acting in its

sovereign capacitv has. saving the divine law, the right to

institute, such forms of irovernment, or to adopt such

methods for the expression of its sovereign will, as it in its

prudence judges best. If may institute a, monarchy, an

aristocracv, or a pure democracy ; it may combine these

three forms, or anv t\vo of them, in anv proportion and de

gree, and establish such mixed governments as it pleases:

or, it mav reject all these forms, and. as with us. establish

representative
1

government, to be carried on through the

medium of popular election. Which is wisest and best is

for each nation to decide for itself. In point of fact, we

suppose all are best where they tit, and worst where they
do not lit. But however individuals may speculate, and

whatever preferences as simple individuals they may have.

the nation acting in its sovereign capacity is the sovereign
arbiter, and alone decides which shall be adopted, and hav

ing once, decided, that form which it adopts is legitimate.
exists bv divine ri^hf. and its legitimate acts are laws, and

bind iu the interior as well as in the exterior court.

This is as true of the actual American governments as of

anv others. The American people were created by their

colonial governments, established by legitimate
1

authority,
bodies corporate and politic subject to the crown of Great

Britain. But the charters granted by the crown, creating
the, colonial governments, and reserving the allegiance oi

the colonies, expressed or necessarily implied reciprocal

obligations. There was an express or implied contract be

tween the crown and the colonies. When the crown, on its

part, broke the contract, as we alleged it did, it forfeited its

rights, and the colonies were ipsofacto absolved from their

allegiance, and necessarily became ipso facto tree and inde-

VOL. XVI 2



IS

pendent states or nation.-, as (iivat Uritain liersell subse
quently acknowledged them to he. As independent na
tion.-, they possessed hy the ordinance of &amp;lt; iod, who makes
every nation, in tint it is a nation, -oveiviirn. the ri^ht of
M ll-irovernnient. .Did were free fi. devise and adopt such
forms (.1 irovernnieiit. nut repugnant to tin 1 divine law. us

they in the e\erei.-e of their sovereign \visd. &amp;gt;m judged t,,

&quot;_

&quot;&quot;-I exjiedieiit. Thev, in the exercise of tin- ri^ht
iriveli them b\ AlliliirliM &amp;lt; i, . I. e-tahl i-he. 1 thr repre-eiila

nenr. under a federal head. This form*
&quot; Uovernment. I hei efnre, e\i&amp;gt;ts \vitii n- l.v divine ri^ht, is

an ordinance ot (J.. !. As &amp;gt;uc!i it i- sovereign and invio
lahle: as &amp;gt;nch it has from &amp;lt;;,,,] ;mthoritv to enact la\\s for
he common -

|. Then. &amp;gt;ince \\-eare :dl lioimd in eon
seienec to ol H &amp;gt;\ (iod. we are I .on nd toohev t he -, .\crnment.
and when it enact- war. ju-t the same as when ir enacts
an v

lU iiorant, conceited, and iinhelievini: pi .lit ieian-. who
\\ &quot;iild he free to rule, hut not hound t.. ohev, may atTect to
he startled, \\henever there is

&amp;lt;peeeli
of the* divine riirht of

iroveriinien^t
; hut \ve reallv sa\ IK .t hin--t li.it militates iii the

I( ;| &quot;- eoiicei\-;ihle decree against po|ular sovereii^litv. ()ur
real otlence

coii&amp;gt;ist&amp;gt;, ii,,t in den_\ in- the popular soveVei^ntv,
&quot;&quot; i&quot; assertinu- for it a divine smction. \\ hat. indei-il. !-

it \ve sav . Simply, tliat the nation, that i-. the people as a

moral unity, or collective individual. a&amp;gt; di-tin^ui-died from
l |r people taken

di.-trihiitively, is soverei-rn liv the ordinance
&quot; &amp;lt;IIM| : t l oni \\hieh it follows, that the people taken di-

trilnitively owe allegiance to the nation, and are hound to
&quot; &quot;

.

v ;| H he x.\ erei -MI enactment- of the government, not

merely hecansi; it i- human ^(tvcniment, hut hecaii.-e it is

liiiinaii u-overnnieii! -&amp;lt;.\eniin-- hv divine riirht. Thi.-

ahridu-e&amp;gt; no ri--ht of the sovereign people, hut contirms it.-

riir[it&amp;gt;

hv the hi-h.-t of all pos-i hle -auction-. (t leave.- the
nation tree to adopt, if it choose.-, a pure dcmocracv, and
oniniaiid.- us. rV en thoii-h imli vidiially li-appr&amp;lt;.vin-- that
&quot; in ol irovernment, to ohey it for coiisciencc sake. In a

word, the doctrine \ve lay down make.- the nation -that is,

tn(&amp;gt; whole pe, .p|,. taken
collectively -sovereign and in-

violahlu, and the form of government it adopts, le- itimate
and sacred, as the (.rdinaiice of &amp;lt;;,,d. It no donh

t, there
fore, stamp- with the divine as well as the national dis

pleasure what hv a stranire perver.-ion is terni(;d sometimes
&quot;the .-acred

ri&amp;lt;rht of insurrection.&quot; and ntterlv condemns all
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attempts at rebellion or resistance to established government,
in the legitimate exercise of its legitimate functions, as so

many attacks on the inviolability of the nation, and there
fore on the inviolability of God himself, who ordains that

every nation, in that it is a nation, shall be sovereign and
inviolable. It can tolerate no efforts of any portion of the

people to change by violence any established form of gov
ernment for the sake of establishing another form which

they may believe to be more for the common good. But
.it leaves individuals perfectly free to labor through legal

forms, in an orderly manner, for the amelioration of the
laws and institutions of the country, and the nation itself,
when acting in its sovereign capacity, as we did at the epoch
of what we call our revolution, or as we do through the

legal conventions of the people, to change even the form of

the government, and to ordain such new methods for the

expression of its sovereign will as it may believe to be most
for the common good.* It leaves the people as the com
monwealth and the people as individuals all the freedom
there is this side of license, and forbids nothing that is com
patible with national sovereignty and inviolability. It can
be objected to, then, by none who are not prepared to object
to all government, all law, and all order.

The duty of obedience to law is precisely the same under
a republican government as under any other form of gov
ernment. For though the people make the law, yet it is

not in the same sense as that in which they are held to obey
it. They make the law in their collective sense, as a moral

unity, or public person ; they are held to obey in their dis

tributive capacity, as simple individuals. In their quality
of electors, acting through legal forms prescribed by sov

ereign authority, the people with us make the law, but it is

only when so acting that they make it, have any voice in

making it, or incur any responsibility, be the law what it

may. As individuals acting in any other capacity, they are

subjects, and in the same sense and to the same extent as

they would be in case they enjoyed no elective franchise at

all. The law is as imperative with us as it is under any
other form of government, and can no more be resisted with
a safe conscience than elsewhere.

This assumed, the individual in his quality of subject

*See St. Th., S lmma, 1. 2, Q. 97, a 1, and St. Aug., De Libero

ArUtrio, I., c. 6.



-Hinds here in relation ; \v pivri-rlv a- hr dor- iu

those countries \&amp;lt; iv i- no rlrrtivr franchise. llr

iMcurs. indeed, a.- ,;, ,-r..|-. a n :

:M\ for the law, and
rann. &amp;gt;r lie e\ , have in &amp;gt;t di iiir all in

&amp;gt; Wrr to make tl -

;; \\ \ el) the

proper ;: promulgated

:n.- if- i&quot; &amp;lt;&amp;lt; i

tv.-poii-ihilitv a&amp;gt; an elector in

!ll;| ^ v \va- n. -I }\\&amp;gt; iniliviil-

Mal ..
.,,,,1 u-j t ]i

I

l

&quot;!&quot;

1

! niotivrs. mi \ -
. tar a- lir \vi nl t make up ilh-

v Mnin -rnl ir. I !MI rlu- ad ..f ulic.ru-nci 1 or
&quot;t disnlicdiri hi- individual acr. and i&amp;gt; n na I V. ctrd.

act if !ii-
]&amp;gt;iTt

i&amp;gt;niird

IK&amp;gt; acts iMt as an indi\ idMal.
! iir as a

j.ai-t
of a \vlmk-.

Su|&amp;gt;|&amp;gt;n&amp;gt;c,
thru. I look

M|H&amp;gt;M
thr

iK dai nl !&amp;gt;v my irovi-riiiiiriir as iiiijii.-t or inicallrd for.

I his may hi 1 a gmn\ rrason \vh\ I &amp;gt;Iioiild exert mvsrlf in

to -vt the !a\v declaring if repealed.
&quot;it it leaves me in my .piaiity ..f

&amp;gt;ulijrrr preri.-elv wiirri 1

slioulil Kr in c; &amp;gt;i 1 .. ;d MO t-leetive fraMehi-e. 1 am jn-i as

much lioMiid tM oltey t!ir law &amp;lt;leclarin^ thr war. and incur
MO nmre Maine for aiding in priccutin^ ir. The citi/.en.

:! he believes a law nnju-t. is loiil&amp;gt;t!r&amp;gt;s houiid as an
tor r.. pork it.- rrpral : Init till repealed, he i- as uiiich

!&amp;gt;oMiid to i.hrA a- he would he it lir were MO elector, ami

niple -ul jccr : and l.riii-- so hound, incur.- MO liiaim-
1

hat lir would Mot thru a!-o incur.
Hut is there MO limit to this ol.edieiu-e to law? Have I

Mot the ri- ht to jiid-v thr acts of authority, ami decide for

inyselt whether they are .-iich as I ou^ht or ou-;ht not to
&quot;I ey i 1 ii is. Doe.- ( ,r does not the law depend on the

N erned for it- validit v . It is a ,-.&amp;gt;rt of
m.ixini \vith u- Amrricaii-. that MO MM he ju-tlv held

&quot; &quot; ! r\ a law to he has riot a.-.-eMted. Tin-, takdi

hitely. is not adn The sovereign authority ro-

&amp;gt;idrs in rhe
pei.j)K- as a whole, taken collectivelv. Mot in the

. and i&amp;gt; dri ived not from the people as
- Uoii ran ilrramed. luit from (iod, us we have

v proved fi Holy Scripture-. Moreover, to

make thr la\\ drprnd on the assent of the -\&amp;gt;venied. that is.

^ !1 thr assent of the Mil.jrct. is to deny tha t the law is law.
that the subject is a subject. aMtl to assert that one is bound
by no law. but free to do as he {.leases. There can be m.



legitimate government unless it have the right to govern,
and there can he no right to govern where there is not a

correlative obligation to obey. If the law cannot bind the

subject till he gives his assent, and he is free to give or

withhold his assent, he is, and can be, under no obligation
to obey unless he chooses, and then there is no right on the

part of the government to enforce obedience ; then no right
to govern : and then no government. To make the law de

pend for its validity on the assent of the governed is, then,

the denial of all government. Hut government exists by
divine right. It has from God the right to command.
Then it is not under the necessity of entreating or request

ing the subject to be so complacent as to obey. The law,

then, is complete, the moment it is enacted and promulgated
by the proper authority. If the law is then complete, the

subject has no assent to give or withhold, no judgment to

form, no decision to take, but that to obey.
Nevertheless, there is a sense, in this country, and per

haps in all countries, in which it is true that the assent, of

the governed is essential to the validity of the law; but

this is the assent they give in their qualitv of electors,

through the medium of their representatives in enacting
the law. not an assent which they give as subjects to tin-

law after it is enacted and promulgated. The distinction is

obvious and important. It is only in our quality of elec

tors, through the medium of our representatives, that we
have any legislative authority, any assent, to give or to

withhold. But in this quality we have already assented to

the law, otherwise it could not have been enacted, since

there is no power with us but the people in this quality and

through this medium that does or can make the law. Hav
ing thus assented, nay. enacted the law, we have no more
assent to give, and it would be absurd to seek, after this,

the assent of the people in their capacity of simple individ

uals, in which they are simply subjects, and have no legisla
tive voice whatever. Having spoken once in our legislative

capacity, as electors, through our representatives, we must

obey, till, by speaking again in the same capacity and

through the same medium, we repeal the law. That is,

when the people have made the law, they must obey it, till

they, through the forms through which they made it, re

peal it.

But laws may undoubtedly be unjust. Am F bound to

obey unjust laws ^ We will let St. Thomas answer this



question tor us.
&quot; Laws imposed by liiniiau aurlioritv tnav

be either just or unjn-t. 1 1 they are indeed just, thev hind
in conscience, hv the eternal la\v t roi.i \vliicli they are de
rived, according to I IMV. viii. 1

~&amp;gt;. / //// r&amp;lt;
&amp;lt;/&amp;lt;

\
f&amp;lt;i/&amp;gt;iti/i1.

t Lijmn i-u/iil &amp;lt;/,,/&amp;lt;,
x

/&quot;.-/:&amp;gt;
tl /-a n nt . They are

ji
-t \vhen

they ordain what is Cor the common irood, \vlien enacted

by an authority \\ hieli Iocs not exceed it- powers, and when
thev distriliute in equal proportions the burdens thev im

pose ii|)on the subjects for the common ^ood. For. since

each man i&amp;gt; a part of the multitude, every man belong- to

the multitude in that which he is and in that which lie has.

in like manner a- t he part belongs in what it is to the whole,
and hence nature allows a certain detriment to the part that

the whole may lie .-aved. Consequently, laws ,,f this kind.
which proportion equally the burden- impo-rd. are just,

hind in conscience, and are le^al laws. l!ut laws may he

unjust in two senses. 1. I!v contrariety to //&amp;gt;//////// ^ood.
in the respects jn-t mentioned. They are unjii-t. when a

prince imposes luirden&amp;lt; on hi- sul&amp;gt; jects, not for the common
irood. hut rather tor his own v_l&quot;rv or cupidity, when thev
exceed the commission or the, authority which ordains them,
and when the lmrden&amp;gt; thev impo-e, even thoiiu h for the

common v;ood. are not
e&amp;lt;jually pro|)ortioned. Such acts

are violence- rather than laws, as St. A ii^u-t ine savs. I)&amp;lt;

/. !&amp;gt;. .I/
1 /

.. I.. C. .*). /.../ r.VA / inni i- ,&amp;lt;], t nr. uH&amp;lt;r /ilxt l nun
/&quot; ///. Laws ot this kind do not hi IK! in conscience. nnles&amp;gt;,

pei cJiance, for the avoidiiiL:
1 of scan&amp;lt;Jal or di&amp;gt;order. for which

a man mii-t forego hi- own rights, accordinii to St. Matt. v.

I l, -11, (Ji// it in/ii fut i ,
t if ti ///ill, //(/.v.-. //x. I liili &amp;lt; ir/ii i o

iilni i/t/n ; ,t
,jii,

,///.,////, /// fill! t a n ifii in . tlii &amp;gt;- i &amp;lt;t pallium.
&quot;2. Laws may he un|ii-t l&amp;gt;v cont rai iet \- to tl /ri/n ^ood. as

the edict- of tyrants commandini; idolatry or other things
torhiilden

l&amp;gt;y

the divine law. Such laws are to he observed
in no sense whatever. &amp;gt;ince. Acts iv.. it is nece.-sarv to ohev
(iod rat her than men.&quot;

1 he principle is. that all ju-t laws bind in conscience;
but. with regard to unjust law.-, we mii-t di-tin^ui-h be

tween tho.-e which are unjust be.caiise they ordain what is

repugnant io human 1:001 1. and tho-e which are unjust,
because they ordain what is repugnant to the divine law.

The latter do not bind, but we are bound in conscience to

re! use to obey them at all ha/.ards; the former, when thev

*Sitnnn t
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only require us to suffer wrong, and if they go further

and connnand us to do wrong, they are identical with the

Jatter, we may obey, and are bound to obey, when our

disobedience would cause scandal or breed disturbance in

the state.

But who is to determine whether the laws are just or un

just? Not absolutely in all cases the state, for that would

make the distinction between just and unjust laws nugatory,
since the state, in enacting a law, decides that it is just ; not

the individual, for that would make the law depend on the

assent of the subject for its legality, which we have seen is

not the fact, and cannot be the fact, if we are to have gov
ernment at all. There is here, to many minds, no doubt, a

serious difficulty ; but, without considering it in a light

which would involve a controversy foreign to our present

purpose, we may answer the question by laying down the

principle, that authority is always presumptively in the

right, and the law prlma facie evidence of justice. The
o/iiis pi obandl rests on the shoulders of the subject, who
must prove the law to be unjust, before he can have the

riu ht to refuse it obedience. For this his own private judg
ment or conviction can never suffice. If he can allege noth

ing against the law but his own individual persuasion of its

injustice, he is bound, by his general obligation to obey the

laws, to obev it. Xo one, then, can ever be justified in dis-

obeying on his own private authority. He must sustain his

refusal
1 &quot;

to obev bv an authority higher than his own, higher
than that of the state, or else he will be guilty of resisting

the ordinance of (rod, and, therefore, purchase damnation

to himself. Hence, where there is no infallible authority
to decide, the subject must always presume the law to be

just, and faithfully obey it, unless it manifestly and unde

niably ordains what is wrong in itself, and prohibited by
the law of (rod.

This rule may strike some as too stringent, but, if ex

amined, closely, it will be found to allow all the liberty to

the subject compatible with the existence of government.
If, for instance, the government should command me to lie,

to steal, to rob, to bear false witness, or any thing else mani

festly against the law of nature or the law of God, I should

hold myself bound to disobey, and to take the consequences
of my disobedience. So also, if my government should de

clare war against an unoffending state, manifestly for the

purpose of stripping it of its territory, destroying its hide-



2\

pendence. ;i!ii| reducing its people to shiVOl V, or for flu 1

purpose of overthrowing 1 he ( hristian religion ;m&amp;lt;l sub.-ti-

tutinu a talse religion, ami should command me to aid it in

it.- net ariou- designs. I -honhl hold mv.-elf lioiind in con
science In ivtiiM 1 at all ha/ard.- : I m 1 -uch a war would be

ma ii : ! e-t 1 \ and
|&amp;gt;al|i;dlv

un ju.-t. not m mv jud^ menl &amp;lt;&amp;gt;nlv,

lint in that o! all sound-minded nidi. Sucii ;i case would
IK- clear, and diit\ wmdd !&quot; so plain that n&amp;lt;&amp;gt;

&amp;lt;pie-tion
could

ai i&amp;gt;e. 1 &amp;gt;lll : n a ca-e le.-.- dear am i maid lot. ill a ca&amp;gt;e where
there was room |.&amp;gt;rdouht. for an lmiie&amp;gt;1 &amp;lt; ii ll erence of opin-
ioll. I .-hould hold my .-el I lioiilld foobe\ the order- of the

L;-OY eminent. ,
&amp;lt;

&amp;gt;&amp;gt;. coii-ciei ice -ake. lea\ in^ 1

i IM-
re&amp;gt;]

ioii&amp;gt;i liilit \

with it. sure ol i ncii ri i HL; no Maine in\&amp;gt;ell.

In coiiciii-ion. \\c &amp;gt;a\. that, though \\c ha\ e defended
the lawfulness ol war. when deelaivd !&amp;gt;v the &amp;gt;o\erei^n an

thoi-irv, lor a
ju&amp;gt;t

caii.-e. and pro-edited \\iih ri^ht inten

tion.-. \\ e have Ho sviiipathx \\ ith that re.-tle.-s and ain ii

riou- -pirit that cravc-s war I m 1 the -ake of excitement or

ii lurx. (&amp;gt;ni\ a .-tern ii(ceit\ can ever ju-iif\ the re&amp;gt;ort I

arm-, and that nece--it\ doe- not in ival;t\ otteii e\i-t. In

nio.-l case&amp;gt;. the war. with a little prudence, a little forhear

ance, a little u&amp;gt;e o| rea&amp;gt;oii. nii^ht lie avuided ; and a terrilile

]-e-|ioii-il
liiit \ re.-t upon ruler- \\hen rhe\ nnneces-ari Iv

plunge two nations in the horror.- o! war. Vet it lelon^-&amp;gt;

I&quot; the sovereiu ti authority to judne ol the lu-ce-&amp;gt;itv of the

\\ar. no |e.-s than to declare it: and when not nianile-ti\

and undetiiaM\ for that which i- \\ron^ in it-elf, the -nli-

ject i- lioiind to i I icy, and v;ive hi- life, if need he. for hi.-

count l \ . I lilt tile -II I i |ect call. \\ it ll a ^001 j coll-cielice. ti^ llt

inly under the national banner. lie can never |ii.-tlv ti^ht

under the hlood red lla^ of the I aetioni-t ,,r of the I evolu
tiotii-t. Tin lo\al -uliject hear- no call to the battle-field

lint that ot Id- .-o\crei^n. Thi- -o\-ereiuii he hear.-, liv him
he -land.-, tor him he i- ivadv to li^ht a^ain-t anv cnemie-.
Ji om within or I nun without. llur there he -top.-. He

&amp;lt; an |oin with no (action, with no partv. a^ain-t the legiti

mate authorities &quot;I hi- countrv. No divam&amp;gt;of free in.-titu-

tions. o| popular govern meiit. ot an earthlv paradise can

make him raise the parricidal hand, and -eek hv violence to

overthrow legitimate i;o\-erninent. and introduce a new

political order. No. dearlv as \\ e love liberal institutions,
and a.- ready a.- we are to -pill our blood in their defence
where they are the le^al order, we would rush to the .-ide

of authority, and spill the .same blood against them, if there
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were an attempt by violence to introduce them. True free

dom is only where the law is supreme, and the law is su

preme only where the people reverence it. and feel them
selves bound bv their duty to God to obev it.

SLAVERY AND TIIK MKXICAX WAR.*

[

From Brownson s Quarterly Review for July, 1S4T.]

WE always read Mr. Rhett s speeches with interest, and

rarely without instruction. He ranks high amonir the most
eminent of South Carolina s gifted sons, is high-minded and
honorable, one of the lew alas! very few of our

public&quot;

men who act always from principle. He may sometimes be
unsound in his views, but he always aims at truth and jus
tice, and acknowledges that in politics, as in every tiling
else, a man should always act under a deep and abiding
sense of moral obligation.
The speech before us is earnest, able, and eloquent. the

production of the statesman and the constitutional lawver.
It is on a subject of great and almost fearful interest, which
is every day forcing itself more and more directlv upon the
attention of the American people. It is conlined, indeed,

principally to the inquiry. Where vests the political sov

ereignty, under our system of government? but it raises this

inquiry only in its bearing on the great and absorbing ques
tion of slavery. The question of slavery is becoming for

us. through the influence of causes no longer controllable,
the question of question.-, which can henceforth be blinked
with safety by no section of the Tnion. but which must be
met and in some way disposed of. or it will dispose of the
Li) ion itself. How it is to be met and disposed of it is not

easy to say. and not for us to attempt to sav.

A.- conductor, some years since, of the Boston (JiiKrtcrh/
tteview, we took frequent occasion to express our views of

&quot;Sfiecch f the HON. R. B. RIIETT, of fruith Curolimi, on the Orer/on
Territory Tiill, excluding Navery from that Territory, lite Mi.^ouri Com
promise briny proposed and rejected. Delivered in the House of Represen
tatives of the United States. Januarv 14, 1847.
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the abolitionists: and though many, manv changes have
come (ivei %

us. and \ve can hardlv lie recognized lv our read-
civ- a&amp;gt; the same man that \ve were then, our estimat ion of
them remain.- unaltered, except that, if possible. \vo now
hold them in -till greater dete.-tat ion. Thev are the worst
enemie.- o| their country, and the worst enemies, too. of the
slave. They are a band of mad fanatics, and we have no

language strong enough to express our abhorrence of their

principle and proceedings. l!ut we cannot shut our eves to
the fact, that they have the sympathy of a lar^e portion of
the people of the free states, and that in several of the
northern states thev are already powerful enough to make
it an object for demagogues to bid for their suffrages. Both

political partie.- pander to them. Kveii the administration
.-ecins to court them ; tor it has appointed from this com
monwealth scarcely an individual to a prominent ullice in

its gilt, not selected from the abolition section of its frieiuU.

-certainly, no one distinguished for his bold and resolute

opposition to abolition movements. In the Whi^- partv
the tendency to abolitionism, or to court the abolitionist.-,

is. perhaps, still more decided than in the Democratic partv.
In Maine. New Hampshire, \ermoiit, ( onnecticut. the

party, at lea.-t ju-t before elections, is almo-t avowedlv
abolitionist, and would be in this Mate, were it not for a

lew distinguished leaders, whose influence we are sorrv to

see daily declining. Young Whigdomin all the free states.

composed oi yoiin^- men and bovs. not to -a\ vouni;
1

mi-&amp;gt;es,

\vho are soon to be the \Vhii: partv itself, is virt uallv an
abolition party, and it&amp;gt; leaders are nearly as far ^one as

(larri-on, Phillips, Ijeavitt. and Abbv I- o.-ter.

All the sect.-, it we except, perhaps, lli^h ( hurch Mpisccj-

paliaiis. are either a I read v cai ried awav b\ the abolition

fanatici.-m. or rapidly yielding to it. The ^reat bodv of

I nitarian mini-ter.- in New England, once a respectable and
conservative body ot men. exerting, indeed, a bad influence
on religion, yet highly commendable for political and social

virtues, are almost ton man now mad and fanatical social-

i.-ts and abolitionist-. If some few yet hold out, they are

timid, and without influence on the general action of the

body ot which they are members. Nearlv all the voting
men Irom Protestant theological seminaries come out in

fected, and, wherever settled as ministers, seek to enlist their

congregations in the movement. (July the church, which
can be surprised by no new moral or social question, which
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has nothing to learn from experience, and whose doctrines
on all subjects are long ago determined and fixed, remains
unaffected by the fanaticism around her, and pays no atten
tion to the decisions of modern casuists.

Add to this the new aspect the question assumes through
the anticipated extension of American territory by conquests
from Mexico, and the bravest must admit that there is seri

ous cause for alarm. The slave-holding states contend that

the territories of the United States not yet erected into

states belong to all the states in common, and must be as

open to their citizens to settle and occupy with their prop
erty, as to the citizens of the free states

;
and there is a very

general determination on the part even of the most moder
ate of the citizens of the free states to resist the further ex
tension of the slave system. The majority of them will not
seek to disturb it where it now legally exists, but they feel,

that, for the sake of humanity and the honor of the Ameri
can states, they ought resolutely to oppose all efforts to open
new territory to it. If any new territory shall be acquired
by the Union, a conflict is likely to come, whose shock may
shiver the Union, and reduce it to its primitive elements.

For ourselves, we adopt no extreme views on the question
of slavery. We have no sympathy with the abolitionists

;

we entertain not for a moment even one of their fundamen
tal principles. Man, we an; ready to maintain, may have

property in man, a valid right to the services of his slave,

though no dominion over his soul ; slavery is not in.alum in

,w and in no case justifiable ;
there is nothing in slavery that

necessarily prevents the slave-holder from being a true and

pious Christian
;
and where the master is a true Christian,

and takes care that his people are instructed and brought up
in the true Christian faith and worship, slavery is tolerable,
and for negroes, perhaps, even more than tolerable. Many
of the laws of the slave-holding states on slavery are un

necessary, unjust, cruel, and disgraceful ; a. large body of the

slave-holders are deeply censurable for neglecting to recog
nize and respect marriage among their people, and for bring
ing them up in heathenism or heresy ; but we have no sym
pathy with those who denounce them be.canse they are slave

holders, and we have no reason to suppose that they cannot,
in the moral, social, and religious virtues, compare favorably
with their brethren of the North; and, whatever repugnance
we may feel, personally, to the slave system, we are fully
convinced that the greatest disservice they could do their
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.-lave- would he to ^ranf them immediate emancipation;
which would lie as cruel as for a fat her to t urn his children &amp;lt; nil

upon tiie world, at a tender a ire. to take care of themselves.
1*111 the -real l)od\ ot the people o| the free Mate.-alV in

principle oppo.-ed t&quot; the whole system of involuntary servi
tude. All their feelings and convictions are against it. Thev
may not. the majority of them, as we have .-aid. .-eek to di&amp;gt;-

nirh it where it MOW ha- a le-al existence; hut the\- shrink
ll om its hirtlier e\leii-ioii within the hounds of the 1 nion.
I hey regard it a- inconsistent \vith their pmt e-.-ioiis of lih-

&amp;lt;Tt\ and equality, and they i eel acutely the h\ pocrit ica 1

taunt- ot loreiii ners. I hey cannot endure tin- thought of

consenting to pour out their hlood and treasure to extend
its area, and sooner than do so they are not unlikely to join
in tlif enterpri-e to overthrow it where it i- now e-iahli.-hed.

It we ha\e not mi-taken the feeling- in the tVee -tate.-, the
determination i- li\ed. even in the mind-o| the warmest
and leaM he-itatm- friends of the South, that there -hall he
no lurther extension of the-lave terrhorx of the I niou.and
no more slave Mate- admitted into the I nion. Whatever
we max think ot such a determination it-elf, we regard it as

madiie.-.- to den\ its existence, and idle to attempt towith-
stand it

I .in here arises a serious dilliculty. The territories of t he
I nited State- not \,-t erected into .Mates belong to all the
.-tate- 111 common, and mu.-l. in |ii-tice, he open alike to the
citixelis ot each, who mav \\i-h to occupy them. ( oii^re-.-

an make no di&amp;gt;criniination between the .Mates, in pre-crih
inutile condition- on which t he terrhorie- mav he .-ettled

and occupied. It the citixens of lion -lave holding Mates are
lett tree to -ettle and occupy them with their property, the
citixen&amp;gt; of the slave-holding states iuii&amp;gt;t also he I id t free to

settle and occupy them with their.-. The fact, that the lat

ter reco-ni/e property in -laves, while the former do not,
eannot he taken into the account. ( oii^re-- ha- no author

ity to define property, to say what .-hall or &amp;gt;hall not he

property, hut i- hound to iv-pect a- property, for the citi

xens oi each state, what their state defines to he property.
One .-tate cannot detine it [ or another ; lor, in relation to the

others, each Mate i- an independent M)Vereii;
i

n. and its defi

nition ot property within its own limit,- niu.-t he re.-pected

hy all others, a.- well a.- hy the 1 nion. Hence, in the ter

ritories which helone to no .-tate in particular, hut of which
all are tenant.- in common, no state can have anv ri^ht to
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make its system of property prevail over that of any of the

others; ami congress, being bound to respect the system of

each for the citizens of each, cannot prefer the system of

one to the. exclusion of the system of another. Then con

gress can make no law which would prohibit the citizens of

slave-holding states from emigrating to the territories and

occupying them with their property in slaves, any more
than it can prohibit the citizens of the non-slave-holding
states from occupying them with their property in horses

and mules, sheep and cattle. The famous Wilmot proviso
was, therefore, unconstitutional, and could not have been

passed without a usurpation of power.
But it is contended, on the other hand, that the genera!

government is the sovereign of the territories belonging to

the United States, and therefore may prohibit slavery in

them, if it chooses. This position would seem to be sup
ported by the ordinance erecting the old Northwest Terri

tory, by the Missouri compromise, as it is called, and the

exercise by the general government of sovereign powers in

the erection of territorial governments. But the erection

of territorial governments does not imply plenary sover

eignty, and may be defended on the ground of a sover

eignty within the limits of the constitution
;
and the prece

dents established by the ordinance and the compromise, it

unconstitutional, cannot be pleaded.
Mr. Rhett, in the speech before us, demies that the gen

eral government holds the sovereignty of the territories in

question, and he does it on the ground, that the general
sovereignty exercised by the Union vests, not in the Union
itself, but in the states severally which have created the

Union. But this, though conceded, would not of itself, be
decisive of the case. It matters not, so far as the exercise

of sovereignty by the Union is concerned, whether that

sovereignty vests originally in it, or be only delegated to

it. If the states have delegated to it the sovereignty in full

of the territories, it can exercise all the sovereignty over
them it could, if it were sovereign in its own right. But
there is, as we shall by and by show, no express delegation
of such sovereignty, and the sovereignty in its full sense
over them must vest where, and only where, under our sys
tem, the plenary sovereignty in general is vested. If it is

in the Union, then the Union is sovereign over the terri-... &quot;

tones by its own right, and can exercise plenary sover

eignty over them, unless the constitution ordains to the



contrary, without any express ^rant of power. Dut if it

vests ill tin- states se\ era 1 1 \ . tlit H the I nion has 11O sover

eignty Inn what i- expressly d&amp;lt; debated to it. and its power
over the territories i&amp;gt; limited to the express ^rant, and
wliat i- necessarily incident to it. Since, then, tiiere is no

express ^rant ot plenary &amp;gt;o\ eivi^nt v ovei 1 the territories in

the constitution, it lieeoines necessarv. in order to ascertain

whether the ^ eiiei al
&amp;lt;j;\ eminent possesses it or not. to as-

certain whether, under our svstein. the general &amp;gt;o\ erei^nt \

ve.-ts ori^in;tll\ in the I nioii. or elsewhere.
For ourselves, we au ree perfeetlx with Mr. Illicit in his

position, that the political so\crei^n t \ with u.- ve.-t&amp;gt;
ori&amp;lt;^i-

nallv. not in the I nioii. hut in the stiites .-e\crall\ which
have made the I nion. and Irmn which the I nion derives
it&amp;gt; existence and all it-

power&amp;gt;.
Ni-veiM In-less, he must par

don H&amp;gt;. it we
&amp;gt;a_\

\\ e eaniiot. in all cases, accept the reason-
in- hv which he sii-taiiis this

|io-itioii. and are unalile to

adopt his view ot the state ^ ovri ii meiits. lie maintains
that thu funeral ^ovcriiiniiiit is not sovereign, not only on
the irroimd that it is the creature of the states, luit also on
the broader ground, that under the American svstem no
^o\erninent is sovereign, not even the state governments
themselves. Il ^o\ (rmnetit in general, if the state gov
ernment it-ell, i- a mere au elicN. derivim: all its powers
from an authority antecedent to uovernmeiit. then, a / &amp;lt;&amp;gt;/

-

/&amp;gt;/ . the federal ^ o\ urn meiit in particular. lie says,
-

&quot;

Sir. ii i&amp;gt; a irulli. vital In all t rcr popular i^ovcTiiincats, thai sover

eignty can in-vcr hr in ^ovrriimnii. The fiiiulainriilal (inclrinf, on

which ail our tree iust ilui i&amp;lt; m- n-.-t, is that uovn nnicnt i- nolliin^ of it-

si-lt. hut i- simply the a^i-iit nf ihc people. Make govern mml sovereign,
and the jieople are Mihjrct. They are ruled, and do not rule them
selves. Toatlemp! lo alter, cliaiiiri

1

,
or abolish, the forms of govern

ment over them will, then. \\&amp;lt;&amp;gt;\ be a ri^ht in tlie people, but treason to

the cxisfmi: .trovernment, for which lliey may right 1 ul y be gibbeted or

put to the sword. I re|ie;it the position, tlutt sovei-eignty, in free, pojiu-
lar goveniiuents, can never be in government. It is, under our system
ot government, neither in the general nor in the state governments.
Both are but agencies.&quot;

I nderstand by /&quot; y^.the .v/^/t.v. and restrict the doctrine
asserted to the federal government, this may pass; but un
derstand by jn nj&amp;gt;k,

not the state, but population, and ex
tend the doctrine to the state o-,,verninents, it is inadmissi
ble. 1 he federal government, it is historically certain, is

the creature of the states, and, saving the faith they have
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pledged to each other, the states have the same ri^ht to al

ter, change, or abolish it that the principal has to alter,

change, or revoke the powers he has given to his a^ent.
But we cannot say as much of the state governments. They
are governments, not agencies ; for there is and can he in

the states no authority antecedent to them to create them.
The people as population have never made them, and there
fore cannot unmake them. The people as the state, the le

gally constituted people, are inconceivable without the gov
ernment, are the government itself in fact, as well as in

principle, and for them to abolish it would be to commit
political suicide.

But make the government sovereign, and the people
are

subject.&quot; Unquestionably. Sovereign and subject are

correlatives, and one necessarily implies the other. Where
there is no subject, there is no sovereign ;

for nothing can
be over, where there is nothing wider. If yon assert sov

ereignty, you must concede subjection. Then, the people,
&quot; are ruled, and do not rule themselves.&quot; Granted. But
what is government for, if not to rule the people? and is

that government which neither rules them, nor has the ri^ht
to rule them? Does government operate on things onlv.

subject things only, never persons ? Are not the people,
every man. woman, and child, of them, subject to the laws?
And is it not the boast of our institutions, that no one is

above the laws ? How can yon say that the people are sub

ject to the laws, and yet not subject to the government?
and if governed by the laws, that they are not ruled ?

You must either deny all government of persons, and ex

empt from the dominion of the law all except things, or
else you must concede that the people are subject to govern
ment and ruled by it.

But if they are ruled, they do not rule ; and the funda
mental principle of our institutions is that the people rule.
Rule as the government, conceded

;
as population taken dis-

tributively, denied. The confusion arises from the am
biguity of the word people, which, in this country, is taken
in two senses, very distinguishable one from the other. The
term people means, 1. Population, the whole number of

persons inhabiting the territory or country ;
2. The state,

commonwealth, or political sovereignty. In the latter

sense, as the state, the people are sovereign, and rule
;
in the

former sense, they are not sovereign, but subject, and are
ruled. Numerically considered, the people in the one sense
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mar or in. iv not IM- eoinmeii.-uiat&quot; with the people ill the

tlier sense : l&amp;gt;u! in ii&quot; actual case arc they so. The people,

;i&amp;lt; population, arc the whole population, men. women, and

( .hil,ln. M . fret-men and slaves : a&amp;gt; the Male, they may
include

,,iilv a -mall number, in some countries more, in others

fewer. Thev are &amp;gt;,nne two hundred thousand out ot thirty-

inillioii- in France, and with u&amp;gt; they never exceed, in

ia.-l |,,.\ ,. r .Mjiial.
the whole number ot free male citizens

iweiitN -one \ear&amp;gt; of a vv and over ; and in must cases never

inrlu.jr in,, iv than the free ///// /. male citi/.en&amp;gt; ol the sanu

;,,,.(. ;,,] ( ,ver: and rhe-e in South Carolina, for instance, d.

n7,1 exceed one in ten. and in no state one in live, ot tho

whole population.

s,ve in the simple act of voting, subject to the laws, ain t

nded in the same manner as tlic rest of the inhabitant.-.

Moreover, the elective franchise, which they possess and ex

civise. rhe\ possess onl\ bv virtue of law. and can exercise

,,nlv acco rdinii to the law. They may alter, change. o&amp;gt;

abolish the existing foi-m of government, it is true: bin

|,\ virtue of law. and only in the way. and by the means.

the existing form authorizes; and the attempt, to do it. in

,, ; ,\ other wav. or bv any other mean-, would be treason,

an d punishable as Mich, by the laws of every state in t he

(,,,. To abolish the government is, under our system,

no more the right of the people, than it i- under any other

system, as Mr. Dorr ami his partisans in Khode Island dis

ci i\ ercil tot heir c. ,st.

The insane doctrine of but too many of our politicians
on

thi- subject arises from the ambiguity we have pointed out

in the word
/&quot; v / . From the i act that the political

sov

ereignty with us is unquestionably vested in I he people*/*

//,, x/,//,. they sophisrieally
conclude that it vests in the

people tt*
i&amp;gt;&amp;lt;&amp;gt;j&amp;gt;nl,if

,n ; that is, in the people out of, or an

tecedent to. the Mate. I .ut where there is no state, no

-/-AT, no politieal entity, there is and can be no political

sovereignty. Out of thestateandantecedenttoit.il you

may make the supposition, the people are not a state, have

i,,, political existence, and therefore are not sovereign, and

have no sovereignty. It is absurd to assume that the sov

ereignty vests in them: and if it does not in this sense vest

in them, they of course cannot delegate it to the state, nor

can the .Mate derive it from them. The states could dele

gate sovereignty to the I nion, for they were antecedent



SLAVERY AND THE MEXICAN WAR. 33

to it, and were, prior to it, sovereign states, and possessed

the powers they delegated. But the people could delegate

no sovereignty to the state or state government; for. ante

cedently to the state government, they were no political

entity, and therefore had no sovereignty to delegate.

Plere is the refutation of the prevalent fallacy of the pop
ular origin of government. The administration of govern
ment may be popular, and is so with us

;
but its origin is

never popular. The people cannot make the constitution ;

for to make the constitution is itself an act, and the most

sovereign act, of the political sovereignty ;
and antecedently

to the constitution the people are not sovereign, since ante

cedently to it, as we have seen, they have no political ex

istence.&quot; What is not cannot act. Where there is no

sovereign, there can be no act of sovereignty. To assume

that tlie people make the constitution is, then, to assume

them capable of performing an act of sovereignty before

they exist as a sovereignty, which is absurd. It
^

would be

to asssume that sovereignty is self-created, an impossible

supposition. Nothing can be self created, for the very solid

reason, that nothing can act before it is. The constitution

must always be octroyee, granted or imposed by authority,

or it has and can have no legal force or vitality. But if

we suppose as already existing an authority competent to

grant or impose a constitution, we suppose the state to be

already constituted, and the sovereign authority to exist.

When the state already exists, with its sovereign authority,

the people owe it allegiance, are subject to it, and have

neither the right nor the occasion to make the constitution.

In denying the popular origin of government, we neither

deny the legitimacy nor mistake the character of our Amer
ican system of government. The doctrine of the popular

origin&quot;
of government that is, that government is instituted

by, and derives its powers from, the people, antecedently,

logically, or chronologically considered, to the state
is^

no

American doctrine, and implied in no American institution.

It is an exotic, brought hither from the gardens of foreign

theorists, and should be rooted up and rejected by every

American who loves his country, and would be able to dis-

. tinguish between the state and the mob.

Not one of our state governments has had a strictly pop
ular origin ;

for there has never been with us a moment
when the people were unconstituted or without government,
and free, without regard to existing authority, to institute

VOL. XVI 3
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government for themselves. We are not so rash as to pre
tend that the people here have never been iruiltv of any

irregularity, or that all their proceedings are defensible i n
strict law; but we do say. and are ivadv to maintain against
all challenger.-, that what with us is called

in&amp;lt;ikin&amp;lt;i
f/i&amp;lt;&amp;gt; con-

xtttnft&amp;lt;&amp;gt;it. with one or two apparent, but not real, exceptions,
ha.- been nothing but a modification of a previous constitu
tion, and a modification effected, not bv the people as

population antecedent to the -fate. but. if by the people
at all. the people as the state, by virtue of previously exist

ing political authority. The convention- which have mod
ified the old constitutions and formed our present constitu
tions have all been called, or held to be called, bv an already
constituted public authority, by virtue of public law. and

according to law. Their whole authority as conventions
has been derived from the government which authori/ed
them, and there ha- never been a moment when to call

con vent ion- without the authorization of ihe existing gov
ernment, and to attempt to enforce their acts airainst it. was
not treason, and a- -uch punishable bv existing law.

Ihe colonist.- on arriving here were, a- before leaving
home, -ubject to the laws of the mother country ; and the
colonial government.- were constituted governments bv the

authority of that mother country, and derived from it all

their power.-. &amp;lt; &amp;gt;ur present governments are only the me
diate or immediate con tinuat ions of the colonial governments,
by whose authority they have from colonial become state

governments. In no instance has the change been effected
hut by their authority. Mr. I )orr and his friends attempt
cd, in the case of Rhode Island, to effect a change bv pop
ular, instead of legal authority, and failed. This is strictly

true of all the old thirteen colonies, as nobody can pretend
to den\ . With regard to the other state- admitted into the
Union since the adoption of the federal constitution, nearly
all have formed their constitutions by authorization of the

general government through their territorial governments.
Vermont and Michigan, perhaps Kentucky and Tennessee,

though of the-e we cannot speak positively, formed their

constitutions in the first instance in conventions called with
out legal authority ; but the defect of legality was subse

quently supplied by the acknowledgment of the govern
ments in contravention of whose authority they formed
them. Maine became a state by the consent of Massachu
setts, on whom she depended, and the authority of congress.
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Texas was erected into a state by the act of Mexico, orig
inally illegitimate, but made legal by the subsequent
acknowledgment of Mexican independence by Spain, the
mother country, and she became an independent state by
the revolution which subverted the Mexican union or fed
eral government. All our governments may, then, plead a

legal, in distinction from a popular origin.

Against us, some may allege the American revolution, the
declaration of independence, and the prevalent theories and

speculations of American statesmen and politicians. The
theories and speculations of many of our statesmen and

politicians assert the popular origin of government, we
grant; but these theories and speculations are precisely
what M*e are controverting, and their authors cannot assert

them as American, on the authority of our institutions, un
less necessary to explain and justify their existence. The
existence of these institutions does not require them for

their explanation or justification, as \ve have shown, in show

ing that they are explicable and justifiable on legal prin

ciples.
The declaration of independence, in the preamble, asserts

the popular origin of government, it is true; but that docu
ment is of no legal force or value, forms no part of the pub
lic law7 of either the states or the Union. The act of the

congress which drew it up, declaring the colonies absolved
from their allegiance to the crown of Great Britain, has

entered into the modifications our institutions have
received

;
but the principles of government they asserted,

and the reasonings by which they justified it, enter for

nothing. Moreover, the congress Avhich drew up the docu
ment had received from the states whose agent they were
no authority to promulgate a theory of government, or a

political code, and in doing so exceeded their powers. Con
sequently the political doctrines they published are to be
treated simply as the private opinion or speculation of the
individual delegates. Furthermore, the assertion of the

popular origin of government was a mere obiter dictum.
The essential issue between the colonies and Great Britain

was, not whether the people have or have not the right to

institute government for themselves, but whether the crown
of Great Britain had or had not committed illegal and un
constitutional acts, and if it had, whether it had forfeited its

rights over the colonies. The colonies decided that it had,
that the king had proved himself a tyrant, and having so
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proved hiinsolf, lliev were absolved hv his act, not by
rlicirs from their allegiance. The real assumption of the

,

ernment, but that the tvrannv of the prince absolves the

subject. If it had been otherwise, there would have been
no necessity for attempting, as they do in the document in

&amp;lt;|iie&amp;gt;tion.
!&amp;gt;v a recital of his acts, TO prove that, (ieor^e III.

was a tvrant .

\\ hal is called the American revolution, properly speak
ing. was no revolution at all. and no man, in order to main
tain the le^itimacv of our institutions, is obliged to assert

the ri- lit of revolution, and therefore the popular origin

ot i: overnment ; because it was not the act ot the people as

population, out of or antecedent to the Mate, but ot the peo

ple acting in
&amp;gt;iibjection

to the colonial governments, -the

con.Mit utcd authorities; because all our institutions origi-

nallv oi
1 bv le- al derivation date from beyond it. and not one

of them can be .-aid to ha\e originated in it ; because the

authoritv of the mother country wa- not resisted, till it had

forfeited its rights, and cea-ed to be a le^al autliority; and

because. whatever illegality there may have been in the

deciaiation and war of independence, the. stain was wiped
oil. mid the whole legitimated, by the suh-e&amp;lt; ptent acknowl

edgment of the independence ot the I nited States by
(ireat I&amp;gt;ritain. A just appreciation of what we improperly
call the American revolution would show that in it the

American people were far from intending to declare them

selves revolutionists on principle. The whole controversy
which preceded the struggle for independence proves that

thev held themselves bound to obey legitimate authority,

an&amp;lt;i that they did not re- iM the llritish government till they
had convinced themselves rightly or wrongly is nothing

to our present purpose that it had ceased to be legitimate.

and hv its own acts absolved them from their allegiance.

Hut in resisting the crown of (ireat Britain, they did not

resist their own government-; at least, never asserted their

ri^ht to subvert them, which they must have done in order

to have asserted the sacred right of insurrection as it is

called, and the strictly popular origin of government,
That there is much confused thinking on this subject

among our countrymen at present, and that men with fanci

ful theories and lawless passions, for which they wished to

obtain free scope, have seized upon the American revolution

and tortured it entirely out of its original shape, we do not
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deny. That there were at the time individuals perhaps

prominent individuals affected by the mischievous theo

ries of their times, and carried away by the Utopian dreams

of liberty, equality, the perfectibility of human nature, and

the realization of &quot;a paradise on earth, then so common, and

the bitter fruits of which France and all Europe were soon

to reap, and that they sought, in season and out of season,

to introduce their insane imaginings, and to make it appear

to all the world that they had the sanction of the American

people, and that individuals of this description, of whom
the author of Common Sense, subsequently, of the Age of

Reason, was an associate and a sample, were able
_to

direct

and color too many of the proceedings of the time, is but too

true
;
but instead of regarding what they said and did as

the rule, we should, as true Americans, regard it as excep

tional, to be forgotten, not continued, and exaggerated.

The less we have of Jean Jacques Eousseau and his school,

Thomas Paine and his protectors and followers, and the

more we have of the strong old Anglo-Saxon sense, and old

Anglo-Saxon loyalty, the better. Massachusetts was fore

most in the struggle for independence, and it, perhaps, is

some proof that the patriots did not intend to be revolu

tionists, that she has always been foremost among the states

in contending for the supremacy of the law, though she

may not have always maintained it. or been as faithful as

we could wish to her principles.
Our readers, of course, will understand that in denying

the popular origin of the American governments, we do

not deny, or wish to deny, their popular administration.

We merely assert the legal order against the revolutionary

order, and maintain, that, notwithstanding the popular

forms of our government, the broad popular basis
_

of their

administration, the state is as sovereign with us as it is else

where, and that loyalty to the state is as much a virtue here,

and made as obligatory upon the people by our institutions,

as it is under any other form of government. We recog

nize all the freedom in the people, as the state acting-

according to law, that the most zealous radical among us

contends for; but in the people, regarded as
_
population,

in

their capacity, not of sovereigns, but of subjects, no other

freedom than the law
grants&quot;

and guaranties to them. In

the ordinary routine of government, in all its ordinary func

tions, there is no perceptible difference in the practical

working or results of our governments, whether we suppose
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their origin to be le^-al or to be popular. IJut there is ;m

immense practical dillerence. when it comes to the interpre
tation of their powers, and the allegiance of the subject. If

the theory of their popular origin is adopted, they can he

issunied to have IK&amp;gt; powers not granted in the constitution,
,ind the obedience of the sul)ject can never he lawfully
enforced. Nav. thev have no ri^ht of self-preservation;
and the people, without reference to law, may abolish them
at will, and set up anv v;overnnient or no ifovernment in

their place, a&amp;gt; t hey please.
Mr. Dorr s movement in Rhode Island, sincere and phil

anthropic on his part, and undertaken, we have reason to

helieve, in a pure, disinterested spirit, shows clearly the dan

i^er of tin thcorv we denounce. lie adopted the theory o!

the popular origin of government, and held that an instru

ment drawn up and proposed hy a hody of men assembled

without authoritv of law, it sanctioned hv the votes of a

majoritv of the people, would he the fundamental law of

the state, and might he lawfully eufoi-ced as such hy sword
and havonet again&amp;gt;t the regularly c.onstitu ted authorities.

He reasoned, it i&amp;gt; true, fallaciously; tor he was obliged to

assume the legalifv of the existing government in order to

determine who were the people of Rhode I-land, which
was necessarv to enahle him to determine how manv votes

he must have in order to have a majority ; and when he had

assumed the legality of that government, he had con ceiled his

obligation to ohev it, and therefore denied to himself all right
to resi.-t it. at least so long as ir continued in the legal dis

charge of it&amp;gt; legal functions ; that is, mile.-- it ceased, hy it.-

own act. to he legitimate. Hut, waiving this consideration,

hi.- conclusion was logical, if the popular origin of govern
ment wa- coiieeded, as it was, for the most part, by his

opponents. lie certainly had the advantage in the argu
ment of the chief justice of Rhode Island, and of the

learned president of llrown Tn iver-ity. Yet there was no
sober, thinking man, who reflected on hi&amp;gt; movement, that

did not see that it was wholly subversive of all legitimate

rule, of the essential principle of government itself. It is

unquestionably true, that the legal people, legally convened,
have the right to alter or amend the constitution, and

equally true, that the new or amended constitution in most

eases, though not in all. will not go lawfully into operation
unless sanctioned by a majority of the voters voting on it ;

but not because the constitution derives its authoritv from
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the people antecedent to government, but because the law
so ordains. The law could, if the sovereign so willed, dis

pense with the popular vote, and also with the convention ;

nay, deny the right altogether, under any circumstances, by
any methods whatever, to alter the fundamental law ; and

experience will yet prove that the facilities provided by
law for altering or amending- the constitution are incompat
ible with the safety and stability of our political institutions,

if indeed it has not done so already.
We have dwelt at length on the legal origin of our state

governments, in opposition to the popular fallacy that they
derive from the people as population, because we wisli to

present our institutions in their true character, and guard,
as far as possible, against the false and dangerous theories

afloat concerning them. The danger with us is not likely
to come from the side of law; but it will come through the

corrupting theories of the enemies of all legal order. We
have an abundance of politicians, demagogues, more; prop

erly, but, unhappily, a great dearth of statesmen, and no

good school of politics. The ambition of our politicians

is, not to serve the country, consolidate and perpetuate our

institutions, and secure the practical enjoyment of the

blessings they promise, but to rise to place; and power; and

only that which best enables them easily and speedily to

rise are they very likely to study. As to rise one must se

cure the votes of the electors, as these are with us a numer
ous body, the easiest and speediest way is to make constant

appeals to the popular element, to flatter the people, to exalt

their majesty, and exaggerate their sovereignty, their wis

dom, intelligence, and virtue. Hence the tendency is to

undervalue and neglect law, and to prize and consult only

popularity. We have seen, during the last twenty years,
this tendency growing stronger and stronger, till the bulk
of our fledgling politicians have become hardly able to

recognize any real distinction between the convention and
the caucus, the state and the mob, republicanism and och

locracy. The man who contends for law and order, by a

singular misnomer, is termed an Algerine, and he who de

claims lustily for the people, sneers at all legal distinctions

and legal forms as dry and barren technicalities, unworthy
a freeman, is regarded as magnanimous and noble, eloquent
and profound, wise and sagacious, the true friend of his

country, the man of his times, worthy of universal honor,

and the highest offices in the gift of a free people. What
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will be the end it is not difficult to experienced wisdom to

foresee.

It has been from DO love of theorizing that we have gone
thus lai u elv into the principles of our Mate governments.
The question we have raised is no merelv speculative &amp;lt;|iies-

tion. but a oiiestion of vital practical importance. If our

state novernments are mere agencies, not governments in

the proper sense of the term, we have no governments at

all, no le^-al order, and there is and can be no dislovaltv, no

tiva.-oji, and therefore no right to coerce obedience. The

i^overnment so called is at the mercv of the mob, and Judge
Lvnch has a.- valid a Commission, and his court as

le&amp;lt;j;ai
an

existence, as any judge or court in the land. Moreover, the

rule of interpretation is altogether different, on the view

we present, from what it is on the otic we oppose. If our

state governments are governments, they are the STATK. and
have all powers, under (iod, not denied them by the consti

tution; if thev are mere agencies, thev have no powers but

such as are
&amp;gt;per;allv granted in the constitution. In the

former case, the constitution is nothing hut a limitation of

poweis; in the latter, it i&amp;gt; a irrant of power.-. In the one

case, the practical Mate-man has only to a.-k what is forbid

den: but in the other, he must ask what i&amp;gt; granted. The
difference i.- obvious and important. If the latter view pre
vail, there will he a constant usurpation of power; for no

irrant of specific powers which human wisdom can devise

will ever be adequate to all the exigencies of the state : and

then, either the public weal must hi 1 sacrificed through the in-

efliciencv of the government, or the constitution be nullified,

and all leiral order overthrown, bv the exercise of unconsti

tutional power.-.
While, then, we cheerfully concede to Mr. Ithett, J\Ir.

( alhotin. and the South ( arolina school of politicians gen
erally that the federal government is a simple agency cre

ated bv the state.-, we cannot concede it on the ground, that,

under our system, even the Mate governments themselves

are onlv agencies. The general government and the state

governments are in no sense analogous; they rest on totally
distinct foundations, and can never be rightfully interpreted
on the same general principles. The people do not make
the state government in the sense in which the states make
the general government, and the relation between the

people and the state government bears no analogy to

the relation between the states and the general fov-
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ornment. The relation in tlie latter ease is that of principal
and agent; in the former, it is that of sovereign and subject.
The federal constitution is a grant of powers, the state con

stitution a limitation of powers ;
the Union has no powers

not specified in the grant, the state all powers not specifi

cally denied in the constitution. The Union must prove
its power before it can act

;
the state can act unless its power

is disproved. The presumption is in favor of the state, but

it is against the Union. It is necessary to bear this differ

ence in mind. lest, applying to the Union the principles

proper to the state governments, we run into consolidation-

ism, or to the state governments the principles proper to

the federal government, we run into no-govern mentism,
and confound the state with the mob.
Some of our statesmen, and statesmen, too, whose views

are entitled to the respect always due to superior talents,

distinguished rank, and eminent service, reject the doctrine

of state sovereignty which, after .Mr. Calhoun, we have set

forth, and contend that the sovereignty vests, not in the

states, but in the Union ; that is, that the American people
are one sovereign people or state, and that the federal gov
ernment has all the sovereign powers, substantive or inci

dental, of government in general, not denied it in the con

stitution. Foremost among these is Mr. John Quincy Ad
ams, ex-president of the United States, really one of our

most scientific, though at times one of our most erratic,

statesmen. lie. if we understand him, asserts the sover

eignty of the Union on the ground that we were one peo

ple from the beginning, and that the division into colonies

was only for the purposes of administration. lie alleges in

proof of this, that the colonists had a common origin, a

common language, common habits and sentiments; and that

the colonies had the common law. derived all their author

ity from the same imperial government, and were subject to

one and the same prince. For the purposes of administra

tion they were distinct departments, each with its own local

authority, but they retained their unity by being all subor

dinated to the same supreme government from which ema
nated all their legal authority. Consequently, we remain
one people, notwithstanding the government of the Union
was formed by the states acting in their capacity as distinct

states; for it was the only way, prior to the establishment

of the Union, in which the sovereign people could legally

express its will.
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I his theory is plausible, hut nor .-mind. The common or

igin. language, sentiments, hahirs. Are., prove nothing to the-

purpose, because they exist still between us and Great
Britain, in all their essentials, as much as thev did between
the colonies themselves prior to the revolution, and vet we
and (ireat Britain are not one le^al people. The possession
of the common law. for the same reason, proves nothing.
\\ e have it &amp;gt;rill in common with Kngland. The greater part.
of the continental states of Kurope possess the civil law,
which binds in their courts, and yet they are none the less

independent states. Subjection tooneand the same prince
proves just as little. Kngland. Scotland, and Ireland con
tinued it they do not still continue to be separate king
doms long alter their union under the same prince, and the
acts of the British parliament would not operate in either
ot the latter unless speciallv named. Austria. Bohemia.

Hungary, Lomhardy. Arc., are all subject to the same prince,
the emperor of Austria, and vet in relation to each other
are independent states. The ^reat vassals of the crown of

I ranee, in feudal rimes, were none the less sovereign in re

lation |o each other, because thev held from the same su/e-

rain or lord paramount. The colonies derived all tin-il

legal authority from the same source, it is true ; but to have
been one colonial people for that reason, thev must have
been subordinated, not to the authority of the mother coun

try only, bur to one paramount colonial authoritv. But
there \vas no paramount colonial authoritv between them
and the mother country. They each held immediately
from the crowii. ; HK| each, under the crown, contained in

itself all the legal authority it reco^ni/.ed. or to \\hich it

was subjected. Consequently, they were not so many de

part meiits or divisions of one colonial people, but so many
distinct, and. in relation to each other, independent colonies.

Consequently, again, when the authority of the mother

country to which they were subordinated, and which was
their only bond of legal nnitv. was thrown oil , thev neces

sarily became independent sovereign states, not one sover

eign state or people. The proofs, then, on which Mr. Ad
ams relies do not sustain him. and his theory, however con
sistent it may be with itself, cannot be asserted, because it

\s contradicted by the historical and legal facts of the,

case.

Mr. Webster, regarded by a large portion of his country
men as the ablest, expounder of the constitution we have
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had, and sustained in his views, we are inclined to believe,

by the convictions and intentions of many of the men who
aided in framing; the constitution, concedes that prior to the

adoption of the federal constitution the states were indepen
dent sovereignties, but contends that by its adoption their

sovereignty was merged in that of the Union, and that there

fore the Union is now sovereign. But this is inadmissible,

for the reasons we have assigned when denying the popular

origin of government. The constitution is the act of the

sovereign authority, and therefore does not and cannot

create that authority. There can be in the constitution no

sovereignty but that which makes, imposes, or grants it.

The sovereignty which made or granted it vested, it is con

ceded, in the states severally. Therefore the sovereignty in

the constitution vests in the states severally, not in
^the

Union, which is their creature. Moreover, the whole vital

ity and force of the constitution are in the sovereignty
which makes it, and are lost the moment that sovereignty
ceases to exist. To suppose, then, that the state sovereignty,
which made or granted the constitution, ceased to exist the

moment the constitution was adopted, is to suppose that the

constitution the moment it was adopted became a nullity,

and had no legal force or vitality. If the states were sover

eign before its adoption, they must be after its adoption ;

since it can be a constitution only by virtue of their sover

eignty. Their sovereignty must survive its adoption, then,

as much as the authority of the principal survives the in

structions by which he constitutes his agent. Then the

sovereignty vests, not in the Union, but in the states sever

ally ;
and then the Union has no powers but those the states

have severally delegated to it.

Mr. Jefferson and his peculiar school do not adopt pre

cisely either Mr. Webster s theory, or the one we have set

forth
;
but appear to adopt one somewhere about midway

between the two
;
that is, that we are one sovereign people

in all our foreign relations, and several independent, sovereign
states in all our internal relations. This, if intended merely
to state the practical fact, that under the constitution the

foreign relations of the country are subjected to the Union,
and the internal, with some rather important exceptions, to

the state governments, is true enough, and nobody disputes
it ; but if intended to point out the seat of sovereignty under

our system, is open to all the objections we have urged

against the theory of Mr. Adams and that of Mr. Webster,
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and to all tho&amp;gt;e which the eonsolidationists alleire against
state sovereignty, besides bcini^an alisurditv in itself. Sover
eignty is nece.-saril v one and indivisible. A divided sover

eignty is inconceivable. The sovereignty must he in the

states, and the exercise of it. within certain limits, delegated
t&amp;lt;&amp;gt; the I nion ; or it must lie in the I liion, and the exercise,
within certain limits, delegated to the states. If von sav

the lormer. you have t he doctrine we contend for; if the

latter. \ on have the theorv eithei 1 of Mr. Adams or of Mr.

Webster. Moreover, if we were not one people in what re

gards &amp;lt;&amp;gt;nr lorei^n relations before the adoption of the con

stitution, a.-, in retutin^ Mr. Adams, we have shown we
were not. we could not he made one people in reference to

those relations anv more than m reterence to our internal

relations, for the iva.-ons we have assigned against Mr. Web
ster. IJotli Mr. Jefferson and Mr. \Ve!&amp;gt;stcr appear to us to

have been misled bv their assumption, that the inivernment
derives it- authority from the people, not as the state, but

as antecedent to the state, -the doctrine of the atheistical

Hobbes, and the sentimental and licentious .lean Jacques
liousseau, and bv their overlooking the fact, that it is the

political sovereign that makes or Brants the constitution, not

the con.-t itut ion or fundamental law that creates the sover

ei^ ii ; ami thi&amp;gt; has happened to them, we presume, in coii-

M quence of their having been more concerned with the

practical mode to be adopted for administering government,
than with inquiries into the origin and nature of govern
ment itself. Most of us. however logical \\-e mav be in our

capacities and tendencies, are apt to take; lor our premises
the assumptions of our particular school, or of the commu
nity in which we are brought up, and rarely, if ever, question
them till we tind them leading us into consequences from
which our ^ood sen&amp;gt;e or riidit feeling recoils. The error of

the.-e ^reat men is easily accounted for. without detracting
from their eminent talents, or the solid worth of their char

acters.

The four views we have considered are all that have been
or can be suggested on the constitution of the United States.

No other than one of these is possible, and the last three we
have seen, though supported by high authority, are inadmis

sible. Nothing remains, then, but the first, Mr. Calhoun s

view, namely, the sovereignty, under our system, still vests

in the states, and the Union has only a delegated sovereignty,
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and can rightfully exercise only such powers as are specially

delegated to it.*

Practically, there is no difference in the mode of opera
tion or in the legality of the acts of the Union, whether we
assume the Union to be sovereign in its own right or only

by the delegation of the states, so long as it keeps within its

clear and unquestionable powers. The difference arises only
the moment when it concerns doubtful powers. If the

power is doubtful, the Union cannot exercise it; for the

doubt must always be interpreted in favor of the states,

against the Union. The Union can claim none of the inci

dental powers of sovereignty, unless they are expressly

granted, and the only incidental powers it has are such as

are incidental or necessary to the exercise of its express sub

stantive powers.
There are, then, only two grounds on which plenary sover

eignty over the territories of the United States can be

claimed for the Union
;
that is, it must be itself expressly

granted, or it must be necessary to the exercise of some sub

stantive power expressly granted. It evidently is not ex

pressly granted. The only express grant of power over the

territories is, that &quot; the congress shall have power to dispose
of and make all needful rules and regulations respecting the

territories and other property belonging to the United

States.&quot; This is no grant of plenary sovereignty ;
and no

body pretends or can pretend that the exercise of plenary

* Our readers must not understand us, in adopting Mr. Calhpuu s the

ory of state sovereignty, to adopt also his doctrine of nullification. We
heretofore gave in our adhesion to it, but a more thorough investigation
of the subject than we had formerly made of it lias led us to doubt both

its theoretical soundness and its practical efficacy. If the sovereignty
still vests in the states severally, a state must have, saving her faith, the

right to absolve her subjects, if she chooses, from their obligation to obey
tlie Union, since she alone has created that obligation. But she can nul

lify no act of the Union in the passage of which she has participated,
either for or against, without breaking her faith; and as she is, by her
own agreement in consenting to the Union, rightfully held to participate
in every act of the Union while she remains in it, whether *iie actively

participates or not, she cannot nullify an act of the Union \\ithout seced

ing from it. She must secede, as the condition of nullifying without

breach of faith. The abstract right of a state to secede we are not dis

posed to question; but as no state has or can have the right to break its

taith, we confess we can hardly conceive a case in which the state can

practically exercise this abstract right, for it is hard to conceive a case in

which the engagements the slate has already entered into do not bind

her to remain in the Union. But, as the subject has no necessary con
nection with our present discussion, we reserve its full consideration to

some future occasion, should such occasion occur.
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sovereign! \- over tin- territories is necessary to the exercise

of anv other power granted in the constitution. Congress
has sinijtlv power to

&amp;lt;iixjn&amp;gt;xr
&amp;lt;&amp;gt;f

\\\K\ to make all needful Y\\\Q&

and regulation:- respecting the territories belonging to the

I nited Slate.-. I .evond this it cannot go without a usurpa
tion of power. But

)n&amp;gt;i&amp;gt;&amp;lt;lftt.l

to what ( Kvidently to the

end of preserving to the states the property and sovereignty
of the territories, and to provide, perhaps, for their settle

ment, erection into states, and final admission into the

[ nion. The ino&amp;gt;t liheral const ruction can force nothing
more than this from the language of the constitution. Then

the power of congress over the territories is restricted to

this end. and it i&amp;gt; oidv on the ground that it is necessary to

this end that con^re-- lias the power even to erect provis

ioiial territorial governments.
The (jiiestion

whether congress has authority to exclude

slaverv from the territories is now easily disposed of. If

the exclusion of slaverv is needful or nece-sary to the exer

cise of the power granted, or to secure the end for which it.

was granted, congress unquestionably has the power; but if

it is not. it has not the power. Since the power is not ex

press Iv granted, and can be exercised, if at all, only as an

incident of some power expressly granted, it can be claimed

as the incident of no power expressly granted but the one

in question. I !ut the exclusion of slavery is not needful to

the exercise of this, as i.- evident from past experience, and

indeed of itself; it follows, therefore, necessarily, that con

gress has no constitutional power to exclude slavery from

the territories of the I nited States.

But it is contended that congress may exclude it indirect

ly, bv refusing to admit into the I tiioii any new state whose

constitution permits slavery. The constitution says new

states nun/ be admitted, but does not say they xhall be. It

leaves the admission or non-admission to the discretion of

congress, and prescribes no conditions for admission or re

fusal. If congress has discretionary power to admit or not

to admit, it mav refuse to admit a slave state, if it chooses.

This seems plausible enough.
But the congress is the agent of the states

;
the agent is

bound to exercise his discretionary powers according to the

general scope and design of his instructions, and can never

so construe his discretion as to make it override a specific

instruction, or to make it the grant of full powers over mat

ters on which he has received specific instructions ami
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in them only limited powers. To do so. if not absolutely
a usurpation of power, would be an abuse of power, which
the law would not tolerate. Congress, by the fact that it is

the agent and not the principal, is bound to subordinate its

discretionary powers to the ends contemplated in the pow
ers expressly granted in its instructions. As the power to

exclude slavery from the territories is denied it by not be

ing granted in the specific instruction^ which it has received

respecting them, it cannot acquire it by any construction of
its discretionary powers. Hence, congress cannot exclude

slavery from the territories by refusing to admit, into the
Union a state which authorizes it. nor can if refuse to admit
the new state itself, on the ground that its constitution does
not prohibit it, certainly not without a dangerous abuse, if

not absolutely a usurpation, of power. The Union is bound, by
its general character of agent of the states, and its instruction s

as such, to treat the territories as nearly like the states as their

exceptional character will allow. Consequently, as it is ac

knowledged on all hands to have no power over slaverv in

the states, it can have none over it in the territories, unless

necessary to the exercise of its legitimate power over them.
It is not necessary to this, and therefore it has and can have;
no power over it in the territories: and then none to ex
clude a state from the Union for the sake of excluding
slavery from the territory.

Moreover, the refusal of congress to admit a new slave-

holding state into the Union would have little practical ef
fect. Hew states, when once admitted, stand, and must
stand, on an equal footing with the old states, and congress
can bind the new state after its admission no further than it

can one of the old states. Every state now in the Union
lias the right, so far as the Union is concerned, to hold
-slaves. Massachusetts may reestablish slavery to-morrow
in her dominions, if she chooses, and the Union has nothing
to say to her. The new state, after her admission, would
have the same right, All a state wishing to hold slaves has
to do, then, is simply to prohibit slavery in her constitu
tion for the sake of admission, and as soon as admitted call

a convention, and strike out the prohibition. She will then
have the right to hold slaves in defiance of congress ;

and
if bent upon holding slaves, this would be her course, if she
could gain admission on no other conditions.

It is clear, from what we have now established, that there
is no constitutional means of preventing the extension of
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the urea of slaverv. it there should In- an extension of the

territory of the r nion. What, then, are they who are re

solved to contine it within its present limits to do i

There are hovs and girls and some men amongst us who

*vill answer, 1 1 umanitv is prior and paramount to constitu

tions, and has the riirht to prevail over all human conven

tions and legal enactments. This is very easy
to say, and

-omuls verv tine ; but it is true only on condition that it is

Immanitv truly interpreted, in&amp;gt;tead of humanity as each

fanatic liiav choose to intepivt it for himself. The main

tenance of le-al order is the primary interest of mankind,

because there is no interest of mankind that can lie pro-

tected or promoted without it. They war upon humanity

herself, who war, though professedly
in her name, upon

1,. ,,. M ] order, and trample on the constitutions of states.

Humanity always requires us to show our philanthropy in

Bubordination to the U- al order of our country, and forbids

us ever to do it in defiance of that order. &amp;lt;M two evils we

alv allowed, nay, commanded, in morals, to choose that

which is least : and there is no prudent man who can for a

simde moment doubt that the continuance and even exten

sion of n.-irro slavery is a less evil than the destruction ol

the whole Ir-al order of the country. Such destruction

would brinir no lih.-rty to the slave; for it would be the

destruction of all the conditions and guaranties
ot liberty,

and the reduction of the whole population of thecountryto

anarchv, which is worse than slavery.

There is no greater evil pos-ibl.-
to humanity than is

threatened hv these abolition and other associations which

swarm over the land, and seek to expound to us the laws

of &amp;lt;;,! and of Immanitv ; and it, is the duty of every one,

who loves his dud, his race, and his country, to oppose to

them the firmest and the most persevering resistance, ihcy

are self-created, irresponsible, and without any authority t

decide on anv moral or political question, except what they

arrogate to themselves. Whatever their avowed objects,

thev are engines destructive of all true liberty. 1 hey are

formed tor and against every thing, and usurp control over

both the private and the public conscience. Already have

they become in the so-called free states nearly intolerable.

They are everywhere ; they annoy us in our downsi

and uprising, in our eating and drinking, in our sleeping

and waking. They overawe juries, they make the judge

hesitate in his charge, and render the impartial admmistra-
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tion of justice nearly impracticable. The magistrate fears

to encounter them, and must obtain their permission, before

venturing to discharge his duties. If we yield to them on
one point, we must on another, take the law from their

dictation on one occasion, we must on all occasions, and hold
our property, our liberty, and our consciences only at their

mercy. Let us break up to-day the legal order of the coun

try in reference to slavery at their bidding, and to-morrow
we must do it in reference to some other question, next day
to still another. All security then is gone. We are at the

mercy of a wild, infatuated, and fickle multitude. The evils-

of negro slavery are but the dust in the balance with the
evils we should then experience. No, never trample on law
and constitutions in obedience to the mandates of self-con

stituted and irresponsible associations, which no well-or

dered state can safely tolerate. A thousand times better is

it to be the slave of the most brutal master, than to come
under their lawless and fanatical sway.

Others, hardly less mad, seek to obviate the difficulty by
dissolving the Union, but the dissolution of the Union
would be the dissolution of American society itself. Re
move the pressure of the Union, and the states will fall to

pieces. Their strength, as well-ordered states is in the
Union. Let them resume the exercise of all their powers
as independent sovereignties, and war, revolution, and

anarchy would almost instantly follow. They would soon
become hostile to each other, and bitter and savage in their

hostility in proportion to the intimacy of their former mu
tual relations. The larger states would soon reduce the
smaller to the condition of conquered provinces, and oppres
sion and misrule would become universal.

The external evils would be incalculable
;
but the internal

evils, those which would spring up in the bosom of the state

itself, would almost infinitely exceed them. Not a single
one of our state constitutions, especially in the northern,
middle, and western states, would stand. The insubordina

tion, the love of change, the passion for experimenting of
our people are so great, that nothing would remain perma
nent and fixed, but change itself. The tendency to ochloc

racy is already fearfully strong. The reverence for law
has nearly disappeared ; loyalty is a word of bad meaning;
fixed and permanent institutions are held to be derogatory
to the majesty and sovereignty of the people, and there is a
wide and active determination to sweep away every thing

VOL.
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which iiny impose even a momentary check upon popular
passion and popular caprice. The magistrate trembles be
fore the multitude of the irresponsible and fanatical asso

ciations to which we have alluded, and the government in

the free states is already passing info their hands. And
what arc these associations themselves but mobs, their in

fluence but the inlhieiice of the mob. and their rule but the
rule of the mob, unknown as they are to the state, and to

all law&amp;gt;. human and divine? Antirentism, agrarianism,
forming the principle of one of two leading parties in the

a
1

re at Mate of New York, the independence of the judiciary

already gone, and the judges converted into demagogues by
being made elective by the j)cople, for a short term of years,
and recligible, a senseless sociali&amp;gt;m spreading like wildfire

from one end of the I nion to the other, inflaming all

ardent temperaments, maddening the v&amp;lt;uiii; and inexperi
enced with delusive dreams and fallacious hopes, and under

mining the verv foundation of societv itself, tell but too

plainly the dangerous elements at work in the heart of the

American population, and the terrible evils which would
fall upon us. if the I nion were dissolved, and all the rest

lessness, ambit ion. intrigue, cunning, energy in each state,

now absorbed by the general government, were turned louse

to prey at will upon the bosom of the Mate itself. Society
would be broken up, anarchy in its moM hideous forms
would rei^n. and we should be Mink .so low a.- to hail as a

liberator the military despot who should Micceed in restor

ing something like order hvMibjecting us to absolute de

pendence on his arbitrary will and iron rule. No; talk not

of the di.-solution of the I nion. Pained be the tongue that

would propose it; pal.-ied the arm that would attempt it.

Let the day be cur&amp;gt;cd in which the wretch was born who
dare wish it . let him be driven out from the habitations of

men. and his memory perish tor ever.

\\ hat. we ask again, is, then, to be done? The question,
as we intimated in the beginning, is practically important

only on the supposition of the extension of the territory of

the Union by new acquisitions from Mexico. So far as

concerns our present territory, the question is merely specu
lative. Oregon is not likely to become a slave state, and if

slavery should be introduced there, it would soon die out,

for the same reason that it has died out in the northern and
central states of the Union, because it would be found to

be bad economy. The whole importance of the question,
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as a practical question, is occasioned by the present war with

Mexico, and the probability of our insisting on a cession to

us of a portion of her territory, adapted to a slave popula
tion. This gives a fearful interest to that war, and im

poses a terrible responsibility on the government which
has involved us in it, if it could with honor have avoided it.

We have heretofore observed silence on the Mexican war,
for we do not like the idea of declaiming against a war in

which our country is actually engaged, especially if we have

only our private judgment on which to question its justice or

necessity. We hold loyalty to be a virtue indispensable in

the citizen, and that, even in a free country, no man has the

right to offer a factious opposition to the administration,
and no opposition at all beyond what is demanded by the
clear and unquestionable calls of duty, either to his religion
or to his country. Especially do we hold this to be the case
when our country is engaged in war, and needs the cordial
union and support of all her citizens. This consideration
has prevented us heretofore from expressing our own views
of the real character of the Mexican war, and would keep
us silent even now, if there were a single solid reason for

prosecuting that war any further. But no such reason can
be pretended. The success of our arms has secured to us

already all the legitimate objects which the war could have

had, and which could justify its further continuance. We
are, therefore, no longer bound to silence

;
but we and all

good citizens are now at liberty to speak out freely, accord

ing to our mature and honest convictions, without subject
ing ourselves to a charge of want of patriotism, or of offer

ing a factious opposition.
For ourselves, we have regarded the Mexican war from

the first as uncalled for, impolitic, and unjust. We have
examined the documents published by order of the govern
ment

;
we have read the official defence of the war in the

last annual message of the president to congress, and with

every disposition to find our own government in the right ;

but we are bound to say, that our original impressions have
been strengthend rather than weakened. The president,
undoubtedly, makes it clear that we had many just causes
of complaint against Mexico, which at the time of their oc
currence might have justified reprisals, perhaps even war,
but he cannot plead these in justification of the present war ;

for they were not the ground on which we professed to en

gage in it. The official announcement of the president to
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congress was that war already existed between the two re

publics, l&amp;gt;i/

f/t,&amp;gt; ,n t
&amp;lt;&amp;gt;f

M,,,! &amp;lt;&amp;gt; Iit / xrlf ; and whatever use we
may make of old grievances in adjusting the terms of peace,
we can make no use of them in defending the war. We
can plead in its defence only the fact on which we grounded
it. namely, war exists by the act of Mexico herself. IJut

unhappily, at the time of the official announcement, war ilnl

not t.nxf between the two republics at all. for neither repub
lic, had declared war against the other. There had been a

collision of their forces, but this was not war. as the presi
dent would probably have conceded, had lie known or recol

lected the distinction between war and hostilities. 15\- plac
ing the war on the ground that it existed bv the act of

Mexico, and that ground being fal-e. he has left it wholly

indefensible, whatever the old grievances we mav have to

allege against Mexico.
The act of Mexico in crossing the Rio Grande, and en

gaging our troops on territory which she had possessed and
stdl claimed as hers, but which we asserted had, bv a recent,

act agaluM which she had protected, become ours, the act

which the president cho&amp;gt;e to inform congress and the world
was war. mav or may not have been a ju.-t cause for de

claring war against her. but it assiircdlv was not war itself.

\Ve have no intention to justify Mexico. She may have
been decidedly in the wrong; she mav have had no valid

title to the territory of which the president had just taken

military occupation; that territorv mav have been rightful

ly ours, and it may even have been the duty of the president
to occupy and defend it ;

-- but it cannot be denied that she

had once
pos&amp;gt;ecd it: that it wa- Mill a part of one of her

Mates or provinces; that she still claimed it, and had con
tinued to exercise jurisdiction over it. till driven from it by
our army of occupation ; that .M le invaded it with an armed
force, if invasion it can be called, not as territory belonging
to us, but as territory belonging to her; and that she at

tacked our troops, not for the reason that they were ours,

but for the rea&amp;gt;on. as she held. and she had as good a right
to be judge in her own case? as we had in ours, that they
were intruders, trespassers on her soil. The motive of her
act was not war against the l/nited States, but the expulsion
of intruders from her own territorv. Xo sophistry can

make her act war, certainly not without conceding that

our act in taking military possession of that territory was
also war

;
and if that was war, then the war, if it existed at
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all, existed by our act and not by hers, for her act was con

sequent upon ours. The most that the president was at

liberty to say, without condemning his own government,
was, that there had been a collision of the forces of the two

republics on a territory claimed by each
;
but this collision

he had no right to term war, for everybody knows that it

takes something more than a collision of their respective
forces on a disputed territory to constitute war between two
civilized nations. In no possible point of view was the an
nouncement of the president that war existed between the
two republics, and existed by the act, of Mexico, correct. It

did not exist at all; or, if it did, it existed not by act of

Mexico, but by our act. In either case, the official an
iiouucement was false, and cannot be defended.
The president may have been governed by patriotic mo

tives
;
he may have felt that prompt and energetic action

was required ;
he may have believed that in great emer

gencies the chief magistrate of a powerful republic, hav

ing to deal with a weak and distracted state, should rise

superior to mere technical forms and the niceties of truth
and honor

;
but it strikes us that he would have done bet

ter, proved himself even more patriotic, and sufficiently

prompt and energetic, if he had confined himself to the or

dinary rules of morality, and the well-defined principles of
international law. By aspiring to rise above these, and to

appear original, he has placed his country in a false position,
and debarred himself, whatever the just causes of war
Mexico may have given us, from pleading one of them in

justification of the actual war. We must be permitted to

regret that he did not reflect beforehand, that, if he placed
the defence of the war on the ground that it already ex

isted, and existed by the act of Mexico herself, and on that

ground demanded of congress the means of prosecuting it,

he would, in case that ground proved to be untenable, as

he must have known it would, have nothing whatever to

allege in its or his own justification. Ke should have been

lawyer enough to have known that he could not plead anew,
after having failed on his first issue. It is often hazardous
in our pleadings to plead what is not true, and in doing so

in the present case, the president has not only offended

morality, which he may regard as a small matter, but has
even committed a blunder. The course the president
should have pursued is plain and obvious. On learning
the state of things on the frontier, the critical condition of
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our army of occupation, lie should huvr demanded of con-

i_Te&amp;gt;- the reinforcements and supplies necessarv to relieve

it and secure the purpose for which it was avowedly sent

^&amp;lt;&amp;gt;

the Rio Grande : and. it he believed it proper or neces-

sarv. to have in addition laid before congress a full and
truthful statement of our relations, with Mexico, including
all thi unad ju.-ted complaints, pa&amp;gt;r

and present, we had

against her. accompanied bv the reeomnu iidation o| a dec

laration of war. He would then have kept within the,

limits of his dutv, proved him-elf a plain constitutional

president, and left the responsibility of war or no war to

congress, the otilv war-making power known to our laws.

(
1

ongress, after mature deliberation, might, or mi^ht not,

have declared war, -mo&amp;gt;t likely would not ; but whether
so or not, the responsibility would have re.Med with it, and

no blame would have attached to the president.
I idiappilv, thi&amp;lt; coiir.-e did not occur to the president, or

wa&amp;gt; too plain and Minple to meet his Approbation. As if

fearful, if congress deliberated, it nii^ht refuse to declare

war, and as if determined to have war at anv rate, he pre-
M nted to eongre-s, not the true iue. whether war should

or should not be declared, -but the false is-lle. whether

coii^re.-- would urant him the mean- of prosecuting a \var,

wa^ed aLrain-t u- by a foreign power. In the true iue,
congress mi^ht have he.-italed; in the one actually pre
sented, there wa- im room to he-iiate. if the official an

nouncement of the proident wa&amp;gt; to be credited, and hesita

tion would have been criminal. llv declaring that the war

already existed, ami bv the act ot Mexico herself, the presi
dent relieved coii^re-- of the responsibility of the war, by

throwing it all n Mexico. IJut sim;e he cannot fasten it

on Mexico, for \var did not already e\i&amp;gt;t, or if so, by our

act, and not hers, it necessarily recoils upon himself,

and he must bear the re.-pon.-ibility of doing what the con

stitution forbids him to do. -of making war without the

intervention of
c.&amp;gt;ngre. In effect, therefore, he has

trampled the constitution under his feet, set a dangerous
precedent, and, by the ollicial publication of a palpable

falsehood, sullied the national honor. It is with no pleasure
that we speak thus of the chief magistrate of the Union,
for whose elevation to his high and responsible otliee we
ourselves voted. J3ut whatever may be our attachment, to

party, or the respect we hold to be due from all good citi

zens to the civil magistrate, we cannot see the constitution
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violated, and the national honor sacrificed, whether by
friend or foe, from good motives or bad, without entering,
feeble though it be, our stern and indignant protest. The
humiliation is deep and painful, and would be insupport
able were it not for the earnest patriotism of the people
which the war has called forth, and the brilliant achieve

ments of our brave troops in Mexico. These relieve the

irloom, and make us still proud to call ourselves an

American citizen.*

But passing over this, we have yet to be convinced, what

ever were the just causes of complaint we had against

Mexico, that the war was called for. We are willing to ad

mit that we had suffered grievous w
r

rongs from Mexico, and

that we had shown exemplary forbearance, and treated her

with great generosity; but she had shown a willingness to

treat with us, and the greater part, if not all. of the old

* We are far from regarding congress, in echoing the false statement

of the president, as free from blame. It ought to have seen and cor

rected the executive mistake. Yet it is not surprising that it took the

president at his word. The late congress had some able members, and
it adopted some judicious measures; but we express only the common
sentiment of all parties, when we say it was far from covering itself

with glory, and that it is to be hoped another congress like it will not

meet again very soon. Various motives, no doubt, governed the

members. Many, no doubt, ignorant of the distinction between war
and hostilities, really believed the president, and therefore regarded the

suggestion that war did not exist, and exist by the act of Mexico, as

proceeding either from a want of patriotism, or from a factious opposi
tion to the administration. Some, perhaps, felt that they were bound

by their party obligations to support executive measures, whether right
or wrong; others felt that the declaration of the president, whether
true or false, would shield them; others still, perhaps, acquiesced, lest

their patriotism should be questioned, and their opposition be set down
to faction; and, finally, a number, very likely, believing war to be in

evitable, and not undesirable, held that it mattered little on what pre
tence it was made, providing it was made and prosecuted with vigor.
These could see no good likely to result from the deliberations of con

gress. The issue presented, the actual state of the army, were adapted
to mislead many, and left no time to deliberate, to take a calm survey
of the momentous question, and correct, first impressions. All was

hurry and confusion. The danger was imminent, and permitted no de

lay. The administration and its confidential friends would suffer no
division of the question, and through the influence of committees forced

members cither to vote the war or bear the odium of refusing to vole

the reinforcements and supplies necessary to the safety of the army.
Those who had scruples could obtain no division and no delay, and the

greater part of the members of both houses yielded to the executive. It

is to be regretted they did; but, however censurable they were, their

wrong does not relieve the president, nor can their votes under protest
be pleaded by his friends in mitigation of his conduct; because it was

by his act that they were led, almost compelled, to do what they did.
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offences we had had to complain of she had acknowledged,
and they had been settled in a convention of the two repub
lics. True, she had not, in all cases, fulfilled her engage
ments; but she had manifested MO unwillingness to fulfil

them, and no one doubts that she would have fulfilled them,
had it not. been for her unsettled and distracted internal

state. The more recent ditlicnlt ie- growing out of the
affair ot Texas demanded great delicacy and forbearance on
our part. She felt herself wronged and humbled bv the
annexation of Texas to t he I n ion, and, however blameworthy
we may choose to regard her conduct, we are sure, if the
cases had been reversed, we should have behaved at least

no better than .-he did. She protested, as was her undoubted

right, against the annexation of Texas; but she committed
no act ot violence against us. so lono- as we confined our

army ot occupation to territory over which Texas had act

ually e\erci-ed jurisdiction. \Ve might well have forborne
to pres.- 01 if claim further, anil it would have been no deroga
tion ot our national dignity to have refrained from pushing
our claim- at once to t heir furthest limits against a weak,
humbled, and distracted, albeit gasconading, neighbour. It

would have been wise and just to give her time to cool,

time for her wounds to begin to heal, and to reconcile her
self to her humiliating loss, especially since she had been

stripped of the province of Texas through her misfortune,
not her fault.

The necessity of sending our troops from Corpus Christi

to the liio Grande, to occupy a position within territory
claimed indeed bv Texas, but which it is well known con
tinued to be subject to Mexican laws, and to form a portion
of one of the undoubted states or provinces of the Mexican

republic, was not at all urgent. That the position taken up
by Genera! Taylor, under orders of the president, was in

territorv which had never been in the actual possession of

Texas, and which had continued since as before Texan in

dependence subject to Mexican authority, it is worse than

idle to question. Whether we had a ri^ht to claim under
Texas beyond \vhat Texas held in actual subjection to her
laws may be disputed ;

but even admitting that we had a

valid title to all of .Mexico to which Texas saw proper to set

up a claim, there can be no doubt that a little patience
would have enabled us to adjust peaceably the question of

boundary between the -two republics. J3ut if worst had
come to worst, we might at any time have fixed upon the
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boundary wo intended to maintain, and confined ourselves

simply to its defence. The real cause of the war, disguise
it as we may, was the act of the president in ordering the

troops under General Taylor to the Kio Grande, an act

done on his sole responsibility, while congress was in ses

sion, and without necessity or reason of state ; for, so long-
as we were the stronger party, there was no danger of our

losing our title by delaying to vindicate it, and there was no

other conceivable reason for urging its immediate vindica

tion. The vindication could have been safely, prudently

delayed. The act, therefore, which brought on the war was
an unnecessary act, and therefore the war itself was uncalled

for.*

*
It is contended, in opposition to us. that the removal of our troops

to the territory between the Ntieces and the Rio Grande was not the im
mediate cause of the war, 1. Because Mexico has never made that act

a special &quot;-round of complaint; and, 2. Because thaf
, territory was as

much a part of the state of Texas as that to the East of the Nueces.
These replies are both disingenuous. That the actual jurisdiction in

some instances and to some extent crossed the Nueces we believe to be

true; for Corpus Christi itself, on the map we have consulted, is to the

West of that river; but that it extended to the Rio Grande, or even far to

the West of the Nueces. is not true. Texas may have declared that the

whole of the territory between the two rivers was included within one of

her congressional districts, for that was easy enough to do; but there is

no one bold enough to say that she opened her polls and received votes
for her congressmen from the citizens of Tamatilipas, in the vicinity of

what is now Fort Brown, or even in the vicinity of Point Isabel. The
laws of Texas were never acknowledged or regularly enforced in that

section. That Texas set up a claim to the Rio Grande, we concede; but
that she actually exercised jurisdiction to the Hio Grande, or far to the
West of the Nueces, is what we deny, and the government, so far as we
have seen, has offered no evidence to the contrary.
The second reply is more disingenuous still. Mexico sets up a claim

to the whole of Texas to the Sabine, and that claim she refuses to relin

quish. While she continues her claim to the whole, she can make no
distinction as to a part. She could not plead our occupation of the ter

ritory in question as a special grievance, without making a distinction

between it and that East of it, and, in fact, not without abandoning her
claim to all the rest of Texas. This reply by some of the defenders of
the president may answer to throw dust in the eyes of the people, but it

is really unworthy of an American citizen. Nothing would have pleased
our government more than to have found Mexico complaining of that

invasion as a special grievance. No doubt, it was the very blunder they
hoped to provoke her to commit; and if she had committed it, we can
believe our troops would have been speedily ordered back to the Nueces;
for it would have virtually yielded to us all the territory Texas actually
possessed, and with that the president would probably have been satis

fied. It is idle, then, to draw any inference from the sileuce of Mexico
as to the act which we say was the immediate cuu.se of the war. That it

was the immediate cause of the war we may infer from the fact, that, till

it was done, Mexico made no effort to disturb our possession of Texas;
and there can be little doubt, that, but for it, she would silently have
abandoned her claim to all of Texas East of the Nueces.
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The war, furthermore, was impolitic. If unsuccessful, it

could not fail to disgrace us; if successful, it could hardly
fail to weaken Mexico, already too weak for our interest.

The true policy of this country is. not to destroy, absorb, or

weaken Mexico. !ur To piv.-erve her natioiialiTy and indepen
dence, and to st renu then her. It is a great evil to a nation

to have only weak neighbours, ami worse than madness for

us to seek to he The only power on the North American con
tinent. Solitude is n&amp;lt;&amp;gt; more the normal state for a nation

than for an individual, and in the case of either, without

.-pedal irrace. is hurtful. If the nation has onlv weak

neighbours, it will he constantly tempted to the practice of

injustice: and if no neighbours, it will be torn l&amp;gt;v intestine,

divisions, and sink into anarehv or despotism.
Itut especially was this war impolitic in consequence of the

slave question, already threatening the I nion, and with ditli-

culty restrained within constitutional limits. The war, if

successful, can hardly fail in extorting from Mexico a portion
of her territory, and that territory to some extent not un
suitable to a .-lave population. Its annexation to the Union
must bring on. in all its fierceness, the conte.-f between tin-

free Mate- and the slave .-tales, a contest in which both

have much to lo-e, and neither anv tiling to ^ain. The free

-tales are resolved nut to pour out their blood and treasure

To extend what they regard as a detestable sy.-Tem, and, if

new territory is acquired, they cannot, as we have seen, avoid

doinir so. without trampling on The constitution, which we
are afraid, if forced to the alternative, they will nut hesitate

to do. The administration should have foreseen this, and
avoided the war, if possible, fur this reason, if for no other;

for, if the antislavery parry find itself strong enough to pre
vent the extension of slavery in defiance of the constitution,

it will not stop there. It will no lunger respect constitu

tional barriers
;
but will take up the question of slavery in

the states, and immediate emancipation or civil war will be

the alternative, both bad, and one hardly more To be

deprecated than the other. If no foreign element be intro

duced to give additional force to the excitement already so

fearful, the friends of the constitution may be able, at least

for a time, to keep it from any direct interference with

slavery where it is
;
but introduce such an element, let there

be a colorable pretext for asserting that the free states are

called upon, not merely to let slavery alone, but to aid in ex

tending it. and there is no longer among us any power to
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control the consequences. The present administration should

have considered this, and have studiously avoided every
occasion of fanning; the excitement. It lias, we are sorry to

say, not done so. It has gained no friends by its policy at

the North, and it has done its best to ruin the South.

In the present posture of affairs, and in view of the prob
able results of the war, there is only one constitutional course

to be pursued, and that is for both the friends and the ene

mies of the slav7e system to unite in resisting the further ex

tension of the territory of the Union. This is politic and

constitutional. Mexico must riot be dismembered, nor a foot

of her territory permanently annexed to the Union. Let

this be the settled policy of both parties. Let not the South
think of converting the North to her views of slavery, nor

the North attempt to check the progress of slavery by tram

pling on the constitution. It is too late in the day to attempt
the former, and it is always out of season to dream of the

latter. But both may unite in resisting any extension of

the present territory of the Union, and, in doing so, remove
all additional pretext for excitement. The territory of tin-

Union is large enough, and he is as poor a patriot as he is a

statesman who would seek to extend its bounds. The insane

rage of a portion of our people for annexation, and the in

fluence demagogues acquire for nefarious purposes by appeal

ing to it, must be checked, or our national honor is gone, our

national sense of justice obliterated, and our free institutions

become our reproach. A firm and successful resistance of

the attempt likely to be made to extend the territory of the

Union, by cessions extorted from Mexico, will have this

salutary effect, and we trust it will be made.
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[From Brownson s Quarterly Kt-\i. \\ for (October, 1MS.]

Wi. take, in our political ea\&amp;gt;, unwearied pains to make
our.-elve&amp;gt; understood, and to guard against being misappre-
liendecl ; hut. through our own fault or that of our readers,
our success ha.- rarely corresponded to our elTorts. ( )n all

M&amp;lt;les, from all
&amp;lt;|iiarters.

\ve are charged with being hostile

to liherty and favorable to dospotisin, the cnemv of the

people, and the friend of their oppressors. We could smile
at this ridiculous charm 1

, were it not that some honest souls

are found who appear to believe it. and some moon-struck
scribblers mako it the occasion of exciting unjust prejudices
against our friends, and of placing them, as well as ourselves,
in a false portion before the public. Injustice to us per
sonally is of no moment, and demands of us no attention

;

but when, owing to our peculiar position, it can hardly fail

to work injustice to others, we are bound to notice and to

repel it.

The age in which we live is an age of theoretical, and, to

a great extent, of practical anarchy. Its ideas and move
ments are marked by impatience of restraint, denial of law,
and contempt of authority. We have seen this, and have
felt it our duty to protest against it, and to do what we
could, in our limited sphere, to recall men to a sense of the

necessity of government, and to the fact of their moral ob

ligation to uphold the supremacv of law. This is our
offence. Yet one would naturally suppose; that people of

ordinary intelligence, somewhat acquainted with our past

history, might, without much difficulty, believe that in this

our motive has been to serve the cause of freedom, not that

of despotism. AVe, in fact, have done it. because liberty is

impossible without order, order is impossible without gov
ernment, and government in anv worthv sense of the term
is impossible without a settled conviction on the part of the

people of its legitimacy, and of their obligation in con
science to obey it. Nothing deserving the name of govern
ment caii be founded on the sense of the agreeable or of the

useful. Governments, so called, which appeal to nothing
higher, more catholic, and more stable, are mere creatures

60
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of passion or caprice, and must follow the lead of popular
folly and excess, instead of restraining

1

them, and directing
the general activity to the public good. They are not gov
ernments, but mere instruments for the private gain or

aggrandizement of the adroit and scheming few who con
trive to possess themselves of their management. It is

philosophically and historically demonstrable, that the per
manence and stability of government, and its wise and just
administration for the common weal, the only legitimate
end of its institution, are impracticable, unless the gov
ernment is held to rest on the universal and unalterable
sense of duty, under the protection of religion.

This truth, though, in fact, a very commonplace truth, out

age overlooks, or, if it does not overlook, it rejects. Hence
the danger with which liberty in our times is threatened.
We have believed it, therefore, not improper to guard against
this danger, and in order to.do so, we have traced govern
ment back to its source, and to tiie foundation of its &quot;author

ity. We have found its origin, not in the people, but in

God, from whom is all power; and we have concluded from
this its divine right, within its legitimate province, to our

allegiance. It has, since it derives its authority from God.
a divine right to command, and, if so, we must be bound in

conscience to obey it. Then it rests, not on the sense of
the agreeable or of the useful, to fluctuate as these fluctu

ate, but on the sense of duty, and not merely duty to our

country or to mankind, but duty to God a duty founded
in the unalterable relations of man to his Maker. This
raises political allegiance and obedience to the law to the
rank of moral virtue, and declares their violation to be a
sin against God, to whom we belong, all we have, and all

we are. Hence, in its legitimate province, even civil gov
ernment becomes sacred &quot;and inviolable; and therefore we
assert, on the one hand, our duty to obey it, and, on the

other, deny the right of revolution, what La Favette calls

&quot;the sacred right of insurrection.&quot;

Here, in general terms, is the doctrine we have endeav
oured to inculcate. That it is hostile to the political atheism
now so rife, we concede. We are Christians, and do not
understand the possibility of being Christians, and yet
atheists in politics. We have but one set of principles, and
these are determined by our religion. We cannot adopt
one set of principles in our religion and a contradictory set
in our politics, saying

&quot; Good Lord &quot;

in the one,
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&quot;Good l)evil
v

in the other. We are too far behind the

age for that. But that this doctrine is hostile to liberty or

favorable to despotism, we do not concede. nay, positively

deny. In setting it forth, we have d\velt on that phase of

it direct.lv opposed to the dangerous tendencies of the age,
because it was not necessarv to guard against tendencies

from which we have nothing to apprehend, and because we

presume that our readers would of themselves see that it

had another pha-e equally opposed to the opposite class of

tendencies. But for the hundredth time in our short life

\ve have 1 learned that the writer who presumes any thing on

the intelligence or discrimination of the bulk of readers

presumes too much, and will assuredly be disappointed.
The doctrine protects the government against radicals, reb

els, and revolutionists: but it protects, also, the people

against tyrants and oppressors. The fears of our politicians
on thi- last point, whether real or affected, do little credit

to their sagacity. The mon-ters which affright them a little

more light would enable them to see are as harmless as the

charred stump or decaying log which the benighted traveller

mistake.- for bear or pant her.

When we assert the doctrine of legitimacy, we are un

derstood to assert passive obedience and non-resistance to

tvrants; but needs it any extraordinary intellectual power
and cultivation to perceive that legitimacy, while it smites

the rebel or the revolutionist, must equally smite the tyrant
or usurper . if the doctrine asserts the right of legitimate,
it must deny the right of illegitimate government; if it

denies the right to disobey the legitimate authority, it must

also deny the right of illegitimate authority to command;
if it disarms the subject before the legal authority, it must

equally disarm the illegal authority before the subject.
How. then, from the fact that we are forbidden to resist or

to subvert legitimate government, the legal constitution of

the state, conclude that we are forbidden to resist or to de

pose the tyrant? Tyranny, oppression, is never legal, and

therefore no tyrant or oppressor ever is or can be the legiti

mate sovereign. To resist him is not to resist the legitimate

authority, and therefore demands for its justification no

assertion of the revolutionary principle, llow is it, then,

that you do not see that the doctrine of legitimacy gives a

legal right to resist whatever is illegal, and therefore lays a

solid foundation for liberty?

People, we know, are prejudiced against the doctrine
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which asserts the divine origin and right of government,
but it is because they misapprehend the doctrine, and be
cause they identify liberty with democracy. The doctrine,
undoubtedly, does assert the sacredness, inviolability, and
legitimacy of every actual political constitution, whatever

its_form,
and that the monarchical or aristocratic order, where

it is the established order, is as legitimate as the democratic.
But, if. liberty and democracy are one and the same thing,
since the monarchical order is that which is actually the es
tablished order in most states, liberty in most states is pre
cluded, and the people are and must be slaves. Yet is it

true that liberty and democracy are identical or convertible
terms? Democracy, whose expression is universal suffrage,
intrusts every citizen with a share in the administration of
the government, which is and can be done by no other po
litical order. But the elective franchise is a trust, not a

right, and therefore to withhold it is not to withhold free
dom. Liberty is in the possession and exercise of our natu
ral rights. AV

r

e have none of us any natural right to govern ;

for under the law of nature all men are equals, and no one
has the right to exercise authority over others. The fran

chise^ a municipal grant, and depends on the will of the

political sovereign. Liberty, unless the question be between
nation and nation, is not a predicate of the government, but
of the subject, and of the subject not in his quality of a
constituent element of the sovereignty, but in his quality
of subject. As subject he may be free, without being in
trusted with authority to govern, and therefore may be free
under other forms of government than the democratic.

In fact, democratic politicians never attain to the concep
tion of liberty. The basis of their theory of government
is despotism. They make the right to govern a natural

right, and differ from the confessedly despotic politicians
only in claiming for every man what these claim for only
one. They make government a personal right, incident to

manhood, inalienable, and inamissible, not a solemn trust
which the trustee is bound to hold and exercise according
to law, and for which he is accountable. Hence it is that

democracy always sooner or later terminates in despotism
or autocracy. We deny that government is ever a personal
right, whether of the one, the few, or the many, and there
fore deny that a man has a natural right to a share in
the administration. lie only has the right to whom the
power is delegated by the competent authority, and he holds



4 r.l.iM iIMACV AM) KKVOU TIO.MSM.

it, not as a personal right, lut as a trust. (

on&amp;gt;e&amp;lt;juentl v, we
do not concede that the establishment of the democratic
/ i

(i
nn i . is at all essential to the establishment or maintenance

ot liberty. He is free, enjoy.- his liberty, \vho is secured in

the possession and enjoyment of all his natural rights; and
this is done wherever the legitimate authority governs and
governs according to the principles of justice. We are
aware dt no form ot government that cannot so govern, or
which cannot also govern otherwise, if it choose.

\\ c are republicans, beeau.se republicanism is here the
established order, but we confess that we do not embrace,
and never have embraced, as e.-&amp;gt;ential to libertv. or even as

compatible with liberty, the popular democratic doetrine of
the count ry. \\ e beg leave to refer here to our remarks on
I), t,,ur, !

// which we wrote in \^ .\~, and published in the
first number of / //, /ln*fui, (hntrt. //// /, &amp;lt;/* , // .lanuarv.
lS)x* When we wrote them, we lud the reputation of be i tit

1

one of the -tandie-t friends of liberty aiid the mo-r ultra radi
cal- in the country,

- a fact which we commend to those of
our former friends who are now so readv to represent us as

having gone over to the ,-ide id despoti.-m. We should
not now call the doctrine democracy, as we did when
we wrote it, nor should we use certain locutions, to

be detected here and there, dictated bv an erroneous

theology; but the doctrine it.-elf i.- our present doc
trine, as dearly and as energetically expressed as we could
now expre.-s it. It seem- to u- to contain an unanswerable
refutation o| the popular democratic principle and a tri

umphant vindication of the sovereignty of ju-t ice, --there
fore, o| the divine origin and ni^ht of government; for

ju.-tice, in the sense the wi iter u-e- it, is identical with (iod,
who alone i- ab-olnte, immutable, eternal, and sovereign
.1 u.-t ice.

The purpo.-e of the write! was evidently to obtain a -olid
foundation f.r individual freedom. If he, in order io do
this, found and proved it nece-sary to assert the divine

origin and right of government, to rise above the sover

eignty of
king&amp;gt;.

of nobles, and even of the people, to the
eternal and nndenved sovereigiity or (iod, ivirig of kings,
and Lord ot lords, how saouid v/e suspect ourselves of being
hostile to liberty, \\iien asserting the same doctrine in de
fence of the rights of government 2 having foi 1

years proved

*Brownson s Worns, Vol. XV., pp. 4-li.
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the doctrine to be favorable to liberty, how could &quot;\e believe

the public would be so unjust to us as to accuse us of favor

ing despotism, because we undertook to prove it equally
favorable to civil government? Why are we to be classed

as hostile to freedom, because we defend in the interests of

authority the doctrine which we have uniformly asserted as

the only solid foundation of freedom? Whether we are

right or wrong in the doctrine itself, or in its application,
would it be any remarkable stretch of charity to give us

credit for believing ourselves no less favorable to liberty in

bringing the doctrine out in defence of authority, than w
were in bringing it out in defence of the rights of the sub

ject ? A_re liberty and authority necessarily incompatible
one with the other? Or is it a blunder to derive both from
the same source, and to suppose that what establishes the

legitimacy of authority must needs establish also the legiti

macy of liberty ?

But is the doctrine of the divine origin and right of gov
ernment hostile to liberty? If government derives its ex
istence and its right from God, it can have no power but
such as God delegates to it. But God is just, justice itself,

and therefore can delegate to the government no power to

do what is not just. Consequently, whenever a government
exercises an unjust power or its powers unjustly, it exceeds
its delegated powers, and is an usurper, a tyrant, and as such
forfeits its right to command. Its acts are lawless, because

contrary to justice, and do not bind the subject, because he
can be bound only by the law. If they do not bind, they
are null, and the attempt to enforce obedience to them
may be resisted. Is it difficult, then, to understand, that,
while the doctrine asserts the obligation in conscience of
obedience to legitimate authority, to the government as long-
as it does not command any thing unjust, it condemns all

illegal authority, and deprives the government of its right
to exact obedience the moment it ceases to be just? What
is there in this hostile to liberty? Is my liberty abridged
when I am required to obey justice? If so, be good enough
to tell me whence I obtain the right to do wrong?
Modern politicians assert, in opposition to the sovereignty

of God, the sovereignty of the people. The will of the

people is with them the ultimate authority. Is it they or
we who are the truest friends of liberty ? Liberty cannot
bo conceived without justice, and wherever there is justice
there is liberty. Liberty, then, must be secured just in pro-

VOL. XVI- 5
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portion as we secure the reign of justice. This is done in

proportion to the guaranties we have that the will which
niles shall be a juM will. Is there any one who will venture
1(1 institute a comparison between the will of the people and
the will of God r No one . Then who can pretend that.

the_
doctrine which makes the will of the people the sov

ereign i&amp;gt; as tavorable to liberty as the doctrine which makes
the will of God the sovereign * The will of God is always
jiisL becaii-e the divine will is never separable from the
divine reason ; but the will of the people , nay be. and often

is.^unjiM.
for it. is separable from that reason, the only foun

tain ol justice. We make the government a government of
law

;
because we found it on will and reason ; these modern

politicians make it one of mere will, tor thev have no assur
ance that, the will of the people will always be informed bv
reason. l!\ what right, then, do they who maintain the

very essence of despotism charge. us with being hostile to

liberty? \\herefore should we not, as we do, denounce
them as the enemies, nay. the assassins of liberty,- -men who
Dilute her, and at the same instant smite her under the lifth

rib?

But, it is uravelv argued, if vou denv the popular origin11right ol government, you are a monarchist or an aris-
lo Tat. \\ ( deny the conclusion. If people would pav a

little attention to what we actually say, before con jurin^ up
t heir objections, thev would, perhaps, reason less illogieallv.
\\ e raise no (juestioii between the sovereignty of kin^s and
nobles and that of the people. What we denv is the JI-IDIKU,

origin ^and right of government. We deny all undeleu ated

sovereignty on earth, whether predicated of the kimr, the

nobility, or the people. The (juestion we are discussing lies

a little (leeper and a little further back than our modern
politician- are aware. They are political atheists, and recog
nize lor the state no power above the people; we are Chris
tians, and hold that all power, that is. all legal authority, is

ll ( &quot; 1 Gnd; therefore we deny that kings, nobilities, or the

people have any authority in their own right, and maintain
that the state itself, however constituted, has only a dele

gated authority, and no underived sovereignty. Thev place
the people back of the state, and maintain that it derives all

its powers from the people, and is therefore bound to do
their will

;
we tell them that the people themselves are not

ultimate have no power to delegate, except the power
which Almighty God delegates to them, and this power
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they, as trustees, are bound to exercise according to Iris will,
and are, therefore, not free to exercise it according to their
own. They are desirous mainly of getting rid of kings and
nobles, and, to do so, they assert the sovereignty of the

popular will
;
wre wish to get rid of despotism and to guard

against all unjust government, and we assert the sovereignty
of God over kings, nobles, and people, as well as over sim

ple private consciences. Is this intelligible? Who, then,
is the party hostile to liberty?

Hut, reply these same politicians, we do not mean to deny
the sovereignty of God; we only mean that the authority
he delegates is delegated to the people, and not to the king
or the nobility. If by people you understand the people as
the nation with its political faculties and organs, and not the

people as mere isolated individuals, who disputes you?
Who denies that kings and nobilities hold their powers, if

not from, at least for, the people, and forfeit them the
moment they refuse to exercise them for the common good
of the people ? What are you dreaming of ? Do you sup
pose all men have lost their senses because you have lost

yours ? Who born and brought up under a republic, who
acquainted with and embracing the teachings of Catholic

theologians, is likely to hold the slavish doctrine, that the

people are for the government, not the government for the

people ? Do you suppose that the republican and Catholic
advocates the divine right of kings, and passive obedience,

the invention of Protestant divines, set forth and defended
by that pedantic Scotchman, the so-called English Solomon?
Who that has meditated on the saying of our blessed Lord,
t% Let him that would be greatest among you be your ser

vant,&quot; can hold that a prince receives power, or has any
right to power, but for the public good ? We do not deny
the responsibility of kings and nobles to the nation, or that
the nation may. under certain circumstances, and observing
certain forms, call them to an account of their stewardship.
But if this removes your objections to our doctrine, it by
no means removes ours to yours. We complain of you, not
because you make princes responsible to the people, that is,
to the nation, but because you leave the people irresponsible,
and make them subject to no law but their own will. You
simply transfer the despotism from the one or the few to
the many, and deny liberty by resting in the arbitrary will
of the people. You stop with the people, and. if you do not
deny, you at least fail to assert, the sovereignty of God

;
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you tell tliriii their will is sovereign, without adding that,

they have only a delegated &amp;gt;overeigntv. and are hound to

exercise it in strict accordance with and in ohedienre to the
will of (Jod. Here is your original sin. On voiir ground,
no provision i- made for liberty, none for resistance to

tyranny, without resorting to the revolutionary principle,
the pretended right to re.-i.-t legitimate vjovermnent, a con
tradiction in terms, and alike hostile to liberty and to

authority. ( )n our -round, the ri- ht to resist tvrannv or

oj)pres&amp;gt;ion
is secured without detriment to legitimate ^ov-

ernment ; hecanse the prince who transgresses his authority
and betrays liis tni&amp;gt;t forfeits his rights, and having lost his

rights, he ceases to he sacred and inviolahle.

But we are told, once more, that practically it can make
no difference whether we say the will of God i&amp;gt; sovereign,
or the will of the people ; for the will of the people is the
true expivs-ion of the will of (iod, according to the maxim,

\ o,i populi vox !&amp;gt;&amp;lt;. We deny it. The will of (iod is

eternal and immutahle justice, which the will of the people
is not. 1 he people may and do often actually do wrong.
\Ve have no more confidence in the assertion, &quot;The people
can do no wron&amp;lt;r.&quot; than we have in its brother fiction,

&quot;The king can do no wrong.&quot; The people must he taken
either as individuals or as the state. As individuals, they
certainly are neither infallible nor impeccable. As the

state, they are only the aggregate of individuals. And are

we to In- told, that from an aggregation of i allihles. we can
obtain infallibility Show us a promise from Almighty
(iod, made to the people in one capacity or the other, that
lie will preserve them from error and injustice*, before you
talk to us of their infallibility. The people in their collec

tive capacity, that is, the state popularly constituted, never

surpass the general average of the wisdom and virtue of the

same people taken individually; and as this fails infinitely
below infallibility, let us hear no more of the infallibility of

the people. For very shame s sake, after denying, as most
of you do, the possibility of an infallible church immediately
constituted and assisted by infinite wisdom. (Jo not stultify

yourselves by coming forward now to assert the infallibility
of the people. If the people are infallible, what need of

constitutions to protect minorities, and of contrivances for

the security of individual liberty, which even we in onr
land of universal suffrage find to be indispensable?

But we return to our original position. All power is of
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God. By liiin kings reign and princes decree just tilings.

Government is a sacred trust from him, to be exercised ac

cording to In s will, for the public good. The government
which he in his providence has instituted for a people, and

which confines itself to its delegated powers, for the true

end of government, is legitimate government, whatever its

form, and cannot be resisted without sin. But the govern
ment which is arbitrarily imposed upon a people, or which

betrays its trust, or usurps powers seriously to the injury of

its subjects, is illegitimate, and has no claim to our allegiance.

Such a government may be lawfully resisted, and sometimes

to resist it becomes an imperative duty.
But who is to decide whether the actual government has

transcended its powers, and whether the case has occurred

when we are permitted or bound to resist it ? This is a

grave question, because, if the fact of illegitimacy be not

established by some competent authority, they who resist

run the hazard of resisting legitimate government, and of

ruining both their own souls and their country. Evidently
the individual is not to decide for himself by his own pri

vate judgment; for that would leave every one free to resist

the government whenever he should choose, which would

he whenever it should command any thing not to his liking.

If he had the right thus to resist, the government would

have no right to coerce his obedience, and there would be

an end of all government. Evidently, again, not the peo

ple, for we must take the people either as a state, or as out

side of the state. Outside of the state they are simple indi

viduals, and, as we have seen, have not, and cannot have,

the right to decide. As the state, they have no faculties

and no organs but the government which is to be judged,
and therefore can neither form nor express a judgment. Who,
then ? Evidently the power whose function it is to declare

the law of God. Since the government derives its author

ity from God, and is amenable to his law, evidently it can

be tried only under that law, and before a court which has

authority to declare it, and to pronounce judgment accord

ingly.
But what shall be done in case there be no such court of

competent jurisdiction? We reject the supposition. Al

mighty God could never give a law without instituting a

court to declare it, and to judge of its infractions. We, as

Catholics, know what and where that court is, and therefore

cannot be embarassed by the question. If there are nations
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who have no such court, or who refuse to recognize the one

Almighty God has established, [hut is their alfair, not ours,
and they, not we, are responsible for the embarrassments to

which they are subjected. They, undoubtedly, are obliged
either to assert

pas&amp;gt;ive
obedience and non-resistance, or to

deny the legitimacy of any government bv asserting the

right of revolution; that is. they have no alternative but

anarchy or despotism, us their history proves. I5ut this is not
our lault. \\ e are not aware that we are obliged to exclude
(Jod and his church from our politics in order to accommo
date ourselves to those who blaspheme the one and revile
the other. AVe are not aware that we are obliged to re

nounce our reason, and reject the lessons of experience, be

cause, if we admit them, they prove that Almighty God has
made his church es-ential to the maintenance of civil author

ity on the one hand, and of civil liberty on the other, be

cause they prove that the state can succeed no better than
the individual, without religion. \Ve have never supposed
that a man could be a Christian and exclude (Jod from the

state, and we have no disposition to concede, or to under
take to prove, that he can be. It thechurch is necessary a^

a teacher of piety and morals, she must be necessarv to de
cide the moral questions &quot;svhich arise between prince and

prince, and between prince and subject, and to maintain the

contrary is only to contradict one s self. I olitics are noth

ing but a branch of general ethics, and et hies an; simply prac
tical theology. If there is anv recognized authority in the

ology, that authority must have jurisdiction of every ethical

question, that is, every question which involves considera
tions of right and wron^r. in whatever department of life

they may arise. You may tight against this as you please, but

you cannot change the unalterable nature of things. It

is useless as well as hard to kick against the pricks. The

question of resistance, presents a case of conscience, a moral

question, and as such belongs by its very nature to the spirit
ual order, and then necessarily falls under the jurisdiction of

the legitimate representative of that order. All the great

principles of politics and law are ethical, and treated as such

by both Catholic and Protestant theologians. How, then,

can we dispense with the agency of the church in politics,

any more than in private morals or in faith itself 4 And
are we to forego civil government, are we to submit passively
to tyrants, or to rush into anarchy, because the madness or

blindness of others leaves them no other alternative ? Must
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wo reject or refrain from using the infallible moans which
we possess for determining what is the law of God, because
others discard them and attempt to get on without them?
Must we strip ourselves and run naked through the streets,

because some of our brethren obstinately persist in being
Adamites? Really, this were asking too much of us.

But let no one be frightened out of liis propriety, for we
really say no more for our church than every sectarian claims
for his sect, no more in principle than was claimed last

year by the Presbyterians, when they officially condemned
the Mexican war, or by the Unitarians, when, as officially as

was possible with their organization or want of organization,
they did the same. The church, in the case we have sup
posed, decides only the morality or immorality of the act

done or proposed to be done. And is there a Protestant
who belongs to what is called a church who does not take
his church as his moral teacher ? When Philip of Hesse
found his wife unsatisfactory to him, and wished to take unto
himself another, did he not submit the question to Luther
and the pastors of the new religion ? AVhat are your Protes
tant ministers, if not, in your estimation, among other things,
teachers of morals ? And in case of doubt, to whom would

you apply for its resolution but to your church, such as it is?

Do you say you would not? To whom, then ? To your
politicians \ What ! do you regard politicians as safer moral

guides than your pastors? To the state? So you hold the
state more competent to decide questions of morals than

your church! .But the state is the party accused; would

you suffer it to be judge in its own cause? Then you are
at its mercy, and are a slave. Trust your own judgment?
But you are a party interested, and what right have you
to be judge in your own cause?
The fact is, every man who admits religion at all must

admit its jurisdiction over all moral questions, whether in

their individual or in their social application, and therefore
does and must defer in them to that authority which rep
resents for him the spiritual order. The state has no com
mission as a teacher of morals or as a director of consciences,
and unless you blend church and state, and absorb the

spiritual in the temporal, you cannot claim authority for
the state in any strictly moral question. The theory of our
own institutions is the utter incompetency of the state in

spirituals. But spirituals include necessarily every question
of right and wrong, whether under the natural law or the
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revealed law, a lact too oiten overlooked, and not sufFici

ently considered by .-oine even of our nominally ( atliolie

politicians ami newspaper-writers and editors. If this he

so, the legitimate province of the Mate is restricted to mat
ters which pertain to human prudence and social economy.
\N ;thin the limit.- o| the law of (iod. that is. providing it

violate no precept of the natural or revealed law, it is in

dependent and tree to pursue the policy which human wis
dom and prudence surest as he.-t adapted to secure the

public p&amp;gt;od.
To u ive it a wider province would be to

elaim for it a portion at least of that very authority which
Protestants make it an oll ence in us to claim even for the

church of (iod. \\ e claim here no direct temporal author
ity for the church, but we do claim, ami shall, as lon^ as

\ve retain our rea.-oii, continue to claim for her. under (iod,

supreme and exclusive jurisdiction overall questions which

pel-tain to the spiritual order.

The conservative doctrine which we have contended for,

and which does not happen to please some of our readers,

follows necessarily from this doctrine ot the divine origin
and riirht of government. No one particular form of gov
ernment exist.- bv divine rii^ht for every people, but everv
form so exists for the particular nation of which it is the

established order. The established order, tin; constitution

of the .-tate. which (iod in his providence has ^iven to a

particular people, which is coeval with that people, has

grown up with it, and is identified with it.- whole; public
life, is the legitimate order, t he legal constitution, and there

fore .-acred and inviolable. If sacred and inviolable, it must
he pre.-erved, and no change-; or innovations under the

name ot progress or reform, that would aboli.-h or essen

tially alter it. or that would in any decree impair its free,

vigorous, and healthy action, can be tolerated.

This i.-the doctrine we have maintained, and this is as

serted to be ho.-tile to liberty and favorable to despotism.
Ho\\e\er this niav be. the doctrine is not a recent doctrine

with us, not one which we have embraced for the tirst

time since our conver.-ion to Catholicity. We held and

publicly maintained it during that period of our life when
we we re regarded as a liberalist, and denounced by our

countrymen as a radical, a leveller, and a
disorganize!&quot;.

Thus, in October, 1838, we oppose it to the mad proceed
ings of the the abolitionists, and maintain that it is a suf-
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ncient reason for condemning those proceedings, that they
are unconstitutional and revolutionary.*
The same doctrine we had inculcated in the Review for

the previous July of the same year.

&quot;Our government, in its measures and practical character, should

conform as strictly as possible to the ideal or theory of our institutions.

Nobody, we trust, is prepared for a revolution; nobody, we also trust,

is bold enough to avow a wish to depart very widely from the funda

mental principles of our institutions; and everybody will admit that the

statesman should study to preserve those institutions in their simplicity
and integrity, and should seek, in every law or measure he proposes,

merely to bring out their practical worth, and secure the ends for which

they were established. Their spirit should dictate every legislative en

actment, every judicial decision, and every executive measure. Any
law not in harmony with their genius, any measure which would be

likely to disturb the nicely adjusted balance of their respective powers,
or that would give them, in their practical operation, a character essen

tially different from the one they were originally intended to have, should

be discountenanced, and never for a single moment entertained,
&quot; We would not be understood to be absolutely opposed to all innova

tions or changes, whatever their character. It is true, we can never

consent to disturb the settled order of a state, without strong and urgent

reasons; but we can conceive of cases in which we should deem it our

duty to demand a revolution. When a government has outlived its idea,

and the institutions of a country no longer bear any relation to the pre

vailing habits, thoughts, and sentiments of the people, and have become
a mere dead carcass, an encumbrance, an offence, we can call loudly for

a revolution, and behold with comparative coolness its terrible doings.
But such a case does not as yet present itself here. Our institutions are

all young, full of life, and the future. Here, we cannot be revolution

ists. Here, we can tolerate no innovations, no changes, which touch

fundamental laws. None are admissible but such as are needed to pre
serve our institutions in their original character, to bring out their con

cealed beauty, to clear the iield for their free operation, and to give
more directness and force to their legitimate activity. Every measure

must be in harmony with them, grow, as it were, out of them, and be

but a development of their fundamental laws.&quot; (Vol. XV., pp. 86-7.)

Undoubtedly, we here recognize a case in which a revolu
tion would be justifiable ;

but not a case in which it would
be lawful to subvert the constitution

;
for the case supposed

is one in which the constitution has already been subverted,
and ceased to be living and operative. The doctrine is no-

*Browuson s Works, Vol. XV., pp. 78-81.
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\visc different from our present doctrine on the subject.
only what we called revolution then we should call bv an
other name now. The movements of a people to depose
the tyrant, to throw oil the illeirit inute and to restore the

legitimate authority, are not a revolution in the sense in

which we dem the ri^ht of revolution. It is e.-sential to
our idea of a revolution, that it should involve, in some re

spect, an eilort or intention to subvert the le^al authority
of a state. If, for instance, it he conceded that Ireland i s

an integral part of the Ilritish empire, or, rather, of the
British state, an ell ort on the part of Iri&amp;gt;hmen to sever her
from the I!riti&amp;gt;h state, and erect her into an independent
nation, would he revolutionary and 1111 ju.-t iliahle. I!ut if it

he conceded that she i.s ;i separate state, that she; has never
been merged in the IJritish state, and has been bound to it

only by a mutual compact, and if it be conceded or e&amp;gt;tab-

lished that Knirland has broken the compact or not com
plied with its conditions, a like ell ort at separation and in

dependence would involve no revolutionary principle, and.
if prudent or expedient, would be justitiable, even though
it should lead to a fearful and protracted war between the
two nat ions.

It is clear, however, from these pa-sa^es. t hat. as lon^- a&amp;lt;n&amp;gt;

as l^:;s. \\e were, in relation to our own country, decidedly
conservative. Here is another extract from the same //&amp;lt;

i icw, for October, 1M1, which proves that we. while still

regarded a&amp;gt; a radical, generalized it and extended it to all

eounti ie&amp;gt; :

&quot;In thU matter of world-reforming, it is our misfortune lo disagree
with our radical brethren. The reforms which can he introduced into

any one country are predetermined by its
i;-eo&amp;lt;:raphieal position, the

productions of its soil, niid the irenius of its people and of its existing
institutions. Any reform which requires the introduction or the de-

-truction of a fundamental element is precluded. All reforms must
eonsNt in, and lie restricted to, clearing away anomalies and dovelopini:

already admitted principles.&quot;

Here is the consi-rvative doctrine stated as broadly and as

distinctly as we state it now. and we could easily show that

we entertained it at a much earlier date. Doubtless there

are many things to be found in 77//3
J&amp;gt;axton Quarterly lie-

view not easily reconcilable with this doctrine; for we had

not, at the time of conducting it. reduced all our ideas to a

systematic and harmonious whole. Moreover, we wrote
with less care than we do now; for we wrote more for the
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purpose of exciting thought than of establishing conclu

sions. But the discrepancies to be detected are in general
more apparent than real; for we, unhappily, adopted the

practice of using popular terms in an unpopular sense,

which often gave us the appearance of advocating doctrines

\ve by no means intended. Thus, we adopted the \vord

democracy, but defined it in a sense of our own, very dif

ferent from the popular sense. AVe did the same with

many other terms. There was in this no intention to de

ceive. But we had a theory, for in those times we were

addicted to theorizing, that the people used terms in a

loose and vague sense, and that the business of the writer

was to seize and define it to give in its precision what the

people really mean by the term, if they could but explain
their meaning to themselves. But we found by experience
that we could not make the people attend to our definitions,

and that they would, in spite of them, continue to use the

popular term in its popular sense, and that, if we wished to

express another sense, or the same sense somewhat modified,

we must select another term. The mistake we fell into is

fallen into by many who are not so fortunate as to detect it.

Some of our friends have tried to find fault with our views

on liberty, when their own views were the same as ours.

They use the word liberty in relations in which we avoid it;

but they in using it, fail to convey their real meaning. The

popular mind understands by liberty something very differ

ent from what they do. It is necessary to select terms with

a view of denying wluit we do not mean, as well as of ex

pressing what we do mean. Many of the inconsistencies

we have been charged with have grown out of our former

neglect of this rule, and not a few of the changes we are

supposed to have undergone are really nothing but changes
in our terminology, made for the purpose of getting our

real meaning out to public apprehension. But this by the

way. Versatile as we may have been, we have always had

certain fixed principles, and what they were may be known

by noting what we have cast off in our advance towards

manhood, and what we have retained and still retain. The
conservative principle is evidently one of these, and as we

undeniably held it when nobody dreamed of charging us

with hostility to liberty, we cannot see why our holding it

now should be construed into proof that we are on the side

of despotism.
But let us look at the doctrine itself. People hold it ob-
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jectionahle, because they suppose it commands us to pre
serve old abuses ;iiid forbids u&amp;gt; to labor tor the progress of
civili/at ion. llui in thi.- they assume two things : -1. That
the legitimate const it nt ion of a state is. or inav he, an a huso;
&quot;ii i. -J. That the

pr&amp;lt;
iirress nf civilization is denied, if the

ri-ht to subvert the constitution is denied.
The lirst involves;) contradiction in terms. Nothing le^al

or legitimate is or can he an abuse: an abuse is a misuse&quot; of
that which is legal. The ahuse is a 1 \vavs contrarv to the
constitution, or at least some departure from it: and conse

quently conservatism, or the preservation of the constitu
tion, instead &amp;lt;&amp;gt;t requiring us to conserve the ahuse, impera
lively commands us to redress it; because, if not redressed,
it may in time undermine and destroy the constitution itself.

The second is equally unfounded. The destruction of
the constitution is the destruction of the state itself, its

resolution into anarchy or despotism, either of whi -h is fatal

to civilization. What should we think of the phvsician
who should undertake to restore a man to health, or to in

crease his soundness and vigor, by destroying his constitu
tion . What we should think of him is precise! v what we
ought to think of the statesman who seeks to advance civili

zation by subvening the constitution of the state. The
progress of civilization is inconceivable without the prog
ress ot the state, and the progress of the state is inconceiv
able without the existence of the state. Ilo\v, then, can the

subversion, that is. the destruction, of the state tend to ad
vance civili/at ion . I f you will listen either to common
sense or to the lessons of experience, you will vjrant that
revolutions tend only to throw men into barbarism and sav-

agisin. The passions they call forth are the lowest, fiercest,
and most brutal oi our nature, and your patriot so called,
he who seeks to advance his country by destroying its con
stitution, is usually a tiger for his ferocitv.

IJut it is said that the existing constitution is destroyed
only in order to make way for a new and better organiza
tion ot the state. When you have shown us an instance,
in the whole history of the world, in which the destruction
ot an existing constitution of a state has been followed by
the introduction and adoption of a new and better one,
better tor the particular nation, we mean,- we will give up
the point, acknowledge that we have been in this whole
matter consummate fools, and become as mad revolutionists
us the best of you. But such an instance cannot be found.
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LIow often must we tell you that a constitution cannot be

made as one makes a wheel-barrow or a steam-engine, -that

of the constitution we must say, as we say of the poet,

nascitur, nonfit? It is generated, not constructed, and no
human wisdom can give to a state its constitution. The

experiment has often been tried, and has just as often failed.

Shaftesbury and Locke tried it for the Carolinas. They
failed. France tried it in her old revolution ; she is trying-
it again. Her former experiment resulted in anarchy, mil

itary despotism, and the restoration
;
her present experiment

in four short months has reached military despotism. Eng
land has tried it, and sent out from her mills at home, along
with her other manufactures, a constitution cut and dried

for each of her colonies, and in what instance has the con

stitution not proved a curse to the colony for which it was
made and on which it has been imposed 2 Who are these

men who now come forward and ask us to credit them in

spite of philosophy, of common sense, uniform experience,
and experiment? Surely they must lie prodigies of mod
esty, or else count largely on our simplicity and credulity.

But we are referred to our own country, to the American
revolution. Be it so. In reply, we might refer to the

Spanish-American revolutions, as a case much more in point.
But our own country is the case on which the modern rev

olutionists chiefly rely for their justification. We do not

contest the right of the Anglo-American colonies to sepa
rate from the mother country ;

we are not the men to con
demn the congress of 1776

;
and we cheerfully concede the

prosperity which has followed the separation. But what is

called the American revolution was no revolution in the

sense in which we deny the right of revolution, and in it

there was no subversion of the state, no destruction of the

existing constitution, and no assertion of the right to de

stroy it. The colonies were held by compact to the crown
of Great Britain. The tyranny of Qeorge III. broke that

compact, and absolved the colonies from their allegiance.
Absolved from their allegiance to the crown, they were,

ipso facto, sovereign states, and the war which followed

was simply a war in defence of their independence as such

states. ISTo abuse of terms can convert such a war into a

revolutionary war. Then there was no civil revolution.

The internal state of the colonies was not dissolved, and
there was no war on the constitution of the American states.

They retained substantially the very political constitutions
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\virh which they commenced, and retain them up to this
moment. We have never undergone a revolution in any
sense like the Furopean revolutions which have followed
since the war of our independence. Slight alterations liave
from time to time been, wisely or unwisely, effected in the
state constitutions, hut none which have struck at essential

principles.
Nor was the formation of our federal con-titution any

tiling like what the French national assembly are attempt
ing. It was similar in its character to what the German
diet at Frankfort have just done, or are Mil! en^ai^ d in

doing. It was not making and giving a constitution to a

people who had just overthrown an old government, de
stroyed the old constitution, and resolved the state into its

original elements, hut was the act of free, sovereign states.

already constituted, and exercising all the faculties of sover

eign states. Here are va&amp;gt;t differences, which are too often
overlooked, and which should prevent our conduct in throw
ing off the crown of Great Hritain and forming the federal
1 nion from being regarded as a precedent for those who
would destroy an exi.-ting constitution for the

purpo&amp;gt;e
of

ivorganixing the state. &quot;We never did any thin- of the sort,
^id from the fact that the result of what we did do ha&amp;gt;

been great national prosperity it cannot be inferred that
such will be the result of revolutions in the Furopean states.

Revolutionists both at home and abroad, especially abroad,
do not

&amp;gt;uiliriently consider the wide difference between
colonio already existing as bodies politic, exercising nearly
all the functions of government, separating themselves
politically, under the authority of their local governments,
from the mother country, and setting up for themselves,
and the insurrection of the mob against the existing consti-
tutmn. destroying it. and attempting to replace it by one of
their own making. We were; children come to our majority,
leaving (Mil- father s house to become heads of establish
ments of our own ; the revolutionists are parricides, who
knock their agrd parent in the head or cut his throat in
order to possess themselves of the homestead.
But however this may be, it is clear that the doctrine we

put forth is not favorable to despotism ; for despotism is

as destructive of the legitimate constitution as revolution
ism

in_favor
of what is called liberalism. Radicalism and

despotism are only two phases of one and the same thing.
Despotism is radicalism in place ;

radicalism is despotism
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out of place. Both arc unconstitutional, and to preserve
the constitution requires ns to oppose the one as much as

the other. Liberty demands the supremacy of the law, and
law is will regulated by reason, restrained by justice; and
to preserve law in this sense, we must resist every attempt.
come it from what quarter it may, to substitute for it the

government of arbitrary will.

Nobody denies the right to correct abuses. The doctrine
we set forth not only concedes our right to correct abuses,
but makes it, as we have seen, our duty to correct them!
All that it forbids is our right to correct them by illegal,
and therefore unjustifiable means. We must obey the Taw
in correcting the abuses of the law, the constitution in re

pelling its enemies. This restriction is just, and good ends
are never attainable by unjust means. Keeds it be said

again and again, that iniquity can never lead to justice,
tyranny to liberty? But observing this restriction, you
may go as_far

as you please. The doctrine we contend for
does not, indeed, allow you to change a legal monarchv
into a democracy, nor a democracy, where it is the legal
order, as with ns, into a monarchy ;

but it does allow you
to change the individuals intrusted with the administration

of_
the government. Kings, as long as thev reign justlv.

reign by divine right ;
and in this sense, and irT no other-.

we accept the doctrine of the divine right of kings; but
when they cease to reign justly, become tyrannical and op
pressive, they forfeit their rights, and the authority reverts
to the nation, to be exercised, however, in accordance with
its fundamental constitution. The nation may depose tin-

tyrant, even dispossess, for sufficient reasons, the reigning
family, and call a new dynasty to the throne

;
for no nation

can be rightfully the property of a prince, or of a family,
or bound to submit to eternal slavery. Thus far we go :

for we hold with the great Catholic &quot;authorities, that tic

king is not in reigning, but in reigning justly.
But we have said enough to vindicate our&quot; doctrine from

the^charge of being hostile to liberty and favorable to des

potism. We yield to no man in our love of liberty, but
we have always felt that just ends are more easily gained
by just than by unjust means, and that the truth&quot; is much
more effectually defended by arguments drawn from sound
than from unsound principles, &quot;it is not that we are indif
ferent to liberty, but that we reject the grounds on which
modern politicians defend

it, and disapprove of the means
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hv which tlicv seek to secure it. Wo have shown that

tho.-e ground.- arc untenable, ami that those means arc fitted

otilv to defeat the end for which tliev are :ido]te(i. He
\vlio wants more than ju-tice will give him, wants what he

cannot have without injustice to others. (Mir doctrine will

sati.-fv no such man. and we should he satisfied with no

doctrine that would. He who wi.-hes for liherty with

out ohediciice to la\\ wishes lor what never has been and

never can he. An authoritv which doe- not re-train, which

is unlv an iiistnuneni to be used when it serves our purpose,
and to he ca.-t oil the moment it can no longer serve it. is

no legitimate authoritv. i&amp;gt; not a ^overnmeiit at all. If we
have uovcrnment, it must govern, and we must obey it.

even when to obev it mav be a iv.-trainl on our private feel

ings and pas.-ioiis, for it i.- only at this price that we can

purchase immunity from the private teelm^s and
paion&amp;gt;

of other.-. Nothing is. then, in reality more unwise than

to cherish an impatience of rotraint and a spirit oi in&amp;gt;uh

ordination. The sooner we learn the difficult lesson ot

obedience, the better will it be for us. \\ e cannot, it we
would, have every tiling our own way ; and perhaps it would

not be to our advantage, if we could. Life has, and as long
as the world stands will have, its trials, and, however im

patient we mav be. there is and will be much which we
can conquer olds hv learning to bear it. It is easy to &amp;gt;tir

up a revolution, to &amp;gt;ubvert a throne or a dynasty ; but to

ree.-tablish order, to ivadju-t the relations of man with man.
of prince with .-r.bject and .-uhject with prince, so as to re

move all evils and .-ati&amp;gt;fv everv wish. thi&amp;gt; is labor, this i-

work, which no mortal man has ever yet been equal to.

A man could Jose paradise, bring sin. death, and all out-

woe into the world; onlv a (iod could repair the damage,
and restore us to the heaven we had forfeited.

Our doctrine. JIM at thi&amp;gt; moment, may be unpopular, and

we know it will put no money into our pocket, and bring
us no applause; but this is not our fault, nor a reason why
we should withhold it. 1 laving never yet pandered to pop
ular [ire judices, or bought to derive profit from popular pas
sions and fallacies, we shall not attempt to do it now. We
love our country, perhaps, as much as some others who make
much more parade of their patriotism ;

and we love liberty,

it may be, as well, and are likely to serve it as effectually,

as our young revolutionists in whom reason
&quot;sleeps

and

declamation roars.&quot; We have, indeed, a tolerable pair of
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lungs, and if not a musical, at least a strong voice
;
we know

and could use all the commonplaces of our young patriots,
and reformers, nay, we think we could, if we were to try,

beat them at their own trade, grave and staid as we have

become ; but we have no disposition to enter the lists with

them. We have never seen any good come from the declama

tory speeches and fiery patriotism of boys just escaped the

ferule of the pedagogue, and who can give utterance to

nothing but puerile rant about liberty and patriotism. We
have never seen good come to a country whose counsellors

were young men with downy chins, and we set it down as a

rule, that the country in which they can take the lead, what
ever else it is fitted for, is not fitted for the liberty which
comes through popular institutions.

We can weep as well as our juniors over a nation robbed
of its rights, on whose palpitating heart is planted the iron

heel of the conqueror, and have the will, if not the power,
to strike, if we can but see a vulnerable spot, or a chance
that the blow will tell upon the tyrant. But, as a general

thing, we have a great distaste for the valor that evaporates
in words, though they be great and high-sounding words,
well chosen, skilfully arranged, and admirably pronounced;
and an equal distaste even for deeds which recoil upon the

actor, and aggravate his sufferings, already too afflicting to

behold. We believe it wise to bide one s time, and to take

counsel of prudence. In most cases, the sufferings of a

people spring from moral causes beyond the reach of civil

government, and they are rarely the best patriots who paint
them in the most vivid colors, and rouse up popular indig
nation against the civil authorities. Much more effectual

service could be rendered in a more quiet and peaceful way,
by each one seeking, in his own immediate sphere, to re

move the moral causes of the evils endured. St. Vincent
of JPaul was a far wiser and more successful patriot than the

greatest of your popular orators, declaimers, and songsters.

He, humble-minded priest, had no ambition to shine, no

splendid scheme of world or state reform. He thought only
of saving his own soul, by doing the work that lay next

him; and he became the benefactor of his age and his

country, and in his noble institutions of charity he still

lives, and each year extends his influence and adds to the

millions who are recipients of his bounty. O }
Te who would

serve your country, relieve the suffering, solace the afflicted,

and right the wronged, go imitate St. Vincent of Paul, and.

Heaven will own you and posterity revere you.
VOL. XVI-6
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As ;iii
electioneering document, this Ilimsy production

W1
!

!l :|
|&amp;gt;&quot;ini&amp;gt;&quot;iis

title might l,e Millered to pass without
animadversion; l,ur regarded as a grave work. intended to
instruct the Am, Tin,,, people in their political ri-hts ;in d

&quot;tics, or to defend the late war with Mexico and the gen-
eral policy of the Democratic party, the only merit we can
award it. if indeed so much, is thai which the author says

t!
.&quot;

&quot; nl
.\

&quot;&quot; it 1&quot; claims, namely, the purity of its
l&amp;lt;ll(1 author i&amp;gt; neither a scholar nor a statesman.

-
philosophizing c,n history and the formation and growth

&quot;1 nations - borrowed from a had school; his statements
:|IV

&amp;lt;;

im l l to no credit; hi&amp;gt;

])rinciples arc un&amp;gt;oimd and
pernicious; and his reasoning is seldom logical Or con

I

1

*
1 sum and &amp;gt;ul, -tamv ,,f his work is; This i.s a

.-

i

V: &quot;

&quot;iinti-y
: we are a --iv,it people; and the ureatn ess of

tlH &amp;lt;&quot;&quot;!. tr\ and of the people is all due to the
e.rj)anxir,

dciiM icracv.

^ c yield to no man in the interest we take in the real

pro--re and welfare of the American people; hut we are

thoroughly disgusted with the ignorance and inflated vunrtv
&quot; f (llir pretended }atriot&amp;gt;.

We have no sympathy with
those who are continually saying, Isn t thi&amp;gt; a u lvat co iintrv (

Alv &quot;&quot; we a -reat peopled Territorially considered, we
&quot;

.

;l
.-

IV;lt
t;&quot;ntry:

and in our ceaseless activity and indus-
nal enterprise, we are a givat people; |,m that we are great

in anv other sense does not yet appear. We have shown
nil-selves great neither in art nor science, neither in religionnor morals, neither in statesmanship nor general or special
intelligence. We have, in fact, nothing whereof to boast;
and a n^id self-examination would convince us that we have
made, instead of the most, the least of the advantages with
which Providence has favored u&amp;gt;.

*Thf Republic of the I nited Mate* of America: its Duties to iM.f and
its Re t,onsibje

lidati,.,^ to ,,(hcr Countries. Embracing also a Review of
the laic \Yar between the United M,,u&amp;gt;* and Mexico; it., Cause, and its
Ke*\ It*; and of those Measures of Government which have characterized the
Democracy of the Union. .New York: 184S.
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Indeed, we are usually disposed to distrust the Load or
the heart of the American who makes loud pretensions to

love of country. A man must have a conntrv before lie

can love it. and it must have been for a long scries of ages
the home of his fathers before he can feel his bosom glow
with genuine patriotism. Our population is too recent, too

floating, too little fixed to any particular locality, to feel

that it has a country, to be capable of that strong attach
ment to its native land, to the scenes and associations of home,
without which patriotism does not and cannot exist. The
grandfathers of comparatively few of us were born on the
soil we inhabit. There are few homesteads in the conntrv
that have been held from father to son through three gen
erations. We have no ancestral halls; we have no ances
tors; but are, in some sense, ourselves our own sires. There
are few spots in the country around which many memories
can cluster, few shrines the pilgrim heart can visit, few
materials for national poetry. Our poets cannot find a song
without going abroad. We are only a huge trading town&quot;,

in which business men from all parts of the world are tem
porarily congregated for purposes of gain or livelihood, each
with his own local associations and attachments, and speak
ing his mother tongue, unknown to all but himself. The
people of the United States, as a whole, have very little in

common. They have not a common origin
; they have not

even a common national name, or any common national
associations. How, then, can they have genuine patriotism,
that deep, loyal, ineradicable attachment to one s natal soil

which we are accustomed to express by that word ? We may
have national vanity, national pride, and be ready to uphold
the rights or the interests of our country against all others;
yet true love of country we have not, and it is rareiv that
without an effort we bring ourselves to say, my country.We say not this by way of reproach. The thing was in

evitable. It is no fault of the race or races winch have
taken possession of the country. The great bulk of our

people are of English, German
,
and Irish descent, and no

people are more remarkable for love of country than those
from whom we have sprung. In their own respective coun
tries they are patriots; but, torn from their natal soil, and

transplanted to a strange land, they cannot at once feel
themselves at home

; they cannot transfer at once to this

strange land those affections which fastened them to England,
Germany, or Ireland, hallowed by the joys and sorrows, the



V4 nil-: kl.lTI .I.Ir OK TIIK t.MTKI) STAI KS.

fears and hope-, the loves and hates, the toils and struggles
oi their forefathers from time immemorial. How can we

sin^- the solids ot our fatherland in a -trance country .

Time, no doubt, will correct the evil, ami cure the detect.

In time, we .-hall i^row into a nation, he melted into one

people, and find ourselves at

Then we -hall have genuine
which springs from the heart. l!ut now the Ie-- we say of

patriotism, the more will it be to our credit. The less we

boast, the less we affect the language, in spe:d-,mg of the

Tinted State-, which the people of other countries adopt in

^peaking of their native land, the more good sense and the

better taste shall we exhibit. We must have a household

before we can without affectation n-e hoii-ehold words.

We wi.-h our voiing authors who affect so much American

ism would bear this in mind, and talk of things which are.

ind not of t hinirs which are not.

We can -vmpathize with those who are struck with the

greatness and magnificence, under a material point ot view.

of the I ii i ted States, and even with those who indulge high

hope.- for the American people. That the American people
have a de-tinv we do not doubt; that they have a great
and idol-ion- dc-tinv \ve would fain hope ; that they are on

the mad to such a de-tinv we have yet to be convinced. At

anv rate, writers like the one before us, whose highest am
bition appear- to be to court them, to strengthen their dan

MV PHIS tendencies, and flatter their corrupt passions, are not,

likelv to aid them in attaining it. There may be courtiers

in a republic as well as in a monarchy, and their influence

i- no more to be deprecated in the latter than in the former.

The principle on which the courtier acts is that the pleasure
of the sovereign is the rule of right and wrong. His study
i- to (ind out and anticipate his sovereign s pleasure. It is

the same in a democracy. I nder a democracy, the people
are held to be the sovereign, and the democratic courtiers

make it their studv to ascertain the popular instincts, wishes,

or passions, and to provide as far as possible tor their grat

ification. Thev hold, as a principle, that popular instincts

and passions are infallible, and not only maintain that it is,

lawful for the people in all cases to follow them, but de

nounce all who assert the contrary as enemies to the people,

as the friend- of tyrants and tyranny, as deserving the rep

robation of both (iod and men. They get the ear of the

sovereign, and will let him hear no voice but theirs. They
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keep at a distance all tlio.se counsellors who \vould appeal,
not to bis passions, but to his good sense, and render unavail
able whatever of practical wisdom and moral honesty the

great body of the people may possess. They drive the peo
ple on to their ruin, and prevent all effectual interposition
for their salvation.

We speak not lightly of the people; we have no disposi
tion to depreciate their intelligence or the general correct
ness of their motives

;
but they are almost always the dupes

of unprincipled demagogues. If the good sense, if the

practical wisdom, if the moral honesty of the people could

always be rendered available, if the appeal could always be
made to their reason instead of their passions, to their judg
ments instead of their caprices, our estimate of their capac
ity for self-government would be as favorable as that pro
fessed by our democratic friends. But we must always bear
in mind that man has fallen, that his nature has been cor

rupted, and that, collectively as well as individually, the

people are prone to evil, and that continually. When they
resist their inclinations, silence the clamor of their appetites
and passions, and listen only to the voice of reason, which,
though obscured by the fall, yet survives in every man, they
in general take correct views and come to safe conclusions

;

but they listen far more readily to appetite and passion, and
follow with far greater facility the suggestions of corrupt
desires than the sober lessons of reason. To do evil de
mands no violence to natural inclination

;
to practise virtue

always demands an effort. This is true of every one of the

people^individually, and therefore must be true of the whole
collectively. Hence it follows that the demagogues, though
but small men themselves, have always more power with the

people than have wise and virtuous statesmen, and all popu
lar governments have a tendency to become the exponents
ol popular corruption instead of popular reason and virtue.

if then, we hope for our country, it is always with fear
and trembling. The chances are against its attaining that

destiny which seems to have been promised it. It is cer
tain that we started with many advantages. We had a new
and virgin soil, of vast extent and boundless fertility; we
were far removed from the example and corruptions of the
Old World

;
we had, as much as a people can have, the shap

ing of our destiny in our own hands
;
and yet we have al

ready at least the germs of every vice and every evil to be
&amp;lt;leplored in old and worn-out nations. There is no denying
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this. \Ve have adopted the Kuropeaii sv.-tem of indnstrv. and
\vitli halt a continent of unoccupied land. \vc experience the

extreme of povertv. 1 overtv more than keeps ]&amp;gt;ace
with

the increase ot wealth : public and private morals are dailv

deteriorating: crime is on a rapid and startling increase:

law ha- lo.-t its &amp;gt;anctitv. ami lovallv is extinct. Population,
indeed, augments, new territory is acquired, and oiii

1 exter

nal prosperity receive.- no check. Hut. internally, we do
not prosper. The heart is rotten, and the people will ac

cept no remedy. Their minds and hearts are turned awav
from all that make- the true ^lorv ol a &amp;gt;tate, and they have
neither the patience nor the cultivation

re&amp;lt;pii.-ite
to their

conversion. Tliev who see this can do little towards &amp;lt;&amp;lt; i rivet

ing it. tor their lessons can avail nothing unless thev are

considered : and who in these t imes will pause to consider

Kail to Hatter the people, fail to encourage their tetidelicie-.

or to svnipathi/.e with them in their delusions, and. however
much von mav lie commen(le&amp;lt;] hv individuals, voii will be

pronounced unpopular, admission at court will lie denied

YOU. and voiir influence. 1

, though voii -peak with the elo

i|iietice
n| ;in angel, the love ot a saint, and the wisdom ot a

sage, \\ ill lie null. ^&amp;gt; our word.- will brin^- no echo lnit the

deri-ive laiiidi ot the hrainle and heartless
(leiua^o&amp;gt;

iues

\\lio are ur^iiiM the
] pie on in a career of individual and

national ruin.

The evil here i- ureater than nio-t people, even intelligent

and, \vel l-( li-po-ed people, suspect. Kverv people, consciouslv

or unconsciously, .-tru^les with all it&amp;gt; power to ivali/e the

la.-t con-eipieiice.- of the principle.- it adopts. It those prin

ciples are unsound, the whole tendencv. the whole lahor. ol

the nation i- to it- own destruction. l &amp;gt;ut in a popular aov

eminent, it i&amp;gt; nt. .\t to impossible to correct unsound princi

ples before the ruin comes. It is onlv in two way.- that, the

dot met ive cou.-eijuences can be .-ecu before thev are prac
t icall v developed.

-

1 hat i-. eit her b\ the teachiniT-s of religion,
01- hv philosophy. In a democracy, little reliance can be

)&amp;gt;laced
on the former. When the people are tauu ht that

thev are sovereign, they will &amp;gt;ubmit to no religious teaching
that attempt- to control them. Religion mu&amp;gt;t be their &amp;gt;ub-

ject. not their ma&amp;gt;ter. serve, not govern them. Moreover.
the people never do and can never be made to understand
that religion ever does or ever can condemn anv thing not

directly opposed to her formal and express teachings. As

long as they profess the creed and observe the prescribed
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form of worship, they will never believe that any principles

they adopt and follow in the temporal order are irreligious,
or matters concerning which religion lias any thing to say.
The other method is not more effectual. The people are

not philosophers. There are very few persons in any nation
who can take up the national policy, reduce it to its prin

ciples, and show what, according to the ordinary course of

history, are the logical consequences they necessarily in

volve. The great body of the people, even of the educated

classes, cannot do it, cannot even understand it when it is

done. The few may do it. may publish the result, and utter

the solemn warning; but to what end? The people are

blind to the one and deaf to the other: they go on their

way, heedless of both. If they could be made to pause, if

they could be made; to listen, and to comprehend what is

said, the evil could be averted
;
but in a democracy this is

extremely difficult, if not absolutely impossible. All is lost

upon them, for no man has or can have influence over them,
but in his sympathy with them. Hence it is, that, when
they have once adopted mischievous principles, it is in vain

to attempt to induce them to abandon them. You can
never make them see the unsoundness of those principles,
or believe them dangerous, and all you will gain by the at

tempt will be your own unpopularity.
Here is a point which our modern democrats appear to

us to overlook, or at least one to which they attach far less

importance than it deserves. They all, as far as we have

seen, without a single exception, proceed on the assumption,
that man retains his primitive innocency, and human nature
its primitive integrity. If this assumption were allowable,
the purely democratic form of government would be a safe,

and, perhaps, the best form of government, But, unhappily,
this is not the fact. The philosopher no more than the
Christian can deny that man has fallen. The evidences of
the fall stare us in the face, let us go where or turn which

way we will. We do not distrust the popular reason, even
fallen as man is; and if the people would follow their

reason, we should find no fault with the democratic theory.
But the people, collectively as well as individually, follow

inclination, appetite, passion, which have been corrupted by
the fall, and not reason, which has remained comparatively
uncorrupted. Here is the fact, and here is the difficulty.
Carried away by their appetites and passions, they will not

pause long enough to hear the voice of reason, or to
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])rotit l&amp;gt;v the instructions of those \vlio see their error, and
the propel policy to l&amp;gt;e adopted. What they want is au

thority, which, itself enlightened and controlled by reason,

.&amp;gt;-hall hold thrin in check, and compel them, at times, to do
violence to tln-ir own inclinations, and to act, contrary to

their own wills. This authority democracy cannot supply.

Democracy r;m ivstrain individuals, whenever they violate

the public; sentiment ; but it has no power to punish even
individuals for crimes which the public sentiment does not,

condemn, far less has it power to restrain the people col

lectively; for then the restrainer and the restrained, the

governor and the ii overned, become in every respect identi

cal. In fact, the democratic government is expressly de

vised, not to restrain the people in their collective action or

public conduct, but to relieve them of all restraint, and to

give them tree scope to do whatever they please, to follow

without let or hindrance whatever is tin- dominant passion
or sentiment for the time being.

I nhappily. it is hardly safe in this country for a man
\vho regards his reputation to utter these plain and common

place truths,-- -which is an additional proof that they are

truths, and important truths too. AVithin the last twenty-
five years, it has become the fashion with a large portion of

our community to regard our American institutions as pure-

ly democratic, and to denounce what is not democratic as

anti-American. \\Y sav trifliiii 1h&amp;lt; laxt twenty-five years j

for, prior to that time, unless for ;i brief period under the

old confederation, there was not and never had been in the

country a party that even acknowledged itself to be purely
democratic. The Republicans, as distinguished from the

Federalists, though they may have had democratic tenden

cies, scorned the name of Democrat. To the charge brought
against them by the Federalists of being Democrats, they
were accustomed, even within our own memory, and we
are not very old. to reply with great indignation, &quot;No, I

am not a Democrat, ] m a Republican.&quot; In many parts of

the country, they do not even now take the name of Dem
ocrat, but adhere to the name of Republican, which they
bore in the time of Jefferson, Madison, and Monroe. The
name began to be used during the administration of John

Quincy Adams, but became general only after the second

election of Andrew Jackson. We owe the present popu
larity of democracy, in great measure, to the influx of Eng
lish and Scotcli radicals, at the head of whom were Frances



THE REPUBLIC OF THK UNITED STATES. 89

Wright, Robert Dale Owen, and Robert L. Jennings, to

the writings of /Vinos Kendall, William Leggett, and George
Bancroft, to the administrations of Andrew Jackson and

Martin Van Buivn, and to the declamations, cant, and sen

timentality of our abolitionists and philanthropists.
Prior to General Jackson s administration, the institutions

of this country had never received, except from a few in

dividuals, a democratic interpretation. General Jackson

was a great man
;
the American people idolize his memory,

and we have no wish to detract from his merits
;
but he was.

in the higher sense of the word, no statesman. He was a

man of heroic impulses, of a strong mind, and an iron will ;

but a man who had made no profound study of political

science. No one doubts his integrity, or his devotion to

what he believed for the best good of the republic ;
but like

all strong-minded men, men of great natural parts and little

science, he had a tendency to cut rather than untie the Gor-

dian knot of statesmanship. He appears never to have un
derstood that our government is a government sui generis^

not any one of the simple forms of government, but a pe
culiar combination of them all. Instead of seeking to pre
serve them all as nicely adjusted by the convention of 1787,

he sought to simplify the machine, and he gave an undue

prominence to the monarchical element on the one hand,
and to the democratic element on the other. lie did more,

perhaps, than any other president we have had for the ex

ternal splendor of the republic; but we are obliged to add,
more also for the destruction of the constitution and the

corruption of public morals.

We speak not here for or against the measures supported
or opposed by General Jackson s administration. In most

of the measures of his administration, especially in regard
to the United States Bank, we agreed with him, and have
seen no reason to change our views. We are aware of no

measure which he proposed that in itself tended to disturb

the nicely adjusted balance of the constitution. The evil

was done, not by the measures he proposed, but by the

principles on which he acted and defended himself and his

measures from the attacks of his enemies. He was. if we
are not mistaken, the first of our presidents who confounded
the will of the people, expressed through caucuses and news

papers, with the will of the people expressed through legal
and constitutional forms, that is. who confounded the

people as population with the people as the state; thus pre-
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paring the way for the Khode Island rebellion ovnorullv
justified In- Ids party. In this one thing ], inflated w e
tear ;ui irreparable injury upon his country; for in this he
unchained that very spirit of wild and lawless democracywhich the constitution was avowedly intended to repress

he toivsaw what he was doing, we do not pretend.had a violent and powerful op{)osition to contend against,and he availed himself of such supports as were at hand, or
as his sagacity assured him w.,uld he available. He cared

trl( t( r forms. The people win, nile thron-di the consti
tution are the same people who speak outside of it- and

t matter whether we follow the will expressed
in the one form or the other? The people are sovereign
a

.

n(
.

tlieir Wl11 ls r1 &quot; aw. If we only -et that will, what
difference can it make how we get it . \o,,e in the world,

the will, whatever the form in which it is collected is

always sure to he the same will. Hut the presumption al

ways is, that it will not he rhe same, otherwise constitutions
would be msir,,ifj (.jmt. The presumption is. that the popu
lar will express,,! through legal and constitutional forms

I he the popular will regulated bv reason, while that ex
pressed irrespective of such forms will he the popular will

subjected to popular passion. The constitution is intended
K be a contrivance for

collecting the popular reason sepa
rated from popular passion, and enabling that which is not
orrupt in the people to govern without subjection to that

COlTllpt. The voice of the people, speaking
through legal and constitutional forms, is ordinarilv the
v &quot; lr(

.

&quot; f reason, perhaps as pure an expression of reason
as with human

infirmity we can obtain
; hut the voice of

rhc people outside is the voice of corrupt nature, of faction,
&quot;t demagogues, disorderly passion, and selfish interests, to
which it is always fatal to listen. This distinction appears

[o
have escape,! the observation of (ieneral Jackson and

i friends, and the consequence has heen the fashion of
interpreting our institutions according to the principle of
pure democracy, instead of so interpreting them as to re-
-tnct the sphere of the democratic element.

If having heen made by General .Jackson and his friends
popular to regard our institutions as democratic, there is
an almost universal tendency now to place our sole reliance
for good government on the democratic element, which
they unquestionably contain, and to bring out that element
in greater prominence, and to provide, as far as possible,
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for its exclusive dominion. The demagogues, the party in

power, and the party out of power, alike make their appeals
to it alone. Philanthropists, radicals, advocates of equality,

political or social, business men, friends of monopoly wish

ing to make the government a mere instrument in their

hands for promoting their own private interests, all ap

peal exclusively to democracy, and seek to sweep away
every barrier erected by the wisdom of our fathers against

popular caprice or popular passion. The Whig party,

sometimes claiming to be conservative, is no less democratic

than its opponent. Since 1838, when the Boston Atlas,

with a questionable policy, denounced the aristocratic

&quot;Whigs, and asserted the necessity of descending into the

forum to take the people by the hand, the Whig party have

had no distinctive principles, and both the great parties of

the country have simply been striving to see which should,

if the word, may be allowed us, out-democrat the other.

Exception made of individual Whigs, it is hard to say which

of the two parties, the AVhig or the Democratic, is the more

conservative, and retains the most respect for the constitu

tion. Henry Clay, the embodiment of the worst demo
cratic tendencies of the country, obtained more votes as a

candidate for the presidency in the Whig convention, held

at Philadelphia last summer, than Daniel Webster, who is

distinguished for his constitutionalism. It is the Whig-

party that would abolish the presidential veto, and by so

doing throw the whole power into the hands of the major

ity for the time, and establish legislative despotism.

Nevertheless, since both parties claim to be democratic,

neither can offer any effectual check upon the tendency of

the country to pure democracy. Both parties are neces

sarily compelled to make democratic appeals, and to give,

as far as possible, a democratic interpretation to the federal

and state constitutions. Both, wherever there is opportu

nity, favor exclusive democracy. Take the alterations

effected in several of the state constitutions, whether by
one party or the other, and they all tend to remove re

straints on the popular will, to expose the government more

immediately to every fluctuation of popular opinion. Their

aim is, in all cases, to bring the government nearer to the

people, and to give them a more direct voice in its adminis

tration. Such among others is the provision recently

adopted in several of the states for electing the judges of

the several courts immediately by the people ;
such also is
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tendency favored in many of the states to alter, abridge,
or abolish the common law. In New York, and a few other
.-tate-. the democratic tendency ha- proved strong enough
to inv,-|(|e even ihe .-acred pivcinci- of the family, and. un
der the pretence of protecting the wife a^ain-t her hii-! &amp;gt;and.

to prepare the virtual aliolitioii ( .f \\\c marriage relation.
It the tendency continues, it will not lie many years before
flic notion that the liu-band is the head of the wife will be
entirely exploded, and universal ,-nll ra-v and eligibility he
extended to women as well as to men. We already have
woman s rLdit- associations: and we helieve the women in

the Mate o| New &quot;&amp;gt; ork a .Mate as notorious for its practical
transcendentalism a.- oni- city is for its theoretical have

already put forth a declaration of their independence of
the tyrant, man. Whether they mean to support it by
force ot arms, or by toive of charms, does not vet appear.
Hut the.-e are all .-i^n-. and pregnant si^n.-. which deserve
the &amp;gt;erious attention of all who retain their -en-e- or t he least

regard for &amp;gt;ocial orderand public virtue. On the principles
on whie.li it has liecome fa-hionable to defend democracy,
it is impossible to defend &quot; the ascendency of the male sex,&quot;

to maintain that the hu&amp;gt;hand is the head of the wife, or to

vindicate the authority of the father over hi.- children.

Domestic ^ overnment mu.-t soon i;o, and with it. of course,
all government.

But, .-trolly as the democratic tendency has become,
severe as is the blow which our in.M it nt ion&amp;gt; have already
received, we hojie it is not too late to retrace our steps, and
to return to the constitution. Unquestionably the demo
cratic element enter.- largely into our political sv.-tem. and
the American Mate.-man i&amp;gt; never at liberty to neglect it, or
to labor to suppress it ; but it is not the only element, nor
the generative principle of our institutions. The American

.-y.-tem is complex in it- origin, and to interpret, it by any
one principle i.- to mi-take it. It contains othei- elements
as -acred, as fundamental, as essential, as the democratic
element itself ; and the state-man is a- much bound to con
sult and piv.-erve them as lie is to consult and preserve
it, perhaps, it there beany difference, even more so, be
cause they were expressly intended as a counterpoise to

democracy.
The constitution is sacred and inviolable. It is the

supreme law of the land, and binds the people both in

dividually and collectively. Whence it derives its leiriti-
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macy and supremacy, we do not now inquire ;
for its legiti

macy and supremacy must be conceded, or else we must
maintain that we have no legal order, and are subject to

mere arbitrary will, which, whether the will of one, of the

few, or of the many, is the essence of despotism. But if

the constitution is legitimate and supreme, the people col

lectively and individually are under it, bound to obey it,

and have and can have no power, directly or indirectly, to

alter its fundamental or essential character, consequently,
are bound to the best of their ability to preserve it substan

tially as it is. The constitution, or the instrument we call

the constitution, contains, indeed, a clause providing for

its own amendment; but the constitution can authorize

amendments only in its own interest, such as tend to pre
serve its original type or idea, and to secure or facilitate its

realization.

On this power to amend there is much loose and even

wrong thinking among our politicians. When the civil

society is once constituted, it is supreme, the political sov

ereignty vests in it, and there is and can be, in that society,
no power over it. The powers of the convention called to

amend the constitution, whatever their limit or extent, are

derived from the civil society, and can be only such as it

can delegate. It can delegate all the powers it possesses,

saving its own existence and supremacy as civil society. It

cannot part with its inherent sovereignty, nor dissolve itself.

But civil society exists in its constitution. The constitution

is the fundamental law of the state, that which constitutes

civil society, or gives to society its entity as a political or

civil individual. Suppose the constitution, you suppose
civil society; take away the constitution, you destroy civil

society. As the general has no existence without the par

ticular, the constitution does not create civil society in geri

eral, but a particular civil society, and therefore must be

itself a particular civil constitution. Hence the existence

of any given political society depends always on it* partic
ular constitution. Any essential change of that constitution

will, then, be the dissolution of that particular civil society.

But, as no civil society can authorize its own dissolution, it

follows that the convention can have no power, under the

authority to amend the constitution, to touch, in any degree
whatever, any of its essential principles, and is limited to

such amendments as are perfectly compatible with the preser
vation of its fundamental and substantial character.
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A \ &amp;lt; art- treating here of conventions licit] under civil

society in pursuance of ;i constitutional provision. If we
suppose The people in the state of nature, and a convention
tor constituting civil society, a different principle, no doubt,
holds. It n be a tact, -which, however, we do not admit,

-that the French revolution of Fehruarv. ls|S. dissolved

political France, anniliihited the entire civil society, and re
duced the French people to the state of nature, the national

as&amp;gt;embly which was convened, or which came together, had,
no doubt, plenary powers, and was free to u ive to the French
nation any civil constitution, within the law of nature, it

deemed advisible. l!ut the coii&amp;gt;titlltion decided upon, if

legitimate, the moment it was established, became the

supreme Jaw of the land, sic red and inviolable. Civil

society, civil France, was then reconstituted, and henceforth
1-reiich sovereignty vests in this ci\il France, and all bodies
henceforth convoked, ordinary or extraordinarv, depend on
it for their powers. Hence there is always a radical differ
ence between a convention to constitute civil societv and a
convention under civil society to amend the const it ution.
The tornier holds under the law of nature, and has all

powers which thai law does not forbid; the latter holds

underlie constitution, and has no powers but those which
it ci ill I d .-.

I he modern doctrine of democratic politicians on this

head, that sovereignty vests, not in the people as civil

society, but in the people back of it. or prior to it. is un
sound. Hack of civil Miciety. or anterior to it. in what is

called the state of nature, the people have no normal exist
ence : for civil society itself is coeval and coextensive with
the human race. To ascend to its origin, you must ascend
to the origin of man him&amp;gt;clf; for he is

es&amp;gt;entially social,
and society is impossible, inconceivable even, without gov
ernment of some sort. In point of fact, civility is as essen
tial to the conception of the normal man as is sociality itself.

The so-called state of nature, save as a metaphysical abstrac
tion, if ever found, is abnormal, exceptional, not prior, as an
actual fact, to civil society, but subsequent thereto. Tt is

never prudent to follow the speculations of the political
theorists of the last century, who in nearly all cases, to use
a homely expression, placed the carr before the horse. That
a people may lose civil society and lapse into what is called
the state of nature that is, be reduced to the natural law
aloiie is conceivable, may sometimes happen ;

and when
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so, they may, no doubt, come together in convention, and.
if able, reconstitute civil society, reorganize the state, under

any form they please, not repugnant to the law of nature ;

not, however, in consequence of any inherent sovereignty
vesting in them, not because they are the normal origin of
all civil power, but from the necessity of the case,- the

necessity of having civil government, and there being for
them no other way of getting it. But rights founded in

necessity cease with the necessity itself. The necessity
ceases the moment the civil society or the state is recon
stituted

; consequently, from that moment ceases the right
or sovereignty of the; unconstituted people, or people back
of civil society, under the simple law of nature.

We cannot, therefore, accept the theory which places the
convention assembled in pursuance of a constitutional pro
vision on the same footing with the convention of the people
prior to civil society, under the law of nature, a theory
which supposes the people antecedently to civil society in

herently sovereign, and the source of all the legitimate

powers of the state. This theory of popular sovereignty we
eschew, because it is repugnant to the fundamental idea of

government. Civility and sovereignty are identical, or, at

worst, inseparable, and one cannot be without the other.

Suppose sovereignty, you suppose the state
; suppose the

state, you suppose sovereignty. Suppose the people sov

ereign anterior to civil society, you suppose civil society an
terior to civil society; that is, that the same thing can both
be and not be at the same time ! The people are sovereign,
we grant; but as civil society, that is, as constituted, mad* 1

a political person or individuality, not the people as mere

population, back of civil society and out of it, in which
sense they never have a normal existence, and, where there
is civil society, no existence at all.

The notion, therefore, that the clause authorizing a conven
tion to amend the constitution is simply designed to estab
lish an orderly or regular method of appealing to a power
back of the constitution which originally made it, and there
fore competent to unmake it, must be regarded as unsound

;

for no such power exists, or can be conceived. We cannot

suppose such power to survive the constitution of civil so

ciety without denying civil society itself, by converting it

into a mere voluntary association, and making law a mere

voluntary agreement, No statesman, if at all worthy of the

name, will for a moment confound the state with a volun-
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tary association. The state what we moan by civil societv
is something established (^tnfux}, fixed, immovable: hut

nothing is r.-tal)lislio&amp;lt;l. fixed, immovable, tliat depends on
volition. A voluntary a-sociation has no coercive power,
and voluntary agreements in the ah-vnce of law may or inav
not lie ob-erved, at the option of the parties, Government
cannot he founded in compact. If the people hack of the

constitution, that is, hack of the civil soeietv, are the source
ot power, they have the power to change the constitution at

will, to alter, enlarge, contract, or revoke the powers tliev

delegate to civil society, as &amp;gt;eems to them i^ ood. Grant that

they have agreed that they will do it onlv according to cer-

tain lormal it ies, these formalities tliev impose upon them
selves, and nothing hinders them from throwing them oil

at will. They are responsible for their observance onlv to

themselves, and if they choose to dispense themselves, who
is wronged, who has a right to complain If the people
hack of civil society are the origin of the state, the real, per-

Hsting sovereign, and if the state derives from them, I )orr-

i-m is t rue. and the late decision of the supreme court of the

( ititeol States, condemning it, is indefensible. \

y
&amp;gt;\\\ Dorrism

is subversive of all political order, for it asserts the constant

presence in the eomniunitv of a power competent to disre

gard the exiting authorities, to annul the constitution, and
.-ub.-titiitc another in its place at will.

The error lies in supposing that the powers of civil so

ciety are derived. The powers of civil &amp;gt;ociet v are inherent

in it as civil
&amp;gt;ociefy.

and civil soeietv itself is derived from
no human source whatever

;
for its ollice is not to obey men,

hut to rule them, both individually and collectively. Nothing
can be more ab.-urd than to

&amp;gt;uppose
it derives from the verv

multitude it is to govern, Government dependent on the

governed i- no government at all. Civil soeietv derives

from (iod. the source of all power (noil ext &amp;lt;&amp;gt;/&amp;lt;nii. jHttixhix
/1/xi it //&amp;lt;/i, who immediately, as in the case of the Jews,
mediatelv. bv the ojierations of his providence, in other

cases, -constitutes it, commissions it, defines its powers, and

commands us to obev it for his sake. They are as miserable

statesmen as ( nri&amp;gt;tians who preach political atheism, and sup

pose the state is conceivable with only a human basis. The
nations, as well as the individuals, who forget God, shall be

turned into hell. .Neither the state nor the individual car,

withdraw from dependence on God, and live, &quot;for in him
we live, and move, and have our being.&quot;
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The true doctrine is, that, though the people are indeed

sovereign, they are so only as civil society, in winch the

sovereignty, under God, inheres
;
that is, the sovereignty

vests in the civility, not in the popularity, and popularity
must be civility, before the people are sovereign. Conse

quently the convention assembled in pursuance of a consti

tutional provision is not an appeal to a power or sovereignty
back of the state, or civil society, but a body under the

state, and subject to it. Then it has no power over the state.

Then, since the state is in the constitution, begins and ends
with it, it cannot alter or touch the essential character of

the constitution, and the power to amend is necessarily re

stricted to amendments in the proper and legal sense of the

term, as we have deiined in the beginning. What we mean
is, that a constitution once established is fixed in right for

ever
;
and there is, under God, no power in the state or out

side of it, that can alter it fundamentally, or change its es

sential principles. Our constitution is essentially republi

can, and federal republican, and can never be legally changed
into a monarchy or into a consolidated republic. If in the

written constitution there is a clause which appears to au

thorize such a change, it is nugatory, because repugnant to

the organic constitution of the state.

We must always distinguish between the written consti

tution and the constitution of civil society, what we call

the organic constitution. This precedes the convention, and
is its law. The written constitution presupposes it, but
does not create it, or even modify it. All it does is to pro
vide for the wise and just administration of government
under it and in accordance with it. Our politicians err not
in assuming a power back of the written instrument, but in

assuming that power to be the people back of civil society,
and therefore concluding that the convention is competent
to alter the fundamental constitution of the state. So far

as the written instrument marks or declares the civil con

stitution, it is unalterable
;

but so far as it merely pro
vides for the administration of government in accordance
with it, it is alterable, in the way and manner authorized by
Jaw.

Now it is clear to every man who has studied the subject
at all, that the fundamental constitution of the American

state, whether we speak of the Union, or of the several

states, is not pure, simple democracy ;
and therefore any

direct or indirect attempts to render it purely democratic
VOL. XVI 7
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unco stitutional, and forbidden by the supreme law of
tlu lall(1 - &quot; llk( manner as would he any direct or indirect
attempts to render it a pure aristocracy; oligarchy, or mon-

Uie original an&amp;lt;l fundamental idea of our institu-
*ic.vd inviolable, obligatory, for our whole people

l)0t]l &amp;lt;&quot; ll

;

- m ly and
individually; whether in convention

Hiis idea is not simple, hut comdex, and i,

&quot;.

&quot;l&quot;br. far from being at all acceptable to political theo-
1

.
;!&quot;

S(&amp;lt;ll()o1 ()r &amp;gt;f another; hut this, perhaps, is a
&quot;it. \\e cannot understand to what good use politicaltheorists can he put. or under what obligation any statesman
&quot; consult their pleasure. Speculators on &amp;lt;rovernment

next to speculators on religion, are the greatest public nui
sance we are acquainted with. Thank (MM! ! the early set-

tins country were, for the most part, plain, practical
&amp;gt; &quot; &quot;. &quot;I strong j,00t | sonse&amp;gt; ;m(1 no politica , Rpecul

. ltors
Imy M ci-e ardent lovers of liberty, no doubt, as are all true

irhout any conception of what in these dav&amp;lt; of
&quot; fide raving and tlimsv sentimentalism passes under that
sacred name.

They were Englishmen, and they bronchi
thcTn the institutions of their mother country, as &quot;far

&quot;!&quot;

tlll&amp;gt;M &amp;lt;&amp;gt;()lll(|

.
1)(1 Adapted tu Hie circumstances in which

tliev were to he placed in this new world. Their politicalsystem was fundamentally the Kn-lish system. When the
colonies attained to majority and set up tor themselves, they
retained the system, simply modified, again, to meet thei r
new circumstances. It is in this system we are to seek the
type of our constitution, not in modern democratic theories
Our constitution is

fundamentally the liritish constitution
Wltl &quot;&quot;&quot;

i

&quot;

hereditary house of lords and the hereditary
monarchy. Fhese are excluded, for the kin- and lords were

&quot; : and the essential di (Terence of our constitution
trom the British lies precisely in excluding these, and in the
contrivances adopted to Mipplv their absence.

The democratic doctrine of the sovereignty of the peoplehack of civil society find.s ,, place in the British system
1 lie commons are powerful ; but they are an estate, not the
entire civil body; and they derive their power in the ad
ministration trom the civil constitution, not from the law of
nature, and hold it, as a franchise, not as a natural rMit.
I he state knows nothing of the

&quot;rights of
man,&quot; in the

sense of the notorious infidel and charlatan, Thomas Tame
the great political teacher, mediately or immediately, of a
large proportion of the American youth; it knows only the



THE KEPUBLIC OF THE UNITED STATED. 99

rights of Englishmen. Liberty with it is British liberty,
and authority British authority!! The same principle holds
with us. ^The American people, politically considered, are

the^ English commons transported here
; and their rights

derive, not from the law of nature, as dream our political
theorists, but from civil society, which grants and guaran
ties them. Let no American believe in Thomas Paine, tin*.

Thetford weaver. Let no man believe any more in Mr
Bancroft s History of the Colonization of the United Stat^.
a brilliant work, nay, an able work, but whose author, like

Gibbon, possesses the art of falsifying history without mis
stating facts, and who has written , not for the sake of giv
ing the history of his country, but of promulgating his
humanitarian theories of government and religion. Our
liberty is not natural liberty, but American liberty; we pos
sess our rights, not because we are men, but because we are
American citizens. The right of suffrage is not a natural.
but a civil right, and in its nature is a civil trust; the right
of the majority in ordinary cases to rule, so important a

feature in our system, derives from civil society, not from
nature; for under the natural law all men are equal, and
each man is independent of all others.

The declaration of independence left a gap in our system,
a serious defect, because the people representing the com
mons were not the entire civil body. This defect the con
ventions and congresses of the time undertook to .supply,
and to supply out of such elements as American societv
afforded. Bur they, at first, did it only imperfectly; they
left too large a margin to the commons, ample space to de

velop into a pure democracy, which would have been fatal
to the American state. To pi-event this result, and to pro
vide more effectual checks against the democratic tendency,
which soon became excessive, the convention of 1787 was
assembled to amend the constitution. In this sense they
could amend it, for amendments which supply defects and
tend to preserve the essential idea of the constitution, secure
the more perfect realization of its original type, are lawful,
as we have conceded. That the convention was assembled

for_
the purpose of more effectually supplying this defect

which our separation from Great Britain left in our consti

tution, and to provide stronger checks against the demo
cratic tendency, is undeniable. Mr. Madison s reports of
the debates in the convention fully establish it.

&quot; The evils
we

experience,&quot; said Mr. Gerry, &quot;flow from excessive
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democracy.&quot; Mr. Randolph observed that &quot;the iivnerai

object was to provide a cure for Hie evils under which the
United States labored ; that, in tracing these evils to their

origin. every man had found it in the turbulence and follies

o| democracy; that &amp;gt;&amp;lt;ime check, therefore, was to l&amp;gt;e sought
tor against this tendencv of t ,iir govern ment.&quot; * ( )t her dis

tinguished members .-aid as much; no one contradicted
them, and the convention evidentlv took it for granted that

their eh ie I m:.--ion was to guard against exce-.-ive democracv,
and without introducing the hereditary element- which the
(.(institution excluded. It is also clear, from the same au

thority. a&amp;gt; well as Ironi other sources,, that the convention
did not provide as strong check- against democracy as they
wished, or believed to be iiece-.-arv, for fear, it thev did,

they wiuihi be unable to ire t their amendments adopted by
the people.

It is well known that (Jeneral &quot;Washington, the father of
his country, and at least one of the soundest heads and

purest patriots the country has ever produced, apprehended
trom the lirsj that too much libertv was allowed to democ

racy ;
and so did Adams, Hamilton, and all the distinguished

men ot the old Federal party, men who, though decried

by Mr. JelTerson and the French .Jacobins, were the great,
men ot their times, and whose practical political views con
trast favorably with the brilliant and fanciful theories of

their opponents. The Federalists have passed away; their

party is among the things that were; tliey may have had
their faults, and have erred in particulars; but the stability
of the government and its constitutional pnritv depend on
a speedy return to their ^eneral principles. We may well

sav thi.-. for we were reared in the doctrine that they were
traitors to their countrv and the bitter enemies of liberty.
I hit we have lived lon^ enough to find that Liberty s best

friends are seldom those who make the loudest, professions
of friendship and drink the deepest toasts in her honor.

Mr. .Jell er.-on was regarded as a great friend of liberty, but

he, when pre.-ident. knowingly, deliberately, as he himself

confesses, violated the constitution of his country, which he

had sworn &quot;to preserve, protect, and defend.&quot;

As the weak point in our constitution is the too great

strength of democracy, or the feebleness of the checks pro
vided by the convention of 1787 against it, the American

* T/te Afudixon Papers, p. 753. \ L&amp;gt;id, p. 7o8.
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statesman, in order to be faithful to the constitution, must

stud}
7 to strengthen these cheeks as far as he can constitu

tionally, and to repress the tendency of democracy to be
come exclusive. This was, as is well known, the policy
pursued by General Washington, in his administration, and
also by his immediate successor, the elder Adams. Let pol
iticians say what, they will, it is due to the constitutional

administrations of Washington and Adams, to the high-
toned conservative principles on which they were conducted,
and to the little deference that under them was paid to

demagogues and radicals, that our government has not now
to be numbered among the things that were. Washington
and Adams identified the people with civil society, not civil

society with the people ; recognized the popularity in the

civility, not the civility in the popularity; and placed the

government on a legal and conservative basis, from which
it required the iron will and immense energy of General
Jackson to remove it, and from which even he could not

entirely remove it. The effects of the wise and profoundly
conservative policy of the administrations of &quot;Washington
and Adams are still felt, and have given to the administra
tions which have succeeded them all that they have had

worthy of commendation. It is only by a sincere and

hearty return to that policy that we can hope to save the

country from the curse of lawless and shameless de

mocracy, a democracy which can, if left to itself, develop
only in anarchy, which must be the precursor of military
despotism.
A favorable opportunity offers itself now for this return.

General Cass -an able, in many respects a worthy, man, but
the representative of the expansive or progressive democ
racy, of &quot;the manifest destiny&quot; principle has been de

feated, and the American people have elected to the chief

magistracy, in opposition to him, a man of great force of

character, of firm will, a practical cast of mind, free from
the rage of theorizing, brought up in the camp, and there
fore accustomed both to obey and to be obeyed, unpledged
to systems or parties, and of immense popularity. If he

comprehends his position, and is equal to it, he has a glori
ous opportunity of proving himself a second father of his

country, and of rivalling Washington in his civic wisdom
and virtue, as he has already approached him in his brilliant

military achievements. Never since Washington had a

president of these United States so fine a chance to distin-
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i^uish hinisc lt hv rendering important services to his conn

try ami to the world. X\v is the IIMI:; we hope (ieneral

Tax lor is the M\V. If the pre-eiit time is ii.it improved, i

is all luit in \;iin to hope for another. With the false doc
trines ,,f our popular politicians. with the strong democrati

tendency &quot;| our people, with tin- fearful progress radicalis

lias ahvadv made, with these democratic and socialistic re\

ol uti ms hourly occurring abroad, shaking t lie ( )ld World to

its centre, and reacting on u&amp;gt; with a tremendous. force, it is

to lie feared, that, if we do not now take measures to

strengthen the harrier- avjain-t the popular movement, and
to secure the supremacy of the constitution and the majesty
of the -tate, it will henceforth lie for ever loo late. Wo
hope in a -j MI.) Providence that the new American admin
istration will dnlv c.&amp;gt;n-ider this matter, place the govern
ment once more, alter so maiiv xear.-, on the conservative

ba.-is. and -tudx to consolidate order and liliertv within the

state, rather than to extend our territories, and captivate us

with the fal.-e ^ low of a deln-i\e external splendor.

RKiKM Kl KOI KA.N K\ I-XTS.

in I .r-Muns. m s yniirii i-iv Ki-vi.-w for.Jui&amp;gt;.
;-l-

(}\ \i \ ie\\-&amp;gt; oi revolution- in general are well known, and
we have at present no oeca&amp;gt;ion to repeat them. \\ e ha\e

seen nothing in the I eeeiit e\eiit- in Kurope that -eems to

us to call t or anv mod iticat ion of the doctrine.- which \\ .

have nnilHrmlv coiiteiideil tor. however unpalatalile the\

mav lie to the \i-ionar\ politician- of the day. Of coiir.-e.

we. in common \vit!i everv man worth\ ot the name o( man,
alhor de-pot i-m ; hut we aMior t h^ desjiotism of mohs more
than that of kin^s. The kin^ nriv he licc ntioiis. wicked.

set.- some limits to hi- p iwer, and the principal weight of

hi- oppression t al !- upon the higher classes rather than upon
the lower. There is for the v;reat body of the people in

general &amp;gt;uch a tiling a.s living nndei 1 hi- ^overnment. There
are nooks and corners wliere his eye cannot penetrate and

his arm cannot reach. l!nt under the mob. imle.-s you join
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it, and urge it on to harrass and oppress, there is no living
for you. It is resistless and remorseless. Its eyes penetrate
every cranny, and its power finds out and uncovers every
hiding-place. It leaves a covert for none, shelter for

neither soul nor body, and is well termed, in our strong
old Anglo-Saxon phrase,

&quot; Hell broke loose.&quot;

We confess, therefore, that we have a lively horror of

mobs, and not even a polite Parisian mob, courteously and
with inimitable grace and delicacy begging us just to permit
it to fusilade us or to cut our throats, is able to inspire us

with confidence in them. If we must die under the opera
tion of drugs administered to restore us to health, let them
be prescribed by the mediciner with a diploma in his

pocket, and a gold-headed cane to his nose, not by the un
authorized quack. If the regular practitioner kills us it is

his affair and he must answer for it; but if the quack kills

us, our death is a sort of suicide, for which we are ourselves

responsible. So, if we must be stripped of our rights,
robbed of our manhood, and reduced to abject slavery, let

it be by the crowned head and the sceptred hand, not by
the untitled multitude.

As mobs at best are despots, and as kings can be only des

pots at worst, we are not prepared to raise the shout of joy
merely because a mob in its wrath has deposed a king, burnt
a throne, put an end to a dynasty, and resolved the state in

to its original elements. We judge it prudent to wait a lit

tle and see what is likely to follow, whether any thing for
real political and social well-being is likely to be gained. We
are no apologists for kings in general, and certainly not for

the late king of the French in particular. AVe have never
admired Louis Philippe as a man

;
we have never admitted

his right to the throne he occupied, and we have seen much
in his policy to censure, and but little to approve. A mob
made him king, and it was not unfitting that a mob should
unmake him. Xeverthelcss, France did exist under his

reign, in some respects even prospered, and began to show

symptoms of returning sanity, common sense, faith, and piety.
If she could have loyally accepted the Orleans dynasty, and

cordially cooperated with it in correcting and approving the

administration, instead of exerting herself to embarrass the

government, or collecting and concentrating her energies
for one bold and vigorous effort to change its constitution,
it seems to us that she might have found her condition toler

able, have gradually recovered from the disastrous effects of
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her pivvioii- revolutions, and resumed her place at the head
it modern civilization. The verv wor.-i wav in the world
to improve the temper or to facilitate the beneficial opera
lions of a

&amp;lt;^

ove I ll in en t is to keep it in con-t ant apprehension
for it- o\vn sut et v. Assuredly, we have lit f le svmpaf hv with

Loll !- I ii il i p| : bill \Vi &amp;gt;l
-e k i II.;

- h I Ve 1 ieell 1 1&quot; I lle wit ll. a!)d

we si nee re 1 v hope that I ranee, who in a moment ol delirium

made him kin^. mav ne\ (M have cause to regret that in an

other moment of delirium she ha- unmade him.

We mav he told tliat the abolition ol royalty i- in it-elf a

jival Mjain. and that, as friend- of liberty, we oii^ht to rc-

joiee iii the t riu in ph- of democracy. We t ru.-t that it is not

necessarv for u- at this late dav to proclaim our love ol lih

ertv. or niir di-votioti to the cau-c ol the people. Ivt those

of our countrvmen who have more steadily devoted them-

selves to that cause than we have, or at a greater sacrifice

claimed and evivi-ed the highest ot all freedoms, reproach
u- if they will. We are stand) republicans, for our own
coiintl V. .Not. indeed, liecau-e we heheve the American

penple. iii ci vili/.ation, intelligence, morals, religion, to he

in advance of the European nation- ; hut because republican
ism i- the form of government which Almighty (Jod in his

providence ha- e.-!abli-hed fo! Us: becail-e it is here the

lejal and tl nl\ le^al form ; and heeau.-e it has it- root- in

our national life, and is the onlv government to which

&amp;lt;&amp;gt;iir national habits, manner-, and usages are adapted. It

i- coeval with our national existence, has ^TOWII up with u-,

and is a part of our concrete selves. \\ e are. so to speak,
natural horn republicans, and instinctively, without deliber

ation, adopt republican modes, and act to republican ends.

Hut while ilie-e are^ood and .-utlicieiit reasons i or maint lin-

m if repu 1 il ic itii-ni at home, thev are not ifood and suihcienl

rea-on- fur asserting it-
&amp;gt;uperiontv

o\cr all oilier lorms tor

other nation-. who-e irainini; ha,- been dillerent ii oin ours.

The French people, for in-tance. may even surpass u- in re

litrion, moral.-, intelligence, and refined civilization; but,

trained as thev have been under the centralized monarchical

sv.-tem of modern Kuropc, thev are necessarily destitute ol

tho.-e form- of interior life essential to republicanism, and

without which it must be something foreign and unnatural.

There is a wide dilTerence betxveen their case and ours.

We. in order to support and carry on our government, have

little else to do hut to fall into the established routine; we
are not required to make anyelTort, to change or do violence
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to any of our habits of life or modes of activity. All fol

lows in the ordinary course of things. But it is riot so with
a nation that throws off an old monarchical government, and

seeks to establish the republican order. The new order im~

poses a new language, new forms of interior as well as ex

terior life, unwonted modes of action. Nothing flows on

spontaneously. All is strange, and no one feels himself at

home. You can conform to the new order only as you de

liberate, make an effort, force your activity into new chan
nels. All your indeliberate and instinctive action takes a

wrong direction. You must be constantly on your guard,
and can allow yourself no relaxation, no abandon. All your
faculties must be strained taut, and every man must be a

profound political philosopher and a thoroughly accomplished
statesman, or be liable to blunder, and to blunder, perhaps,

fatally. Tt is not the change of one king, or one dynasty,
for another, but it is the destruction of the old nation, and
the attempt to mould a new nation out of its ashes. It is a

fearful change. It requires the whole past life of the na
tion to be stricken out, and reduces the great body of the

people to political infancy, sends them back to the cradle or

the nurse s arms, just at the moment when they have the most
need to be full-grown men. !\Fay we not, then, without

forfeiting our churn to be reckoned among the friends of

liberty, when we see a great nation trying this change, pause
awhile before concluding it to be necessarily the triumph
of the popular cause ?

There are, indeed, politicians among us, and not without
influence on public affairs, who will tell us that no danger
is to be apprehended ;

that all is safe as soon as kings are

got rid of, and the people take the management of affairs

into their own hands
;
but these; politicians will excuse us for

saying that their appropriate place is in the nursery, not in

the professor s chair, the halls of legislation, or the cabi

nets of ministers. As long as they consider it a proof of

their wisdom to turn up their little noses at the bare idea of

an infallible church, they must not expect us to swallow
an infallible people, and especially, if such as they can be
its leaders. The people arc, no doubt, in general, honest in

their aims, but they laak discrimination and forecast, and

are, for the most part, the dupes of their leaders or of their

own passions. Rarely in what they approve or in what they
oppose do they distinguish between the good and the evil

they find mingled together, between the essential and the



() KKCKVL KTUOl-KAX KVK.N To.

accidental, the use and the abuse. Thev know, of course,
that such distinction exists and should be made ; but the v do
not know how or where to make it. It asvstein has worked
ill in consequence of its having been abused, or in conse

quence of matters accidentally connected with it, but not

springing I nun it, their approved and u.-ual remedy is to

sweep it away. The remains of the harhari-m which pre
ceded its establishment, and sprang from other sources, dis

turbed the workings of feudalism, and thev cried out. Down
with feudalism ! ( orrupt and courtlv pi-elates basked in

the sunsliiiie of royalty, forgot their tlocks, and t ailed to de
nounce the tyrant, and they exclaimed, I )own with the

church! The king abused his powers and oppressed his

subjects, and they screamed out. Down with monarchy, and

up with democracy ! In their eagerness to throw oil the

eyil. they almost invariably throw away the ^ood in juxta

position with which they find it. -just as your modern phil

anthropists, in pursuing some special object, trample down
more good by the way than they could possibly remove of

evil by gaining the end thev seek. There is no use in de

nying or in seeking to disguise this fact, which is obvious to

every one who has studied popular movements with the least

at tentioii.

Where republicanism is already constituted, as it is with

us, and has grown up with the life of the nation, we have
no lack oi confidence in the capacity of the people, through
their representatives, to administer the government as wisely
and as beneficially as human i^overnmenfs can be ad

ministered
;

hut we have yet to be convinced that wise
and good government is sure to follow, the moment the

people have thrown oil royalty, and taken upon themselves
the task of reconstituting the state, and of administering
the public a Hairs. In point of fact, whatever the form of

government established or proposed, the ^reat body of the

people ciuint for little or nothing in determining its char
acter or its policy. The questions which arise are decided

by the few. and the many have simply the liberty to grum
ble, or acquiesce in silence. The action of the government,
whether monarchical or democratical, is determined by the

natural or artiticial chiefs of the people, and will be wise
and beneficial for the public; good, in proportion to the in

telligence, wisdom, firmness, and disinterestedness of these

chiefs. If these chiefs are able and disposed to administer
the government for the public good, it will be so adminis-
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tered, and if not able and so disposed, it will not be so ad

ministered, whatever its tonn. Tlr,; reliance is always on
the few, frequently on one man alone

;
as is evinced by the

manner in which moderate republicans now speak of La-

martine, and the radicals of Ledrn-Rollin. Save in a sen
timental point of view, universal suffrage counts for far less

than is commonly supposed. The real constituency of the

government is never the numerical majority of the people,
hut the numerical minority composed of the active politi
cians of the country. Viewed in the abstract, we confess,
the question as to which is the best form of government is

not in our judgment of primary importance. Forms of

government, as somebody says, are like the forms of shoes,
those are best which best fit the feet that are to wear them.
The motives which should decide us in favor of one form
or another are extrinsic, not intrinsic. Any form is good,
if adapted to the people for whom it is designed ;

and any
form is had, if not so adapted. The existing form is always
the best

;
and we consider it a capital mistake for a people

to look upon the form of government to which it is wedded
as a thing that can be changed. The nation should always
look upon its established form of government as immutable

;

as every married couple should always look upon their mar
riage as indissoluble. If, whenever something unpleasant
occurs in their mutual relations, instead of taking each a

charitable view of it, and cooperating with the other to

overcome it and restore the sunshine of domestic peace, a

married couple contemplate and threaten a separation and a

change of partners, their union is henceforth constrained
and unnatural; love and confidence take their departure;
each suspects the other; each magnifies the slightest imper
fections or errors of the other into enormous faults or crimes,
and both find their condition intolerable. So is it \vith a

nation. The moment the people once get their heads filled

with the notion, that their marriage to the state is dissoluble
at their will, and that the remedy for their real or imaginary
grievance is in throwing off the existing form and adopting
a different one, they place themselves out of the condition
of being well governed. They have no longer the moral
state to judge properly of the acts of the government, or to
be satisfied with a single measure it can adopt. The first

law of every government, as well as of the individual, is

self-preservation; and how can a government improve its

administration, redress grievances, and lighten the burdens
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of its Mibjrcts, if it is obliged to use all its resources solely
tin

1 the preservation of it.- &amp;lt;-wn existence? The people
themselves, by ilemanding political instead of administrative

changes, by seeking the destruction of the government in-

,-tead of loyally cooperating with it for the public uOod,
create the nece.--ity for t ho.-e repre.-sive niea-urcs of which

they complain, and which become to them new motives for

the change thcv seek or threaten.

\\ e certainly have no admiration for that centralized

monarchical &amp;gt;v.-tem ot &amp;lt;j;overnment which sprang up in Eu
rope during the tifteentli and sixteenth centuries, which
culminated in Louis XIV. of France, but which has lingered
&amp;lt;&amp;gt;n a.- the dominant

r&amp;lt;&amp;lt;jnin
to our own times. Under it the

Kuropean population- have .-nffcred imnien&amp;gt;e evils, and have
received comparatively few of the benefits which it is the

purpo.-e ot the state to secure for all her .-ubjects, whatever
their rank or condition in life. Hut whence came that sys
tem ( \\ a- it due .-olely to the ambition of the kinirs them
selves? And after it- establishment, was it the wisest

course tor the people to seek to exchange it for democracy?
Let, ns dwell tor a few moments on the-e questions.

Europe, alter the destruction of the Roman empire, was

gradually reorganized on the feudal principle, under the mod-

eratorship of the church. The constituent elements of the

.-tate were the king, the barons, the clergv, and the com
munes, or free cities. The mutual relations of nations, of

estate.-, and of prince.- and their subjects, were placed under
the safeguard of the papacy, which, as having the special
interests ot none, but the ^-ood of all, in view, was, even

humanly considered, naturally an impartial judge, and a

wise and ju.-t moderator. Such, in a word, was the feudal

svMem. and, theoretically considered, perhaps as perfect a

political system as the world has ever witnessed or ever will

witness. P.uf, unhappily for its satisfactory practical work

ings, the populations placed under it. and the kings and
barons constituent elements of \t. personally retained no
small share of the barbarism into which all Europe, except
the church, was plunged by the destruction of the Itoman

empire and its civilization. The barbarians- who invaded
and overthrew the empire were gradually converted, indeed,
and they received from the church, with the faith, the germs
of her generous and noble civilization ; but they for a long
time retained but too many traces of their old barbaric, hab
its and dispositions. To overcome these, and bring the
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populations into personal conformity to Christian civiliza

tion, demanded generations of peaceful and continued train

ing. The church labored for it with supernatural energy
and astonishing success

;
but her labors were repeatedly in

terrupted by the invasion of new hordes of barbarians and

infidels, which continued, with brief intervals, till the elev

enth century. The Huns in the East and the centre, the

Saracens in the South and Southwest, the Saxons in Ger

many, the Danes in England and Ireland, the Normans in

France and parts of Italy, prove to the historical reader

how long pagan and infidel barbarians continued to invade

Christian Europe, and how often the labors of the church

were broken off, how frequently the slow gains of years
were destroyed in a moment, and she was compelled to be

gin her work of civilization anew. The Saxons were not

converted till the ninth century ;
the Prussians, Danes,

Swedes, Norwegians, were pagans in the eleventh century,
and the greater part of them in the twelfth. The Saracenic

power was not fairly checked till the invasion of Asia by
the crusaders, nor broken till the celebrated battle of Le-

panto, in the sixteenth century.
These facts should lead us to expect in the feudal ages no

little of unredeemed barbarism alongside of the generous
and noble forms of Christian civilization, as the grotesque in

juxtaposition with the beautiful
;
and we, in fact, do find in

them the most wonderful developments- of intellectual and
moral energy, miracles of Christian meekness, gentleness,

love, manifesting themselves in all their sublime beauty in

the cathedrals, the public worship, the religious and chari

table establishments, and the piety, fervor, and devotedness
of individuals of all ranks, from the prince to the peasant,

along with an unmitigated personal barbarism that an At-

tila, an Alaric, a Genseric, a Caled, a Ralph the Ganger,
would not have disdained. The huge form of the barbarian

was oftener revealed than concealed by the ample folds of

the toga. The tiger from the forest or the jungle was but

half domesticated, and resumed all his native ferocity at

the first lap of blood. Throughout are the feudal ages
marked by huge disproportions, by the sublimest virtues and
the darkest crimes; the most winning gentleness and the

most brutal violence; Christian charity in all its supernat
ural beauty, and savage humanity in all its hideous deform

ity, brought together in fearful contrast and mortal combat.
On their Christian side, we cannot exaggerate their merit

;



in their bi .rbaric side, ir is hard to sav too much against
them.

Hut thi-~ barbarism, which disfigured the feudal ages, and
wliicli iiu adinii er of feudalism denies or palliates, was not

inherent in the system itself. It did not grow out of feu

dalism, I m 1 the iribes possessed it before thev came under
the intluence d that political ordei 1

: it did not spring iVom
the church, because they possessed it prior to their conver
sion ; it did not spring t roin both united, for the same
reason, and because it yielded in time to their joint action

a-nd intluence. It was, therefore, not in the political and
ecclesiastical order of the feudal a ires, but in the people not

,i- vet brought into harm on v with ( hris-t ianitv. The barbar

i&amp;gt;m was in the pel-suns, nut in the order. So every one who
is able to discriminate and is willing to be just knows, ad

mits, or contends. But the northern nations converted, the

Saracens held in check hv the crusaders, the church found
herself in comparative peace. She resumed anil continued
her civili/ing lab u-s. and bv the end of the fourteenth cen

tury succeeded in bringing the Kuropean populations very
generallv into comparative harmony with her own civili/a

tiuii. But ju-t at this period, when the ecclesiastical and

political order of the feudal times had overcome its chief

obstacles, when it had so humanized the person- as to make
them see and blu.-h at their former barbarism, the people
with their usual discrimination turned round and charged
that barbarism to the verv order which had so long struggled
against it, ami which had in j^ood measure delivered them
from it. Did not that barbarism for centuries coexist with

leiidalism and ( at holicit v . (\-rtainlv it did. Then feudal

ism and Catholicity caused it, and are responsible for it.

Then down with ( atholicitv and feudalism! So began the

people to reason, with their characteristic logic, in the

fifteenth ceiiturv. and aided in the sixteenth by the Lutheran

insurrection, thev were able to strike a death-blow at feudal

ism, and would have done the same to Catholicity, had she

not been immortal.
The mistake of the people in confounding with the feudal

order the personal barbarism which, in feudal times, existed

under it, or rather in spite of it, led to the destruction of

feudalism. Feudalism destroyed, centralism necessarily fol

lowed. All power was concentrated in the hands of the mon

archy, the principle of oriental despotism. The people, at

the time, had no fear of the royal tyranny and oppression.
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Between them and the king had stood the barons and the
prelates, who had felt the principal weight of roval violence,
and from whom the people in turn had suffered the griev
ances, real or imaginary, they complained of. Their resent
ments were against these, and not against the king. The
barons oppress ns, and the prelates do not restrain them.
Down, then, with them both, and oppression will cease, all
our wrongs will be righted, and we shall be happy, live in

clover, under our father the king! Unsupported, but op
posed, by the people, the barons could make only a feeble
resistance, and feudalism, after a comparatively short struo--

gle, was obliged to succumb to centralism. The clergy, for
the same reason, were unable to maintain their independence,and the church became enslaved to the temporal power, in
Russia by schism; in England, Germany, Denmark, Sweden,
and^orway, by heresy ;

in France, and finally in Austria.
Spain, and Portugal, by practical Gallicanism. There was
then no longer any intermediate power between the kin&amp;lt;-

and the people, and the people found, when it was too late!
that they had exchanged feudalism for despotism, the rod.!

of Solomon for the scorpions of his son.
It is remarkable, how, after the reformation, every thing

conspired to enlarge and render absolute the monarchywhich in the original reorganization of Europe had been
only one element out of four. In Protestant countries mon
archy was extolled, because it was the bulwark of heresy.In Catholic countries, for a time, it was opposed, and the
old doctrines of liberty were maintained, in the schools and
universities. The &quot;divine right of kings &quot;was a Prot
estant doctrine, and it was against the Catholic Cardinal
Du perron that James I. of England wrote his famous Remon
strance in its defence

; and hence the first republican reac
tion against monarchy appears in England, and more than
a hundred years before it manifests .itself in France. But
gradually Catholic kings became ardent defenders of the
faith, and even Catholics turned monarchists, and courtly
bishops were found to advocate and justify royal absolutism,
as a protection against schism and heresy, hoping, no doubt!
by their spiritual action on the monarch s conscience, to re
strain him from abusing his powers, a sad mistake, for he
could banish them at will from court, and deprive them of
their revenues.

It was not wholly the fault of the kings that feudalism
became converted into centralism, and the estates succumbed
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to the despot. It was still more the fault of the people, whoi
when tln-y had emerged from barbarism, ;md at the verv
moment when the political and ecclesiastic order, hv means
of \vhich they had emerged, could be^in to operate, free

Iroin the causes which previously disturbed it, rejected it

on account of the ltarli;iri.-m which had been accidentally

connected wiih it. and wished fora different constitution of

the state. It t,he people had resisted, or not heen readv to

assent, the kings could never have suppressed the barons,

enslaved the church, and monopolized all power in their

own hands. They succeeded, not in spite of the people, but

by their cooperation ;
and the people, if disappointed, had

themselves principally to blame. Whatever the faults or

defects of modern centralism, there can be no doubt that it

was popular in its origin, and had. if not the forma!, at least

the virtual, assent ot the European populations.
That the people should have been dissatisfied with this

new system is nothing strange. They had in their folly and
madness throun oil the best, and obtained the worst, of all

possible systems of government, and, of course, must have
found themselves in no enviable; condition. \&amp;gt;\\t: were they
wise in oppo.-in^- the go\ eminent of their own choice:, and
in seeking to replace it hv democracy .

To go back to feudalism with its barbarism was out of

the question; to go back to it even without its barbarism

was impracticable. Restorations are rarelv successful, even
/

when the order restored, in itself considered, is better than

any other order likely to be obtained. I Vudalism. if it had

continued, if it existed now, with our advanced personal civ-

ilixation and refinement, would, in our judgment, be the

perfection of government. 1 Jut having been thrown off, and
the ideas of the people all turned against it, its restoration

is impracticable and undesirable. With its evils we must

give up its good, unless we can secure it by some other

method. We blame not, therefore, the people for not going
back, or attempting to go back, to feudalism, when they
found their new system fail. l&amp;gt;nt had they no alternative

but either to remain slaves to monarchical centralism, or to

try the experiment of democracy i

The new order established was, briefly characterized, the

king on the one side, and the mob on the other. f
The local

organizations which limited and tempered the general sov

ereignty were swept away, and the people, outside of the

monarchy, had no organization, and therefore were not a
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power. The king was tlio state, and besides liiin there \va&amp;gt;

no state. Tlie people out of the state, without political

organization, can act only as the mob. What they needed

was an organization between them as simple individuals and

the monarchy, which should shelter them from its despotism.
restrain the exercise of its authority within the limits of jus

tice, and prevent it from infringing the natural liberty of

the subject. This, it strikes us, was obtainable without any
essential political change, if the people had accepted the new

system in good faith. It might have been easily effected by
simply emancipating the church from her thraldom to tin-

state, and suffering her to enjoy her rightful independence
of the temporal order; and this could have been effected

without any revolution or violent struggle, by the simple re

turn of the people to their active faith as Christians. Each

bishop in his diocese, each priest in his parish, receiving his

mission, and exercising his functions, without any interven

tion, direct or indirect, of the civil government, would have

been, though without one particle of political power, a moral

sovereign, competent to protect his flock from the oppres
sions of the monarch, and to secure them against all encroach

ments upon their rights as men. No king ever was or ever

can be powerful enough to resist the clergy in his dominions,
if they are independent of him, and are backed by the faith

and conscience of the people. The people, then, might, if

they had chosen, have compelled their kings to reign wisely
and justly, without any political changes, and even without

troubling their heads in the least about politics or the con

stitution of the state simply by attending to their faith

and duties as Christians.

But this was too simple and easy a method. The people
hailed with joy the subjection of the spiritual order to the

temporal, the church to the state, and then denounced the

church because she did not protect them from its tyranny;
they insisted on her subjection, and then demanded of her
what she could not do unless independent. But as she

did not do it. they arrayed themselves against both the

church and the government, swore the destruction of both
throne and altar, and thus compelled the church and the

monarchy, as the condition of continuing to exist, to make
common cause against the popular demands, and to postpone
to more settled times the redress of political grievances.
But the more the church and the government resisted the

popular movement, the more determined and menacing it

VOL. XVI-8
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became ; and 1mm the early part of the eighteenth century,
the mob, seconded by the philosophers, a cau&amp;gt;e and an e f-

lect ol the popular movenient. became everv dav stronger
and more exa.-pcrated, and before the close ot that century
succeeded in overthrowing monarchy, as. led on bv the
kin-.-, it had succeeded in overthrowing feudalism, and if it

tailed to o\-erlhrow tin- church, it was only becau.-e ,-he is

upheld by a divine hand. Anarchy, of course, followed,
he rei-n ot terror, and military despotism ; reaction, and

an in-. me restoration, which left matters worse than thev
were at the be--! nn in--.

Now the error in all thi- wa- not in seeking to in-t rid of
evil-, or to ameliorate the social condition. We know no
la\\. human or divine, which .-auctions misrule and oppres
sion, or which forbids an oppressed people to labor for

liberty and ju-tice. The error was not here, not as to the
end ,-ou^ht. luit solel a.- to the me in supposing a

fundamental political change, or a political revolution in

tavor ot republicanism or of any other form of ^oveniment,
&quot; be the only practicable remedy, or a practicable remedy

at all. \\ e do not maintain that wrongs are not to be rc-

dre.-.-eil. ih;it the people ma\ not demand justice from the
hands oi their rulers; nor do we ^o so far as to maintain
that individual kin--- may not be depo-ed. and dvnasties
changed, foi- irood and sntlicient reason.- : for these ai e not
the i:&amp;gt;vermnem. but it&amp;gt; administrator-, and thev mav abuse
their trusts and forfeit their riu li!.-; but we do maintain
that it i.- always a capital error to ,-eek reform or rcdre-s bv
ehaiiLriiiLr the lorm of ^-o\-eminent, the fundamental con.-ti

tiitiol) ot the ,-tate. / /&amp;gt;, if should be held .-acred and invio
lable, whether a feudal, a monarchical, an aristocratical. or
a democratical constitution; for each is alike legitimate.
&quot;&quot;here it i&amp;gt; the e&amp;gt;tab!i&amp;gt;hed order. The man who dares at

tack it i,- -uilt\ ol sacrilege. lie who advises its destruc
tiou, or its exchange fm- anothei 1

. draws his counsel from
h&amp;lt; ll. and the people who driid-: in his infernal advice, and

prepare to act on it. are mad, and rush to their own destruc
tion : lor, whether they know it or not. the principles thev

adopt and the
&amp;gt;pirir they follow are, at bottom opposed to

all irovernment. render government, in any form, imprac
ticable; and without government, there is and can be no

society, no people, nothing but isolated individuals or the
.mob.

\Ve must not lose siirlit of this fact. It is because the
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teii(lonc,y to redress evils by changing the form of the gov
ernment is, at bottom, no-governmentism, that no popular
revolution is ever final, or able to satisfy those who make it.

Every popular revolution, if left to itself, necessarily de
velops in a series of revolutions, each removing society
further and further from government, Thus, in the old
French revolution, we had first a revolution that brought up
the notables, then another that brought up the respectables,
and then still another that brought up the tans-culottes.
Mirabean and LaFayette, Yergnlaud and Boland, Danton
and Robespierre; and what we should have had next, if the
series had not been cut short by the reaction, it is impos
sible to say, but some lower form of anarchy and terror is cer
tain

;
for already, before his downfall, had Robespierre be

come too aristocratic and conservative for the mob. For
the same reason, the policy of concession seldom avails to

appease the revolutionary spirit, and to reestablish order
and content. The demands of the people, when made in a

loyal spirit, without any thought of attacking the constitu
tion of the state, may often be conceded with advantage
both to them and to the government; but even when just,
if they are prompted by the revolutionary spirit, or made
under the conviction that the people have the right to over
throw the constitution when they please, and to institute a
new government after their own ideas or fancies, the con
cession is useless, and even worse, if you mean to preserve
the constitution unimpaired. Concessions then only stim
ulate new and greater demands, and weaken the government.
The people, after them, if the shadow of government re

mains, find the same disproportion as ever&quot; between their
actual and their ideal. They are still restrained, cramped,
confined, and are not free in their sense of freedom. They
have not reached Utopia, nor recovered the lost Eden. You
must yield all the revolutionary spirit demands, grant each
new demand as quick as it is made, or else resist it in the
outset, Whoso goes an inch with the mob is a lost man, if
he goes not with it whithersoever it will. You might as
welHmdertake to guide or stay the tempest, as to attempt
to direct or resist the mob, when once you have yielded to
it. Who, that suffers himself to be drawn within its vortex,

calliope
to recover himself and escape from the Maelstrom

(

(

The great difficulty arises at all times, in our view of the
case, from the revolutionary spirit, the tendency to redress
grievances by seeking to subvert the political constitution.



LMie evil:-, however great, can alwavs he remedied, as fai
1

as
in tlu-ir nature remediable, without aiiv tiling of the sort,

simply by the people accepting the government in ^ood
taith. and loyally laboring \v irh it for improvement. I Jut
wlifii the revolutionary &amp;gt;pirit

has once possessed a nation,
and all harmony, all

&amp;gt;ympathy, hotween the people and the
go\ eminent are destroyed, and the government can sustain
itself against it- own nthjects only by means of the militarv,
there i- perhaps little use in it&amp;gt; attempting to sustain itse lf

; tf &quot; I. It i&amp;gt; &quot;i&amp;gt; longer in a condition, if this state of things
is to heconie permanent, to perform the legitimate fnnetions
&quot;i government. It. in fact, has cea&amp;gt;ed to he government,
and is only the slave-master driving his miserahle

&amp;lt;ranu of
wretched slaves. . \nd&amp;gt;uch had heeome the governments
throughout the more eivili/ed part of Kuiope, he fore the
recent event&amp;gt;. There had ceased to he aiiv harmonv be
tween them and the people. Authority aiid the people
were antagonistical, and could not work together; the state
was almost universally dissolved, and t he n lonarehs retained
their crowns only ly mean- of laip- standing armies, kept
on

_the
war footini;-. not ly any means to defend tlu/ni

against one another, hut
apiin&amp;gt;t

their own suhjects. The
expense of these immen&amp;gt;e armies, and of the va rions estah
lishmeiits connected with them, had heeome enormous, and
the people were lindiiiu; theni.-elves ohiin-eil to part with

nearly all their snhstaiice to pay foi
1 heinu- governed, and

yet not he governed after all. The governments, instead of
stimulating and aiding indii&amp;gt;try.

\\cre eripplini:- it. and laiye
portions oi the population were reduced to poverty, to the

starving point, and many even helow it. (Jaunt want was
.-taring the millions in the face. How could matters be
worse? The government, having no strength in the affec
tions or convictions of the people, no moral support in the
nation, could hardly do any thing for the public i^ood, how
ever well disposed, and the people, debauched by revolu

tionary ideas, would do nothing for themselves. Was such
a state of things, growing worse every day, to last forever?
Now we believe the fault of this state of things to be far

more due to the disloyalty of the people than to the govern
ments themselves. We cannot discover any period since
the beginning of the last century, when the European gov
ernments had even the power to prevent or to remedy it.

But however this may be, it seems to us certain that things
could not long remain as they were. Matters had come to
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such a pass, that an attempt to right them, in some way, was

necessary ami inevitable; ami taking the people as they
were, perverted by demagogues, sophists, and the malign in

fluence of secret societies, with the revolutionary fever burn

ing in their veins, and longing for democratic institutions,
we see not what better could have been attempted than the
fearful revolutions which have actually taken place, or are
m&amp;gt;w taking place. If the people had been loyal, Christian,

sober, something better would have been possible ;
but as

they were, we see not what else was practicable. Monarchy
had become anti-national, had ceased to be popular, and
could not continue to exist. Without, then, abating any
thing of our condemnation of the revolutionary ideas and

spirit, without countenancing for a moment the absurd doc

trine, that the people have always a natural right to demo
cratic institutions, and that monarchy is in itself an illegiti
mate form of government, an encroachment upon natural

liberty, or the still more absurd doctrine, that the republican
order had become inevitable in consequence of the progress
of man and society, we are, upon the whole, not sorry that
these recent revolutions have been effected, and we accept,
without reserve, THE XEW ERA they promise to usher in.

Only give to the old order honorable burial, and you may,
if you can, dig its grave so deep, that no one will think of

disinterring its fleshless remains, and dressing them up anew
in the robes of state.

We do not applaud the mob for what it has done, we will

not consent to call a few thousands of the Parisian rabble
&quot;the glorious French

people;&quot; but we accept their work,
now it is done, and are ready to resist all attempts to undo
it and return to the monarchical centralism which has been
dethroned and exiled. Believing, also, that the principal na
tions of Europe, unless we except Great Britain and Russia,
will be discontented and restless, torn and agitated, out of
the condition to be well governed, till they obtain substan

tially republican institutions, we wish the work to continue
till such institutions are secured. It is in vain to attempt
to change, by any human means, the ideas and tendencies of
the people, to arrest the present current of political thought,
or to roll back the revolutionary tide. Europe, it seems to

us. can be settled hereafter only on a republican basis; and
since republicanism must come, sooner or later, we say the
sooner the better. Half-way measures and feeble temporiz
ing will avail nothing. Now that the hand is in, let the
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work he- done, wherever it needs to be clone, and so done
that there \vill. in our day at least, lie no occasion for doin^
it over au ain.

And tlii- seems to be the vic\v taken by the friends of

order and religion in France. The bishops and
cler&amp;lt;ry.

as

far as we have &amp;gt;een. without a single dissentient voice, have

i,
r iveii in their adhesion to flic republican order, resolved to

ilive it a fail- and honest trial, and to live or die with it.

The politicians of all parties seem also to have done the

same. The cnvictioii appears to lie universal, that if

France i- ever to iind ^-ood ^ i\ eminent, and lie restored to

domestic t ram
jiiillit

\ and peace, it must be as a republic.
This requires no sacrifice of principle or consistency, (iov-

ernnient is fur the public ^ood. When circumstances \\n

longer controllable bv hnnian means have disabled an exist

ing !^overmiient from securing that ^ &amp;lt;&amp;gt; (
&amp;gt;d, and rendered con

stitutional changes iieces-arv and inevitable, a ne\v rcijiun
the onlv practicable one. it is the part of \visdom, o! all

sound politics, as well as ot dutv. to accept it. and to make
the be&amp;gt;t of it. The \vi-e and coiisi-tent statesman, when he

cannot control circumstances, conlorms to them, tor &amp;lt;fov

ernmeiit is an affair of human prudence, and takes care

never to ruin himself or his countrv tor the sake ot an ah

-t ract ion.

It is because we judu e it the part of wisdom to accept this

republican order, and to labor to render it permanent and

beneficial, that we have be^un our remarks on the recent

events in Europe bv condemning the causes which have

made them necessarv and inevitable. If we are not much
mistaken. European societv can hereafter be settled only on

the republican basis. Whether it can be settled even on

that may be regarded as problematical ; but if not on that,

it can on none. Republicanism is now the last hope ot

Furope. If that fails her, her civili/at ion must 1:0 hack-

ward, and she become ere lon^ the counterpart of Asia. 1 or

the reason that, in the fifteenth century, we would have sus

tained feudalism against the tendency to centralism, and in

the seventeenth century and the be^mniiiL: of the eighteenth,

centralism against the democratic tendency, we would now
sustain republicanism against any tendency to overthrow it,

whether in favor of socialism or aristocracy. Our principle
is, to sustain the existing constitution of the state, whether
it conforms to our abstract notions or not; because in poli

tics everv tliini;
1

is to be taken in the concrete, nothing in

the abstract.
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But if we maintain in principle that the change front

feudalism to democracy is a progress, if we say, with the

beardless philosophers of the day, that the people, in seeking

it, have been obeying a divine instinct, and declare the rev

olutionary spirit which has been followed throughout, wise

and sacred, we cannot with any consistency maintain this

new order, or resist the tendencies that may be manifested

for additional changes. Moreover, a people filled with the

revolutionary spirit, holding, as a sound maxim in politics,

that the evils they may have to endure in the social state are

to be remedied by the subversion of the existing govern
ment, whether by violence or peaceful agitation, and the sub

stitution of some other form, is incapable of sustaining a

good and permanent government, whatever its constitution
;

for no government can prevent or redress all evils, and at

best there will be much that can be overcome only by the

Christian virtues of resignation and patience. Every gov
ernment, if government, must, sometimes restrain, must
make its authority felt, and compel submission; for in

every society, as long as the world stands,.there will be tur

bulent and rebellious spirits, whom authority must tame.

Men s views, too, of the policy the government should adopt
will often conflict, and it will be impossible for the govern
ment to satisfy them all. Impossible, therefore, must it

always be to maintain a fixed and permanent government,
if its subjects feel that it is right and proper for them to

overthrow it whenever they choose. The old governments
have fallen, not for the want of physical force, but because

they no longer had any moral support in their subjects. No
matter what is the physical force at the command of the

government, it cannot long sustain itself, at least in a con

dition to perform its proper functions, unless it has the

moral force of the nation with it. This is even more true

of republican government than of any other. The virtue of

loyalty is far more essential to a democracy than to a mon

archy, though a democracy is less fitted to inspire it. In

vain will you labor to sustain your republic, if the people
are disloyal, if they hold themselves under no moral obliga
tion to support it, and free to abolish it whenever they fancy
it will be for their interest or their pleasure to do so. It

has then no moral support ;
and the moment the people find,

or imagine they find, themselves a little incommoded by it,

they will begin to agitate for a change, and force it to take

measures of repression or concession, which, sooner or later,



mist prove its ruin. The briet history of our own ^overn-
Mients, especially of the government of the state of Xew
^ ork. would confirm this conclusion, if it needed confirma
tion.

It i- true, that our popular politicians tell us that mere
humanitarian principles will be alwavs a siillicient guaranty
against frequent and unnecessary revolutions. The people,
they say. will always, from affection and interest, sustain

the government ot their choice, and we may always relv on
their /v.v mfft ni*. and in li-po-it imi to change. For, add

they, in the words of Mr. .lell ersoii. &quot;all experience hath
shown that mankind are more disposed to suffer evils, while

they are siitferable. than to right themselves by abolishing
the forms to which they are accustomed.&quot; Hut times have
altered since 1 77 &amp;gt;. When Mr. .lell ersoii drew up the dec
laration of American independence, his appeal to experi
ence was warranted ; for up to that time mankind had very

generally held the doctrine, that to support the constitution
of the state is a sacred duty binding upon all the citizens,

and that to labor in anv way to subvert or abolish it is a

crime, and a high crime. Hut from the fact, that mankind
have shown under thi&amp;lt; doctrine the disposition asserted, we
cannot safely conclude that they will continue to show it

under the contrary doctrine. Mr. Jefferson could appeal
only to the experience of mankind under the moral opera
tion ot the anti-revolutionary doctrine. Since his time, the

revolutionary doctrine has been in vo^-ue. and verv widely
received, and we do not find the people now so indisposed
to change as they were then. They have, in fact, become

greedy of change, and ready to embrace every novelty that
is proposed with a little earncstnes- and eloquence. Mr.
lellersoii. perhaps, did not sufficiently reflect that the prev
alence of the revolutionary doctrine would very naturally
lend to weaken, if not destroy, that indisposition of the

people to abolish the forms to which thev were accustomed,
on which he relied as a protection against its dangerous-
ness.

Affection and interest are great words. Hut affection,
when not founded in principle, and sustained by a sense of

duty, is mere steam from the marsh ; and what is or is not

interest is a matter not always easy to determine, if it be
a duty to sustain the existing constitution, there is no diffi

culty in determining the questions of duty which may come
up. Hut interests are the hardest thinurs in the world to
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settle. Men often mistake tlieir own interests, and after it

is too late find out that they have blundered. Their views

of what is or is not their interest vary, too, with their age,
with their pursuits, or their social position. The Haves
and the Have-nots are far from agreeing as to their respec
tive interests. No man will believe his interest is consulted,

when he finds himself thwarted, or his neighbour succeed

ing, and his own plans miscarrying. Interests themselves

do often really conflict, and it is impossible for the govern
ment to harmonize all so as to satisfy each. The wise states

man, therefore, can never rely on the mere sense of inter

est
;
but must, while he seeks as far as possible to promote

all interests, make his appeal to the sense of duty, to

loyalty.
But no people, holding themselves free to abolish their

existing form of government whenever they think proper,
can regard themselves as under a moral obligation to sustain

it. An obligation from which we may absolve ourselves

whenever we choose is no moral obligation, and, indeed, no

obligation at all. The obligation to support the govern
ment and the right to abolish it are not compatible, the one
with the other, and no sophistry can make them so. The

revolutionary spirit ami doctrine to which we owe the re

cent events in Europe are, then, incompatible with the

existence of government itself, and therefore as incompat
ible with the existence of republican government as of

monarchical government. This is wherefore we have op
posed them, and venture, even in the moment of their vic

tory, to denounce them. We accept the victory as an fait
accompli , and wish the people to reap from it the fruits of

real social and political well-being. But to applaud the

forces which have won it, to sanction the spirit and doc
trine which made it necessary, although they have gained
it, would be to render the victory barren of good fruits.

nay. worse, prolific in new disorders. The work of demoli
tion must cease, and that of construction must begin, and
the principles which must govern the builders cannot be

those which governed the destroyers. If you knock away
the foundation as you raise your superstructure, you raise

a castle in the air.

Hut we have dwelt long enough on general considerations.

What is likely to be the result of the recent events in Eu
rope ? France is now decidedly a republic. Will she be
able to establish and maintain the authority of the state and



the freedom of the .-ubject . This is a matter about which
we do not wi-h to -peculate. \\ c have found nothing in

&quot;iir historical reading \viiich lead- Us to an^ur her success.
I he historical precedents are all a^ain-t her. Hut we can
Mot pretend to fathom the designs of Almi^htv Ciod. to

whom helon-- the ordering of all events and the determina
tion ot then 1

i-.-ue-. \\ hether lie lias designed the revolu
lion in mere\ or in judgment to the nation, we can know
oidv a&amp;gt; he liimsell i&amp;gt; piea-ed to make it manifest; hut
whichever it he, it is our.- to he Client and adore, for his

judgments are as adorable as his mercies. That thel Yench

people will lind it an ea-v task to reconstitute the state,
which the revolution of February dissolved, and reestab
lish and maintain order, the indispensable condition of lib

erty, we pre-ume noiiodv with a ^rain of political philos-

&quot;phy
or experience will pretend. The ideas and pas-ions,

the scheme- and wishes, which have de-trovrd the old o-ov-

e rn incut, and reduced French society to its original elements
art;

oppo&amp;gt;cd
to all ^overnment, and if not abandoned must

i&amp;gt;e as lalal to the republic as thev have been to the mon
archy. The revolutionary party are in pur-nit of I topia.
and have no -toppin-- place within the limits of practicable
government. They mu-t be arrested, or they will subvert t he
new institutions before they ^vt fairly into operat ion. Hut
to attempt to arrest them bv j)hysical force, bv niea-iires of

repression, will on!_\ renew between them and the new jjfov-

ernment the \-ery relations which rendered the old ^overn-
ment impotent for ^ood, and its longer existence impractic-
able. ( ndcr L rovidence. then, the solution of the problem
mu.-t turn on the fact, whether the radicals, repre-ented bv
&amp;gt;uch men as Ledru-Ilollin, that second edition of Daiiton,
Louis lilanc. Illampii. Albert, and company, are a

lar&amp;lt;je,
or

only a .-mall, minority of th(i French nation, and on the

courage, tirmne--. and energy of the party opposed to them.
[f they are only a .-mall minority, confined principally to a

lew localities, and the friend.- of order show them from the
outset that their opposition is disregarded, and their advice
will not be a.-ked, they may be held in subjection till the
new irovernment is so tirmly established as to render their

attempts to .-ubvert it impotent and ridiculous. TJut if thev
are a lar^e minority, absolutely so, by their numbers, or

effectually so, by their organization and concentration, or

by the uncertainty, hesitation, fears, and anxieties of their

opponents, they will have little difficulty in defeating all
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attempts to reconstitute the state, and in prolonging the

reign of anarchy. How the case actually stands in France

we have no certain means of knowing, and cannot pretend
to decide.

The majority of the national assembly appear to be well

disposed, and to entertain moderate views; but they evi

dently lack experience, and have marked out to themselves

no clear and definite line of policy. They are apparently

trusting for their success to the chapter of accidents. Their

determination is, indeed, to give France a republican gov
ernment

;
but they are evidently afraid that the sincerity of

their attachment to republicanism will be suspected. This

renders them uneasy, deprives them of that calmness, sobri

ety, and independence, that naturalness and at-home feeling,
so essential to their success, and gives the radical minority
an immense advantage over them. The radicals have no
fears of this sort. Strong in the fact that they represent the

revolution, embody its spirit, and obey its tendencies, they
march with a bold and confident step in the path of destruction.

In settled times, when the revolutionary spirit has not pene
trated the body of the people, when the subversion of an

old government is looked upon as an exceptional measure,
to be justified only on the ground of invincible .necessity,
the partv adopting moderate counsels and cherishing a con

ciliatory spirit is sure to rally around it the great body of

the nation. But when the principle of revolution aspires to

obtain a legal recognition, and is held by the great body of

the people to be the proper basis of the state, when all

old ideas are confounded, and the general wish is to erect

the social fabric, not only after a new fashion, but on a new
and untried foundation, extreme counsels are most likely to

prevail, and the party in favor of carrying out the revolution

is pretty sure to succeed. We shall, therefore, by no means
be disappointed, if Ledru-Ilollin turns out to be a stronger
man than Lamartine. The Mountain triumphed over the

Girondists, the sans-culottes over the respectables, in the

former revolution, and why shall they not do the same in

this? They assuredly will, unless the moderate party take

their ground at once, declare boldly that the revolution must
be arrested, and that a contrary set of maxims from those

which prepared and effected it must now be adopted and
acted on. The state cannot be constituted on the revolu

tionary principle, nor recognize the right of the people to

abolish the government; for every state must have, as its
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citizen to obey. Whether the moderate party have the

to face the revolution in the moment of its victory,

i^ni/.e a -oiid basi- tor authority, the event must de-

\Ve I ear. however, that . captivated bv line phrases
/

////&amp;gt;/.
ihev will atlempt to conciliate the revolu-

t v by compromise, and thus destroy tliemselves,

and prepare tlie triumph of disorder or of despotism.
The moderate partv will certainly not be able to succeed,

unless they recognize and secure the absolute freedom ot re

ligion, and that, too, not in the sense ot radicals who con

sider religion to be tree where everybody is free to despise
it and nobody is free to profess and practise it. The spirit

of radicalism is the spirit of despotism, and seeks always, by
an effective majority, which for it- purpose need be only a

small numerical minority of the whole population, to rule as

absolutely as did the centralized monarchy just overthrown.
It simply substitutes the despotism ot the effective majority
for the despotism of the monarch. It demands an absolute

u overmneiit , and all absolute governments are despotisms,
and seek to sweep awav. or to -ubject to themselves, what
ever interposes or is capable ot interposing an obstacle to

their govern in i; according to their own arbitrary will. Rad
icals out ot place are revolutionists, and seek to overthrow
all authority; in place, they are despots, and seek to sup

press all freedom. In making the revolution, thev have

aimed, not at guaranties tor liberty against the abuses ot

power, but to v;et possession ot power tor tliemselves, in

order lo Use it for their own interest, plans, purposes, or

theories. Thev will, therefore, seek to reconstitute, the state

so that none but them-elve.- can get into power, and so that,

when they are once in power, they can use it as they please,
without anv restriction on their own will.

Now we mav be certain, that, as far as depends on them,
the radicals will establish the sovereignty of infidelity, and
the subjection of religion : the latter, because they wish to

rule according to arbitrary will, which they know they

cannot do where religion is free and independent, and the

former, because they are themselves intidel, and because the

subjection of religion to the state i- itself the sovereignty
of infidelity. This thev will assuredly attempt, and this

the moderate republicans must defeat, or fail in establishing
a free government. A free government is a government
of law, not of mere will or arbitrariness. Where the gov-
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eminent is one of mere will, whether of one, of the few, or

of the many, there is not one particle of liberty. The will

of the people has no more right to prevail than the will of

the monarch, when it is not just; and it never is just, when
not subjected to religion ;

and it never is subjected to relig

ion, when it subjects religion to itself, ft is therefore ab

solutely necessary that religion should be free and indepen
dent, if the government is intended to be a free government.
Do the moderate republicans understand this? They are,

unquestionably, determined to maintain order against the

radicals; are they equally determined to maintain liberty

against them? They must not look upon radicalism as

dangerous only by its tendency to an excess of freedom, for

it is still more dangerous by its tendency to despotism ; not.

indeed, the despotism of one man, but of the ruling faction,

or what we call the effective majority.
We are not now pleading the cause of religion for her own

sake. We are addressing politicians, who, whether moder
ates or ultras, cannot be expected, in these days, to have

any respect for religion on her own account. But this,

though a terrible misfortune for them, cannot harm religion

herself. The church of God does not depend on the French

national assembly, and is safe, let them take what course

they please. Men may wage war against her, if they choose :

they may suppress her religious orders, invade her pious re

treats, break up her establishments of charity and mercy;
desecrate her altars, burn her temples, and insult her virgins ;

exile or behead her sovereign pontiff, slaughter her bishops
and priests; drive her from the face of day, and compel her

to oiler up the most holy sacrifice in caverns, crypts, and

catacombs. Such things have been, and may be again. But
in the very moment when the maddened multitude shall

fancy her dead, and begin to sing and dance over what they

imagine her grave, she shall step forth from her hiding-place,

plant her foot on the tyrant s neck, give the word to the

nations, and resume the empire of the world. We are quite
at our ease, so far as she is concerned. We fear only for

those who shall dare do her violence. The nation that re

strains her freedom is smitten with the curse of God, and

nothing it can do shall prosper, except only to its own con

fusion and ruin.

But it is not precisely this consideration we wish to press

upon our French republicans. The govennnent they are

about to establish is likely to be a centralized democracy.
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They are. whether aware of it or not, merely substituting
one form of centralism for another. For the same reason
that the freedom and independence of the church was nec

essary under the monarchical centralism, will it be neces

sary under the democratic. It was needed under the former
as a moral barrier to the encroachments of power on the
natural liberty of the subject; it will be equally essential

for this purpose under the latter; for the danger to be ap
prehended from this democratic centralism is less a danger
To the authority of the state than to the liberty of the citi

zens. The citizen has no libertv. where the sovereignty of

the state is not limited ; and under a centralized democracy,
the only j)o&amp;gt;siblc

limitation of the political sovereign is the
freedom and independence of the church. The immediate

danger to be guarded against is not the weakness, but the

strength, of the state ; for the weakness of the state is to be

apprehended only from its too great strength. The repub
lic will fail, if it fails, from its tyranny, by attempting to

rule according to mere will, by interfering with too many
of the relations of life, and leaving too little space for the

free movements of the individual. The danger is of its

attempting too much, and of its becoming an all-pervading

despotism, which no people can endure. The only possible

protection against this, in the actual state of France, is in

the absolute freedom and independence of the entire spiritual

order, which necessarily restricts the government to matters
of simple human prudence.
The subjection of the spiritual order to the temporal was

not only the capital crime, but the capital blunder, of the

old monarchical rcijnne. The prince, by subjecting the
church in his dominions, obtained, indeed, free scope for his

arbitrary will
;

but, ruling by arbitrary will, he provoked
the opposition of his subjects, and could derive from her no
aid in reducing them to obedience. By depriving her of

power to resist, he deprived her of power to assist him
; by

rendering her unable to protect the people in their obedi

ence, he rendered her unable to restrain them in their dis

obedience. In his strength he despised her, in his weakness
she could not come to his aid. The same was it with the

people. They had aided in her subjection, that she might
not resist their revolutionary movements; and when they
felt the weight of the tyranny they had helped to create,
she had no power to relieve them. On either hand, the

policy was suicidal, as in the long run must be all unjust
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policy. Let the national assembly of France look to it,
that the republic does not repeat tlie capital blunder of the
monarchy.
There are several stanch Catholics in the national assem

bly, men of sterling worth, patriotic and religious, the ene
mies of all despotism. These, we know, will do all theycan to secure the freedom of religion ;

but we fear then-
exertions will end in a bold and manly protest. The ten
dency is now to do by the state a large portion of the work
which is properly and legitimately the work of the spiritual
order.

_

The enemies of the freedom of religion are unde
niably in the ascendency. The infidel party have everymember of the executive committee, not excepting Lamar-
tme, who, unless we are misinformed, has latterly frater
nized with the enemies of Christianity. They have, in the
minister of instruction and worship, M. Carnot, a man after
their own heart, and one who has proved himself the insid
ious enemy of religious liberty bv denying the freedom of
education. We confess, therefore, that the chance of relig
ion being suffered to remain free in France, free as she is

here, which is all we ask, appears to us exceedingly small.
I et there are men whose judgments are entitled to far more
respect than ours, who think differently, men who believe
that these popular revolutions are designed by Providence
to eventuate in the entire emancipation of the church
throughout Europe. That many worthy people have acqui
esced in or aided the popular movements in the hope of such
a result is no doubt the fact. Perhaps they have been right,and we are wrong. We hope it is so. Hope is sometimes
a better counsellor than fear; and it may be that AlmightyGod has designed these revolutions in mercy to the nations,
to be a judgment upon the infidel governments which op
pressed his church, and the means of operating her entire
freedom and independence, of securing to her, for the first
time in the world s history, an open field and fair play for
the exertion of her divine energies. O, if so, then indeed
will they usher in a NEW ERA, an era the most glorious in
the annals of mankind. Reassure us on this point, guarantyus for Europe that freedom of the church which she has in
our own country, and we will join the sympathizers, and
our exultant shouts shall rise loudest among the loud.

The movements of the Italian people seem likely to result
in the independence of Italy, and the retreat of the Austri-
ansover the Alps. This, we hope, will be the case; for,
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excepting Ku.-.-ia. Austria, since the days of Joseph II.. has
1)( (J &quot; rl &quot; &quot;lost cruel en. -my of the free,],,,!! and indepen
I* 1 &quot; 1 &quot;&amp;lt; the church. Nominally Catholic, she has been
hardly less ho.-tile to religious freed, ,11. than was the French

rion. and right -lad shall we be to -ee her pride hum-
her power diminished. |!,n how far the Italian

W|M
.

-am any thin-- by their movements, bcvoiid
sentimental advantages, i- not yet .juite clear to our

1111(1 conservative vision. An Italian confederacy is

&quot;, ;

&quot;&quot; it appears to us a dream that will soon &quot;dis

I he Italian people are not one people. nor are they
(| l(y one and the same national feelin--. Since the

fall ol the western empire, the\ have never really existed
as a

single^
state, consolidated or federative, and we cannot

see what
is^

to serve a.- tin- basis of the confederacy
pr&amp;lt;&amp;gt;-

P&quot;sed.
i! it is to be any thin- more than a mere mutual alli-

; &quot;&quot; - &quot; niutiial lea--tie oll en-ive and defensive, between the
severaMtalian states. \Ve demand for the foundation of a
federative state some common bond of nat ionalit v. of na-
tmnal habit-. as&amp;gt;ociatioiis, or recollection-, and where we

&quot;&quot; no such bond, we conclude the federation to be im
practicable. It brought about in a moment of enthusiasm,
or of patriotic exaltation, it may last till the enthusiasm
subsides; but will hardly remain after the coilap.-e. and the

people have resumed their wonted feelings, and fallen into
the &amp;lt; ild rout me of allair.-.

Then who is to be at the head of this confederacy?
Charles Albert ? Yes, if he chooses, so hm-- as the work
of driving out the Au&amp;gt;trian remain.- to be d-oTie. Hut after
that work is completed? You have then republican
jealousy and aimno.-ity. Tuscan, Lombard. Venetian. Sicilian.

Neapolitan, and Ionian jealon-ie- and ambitions against
him. and not

e;isy to be conciliated with I iedmontese su

premacy. The pope? He ivfu.-es; and if he did not,
would the other nations of Kun.pe consent that the common
father of the faithful .-hould add to his authority as pontiff
that of temporal pre-ident or prince of one o f the most
powerful Lm-opean nations? If they did consent, how long
could he maintain hi.- position, if his parliament or con-
gress should insist &amp;lt;m his adopting some measure, as tempo
ral prince, which he could not approve, or which would be

incompatible with his relations, as sovereign pontiff? If
his temporal authority is absolute, we knowVhat his subjects
will be constantly rebelling; if it is limited, the recent
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conduct of the Roman people teaches us what he would have
to expect, if lie should cross their wishes. Some Mamiani
or Cicerouachio would be preferred to him as a leader,
and exile, imprisonment, or death would await him, unless he
humored and complied with what might be the crotchet in

their heads for the moment. If the Italians can form a

federative state &quot;and maintain
it, a state which secures order

arid liberty, we shall be glad ;
but we have seen nothing

in their recent or past conduct to assure us that this is pos
sible. Instead of manifesting due regard for the Holy
Father, however much they may scream. Evviva Pio Nona!
the tendency, as far as we can see, is to subject the church
to the state. We refer not now to their clamor against the

Jesuits, although their scandalous persecution of that illus

trious order is sufficient to make all reasonable men distrust

them, but to the recent measures proposed by the liberal

ministry of Sardinia, which are in open violation of the
concordat with the church, and would bring, if adopted, the-

whole body of the clergy of both orders under the surveil
lance of a lay commission, and subject every pastoral of a

bishop to a lay censorship. Only one step more needs to
be taken, that is, appoint a number of infidel laymen to
write the pastorals of the bishops and the sermons to be

preached by the clergy and you have the church in the
condition desired by^ your Michelets and Quinets. The
Italians may be firm Catholics at bottom, but some of them
have, we must confess, a queer way of manifesting their
faith and piety. We say frankly, tliat the aspect of&quot;affairs

in Italy seems to us even less promising than in France.
Hut the revolutions in Germany strike us more favorablv

than those of either France or Italy. The Germans seem
to us, after Pius IX., to be the only Europeans who in these

days have retained their senses arid given proofs of a little

statesmanship. Larnartine is a poet &quot;and an orator, a master
of line sentiments and fine phrases, a great and well-mean

ing man, if you will; but that he is a&quot; statesman, that he
comprehends the problems of the state and the proper con
stitution of its powers, he has yet to prove. The other
Frenchmen whose names the revolution has brought up
are, as statesmen, too insignificant to command a second

thought. But there have certainly been some sound heads
at work in Germany, and we shall be somewhat disappointed,
if

&quot;

the thick-headed Dutchmen,&quot; as we call them, do not
redeem the political character of the nineteenth century.

VOL. XVI 9
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The ( ierman ic revolutions have stopped short with a

modified cnnst it in ioiulism. somewhat after the Kngli-h
inodcl.ii is true; hut this is not tin- feature in tlicni we
most admin . The ^reat tiling, and which. we think, will

turn out to In- the &quot;Teat event of the auv. is th&quot; reconstruc-

tioji id tin- (ierman empire, destroyed bv Napoleon in I.MM!.

MI- the red in-t it nt ion. on an improved plan, ot the whole ot

(iermanv into one errand federative state. The important
feature in the movement is the adoption ot federalism as

the counterpoise of cent ralism. the characteristic principle
of feudalism, and that which lias made and still makes the

:dorv of our American ^overnment. The French may
t anev that they are adopting, in sub-taiice. the American

.-v-tem : hin thev are mistaken. They do not adopt it all.

Their sv.-tem is democratic centralism. They merely ex

change their centrali/ed monarchy for a eentrali/.ed democ-

racv. - one form of
de&amp;gt;poti.-m

for another, and thus, as we

-av. oniv jump from the frying-pan into the lire.&quot; Hut.

alth iiiu li there i&amp;gt; a tendencv anion^&amp;gt;t
us resulting trom

foreign iiitluences to this centralized democracy, our politi

cal sv.-tem is a federative democracy, dividing the powers
of iiovernmeiit lietweeii the general government and the

-everal &amp;gt;1ate ^-overnmeiits. It is thi&amp;gt; divi&amp;gt;ion that u ives to

government all it&amp;gt; stren^tli and permanence, and it.-

amiralile i actical workinii s.
I&amp;gt;e&amp;gt;troy

this division, hreak

nion. and rotore to each state all the

ent. or alorli ;&amp;gt;11 the powej-s in one

eminent, and order and treedom would

anarchy or despotism would instantly

en&amp;gt;ue. Thi&amp;gt; i.- wherefori we look for no a ood results from

the French revolution. Their old revolution ellaced the

provinces, and de.-troyed the conditions ol a federal repub
lic : and a centralixcd deniocracy is a despotism, except
where the irreat hody of the people are Catholic, really

Catholic, and the church is independent.
lint the (iermans. havinir providentially the recpiisite

condition.- of a federative state, adopt all the essential

features of our American system. The plan proposed by
the diet at Frankfort unites all ( iermany in one federative

state, dividing the powers of government, between the

federal u-overnment, or empire, and the, several particular

states already existing, and ii iiaranties through the empire
to the people of the several states certain rights or liberties

in face of the local governments. The idea is grand and

sound, and when adopted and perfected in detail, as we
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doubt not it will be. it will, after ours, be the most perfect
system of government, in our judgment, that is now practic
able. It will secure order and efficiency, on the one hand.
and the freedom of the subject, on the other, placing the
nation at once under shelter from despotism and from an

archy. It appears to us practicable ;
for the empire still

lives in the traditions and recollections of the German peo
ple, and its introduction requires no violent change in their

habits, and no sharp separation of their present and future
from their past. We permit ourselves to hope that some
thing will be gained for European politics by this Germanic
movement, and if it succeeds as well as it ought to succeed,
we may expect great results from it. The restoration of
Polish nationality, and the reconstitution of the Polish

kingdom or republic, must follow; the further advance of
Russia \vill be effectually checked

; Hungary will gain her

independence of Austria, and, if she retains her faith, take

possession of the East of Europe, compel the Turks to raise
their camp and depart, plant the cross anew on St. Sophia,
and reconsecrate the city of Constantino.

In what we have said, we have aimed to settle certain

principles, which should guide us in judging of the recent
events in Europe, and in our efforts to turn them to the ac
count of liberty and social well-being. These are stirring:

events, and it were easy to grow eloquent over them, quite
easy for us, for we should have only to repeat the phrases
our young enthusiasm supplied us with eighteen years ago,
on the occasion of the French revolution of July, lS30. But
mere words cannot charm us as they did then; and we look
now to things, and not to fine phrases, though the fine

phrases of a Lamartine. We have heard many a time the

big words,
&quot;

LIBERTY, EQUALITY, FRATERNITY.&quot; Nay, we
have sometimes pronounced them. They are not difficult

words to pronounce ;
to secure their true import is the diffi

cult thing. The European populations have proved them
selves able to pronounce them

;
whether they are able to

understand and realize their meaning, time must show. If
these recent events secure an increase of political and social

well-being, if they secure to the people, the great body of
the toiling, and suffering, and uncomplaining people, some
alleviation of their burdens, and some chance to enjoy the
fruits of their labor in peace, we shall be thankful for

them, and half ready to pardon the miserable demagogues
and phrasemongers who have brought them about.
The views we have presented we have deemed worthy of
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the consideration of our own countrymen. This country is

in a position to exert great influence on the reorganization
of Kurope. and it is important that it should exert an influ

ence in favor of true freedom. To do this, we must let for

eigners understand that the democracy of our newspapers is

not the democracy of our institutions, hut the democracy
which we keep for electioneering purposes; and that they
must beware how they take it to he the principle of our

national growth and prosperity. If tliev imitate us in that,

thev will oiilv imitate us in what we have borrowed from

them, and which onlv serves to disturb the working of our

own indigenous system, -to peril its existence.

And not for foreigners only are tliese views necessary.
Foreigners do not comprehend our American system of

politics, and thev almost invariably imagine that the demo
cratic element is the only legitimate element that we recog
nize, that in which our whole political order takes, its rise,

and in accordance with which it is to he interpreted. Con

sequently, all the influences which operate upon us from
abroad tend direcilv to convert our mixed government into

pure democratic centralism, which is to genuine republican
ism what despotism is to monarchy. Moreover, the same
influence is exerted by our thousands of fanatics and phi-
lanthn pists. in great part home-born and home-bred, who no

sooner get a crotchet into their heads than they agitate to

transfer it. forthwith, to the statute-books. It is necessary,
then, that we be on our guard. (Jur fathers established no

system of absolutism, democratic or monarchical. They
divided the power- of government bet ween the general gov
ernment and the state governments, and, by dividing, lim

ited them; which made liberty possible. All power, in

deed, under God. emanates from the people, and is exercised

bv iliem. through their representatives, but only in a legally
lixed and determinate! mode, as binding on the people them
selves as on their public servants. The people exist and can

exercise their power only according to law; and thus our

government is a government of law, and not of mere will,

and therefore a free government. Let ns look well to it,

that, in our admiration of European revolutionists and

French centralism, we do not suiter this admirable system
of government to be corrupted, to grow into a centralized

democracy, and we, ere we apprehend danger, find ourselves

in a worse condition than that from which the Old World
is now making such terrible efforts to redeem itself, and, we

fear, making them in vain.
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[From Brownson s Quarterly Review for October, 1849.]

IN the article on Recent European Events, written before

we had received the news of the memorable socialist insurrec

tion in June, 18-tS, which it took four days of hard fighting to

suppress, and which resulted in the victory of the party of

order under General Cavaignac, we feared that the moderate

party, attempting to conciliate the revolutionary party by

compromise, would destroy themselves and prepare the

triumph of anarchy or despotism, and we regarded Ledru-

Rollin as not unlikely to turn out to be a stronger man than

Lamartine.

At that time Lamartine was the great man of the revolu

tion, and Ledru-Kollin was apparently without influence.

Yet events have proved, what we then supposed to be true,

that the latter was from the first the real leader of the rev

olutionary party. He is a bold, reckless demagogue, not

without talent of a certain kind, with a determinate end in

view, which he is prepared to seek at any and every hazard,
a daring and unscrupulous revolutionary chief, who cares

not how much virtue he tramples upon, how many hearts he

wounds, how much blood he spills, or how much misery he

causes, if he can accomplish his purposes. Such a man, in

times of disorder and confusion, is always sure to have a

strong and determined party, and never ceases to be danger
ous so long as he lives.

On the other point on which we expressed our views, our

fears have not been fully justified. The party of order, the

moderates, as they were then called, have proved them
selves stronger and more resolute and energetic than we
dared hope ;

but the red-republicans, though defeated, have

not yet been vanquished, or ceased to be formidable
;
and

the party of order are yet far from having gained a definitive

victory. One thing, however, they have gained.
&quot; The

state,&quot; we said, &quot;cannot be constituted on the revolutionary

principle, nor recognize the right of the people to abolish

the government ;
for every state must have as its basis the

* The Law of tlie Press. Speech of Count de Montalembert, in the French

Legislative Assembly, Julv 21, 1849.
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right ot the state to command, and the duty of the citi/en
to

obey.&quot;
&quot;The revolutionary party,&quot;

we said, must be
arrested, or it will subvert the new institutions before they
get I airly into operation. Kverv sober 1* rend i man appears
now to be well convinced of this. Three times, within less

than eighteen months, the revolutionary party has attempted
to subvert the very republican institutions it had forced upon
the country, and France seems now to be thoroughly con
vinced that her regeneration must come from order and lib

erty, not from revolution and anarchy. She has taken her
.-tand on the side of the former against the latter, solemnly
proclaimed. No more revolution, no more destruction, no
more anarchy ; but whether she will be able to maintain the

very just and common-sense position she has assumed remains
to he seen. Thus far. she has maintained it tirmlv, and,
under the circumstances, nohlv: and the u-overnment of

Louis Napoleon, thus far, deserves the gratitude of Europe
and the ( hristian world.

Hut the enemies ot order, of society itself, are in France
and in entire Europe neither few nor inactive, and he who
to-day counts on the speedy triumph of authority in the

European nations, and the restoration of social peace, will

most likely be deceived. A large portion of the people have
been corrupted, and the infection spreads from the cities and
towns into the villages and country. In the earlier half of

the eighteenth century, it was the higher classes -kin^s.
nobles, and even, to some extent, the clergy who were cor

nipt, who had lost their faith, despised morals, and dreamed
of a sensual paradise. The bulk of the people, especially
the peasantry, were comparatively sound and virtuous.

Now, it is or is becoming the reverse. The French revolu

tion of 17 s
. chastised and corrected the upper classes, and

they are now in general the most upright, moral, and re

ligious portion of the community; but the lower classes

have taken the infection, have learned to scoff at religion,
and ceased to look for a celestial recompense, or to believe

in immortality. They become the ready instruments of

base and unscrupulous demagogues, combustibles, which
a licentious press can at any moment kindle for a universal

conflagration. In all European countries there are plenty
of educated scoundrels, especially Poles and Italians, ready
to inflame them with their incendiary appeals, and of able

military men to conduct them in their nefarious war against

society, and plenty of decently dressed sympathizers in
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England and the United States to cheer them on, to pass

resolutions in their favor, and even to vote to send them a

flair. Under these circumstances, we cannot Imt apprehend
a protracted struggle, although as to the ultimate issue we

have no fears.

Unquestionably, for the party of order, one of the first

and most important means of self-defence and of the pre
servation of society is to restrain, as far as possible, the

radical press. In this country, we hold the freedom of the

press sacred, and regard its censorship with horror
;
and

not without reason, for here the imbecility of the press
renders it comparatively harmless, and we have few motives

to rebellion. Englishmen and Americans have little con

fidence in ideas, believe in few things except roast-beef

and plum-pudding. They retain much of the old Anglo-
Saxon character, and seldom feel, except in the pocket and

the stomach. Thev have been bred under Protestantism,

which disdains logic, and renders reason superfluous. Prot

estantism blunts the intellect, destroys confidence in prin

ciples, and superinduces a habit of stopping midway in a

chain of reasoning. People trained under it never find any

difficulty in asserting premises, and denying the conclusions

which legitimately flow from them. Besides, it is an Anglo-
Saxon characteristic, never to put one s self in the way of

learning what is repugnant to one s prejudices. The Anglo-
Saxon takes a paper, not to learn what he ought to think,

but to learn from it what he already thinks. If a journal
advocates a view contrary to his own, or to what he has a

vague suspicion is his own, he eschews it, or resolutely re

fuses to believe one single word it says. The press, has,

therefore, little other influence, in England and this country,
than it exerts by expressing already existing views of the

several coexisting parties, and no more influence on the

ultimate action of either country than the speeches in con

gress have on the final vote of the house, which, it is said,

is just nothing at all. We can therefore understand no

reason why, in England and the United States, the press
should not be perfectly free ; for in both, though preten

tious, it is, comparatively, uninfluential. It rarely strength
ens or weakens a party, rarely determines any public meas

ure, or affects the final issue of any public contest. Things
would go on without, pretty much as they do with it, while

it operates as a sort of safety-valve to the superfluous steam

of demagogues.
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But on the continent of Kurope. the case is altogether
different. Mental culture there is of a superior order to
what it is in (ireat Britain, or in our own countrv, and the

people are more disposed to act in conformitv to their

principles. 1 here is and always has been in the continental
nations more mental freedom than in (treat Britain, and
there is more in (Jreat Britain than in the I nited States.
Of all civili/ed countries, ours has the least freedom of

thought, and is, not by the laws, but by the manners, habits,
and customs ol the people, subjected to an intolerable
mental slavery, unequalled elsewhere. He is a brave man
who. anioti^ us, dares publish his honest convictions; and
he is a still braver man who dares examine convictions con

trary to his own with candor and impartialit v. We are the
trees! people in the world- on paper, but in realitv, espe
cially in the interior world, the most enslaved. But on the
continent of Kurope. even with those who have thrown off

the Catholic faith, there remain some traces of Catholic
culture, a respect for intellect, for systematic thought,
and a strong feeling that what a man holds to be truth he
should seek to reduce to practice. Hence the press has
there, and must have, an influence for --ood or for evil, of
which we, in this country, can form no conception; not,

because the European populations are more ignorant than
our people. l)Hi because, in reality, they have more mental
freedom, are more logical, and have received a superior in

tellectual culture.

Ill revolutionary times, the press, with these populations, is

.1 tremendous engine ;
and a ivvolutionarv press cannot co

exist with public peace and safety. It is absolutely neces-
-arv. i! order is to he preserved, if revolutions are to be
arrested, and liberty consolidated, that the law should re
strain tin- license of the journals, and suppress them, as

promptly
as it would arrest and imprison the conspirator.

The journal is a conspirator; its words are deeds, and must
&quot; prevented; for it is too late to punish them after they
have been spoken. As well illicit you consider it a suf
ficient precaution to lock the stable door after the colt has
been stolen.

Entertaining these views, and believing no government
can fulfil its mission if perpetually assailed with impunity,
we were amoni;- those, though a violent liberal at the time,
who. with the late Secretary Livingston, approved the
famous September laws of Louis Philippe, restraining the
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seditious press. We cannot but rejoice, then, that the pres
ent French government has had the courage and firmness

to propose and adopt similiar laws. The necessity and the

motives of the recent French legislation on the press, are

forcibly expressed in the masterly speech in its defence of

Count de Montalembert, made in the legislative assembly,

July 21st. M. de Montalembert was a member of the

former chamber of peers ; he is a man without ambition,
a man of extraordinary talents, of a highly cultivated and

polished mind, a genuine orator, a sincere Catholic, and the

acknowledged political leader of the Catholic party in

France. In times past, we feared that he had a taint of

liberalism, and that he would not bear up with sufficient

firmness against the revolutionary and socialistic ideas of

the age. Nobly has he disappointed us, and earned the

reputation of being, if not the first, one of the very first

Catlmlic laymen of Europe. The speech was received by
the assembly with unbounded applause, and proved a ter

rible blow to the Mountain, whom it virtually silenced.

Count de Montalembert is very far from asserting that

the Catholic party, under Louis Philippe, were wrong in

opposing the government, or implying that their motives

were not justifiable, or that the ends they sought were not

both legitimate and desirable; all he means to censure is

the manner in which they conducted their opposition, or the

spirit and tendencies they indirectly and unintentionally en

couraged. In this lie is doubtless right. Our pages, and
the liberal censures of some of our friends, amply prove,

that, long before the explosion of February, 1848, we were
convinced that the Catholic political party in France, and
wherever else it was in opposition, yielded too much to the

so-called liberalists of the day, and were not sufficiently care

ful to mark the line which separates loyal and conservative

from factious, radical, and destructive opposition. M. de
Montalembert is himself now aware of this, and, with that

candor which belongs to all manly natures, lie frankly ac

knowledges it
;
and we doubt not, that, if the illustrious

O Connell had lived to witness the events of the last two

years, we should have had his acknowledgments to the same
effect to place along side of those of his scarcely less illus

trious friend.

The age in which we live is by no means one whose spirit
can be safely followed. Man is a social being, and demands

society ; society is impossible without even a strong and
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stable uovernment ; and a strong and stable uovernment can

not exist, when 1 the great body of the people fail to respect
it, and a lai ^e mi nor it \ arc actually en paired in undermining
ii&amp;gt; authority, and farming conspiracies and fomenting insur

rections ai; ain&amp;gt;t it. The presumption is always in favor of

the tiovernment, and against al! who seek its overthrow,
whether. as to its form, it i&amp;gt; monarchical, aristocratic, or

democratic. It is not for it to prove it&amp;gt;elf in the right, lint:

for i lnc who
oppo&amp;gt;e

it to prove; themselves free from crime .

The rebel against established and legal authority is guilty of

the 1 blackest crime of which man can he guiltv against so

ciety. lie is even a rebel against the church, for she enjoins
obedience to such a-overnment, a rebel against (iod, for all

legitimate powei
1

is from (iod. and whoever resists it resists

(iod, and incurs damnation. Vet the age sympathizes with

everv rebel. Wherever it finds a party in revolt against
antlioritv, in arms against their legitimate sovereign, it

blesses them; and it has oiilv ciii se^ and execrations tor

those who ^eiieroiislv shed their blood in defence of society
against them. It pi oiioinices the traitor taken in arms

again&amp;gt;t
hi.- go\-ernment, and shot as he desei-ves, a glorious

martvr; and pious journalists -pious after a satanic fashion

-di] their liandkercliiefs in hi&amp;gt; blood, and ]reserve them as

sacred relies. The people rejoice over the victories of the

insurrectionists, and weep over their defeats, but have; not

one generous tear to shed over the brave soldiers who are

murdered in their heroic endeavours to preserve social order,

and whatever else is deal 1 and sacred to the unperverted
human heart. Their heroes and model men are such enemies
of (iod and man, of society and true liberty, such mis

creants, as the Ma/./ nis, the Kosstiths, the Ledru-Iiollins,

the Blums, the Bern.-, the ( iaribaldis,- -
-vile&quot; criminals, de

serving nothing but the extreme vengeance
1 of the law, and

the exe-cration of every man who has a human heart. As

long as such is the spirit of the age, it behooves every one to

take care- how he embarrasses the governme iit, or exercises

e-vem his constitutional right of opposition. The great dan

ger now is everywhere, not in the strength, but in the weak

ness, of authority ; and all good men are bound in conscience

te&amp;gt; labor to increase respe ct for it, to lessen its embarrass

ments. and to smooth the way for its free and beneficent

action.

Let it not be supposed for a moment, because 1 we thus

speak, that we holel a legal, linn, and judicious opposition
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to such inoasures of government as are believed to bo con

trary to the common weal to bo uncatholic. or that it is un-
catliolic to demand a redress of grievances, if real griev-
ances, not imaginary, or to labor for the melioration of

society and the advancement of civilization. This, certainly,

may be done, but it must be done with wisdom and discre

tion, wirh loyalty of heart, with profound respect for all

legal authority, and a sincere regard for the permanence and

stability of the existing government. A weak government,
which is constantly assailed, which finds only enemies in its

subjects, and is obliged to constant vigilance and effort, not
to perform the ordinary functions of government, but to

preserve its own existence, is in no condition to prove a

blessing to the country ; and they who constantly assail it

and compel it to bend all its energies to its own preservation
have no right to complain if it prove even a curse. In times
like these, all loyal subjects, all good citizens, all honest men.
should rally around authority, and uphold the &amp;lt;rovernment,

even if not so wise or so perfect as they could wish it, even
if it has committed, or commits, grievous faults, and fails to

secure all the good they have a right to expect from it.

AVo are not disposed to censure with much severity the

political conduct of the Catholic party in France, or in other
countries where it has found itself in the opposition, for it

is suffering severely the penalty of its mistakes, and now
appears to be generally aware of them, and to be doing all

that can reasonably be expected to repair them. From 1830
to 1848, it yielded too much to the radical spirit of the age,
and too often made common cause \vith the so-called liber

als, whose principles are subversive of all order, and of so

ciety itself, and against whom it is now obliged to wage war
to the knife. The heresy of La Mennais and his associates,
who proposed a sort of alliance between Catholicity and

radicalism, has not been unfruitful. It was promptly con
demned at Rome, and disavowed by all who had shared it.

except its unhappy author
;
but its subtile poison, neverthe

less, contined to spread far and wide in the Catholic body.
We detected it occasionally in some of the masterly speeches,
before the revolution of February, of Montalembert him
self, and in the writings of .Father Lacordaire

;
and we found

it in nearly all its virulence! in the famous Funeral Oration
on O Connell by Padre Ventura, who even attempted to

make the world believe that he was merely expressing the
views of Pius IX. The terrible consequences of making,
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or appearing to make, common cause in politics witli the
radical party throughout Kurope. from which voun&amp;lt;; enthu
siasts hoped so much, both for society mid the church, have

pretty well developed themselves during the last two vears,

and are now apparent to all who have eyes, or who are not
.-truck with judicial blindness. The mad attempt, it is now
seen and admitted, must eventuate, as far as possible, in the
destruction of both church and state.

\\ e claim no credit for having foreseen and warned our
readers of this. &quot;When a liberal, a radical, we had studied
the .-uhject. and had regarded the policy recommended bv
the neo-Catliolics, as they were called, as highly favorable to

the views we then held, and as hostile to all in church and
.-rate to which we were ourselves opposed ; it was not diffi

cult for us. when we had ceased to belong to the &quot;move

ment,&quot; and had. through the mercy of (iod. been admitted
into the church, to see that it was directly hostile to everv

thing we must, as a ( atholic, uphold as. dear and sacred.
We had no new discovery to make, no new investigations
to go through ; we had only to oppose as a Catholic what
we had approved as hostile to Catholicity when we were
oiirselve,- ho-tile to it ; we had no new judgment to form,
tor the judgment we had from the lir.-r formed was its con
demnation in the view of every intelligent Catholic. We
need not

.-ay that events have justified our judgment, nor
adduce the acknowledgments so frankly made by the illus

trious leader of the Catholic political party in France, as

our answer to those mistaken, but no doubt well-meaning,
Iriends who have abused us for it. This is no time for

boa-ting or for recrimination. Our duty as Catholics, here
and elsewhere, is to break loose from any connection we
may have had with radicals, and parties animated by a Jac
obinical, insurrectionary, or socialistic spirit, to return to

the maxim- of a sound political science, and to labor to re-

Construct and consolidate social order. We must call things
by their right names, and bestow our sympathy, not on rebel

chiefs and insurrectionary bodies, but on men of loyal hearts
and firm, principles, who stand, in these trying times, by
authority, and are ready at any sacrifice to save society from

complete shipwreck. We must look upon the praise of
such journals as the New York Tribune and the Boston

Chronotype as a deep disgrace.
We confess that we were obliged to draw upon our Catho

lic faith for relief, when we heard the whole Protestant, in-
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fidel, and socialistic world applauding Pius IX. to tlie echo.

when we saw a Horace Greeley reporting, and a New
York sympathy meeting, approved by a William IT. Seward

and a Ben. Franklin Butler, adopting, an address to the

&quot;venerable Father&quot; of Christendom, when we found

multitudes of the faithful half frantic with joy at the sup

posed popularity of the head of their church with the ene

mies of (rod and man
;
and we even breathed freer when

the mob took possession of the Eternal City, and the Holy
Father sought an asylum at Gaeta. Those shouts of &quot;Long-

live Pius IX. !&quot; from infidel throats, would, if any thing

could, shake a Catholic s faith in the promises of our Lord

to Peter. We must be traitors to God and criminals to

societv in order to command the sincere applause of our age ;

and whenever we find ourselves commended by any of the

popular organs of the day, we should retire and make our

exainen of conscience, and ask, with fear and trembling,
&quot;O Lord, what iniquity hath thy servant committed, that

the wicked praise him?&quot; Redress of grievances, the melio

ration of society, and the advancement of civilization, are to

be effected, if at all, through government, not by overthrow

ing it and resolving society into chaos. The nonsense vent

ed&quot; about &quot;the
people,&quot; &quot;popular governments,&quot;

&quot;democra

cies,&quot;
&quot; the republic democratic and social,&quot; we shall do well

to despise, and to remember that our first duty is &quot;to fear

God and honor the
king,&quot;

that is, the prince, the sovereign

authority of the state. &quot;We shall do well to remember, that

allegiance is a duty, and disobedience except when the

prince commands what is contrary to God s law is criminal
;

that loyalty is a virtue, and rebellion a crime punishable by
all laws, human and divine. Wherever you see a party at

war with the government, hold them for traitors, rebels, de

serving your deepest execration, till you ha.ve clear and in

dubitable evidence to the contrary. Give no ear to the

modern blasphemous absurdities of &quot;the sacred right of in

surrection,&quot; an absurdity in keeping with the character of

Sir Charles Gnyidison Cromwell La Fayctte, as Carlyle not

inaptly calls him, with whom, so far as we are informed, it

originated, but which every loyal citizen and honest man
hears with horror and disgust.
What will be the result of the present state of things in

France we have no means of determining. We believe

France is pretty thoroughly aroused tj the dangers of red-

republicanism, or socialism, and we do not think that her
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principal danger just now is to bo apprehended from that,
quarter. Judging from sue], ,// ;l, we ] iavr 1)(

,

f(()
.

(l 1H WQ
should say that her present danger is from the party repre
sented by such men a, I)e Tocqueville, the present minister

foreign affairs. These men are destitute of all true
statesmanship; they are meiv theorists, who have not the

r
.

() Perceive that a policy that might be admissiblewhen the question is the gradual restriction of an authority
too unlimited for

liberty, must be wholly misplaced when
the question is the reconstruction of power and the reestab-
ishment ot order. They are not exactly socialists; they are
not exactly democrats; they reject and accept a little of all

parties, and pass for moderate, judicious men; but beino-
on without any consistent principles of their own men o?

compromise, neither exactly one thin- nor another, and ap
pealing to no great and commanding principle in the national

;&amp;gt;nud
or heart, they cannot but prove themselves utterly

impotent to found a strong and stable government, such as
I ranee now needs.
We know not when we have read any thinir which more

disgusted us than the brief report which has appeared in
the papers ol I),- Tocqueville s speech in the great debate in
the assembly on the affairs of Rome. The intervention of
France in those

affairs, if undertaken in good faith for the
purpose of rescuing the Roman people from the oppression

the foreign rabble, miscreants, and vagabonds callimr
themselves the Roman republic, to put an end to the sacrf-
ge that was

daily committed, and to restore the Holy Father
to the exercise of his temporal sovereignty, was noble and
generous, honorable to her government, and not undeserv
ing the gratitude of Christendom; but if undertaken merelythe purpose of establishing French influence in Italy,and of imposing restraints on an independent sovereign, as
the

^Minister asserts, it was mean, contemptible, wholly un
justifiable, and utterly disgraceful to France and her ex
temporary rulers. We wish to believe the French govern
ment was governed by the more honorable motives, and we
would fain hope that the explanation of the minister will
turn out to be as false as the motives it implies are unjustand contemptible. Hut even if so, it proves the weakness,the wickedness, and the blunder of the minister. France
is Catholic; let men say what they will, the great majorityof her people are Catholic; and no government, not admin
istered in accordance with Catholic principles, can hope to
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restore her internal peace, or to take; a strong hold upon her

affections. There are hut two principles in French society,
the Catholic principle and the .socialistic. and no govern

ment can live, and perform the proper functions of govern
ment, that does not make its election, and conform strictly
to the one or the other of these. The French government
must be Catholic or socialist. Socialist it cannot be, for

socialism is incompatible even with the existence of human
society. It must, then, be Catholic ; and if so frankly, if it

take care to do nothing to wound the Catholic conscience,
and make its appeal boldly to the Catholic principle, it will

have but little difficulty, and may easily correct the defects

of its present constitution, and secure the blessings of liber

ty and internal peace.
But men of the i)e Tocqueville stamp who in politics

are what Anglicans are in religion ;
who have no decided

religious belief or principle, but up to a certain extent pre
tend to patronize all religions; who are really infidels at

heart, without the energy to avow it -are wholly unequal
to the courage and wisdom of adopting that which is not,

in fact, more injurious and offensive to Catholics than direct

and open opposition. Their wisdom consists in attempting
to hold the balance oven between them and socialists. the

maddest, or rather the silliest, policy imaginable. In at

tempting this policy they will destroy the republic, for it

will leave them without a party. It is the policy to mad
den the socialists, and to disgust and alienate the Catholics,
without whose cordial support no government in France
can stand.

If Louis Napoleon himself approves the policy of the

De Tocqueville portion of his ministry, he is far less of a

statesman than we have supposed him, than we have been
anxious to believe him. Fine speeches in praise of religion
which mean nothing, and acts positively injurious to it, will

not regenerate France. The government that admits the

necessity of religion and morality, as the basis of social

order, betrays its folly no less than its infidelity, if it begins
by claiming authority over religion, instead of setting an

example of submission to it, We can assure Prince Louis

Xapoleon, that the former liberal opposition will prove as

impotent for good to France as the now clefunct Nationals^
who came into power with the revolution of February, have

proved themselves
;
and if he wishes to prove that he is not

a mere name, he will as far as depends on him, throw the
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government info the hands of men who do not presume to

sit in judgment on Almighty (tod, and who have linn and
fixed j)rinc,ip!es, religions a- well as political. Away with

your Odillon Barrot-. voiir I )e Tocquovillcs and Dul aures,

and call to voiir aid. not a mongrel cabinet, hut a cahinet of

decided and iinitonn principle-, composed entirely of such

men as I )e Falloux. I)e Tracy, and the noble I)e M&quot;ont;i-

lembert, men who are not ashamed to avow themselves

believers in (Jod, and obedient and loving sons of his church.

Heed not the clamor of inlidels. a&quot;d men who ailed a hom
age for religion in general and despise all religion in par
ticular. The ( atholic porrioti is the only sound portion of

the population of Frailer, and is, as it was in the time of

the lirsl con-ul. I he onlv poi-iioii on which anv government
that wislies to be strong and stable can rely for its support.
If this policy is not pursued, we think the republic will be

short-lived, and what will -nrreed we need not undertake to

eon iect lire.

sii\\nv Mr.riKK: ni&amp;lt; IRISH LIBKRTY.*

(From Brownson s Quarterly Heview for January. 1S49.J

WK have no respect for the ordinary run of novels,

whether written by ( atholics, Protestants, or infidels; hut

we have never thought of opposing all works of fiction,

nor, indeed, all works whose principal aim is to amuse.
% All work and no play makes -lack a dull

boy.&quot;
Relaxa

tion is one of the necessaries of life, and innocent amuse

ment, moderately indulged, contributes to the health of the

mind as well as to that of the body. We object to novels

in general, because they are sentimental, and make the in

terest of their readers centre in a story of the rise, prog

ress, and termination of the affection or passion of love.

Sentimental tales, whatever the natural sentiment they are

intended to illustrate, are seldom unobjectionable; for they
almost inevitably tend to destroy all vigor and robustness

of character, and to render their readers weak and sickly.

* Shandy M Quire, or Tricks upon Travellers: a Slory of the North of
Ireland. By PAUL PEPPEKOHASS, Esq. New York : 1848.
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But even if intrusted with the censorship, we should never

think of placing such works as Shandy M* Guire on the

Index. We are, indeed, far from regarding it as faultless,

either in style or matter, but we recognize in its author a

robust and healthy mind, true manliness of thought and

feeling, and genius of a high order. It is brilliant, full of

wit and humor, and genuine tenderness and pathos. It is

evidently the production of a scholar, a Catholic, and a

patriot, and we trust is but the harbinger of many more
works like it. which are to be welcomed from the same
source. With his rare genius, uncommon abilities, rich

cultivation, brilliant yet chaste imagination, warmth of

heart, inirthfillness, poetic fancy, artistic skill, and dramatic

power, the author cannot fail, if he chooses, to attain to the

highest excellence in the species of literature he has se

lected.

Shandy M Guire is the production of an Irishman, and
a genuine Irish story. None but an Irishman, and a Cath
olic Irishman, could have written it. It is a tale, or rather

a gallery of pictures, of the North of Ireland, in which the

Irishman is presented to us as he is and as he ought to be.

It gives us a lively and correct view of the actual state of

things in that part of the island, of the actually existing
relations between the Catholics and Protestants, the land

lords and their tenantry, the tyranny and intrigues prac
tised by the former and their cold-blooded agents, and the

oppressions, wrongs, and insults endured by the latter. It

enables us to see all for ourselves, and to take nothing on
mere hearsay. It sets us down in the county Donegal,
and permits us to judge for ourselves. It makes us feel

the insults heaped upon the unoffending and powerless peo
ple. We grow indignant at slandered innocence, as we see

the poor and the virtuous oppressed, driven out to perish of

famine in the fields and highways, and we inwardly swear
we will strike for Ireland, and never desist till the tyrant
is humbled and Irishmen have their rights again. This, no

doubt, is the effect which the author has wished to produce
on his readers. His work is full of fun and frolic, but it

has been written with a serious and a lofty purpose. The
author has wished to arouse his countrymen to the assertion

of their rights and their national freedom. We honor him
for this, and we are pleased to find that he aims to do it

chiefly by appeals to their reverence for their religion, and
to their sense of their rights and dignity as men. In a few

VOL. XVI-10
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instances lie is on the point of forgetting perhaps does

forget the Christian and the man in the //vV/-man ; but,
in general, he appeals to his countrymen as men and Chris

tians, and places their cause on the broad ground of justice
and humanity, on which men not Irishmen may take* it up
and defend it as their own. He is a true patriot, but he

repels us by no morbid nationality of his own. and demands

justice to his countrymen without demanding injustice to

others. He does not merely excite pitv for Ireland, but he

makes us respect the Irish character; and we are sorry to

add. that his is almost the onlv work of a recent Irish pa
triot that we have seen of which we can say this -almost

the onlv work it will do to read, if one would think better

of Ireland and the Irish. It is well adapted to place the

Irish in a true li^ht, and will go far to redeem their char

acter with our countrymen from the ridicule and contempt
thrown upon it by the injudicious attempts of ignorant and

conceited editors, lecturers, and historians to exalt it.

1 nhappily for Ireland, it has long been her fate to find

her worst enemies in her own children, and to sutler more
from those who would defend than from those who would
traduce, her. She has rarely, if ever, spoken for herself.

Her best and soundest men have remained silent. Her
character has been left to the mercy of her Protestant

enemies, or. what i^ even worse, to her own conceited and

moonstruck patriots. The work before us leads us to hope
that a new era in her history is about to dawn

;
that, the

time has come when we may hear the genuine Irish voice,

not the melodious wail of Moore, exciting compassion, but

killing respect, not the voice of bombastic orators and

ignorant editors, turning even Irish virtue and nobility into

ridicule,- -but the voice of enlightened patriotism, of manly
feeling, sound sense, and practical judgment. Now that

the ill-judged attempt of Smith O Brien and his Young
Irelanders to get up an insurrection, which could only in

volve the country in all the horrors of civil war without

gaining any thing for national freedom, has failed, men who
are true Irishmen, who represent the sober sense, the en

lightened judgment, the faith and piety, the reasonable

hopes and practical tendencies of the Irish nation, may come
forward and speak without having their voices drowned in

the vociferations of a maddened crowd, wrought up to the

verge of insanity by unprincipled demagogues and fiery

agitators ;
and the moment they do come forward, the mo-
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ment they arc able to command attention and place them
selves at the head of affairs, the world will change its judg
ment of Ireland, the nation will respond to them witli heart

and soul, and the more serious of her grievances will be

speedily redressed. Ireland has such men, large numbers
of them, but they have hitherto stood back, and the world
has judged her only by the forth-putting youths, or inflated

patriots, whom they saw on every occasion taking the lead.

What wonder, then, that the world, wrhile it has pitied her

misfortunes, and wept over the tale of her sufferings, has
refused to respect her national character, or to believe her

deserving any thing better than subjection to England ?

The Irish patriots, even those whom under many rela

tions we love and honor, seem to us to have studied to make
a favorable impression on their own countrymen rather
than on Englishmen or Americans. The speeches of

O Connell. the political letters of several eminent prelates,
and the bold and daring editorials of The Nation, as well
fitted to operate upon the Irish mind, and really able and

eloquent, as they unquestionably are, do not always move
our Anglo-Saxon mind in the direction intended. They do
not win our confidence, convince our reason, or enlist our

feelings. We see their effect on the Irish mind and heart,
and ask, why is it that they have so little effect on English
men and Anglo-Americans ? Is it that Irish human nature
is essentially diverse from Anglo-Saxon human nature? It

cannot be ; for God has made of one blood all the nations
of the earth. Is it that Anglo-Saxons have no human feel

ings, no sense of justice, no generosity, no chivalric senti

ments? We scorn the insinuation. Is it that we have so

long listened to the calumniators of Ireland that we cannot
hear without prejudice any thing in her favor? It is false,
for the calumnies of her enemies often do more to awaken
our sympathies for her than the eulogiums of her friends.

There is nothing in Anglo-Americans, and we do not be
lieve even in the great body of the English themselves, of
that deep and inveterate prejudice against the Irish which
some Irishmen imagine. Burke was an Irishman, an Irish

patriot, and yet we cannot read a page of his writings on
Irish affairs without surrendering to him at discretion. He
instantly enlists all our sympathies in favor of his country
men, and we feel sure, as we read on, that the wrongs which

England has inflicted on Ireland have not yet been told,
and that the sufferings of the Irish people are greater than



have, been represented, greater than language can represent.
Here is a pi-nut , that. Anglo-Saxon as we are, we are not

prejudiced against the Iri.-h. and that it is nut true tliat \ve
ere &amp;lt; lit uiil v her eiieinit s.

Why is it tiiat we su readily yield tn liurke what we re
fine to these speeches, letters, and editorial.- . Is it not that
I urke writes for the An^lo-Saxmi mind, while these are
written fur the Iri&amp;gt;h mind? I .urke appeals to the limad
sense oi justice and humanity common to all men; these

appeal to Irish nationality, which only IrMimen can feel in
it&amp;gt; ( &quot;li rorce. To respond to them heartilv, we mu-t not

only recognize the justice of the &amp;lt; ipiainN of the Irish,

!&amp;gt;iit_

we mu&amp;gt;t, in snme sort, alijure our own race, our own
nation, .-in- nwn identity, and make ourselves Irishmen ; he

keep- the distinction ,,! races nut of sight, and oll ends us
neither by liis mistimed

prai&amp;gt;e
of the Celt, nor liv his mis

timed denunciation nf the Saxon. He places before us the

tyrant and hi&amp;gt; victim, and arms us in defence of his victim
again-t the tyrant, without exciting any pride or prejudice
ot. race; they keep before us always the fact, that the

tyrant is a Saxon and the victim a Celt, and even when
their authors have no intention, and are aciuallv uncon
scious, of doing it. They strike us as the outpourings of
the hoarded wrath of centuries, sinking us and our race to
hell. Kven their Catholicity has occasionally a Celtic
accent, and \ve half feel, as we read, that hatred of the
Saxon and desire of vengeance upon his guilty head are all

but essential to one s Christian character.
Now all this is very well, if the aim is simply to operate

&amp;lt;&amp;gt;n the Celtic population, to (ire their patriotism, and to
rouse them tocllurts for their country s liberation

; but very
unwi&amp;gt;e, if the authors wi.-h to enlist the sympathies and
energies ot Englishmen and Anglo-Americans in the cause
oi Ireland. It provokes the wrath or contempt of these,
wrath, if they regard the Iri&amp;gt;h as

&amp;gt;tn&amp;gt;ng, contempt, if they
look upon them as weak, and only giving utterance to mor
tified national vanity or wounded sensibility. It tends to
isolate the Iri&amp;gt;h, and to make them enemies where they
might ca.sily gain friends. Jt tends to convert what should
be a war against oppression for common

ju&amp;gt;tice
into a war

of races, in which the Iri&amp;gt;h must lose more than they can

gain. The Celtic may be the nobler, the more deserving
race, but it cannot be denied that the Anglo-Saxon is, at

present, the more powerful. It would seem, therefore, to
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be the trnc policy of Irish patriots to keep, as far as possi

ble, the distinction of races out of the question, and to be

careful not to bring the pride of the one race into conflict

with the pride of the other. In a struggle for Irish liberty

on the simple ground for justice, half of England would re

main neutral or side with Ireland
;
in a war of races, all

England to a man would arm against her. In the former

case, Ireland could command the moral influence of the

world, and the physical force of as many chivalric lances as

she would need
;
in the latter, she would be thrown entirely

on her own resources, and left to struggle single-handed.
We love and honor the Irish people, and hold their rights

as dear as our own, not. however, because they are Irish,

the descendants of Mi leg or Milesius, of whom we know

nothing, but because they share our common humanity,
are our neighbours and our brethren, whom we are com
manded to love as ourselves. They have fallen into the

hands of robbers, who have stripped and wounded them,
and left them half dead. We would pour the oil and wrine

into their wounds, and restore them to their health and pos
sessions. But if they should insist, that, before doing this,

we must abjure our Anglo-Saxon blood, and make ourselves

Celts, we should feel ourselves free to leave them as we
found them, with simple pity for their weakness or intoler

ant nationality. We are willing to leave them their iden

tity, but they must leave us ours, if they expect us to work
with them or for them.
We are well aware that many of the Irish patriots really

seek to avoid the contest of races, and labor to effect in

Ireland a union of all Irishmen, without distinction of race

or creed, for the liberty of their common country. But we
like this no better than the cry of &quot;Death to the Saxon,&quot;

for the union is practicable only on conditions which would

extinguish the old Celtic race and civilization, which we are

anxious to preserve. The Anglo-Saxons in Ireland those,

we mean, who retain their distinctive character, and have

not become absorbed in the original Celtic population are

the party which oppresses Ireland, and renders an effort for

freedom necessary. It is not England out of Ireland, but

England in Ireland, that causes the mischief. To call upon
England in Ireland to make common cause with the patriots
for the freedom of Ireland is only to call upon the tyrant to

make common cause with his victim.

The fact, that the union of parties has to be sought, to be
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labored for, is a proof that the two parties have not the
sune interest, and that the liberty wanted by the one is not
the Hbert y wanted by the other! If the interests of buth

parties wen; the same, their union would come of itself, as
a matter of course. As the case stands, it can he effected

only by a compromise, and that compromise must be all on
one side, a concession on the part, of the patriots of all that

they an; struggling for. The Celtic Irish, in order to ef-

fectjt,
must be able to make it for the interest of the An

glo-Irish to cut themselves loose from it, which they can do
only by consenting to become more completely their slaves
than they now are. The Anglo-Irish have no country but
England, and they regard Ireland as their country only in so
tar as it is inseparably united to England, and under the
British government. They cannot, then, be made to join
the patriots from love of country. To make them ab jmv
England, and adopt Ireland separated from England, voii

must give them something more than they can
&amp;lt;^et by union

with England. And what have you to give them / Thev
are now the ruling caste, and are sustained in their do
minion by their connection with the English government.
Ho\v will you make them believe it is for their interest to

sever that, connection, and to make common cause with von

against England, which sustains them in power over \ on,
unless you give them sufficient guaranties, in some shape, of
a more extended and complete dominion over you than thev
now have, or can have, if the connection with England con
tinues?

The union of races in Ireland, it is clear, is possible only
on the condition that the Celt consents to be swallowed up
in the Saxon. The Saxon must be continued as the ruling
race, and for Celtic Ireland we should have a Saxon Ireland.
The original population of the island, the oldest people now
known, retaining, perhaps, the earliest civilization of which

any traces have been preserved, would become graduailv
extinguished through slavery, or lost in the dominant race.

No friend to Ireland can wish this. We wish to see C&amp;lt; /ttc

Ireland preserved. AV
r
e would not see the old Irish nation

ality destroyed, or even weakened. We respect it, and
should regret to see the old Celtic civilization give wav to

the Anglo-Saxon. We may not like to have the Irishman

perpetually thrusting his nationality into our faces, telling
us, when he is pleased with us, that we have a great deal of
the Irishman in us, and cursing us as a Saxon dog when we
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are so unfortunate as to displease him, but we would not

see him less of an Irishman than he is. We are Saxon, and

intend to remain so; for we are not yet convinced that we
cannot be Catholic without being; Celtic

;
but we know few

tilings more ridiculous than the Irishman who disowns his

own order of civilization, and undertakes to pass for a Yan
kee. A yankeefied Irishman is a sorry sight. He has

abandoned the good qualities of his own race, without adopt

ing the good qualities of ours, and is merely a compound of

the had qualities of each. JSTo : let the Irishman remain an

Irishman, and the Anglo-Saxon remain an Anglo-Saxon ;

and while they study &quot;to love and respect each other as

brothers, let neither attempt or suppose that either ought to

be the other. Each has his peculiar excellences, and each

his peculiar defects, and it is not necessary to undertake to

strike the balance between them. We would have neither

swallowed up in the other. In our daydreams for Ire

land, we have pictured her rising from her thraldom, after

ages of oppression and misery, to her proper rank among
the nations of the earth, a genuine Celtic kingdom, retain

ing and transmitting the virtues and the glories of the old

Celtic race. The linion of Saxon and Celt on the soil of

Ireland for such an end is impossible, and any end for which

it could be effected would be opposed to it, and necessarily
tend to defeat it.

For the same reason, we are opposed to the call for a union

without distinction of creed. Celtic Ireland is at heart Cath

olic, and can be nothing else. Its essential character is gone,
if it ceases to be Catholic. Protestant Ireland is English,
and depends for its existence on the connection with Eng
land. Sever that connection, give the power to the national

party, and it would soon melt away before Catholic Ireland.

Protestant Ireland knows this. On what conditions, then,

will it make common cause with Catholic Ireland ? On the

condition that Catholic Ireland is to rule? Not at all. It-

will demand a guaranty that Catholic Ireland shall either

cease to be Catholic, or be subject to Protestant Ireland.

The Protestant cooperation can be purchased on no other

condition, unless we suppose the Protestants are prepared to

sign their own death-warrant as Protestants
;
and this guar

anty must be given in the shape of democracy, or in that of

indifferentism, for it can be given in no other. If the

patriots waive their Catholicity, put their church out of the

question, and make politics the paramount affair, the Prot

estant may consent to unite with them, if he is to run no



1^- SIIANDV M GUIUK: OK IKI-II I.IP.KUTV.

ureat pecuniary hazard
;
for lie knows verv well, that, when

&amp;lt; atholics sutler any interest to take precedence of their re

ligion, or when they become willing to forsake it for a tem
poral object, however laudahle in it-elf, there is verv little

r &quot; be I eared from it. I ml ilTeretitism is sui e to follow, and
then in religions matters the Prole-taut can liave everv
thin^ his own way. Democracy, which in a country like

Ireland must !&amp;gt;; Jacobinism, will afford him an equal guar
anty, and therefore in a Jacobinical revolution he miidit not
lie unwilling to engage; for he cannot hut see that a de

mocracy in Ireland would throw the whole power of the state
into the Protestant party, who are the principal owners of
the soil. The natural tendency of a deniocracv is to throw
the power ol the state into the hands of the property-holders
by the voluntary action of the party without propertv, and
t(/ engross a whole; people with their material interests. A.

people ruled by the representatives of money, and engrossed
with material interests, make hut sorry Catholics, such
Catholics as Protestants would have nothing to fear from.
Hut a democrat ie, 01- rather Jacobinical, Ireland under the
rule ot Protestant proprietors and indifferent demagogues,
bent only on material interots, would be any tiling but Cel
tic, Ireland, and do any tiling but preserve the old Celtic,

civilization and the primitive
1 virtues of the .Milesian race.

The call for a union of parties in Ireland without distinc
tion ol race or creed proceeds on what we regard as a false

as.-umption, namely, that the real enemy of Ireland is the

England out of Ireland. That enemy is England in Ireland,
and an enemy that would hi too strong for the Celtic pop
ulation, even if it had no connection with England out of
Ireland. Ireland is hot, if she severs her connection with
i-ireat lirilain before she has subdued the England on her
own soil. What seems to us, then. Ireland s true, policy is,

to detach the England out of Ireland from the An^lo-lrisli,
and gain its support for the national party. We would use
the connection for the benefit of Celtic Ireland, instead of

seeking to gel rid of it. England lias no real interest in sup
porting at the expense of the Celto-Irish the Anglo-Saxon
party in Ireland, and she does it only because she believes
that it is through their means, and theirs only, that she has
been able to keep the crown of Ireland united with her own.

They were her garrison in the country. She was obliged to

support them, or lose the crown of Ireland. Let Celtic Ire

land make her peace with England out of Ireland, and she
can easily use the power of the imperial government to pro-
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tect her against the England in Ireland, from whom she

suffers her principal grievances. This may require time for

its full accomplishment ;
but it is not impracticable. Let

the case be presented to the British government on its

merits, as a question of justice and sound policy, without

anv vexing questions as to race or to bygone times, without

anv thing to humble the pride of either party, or to revive

old animosities, and we are sure that the government could

be induced to take the side of the Irish people, and to re

dress their grievances, as far as it is in the power of govern
ment to redress them.

The gifted author of the work before us, while his book

shows clearl v that the real enemy of Ireland is on her own

soil, seems to think that the true policy for the patriots is

the reverse of this. He appears to think that the landlords

the real oppressors of Ireland would soon be brought to

terms, if they no longer had England to back them. But

lie seems to us to forget that it is an axiom in political

science, that they who hold the balance of the property of a

nation are its masters. Man against money struggles in vain.

&quot;We have never read or heard of a successful agrarian party,
and in a war of the poor against the rich we have invariably

found the poor defeated. Nineteen twentieths of the soil

of Ireland, we are told, are held by the Anglo-Irish party,

and the commercial and manufacturing capital of the

national party is far from sufficient to overbalance this pro

portion of die landed property. Their combined wealth

must fall far short of that of their enemies. Let the national

party do their best, then, whatever their numbers, their per
sonal skill or bravery, and they can gain, at most, only a

transient success, as the experience of ages has proved. The

victory, if gained, will slip from their grasp as soon as won.

We know it is said that these landlords may be dis

possessed, their estates confiscated, and distributed among
the members of the national party. That is very true, if

vou have already a strong national government firmly estab

lished which is disposed to do it; but not otherwise. A
mob can plunder and lay waste, but it cannot confiscate, for

it has no iisc. The national party, supposing it to have suc

ceeded, supposing it to have got the landlords in its power,
could, undoubtedly, confiscate their estates

;
but the diffi

culty is, that it cannot succeed until it has confiscated them.

If it had on its own side men who would or could advance,
on a pledge of the lands, the necessary funds for carrying
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on the war. this difficulty might be got over; but it has not
and the scrip of the patriots issued on lands not in their
possession, we apprehend, would be at a heavy discount in

foreign markets. The contributions of Irish patriots out of
Ireland would, no dr.ubt, be something, but altogether in

adequate to the
&amp;gt;truggle which the landlords would find

means enough to protract.
We may be wrong, but we have no belief that the patriots

obliged to struggle single-handed against the landholders,
let alone England, would be able to sustain themselves. In
such struggles numbers alone are not enough, and even personal bravery is not much, as the whole hi&amp;gt;torvof the world
proves. The first want of Ireland is some power to control
the landlords and to compel them to do justice to their ten
ants

;
and we cannot see where she is to get this power but

h-om the imperial government. The landlords themselves
dread the appeal of the patriots to that government, and feel
that their security is much more endangered by Irish loyaltythan by Irish rebellion, as has been proved on more occasion s
than one; and the

very moment the imperial uovernment
shall undertake to restrain their excesses, and to compel them
to treat their tenants with ordinarv humanity, they will
themselves turn patriots, and shout

&quot;Repeal!&quot;
as loud as

the loudest. Is not this evident from the fact, that theyare constantly fomenting and exaggerating what they are
pleased to term Irish disloyalty { is it not plain that &quot;what

they most dread is that the patriots should supplant them at
the English court . And is not this precisely what they
study to prevent; I low. then, can the Irish patriot mis
take his true policy (

_

The author seems to us, also, to proceed on the assump
tion, ^that

the Irish owe no allegiance to the British crown.
bat in taking this ground, is he not playing into the hands
of Ireland s worst enemies* By what &quot;means do the land
lords contrive to practise their oppression with impunity?
Ly what means do they contrive to secure the protection
of the British government, while they starve their tenantry,or compel them to seek relief in exile, or from the hands of
strangers ( Is it not by filling the ears of that government
with tales of Irish disloyalty? Is it not by making the gov
ernment believe that the Irish regard the sway of the Eng
lish as a usurpation, and themselves as free, at any moment
the opportunity offers, to throw it off. and therefore that it
must not treat them as loyal subjects, and must place no
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reliance on their professions of loyalty ( Was it not O Con-

nell s greatest difficulty to convince the government of his

loyalty, and of that of the repeal movement 2 ITas not

England supported the landlords and their party almost

solely on the pretence, if it be a pretence, that it is only

through them that it can retain the crown of Ireland, and

that to abandon them and to support the Celto-Irish would

be only to give up the possession of Ireland altogether? Is

it wise, then, to proclaim a doctrine which, if really held by the

Irish, would fully confirm what their enemies allege, and

appear to go far towards justifying the Irish policy of the

English government.
Aside from the abominable measures adopted for the

suppression of the Catholic religion, and which were

adopted to a great extent in England herself as well as in

Ireland, and which the Act of Emancipation has now
abolished in both countries, the English policy in the gov
ernment of Ireland has evidently been founded on the as

sumption, that the Irish deny their allegiance to the crown,

and hold themselves free, whenever the occasion offers, to

throw it off. Supposing this to be true, supposing that

England is to govern Ireland at all, it will be hard to prove
that her policy has not been in the main just and necessary.
If Ireland denies her allegiance, she may complain that

England has attempted to govern her, but she cannot com

plain that England has governed her as a disloyal province,

ready at any moment to break out into open revolt. No
disloyal people has the right to complain of not being well

governed ; you must acknowledge your allegiance to the

crown before you have a right to its protection. If we are

not mistaken, the Irish patriots have made the world resound

with their complaints of England s misgovernment of Ire

land
;
will they explain to us on what grounds they have

made these complaints, if they have never owed allegiance
to the crown ? The only thing, if they take this ground,
of which they can have any right to complain is, that Eng
land originally invaded Ireland, and has attempted to keep

possession of her. After all, is it not in this view of the

author that lies the secret of much of the misery which Ire

land has been compelled to suffer for so many ages ? The
Abbe MacGeoghegan, an Irish patriot, in his History of

Ireland Ancient and Modern, says,
u The sway of the

English in Ireland was considered by the natives as a vio

lence, an injustice, and usurpation ; consequently, any en-
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u-ageinent made with them was looked upon not to be bind
ing. They did not think themselves bound by the law of
nature, which forbids us either r&amp;lt;&amp;gt; take the goods of others
or to do violence to their will. They therefore thought
themselves dispensed from keeping their word with a

people who observed no treaty with them, and whose only
rule was the law of the strongest ; like a man who. having
given his purse to save his life, thinks he has a right to re
claim it when the danger is over. These are the principles
the Irish observed in their conduct towards the English.&quot;
U hether these principles are sound or unsound is not the
question we raise; but is not the fact, that the Irish origi-

najly
acted on them, the secret of that distrust of the native

Irish which the English government has so generally mani-
lested ? Has not England chosen to assume that tlie Irish
continue to act on these principles ? And if they do act
on them, how can she trust them ? What other course is

l ft for her. than to plant her garrisons throughout the

kingdom, to hold the natives down by the strong arm of

power, and to lavish her favors upon her colonies settled

among them? It was the only condition on which she
ould keep possession of the island. Did the Irish suffer?
Were they oppressed? What then? It was their own
fault; it was owing to their determination to revolt, to resist
her authority, whenever thev could. Certainly, England
has taken this view of the case, and this is the only reason
that can be assigned why her Irish subjects have riot been
as well governed as her English subjects.

That the Irish have not been sufficiently careful to un
deceive England on this point, and to place their loyalty
beyond a question, and that many of those who have assumed
to speak for them have; from time to time used language
which favors the view the British government has taken,
may he true: but that the great body of the Irish people
have continued in a state of actual or virtual rebellion
against British authority, from the time of Henry II. down
to our own day, we are loath to believe. We regard it as a
mistake, in which the government has persevered through
the influence of the anti-national party in Ireland. But be
this as it may, we cannot doubt that the patriots should lose
no time in removing the fact or the pretext on which the
British government justifies or attempts to justify its Irish

policy.
^

The English government claims the crown of Ire
land as inseparably united to her own, and she has exercised



SHANDY M GUIKK : OR IRISH IMBKKTY. 157

the lordship of Ireland for these seven hundred years.
Whether its claim be valid or invalid, she will not volun

tarily surrender it. She will hold on to it as long as she is

able. Threats will not induce her to relax her grasp. If

you make her feel that her possession is insecure, you make
it her duty, in her view of her rights, to take that course

which in her judgment will most effectually guard it against

your attempts to wrest it from her
;
and if you suffer in

consequence, she will feel that the responsibility is yours,
not hers.

&quot;Moreover, the declaration, ^o allegiance to the British

crown, and that it is not treason to seek to overthrow its

authority, places Ireland in a very unpleasant condition. It

dissolves the Irish state, dissolves every civil and political

institution which the patriots will acknowledge to be such,
annihilates the entire body politic and corporate, and leaves

the Irish without either civil rights or civil duties. Ireland

has no national government aside from the English govern
ment

;
and separate from England, politically considered,

there is no Irish people. The old Irish state subsisting at

the conquest has been destroyed ;
the old native kings and

chieftains have no longer any political existence in regard
either to foreigners or to the natives. Severed from Eng
land, the inhabitants of Ireland are thrown back into a state

of nature, and have not a single political or civil faculty.
The case is not with her as it was with us when we declared

our independence, as some of her patriots at home and in

this country seem to imagine. We had local colonial gov
ernments, with their roots in the nation, and prevented only

by the overshadowing of the British crown from being

supreme governments. The removal of the crown did not

dissolve them; it left them standing in the plenitude of

national sovereignty, and the allegiance we had given to the

crown was naturally transferred to them, if, indeed, it was
not already due them, and due to the crown only through
them. But in Ireland there is nothing of this. Her gov
ernment is not a national government under the crown of

Great Britain, but it derives from the British government,
and is the British government itself, extended to Ireland as

an integral part of the empire. To throw off the allegiance
to the crown is not to transfer it to the local government,
for the local government goes with the crown. It is not to

transfer it to the present Irish nobility, because they are

Irish nobles only by virtue of the connection with England.
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Consequently, the declaration would, as wo sav. annihilate
political Ireland, and leave her without any political exist
ence whatever. ;m ,j without any nucleus or &amp;lt;rerm of reor
ganization. Would the patriots reduce their beautiful coun
try to this deplorable condition (

&amp;lt;S &quot; People can live in such a deplorable condition, for no
people can live where there is no government, no public
authority,

no law. no justice; and no peoplo reduced to sncli
a condition can ever of themselves recover from it. The
patriots may imagine, that, if severed from England, thev
could reconstitute the state, reestablish government, and
provide i,,r its wise and just administration; but this is the
dream of inexperience or enthusiasm. Von may talk this
to the disciples of a school that hold-. Providence to be super
fluous, and regards man as his own sire : but it is too late to
talk it to Christians and statesmen. Constitutions are o-en-

erated, not made; they may be imposed upon a people by
a competent authority, but can never be created by the
people themselves. \o people ever did. or ever can. give
themselves a constitution : for no people can act as a people,
till constituted. Moreover, there is no government where
there is no loyalty, and loyalty to one s own creations is im
possible and absurd. The Irish, even if so much, could only
enter into a voluntary association, and form a sort of volun
tary engagement with each other; but such association is
not a state. has not a single element of a state, and such
engagement is no political constitution, and has and can
have o| irsell no legal force or sanction. It can have no
right to impose its acts as laws, or to exact and enforce
obedience to them.

_
Nothing is government that is not over

the governed, sovereign (super, supernus,superus); and that
is not over them which they themselves make and may un
make at will. Authority speaks always from above, not from
below.

It is true that the Catholic Church in Ireland might re
main, if the connection with England were severed, and, as
the only surviving element of the old, Celtic constitution,
she would, no doubt, legally inherit the full sovereignty of
the Irish state, and that, too, without claiming temporal do
minion for the church, jure divino. The people might then,
indeed, rally under the authority of the Irish hierarchy, and
reestablish through them a legal political order. But we
cannot in these times expect them to do so. It would by
no means suit the politicians, and we may be sure that thev
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.&amp;lt;

would never consent to it, unless on the condition that they
themselves should govern the hierarchy; which would in

volve the destruction of the church in Ireland by making it

their tool, and thus destroy again the very condition of tem
poral government.
Under whatever point of view we consider the subject,

then, the denial of allegiance to the British crown, or rather
to the Irish crown inseparably united with the British, seems
to us, to say the least, bad policy. The patriots are ill pre
pared to take that ground; and the consequences of taking
it, in the present state of things, would prove ruinous to the
national cause. It would place them and their followers out
of the protection of the law, would, at best, establish bellig
erent relations between them and England, and give to Eng
land the right, as far as in her power, to rule Ireland by
military law. Before attempting to resume the indepen
dence of the Irish crown, they should prepare an Irish head
to wear it; or, in other words, obtain for their country a

national organization which can legally assume the exercise
of national sovereignty the moment independence of Eng
land is declared.

We cannot, it is plain from this, sympathize with the
movement of the Young Ireland party for the complete
national independence of their country. Their movement,
if not. as England holds it, treasonable

,
is at least premature

and impolitic. They would find it a difficult matter to suc
ceed even against the Anglo-Irish alone, arid could have no
reasonable prospect of success against them backed by the
whole force of the empire. They could, in all human prob
ability, count only on experiencing the defeats so often and
so fatally experienced by their ancestors. Their attempt is

undeniably rash, and therefore unlawful. They have no
moral right to make it, and cannot with a safe conscience

persuade others to join them in it. We know it is easy to
sneer at the timid counsels of prudence, yet prudence is one
of the cardinal virtues. He who engages in a rash enter

prise is responsible for the consequences . He who induces
men to rebel, even for a legitimate cause, when there is no
reasonable prospect of success, is guilty of a mortal sin

;
and

if they are shot down in the battle he provokes, he is guilty
of their blood. We say not this because we are a &quot;moral

force &quot; man. We do not belong to the party of the Broad
brims, and have no wish to engraft Quakerism upon Catho

licity. We believe in the lawfulness of resistance to tyranny,
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and, il need In-, by physical as well as by moral force.
Assure us that the cause is

ju&amp;gt;t.
that physical force is nec

essary, th.il there is a reasonable chance of success, place
us under the authority of one \vho has a legitimate ri^ht to
lead il-, and we haye no scruple in resorting to anus, and
committiiiLi- the issue to the (iod of battles. I Jut to resort
to arm-, or to induce others to do so, against an existing
authority, without any probability of success, is a presuming
on 1 Yovidence, \vliicli by no casuist ry \ve are acquainted with
can be just i lied.

l!ut even pa-- over this, and suppose success, the triumph
i&quot; :inns of the patriots, the chief ditliculty remains. The
patriot.- will not acknowledge, we may be sure, any temporal
dominion in the church : for at home and abroad they pro
claim the independence of the political order, thank ( iod that
the time when the church guided politicians has passed
away, and they will hardly allow her to pronounce on tin-

m&amp;lt;n itl!ty of their acts. Suppose the Irish crown severed
from the liriti-h. where is ihe Iri&amp;gt;h head to wear it i No
doubt, there are lri&amp;gt;h heads enough worthy of a crown, both

by descent and by personal (jualilicatioiis ; but, unhappilx.
there are too many oi them, and no possible means of adjust
in-- their rival claims. They will never be able to a ^ree
ainonir themselves which .-hall wear it. The An^lo-1 rish

stale dissolved, wiiat is to take its placed If you suppose
the old chieftains and kin- s. you must suppose also the old
intestine divisions and internal wars. I f they are not sup
posed, the power must fall into the hands of the military
c,hiel&amp;gt; who have led on the army to victory. These, having
no le^-al .-auction for their authority, can exercise it only

despotically, and establish nothing but a military despot isii,.

They will soon quarrel with one another, and renew and per
petuate in Ireland the Mate of things we have seen for the
la^i thirty years in the once prosperous Spanish colony of
Mexico, and which is worse, if possible, than even the present
misrule and oppression under the An^lo- Irish faction.

Hut many ot the reasons which bear against the move
ment for jxi/ioi[l independence bear equally against the

policy of simple 1&amp;lt;-&amp;lt;j

ix1ntic;e independence. Mr. O Connell

acknowledged his allegiance to the united crown, and sought
only by repeal of the act of union to restore the Irish par
liament. His policy, as a future policy for Ireland, we cer

tainly hold to be wise and just ; but it seems to us. like the

y;
Ireland movement which i^rew out of it, premature,
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and, in the present posture of affairs, not desirable. In at

tempting the melioration of Ireland, we should certainly

look to repeal, to legislative independence, to an Irish par

liament, as essential,&quot;but not as i\iG first measure in the order

of time. If Ireland were one and indivisible, if her
^
pop

ulation were homogeneous, marked only by the ordinary
diversities of rank and condition, and if the real enemy to

be overcome were not on her own soil, and likely to remain

there notwithstanding repeal, we certainly should regard it

as essential, not only as a future, but also as a present meas

ure. But this, unhappily, is not the fact. Unless we have

been deceived in all the information we have been able to

collect, there are two Irelands, one within the other, diverse

in race, in character, in religion, and interest. The one is

Celtic Ireland, the other is English Ireland. .The former is

oppressed, the latter is the oppressor. The most pressing-

evil of Ireland, as we understand it, is Anglo Irish or Prot

estant LANDLORDISM, and the primary want is power to abol

ish, modify, or restrain it. The simple question then is,

Would repeal and the restoration of the Irish parliament

give to Celtic Ireland this power? If not. nothing of any
real value would be gained; and repeal would not give this

power, unless it transferred the government to the hands of

the national party. Would it do this?

We lay it down as an axiom in politics, that, in a repre
sentative government at least, power follows the balance of

property, is inevitably in the hands of the party which

represents the majority of the wealth of the nation. That

party wields the administration, and dictates its measures.

The Anglo-Irish are at present, for Ireland, that party, and

repeal can be obtained only on condition that it respects

their titles and confirms them in their possessions. What

power over them, then, will the national party acquire by

repeal? If you suppose repeal, you must suppose an Irish

government composed of the king, lords, and commons,
each with a veto on the other. The king will be represented

by a viceroy appointed by the British government, and re

movable by the crown. He will always represent English
interest and influence. The lords will be composed, almost

exclusively, of the obnoxious Protestant landholders, the

present oppressors of Celtic Ireland. The commons will

be composed of deputies chosen by the boroughs and coun

ties, and will be divided, a majority, perhaps, ordinarily
of the Celtic or national party. Such will be the constitu-

VOL. XVI 11
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tion and composition of tlie Irish government, and wo de
mand, What mea-ure, tending to restrain the excesses of
the landlords and to redress the grievances of their tenantry,
could be forced through it? The viceregal court and the
lord-. both Anglo-Irish. Protestant, and of the same party,
with the same interests, would naturally unite and act in
concert : and what could tin- commons, divided ;is thev would
be amoii^ themselves, for the landlords would always be
able to return a large minority, if not occasionally a major
ity, ot the members.- be able to ell ect against them?

Are we referred to the conquests made by the commons
of England? Me it so. Mut we challenge &quot;the friends of

repeal to point us to a
&amp;gt;ingle conquest eil ccted by the com

mons of England of the kind needed for the Vedress of
sucli grievance-^ as now exist in Ireland. The law touching
thoe

grievances is no better in England tlian it is in Ireland.
The Knglish landlord lias as much legal power to oppress
his tenantry as has the Irish landlord

;
and if the Irish ten

antry are more oppressed than the English, it is owin^ to
other than legal eau&amp;gt;es. The commons of Knidand mav
have conquered certain /W///,v// right:- from the king, bu t

they haVe never been able to retrench the privileges of the

landlords, or to impose on them additional burdens. Xav.
the landlords have, during the struggle, been able to lighten
rheir own burdens, to relieve themselves of knight-service,
and to shift, that burden- no light one- -upon tlie non-land
holders. In spite of all that the commons of England have
been able to do. poverty, distress, and squalid wretchedness
are rapidly becoming as great in England as in Ireland her
self. It would be diflicnlt to find a population more de
graded, more utterly abandoned, than some portions of the

English population. The conquests achieved by the perse
verance of the English commons do not reach the seat of
the evil, in either country, and therefore the appeal to them
makes nothing in favor of the Irish repealer, even setting
aside tlie fact, that the Irish have already secured to them
the fruits of those conquests. Mut even if it were other-

wise^nothing could bo concluded to the purpose; for the

English commons were a wealthy middle class, which has
not its counterpart in Ireland. They represented a mass of
wealth which the Irish commons do not and are not likely
to represent. They are powerful at this moment, it is con
ceded

;
for tlie aggregate wealth which, through the com

mercial and manufacturing classes, they are able to control.
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joined to their own landed possessions, surpasses that repre
sented by the nobility. But in Ireland it is far otherwise.
The commercial and manufacturing wealth of the country,
the main reliance of the Irish commons, bears no proportion
to the landed wealth which would be against them. They
are comparatively poor, and whatever their patriotism, they
must find themselves unable to hold out against the otheV
two estates. Moreover, in proportion as

&quot;they should in
crease in wealth, they would have less and less sympathy
with their poorer countrymen, and be more and more at
tached to things as they are, and more and more unwilling
to engage in a protracted contest against the nobles, with
whose families they would have the ambition and the hope
to ally themselves.

But an Irish parliament, we are told, would stimulate in

dustry, encourage commerce and manufactures, and develop
the resources of the country. It would be Irish, and promote Irish interests. But would it be Irish ? That is pre
cisely what we doubt. The probability, to say the least, is
that it would be Anglo-Irish. But whence follows it that
it would, even if Irish, stimulate industry and encourage
commerce and manufactures? Why is it that these languish
in Ireland now? Is it not owing to the want of Irish cap
ital, and to the fact that as much capital is already invested
in commerce and manufactures in other parts of the empire
as can be profitably so invested ? Will an Irish parliament
supply the want of Irish capital? Will it withdraw the
capital now invested elsewhere, and reinvest it in Ireland ?

\V hat inducements will English capitalists have for investing
their capital in Ireland after repeal is carried that they have
not now? The law now is as favorable to the investment
of capital in Ireland as in England, and if capital does not
flow thither, we cannot see what is to make it flow thither
then. Will the Irish government make laws more favorable
to the capitalists than the present laws of England ? What,
then, is to become of the poor laborer ? Yon can, by your
laws, increase the profits of capital only by diminishing the
profits of labor, and the profits of labor* are low enough
now, in all conscience.

Then, again, commerce and manufactures have their
bounds, and cannot be pushed beyond certain limits without
a ruinous revulsion. The great evil of our modern society
lies precisely in the fact that commerce and manufactures
are pushed too far. They are overdone. They call around
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tin-in a larger population than they can feed. To secure to

capita] its returns, or to save the merchant and manufac
turer troni ruin, the laborers dependent on them must he
thrown out of employment about a third or fourth part of
rl &quot; &quot; &quot; ; &quot;&quot;1 loft to steal, beg. or starve, and not unfre-
quently to all three. Hence the terrible misery of the la

boring classes all through Europe in modern times; and
hence your red-republicans and your socialistic insurrections
and revolutions which within the last vear have astonished
and shaken the world. Any further extension of the modern
industrial system, save as it comes in the natural course of
things, is madness. Commerce lives onlv bv agriculture
and manufactures. The agriculture of Ireland will demand
no extended commerce, and the manufact urinir power now
in operation, or ready to be put in operation at a moment *

warning, elsewhere, is more than sufficient to u lut and to

keep glutted the markets of the world. The application of
steam to navigation and production, the invention and adop
tion of labor-saving machinery, during the last, half-centurv.
have caused the power of production to exceed, in the ex
isting economical systems of

society, the power of consump
tion

;
and yon cannot, unless you can double the latter,

extend the former, without a loss which must fall some
where, and which, wherever it falls in the lir.-t instance
must inevitably, in the last, fall on the laborer. In other
words, the interests of agriculture and labor cannot, in the
present state of the world, sustain a more, extended system

&amp;lt;d commerce and manufactures than is now in operation.
These have reached the highest proportion tliev will bear,
and, if we do not misunderstand the late European revolu
tions, a far higher proportion than they will bear. Their
continuance on their present scale must necessarily result,
not in stimulating labor and developing the agricultural re
sources of nations, but in depressing agriculture and in

reducing wages below the minimum of human subsistence,
:md therefore, ultimately, in their own ruin and that of the
people. Their further growth, if healthy, in one countrymust be their decline in another; and this further growth
is more likely to be in this country than in any European
country. The seat of empire is evidently passing from the
Jld World to the New, and the grand highway of trade is

hereafter to be across this continent and the Pacific to the
old Asiatic world, which may ere long in no small decree
supplant the European.
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A hastvirlanee at tlie British European empire is sufficient

to show that its commercial and manufacturing power has

reached, perhaps passed, its culminating point. It is now
sustained only by encroaching on the interests of agriculture
and the wages of labor. Up to a certain point, commerce
and manufactures enhance the wages of labor and the profits

of agriculture: but pushed beyond that point, they have

the opposite effect. That they have been pushed beyond
that point in Great Britain seems to us evident from the

depression experienced by the agricultural interests, the

ruinous poor-rates assessed upon small farmers, and the in

ability of the laborers to find constant employment or suf

ficient waives for their comfortable subsistence. They now
tax land and labor. Ireland, after repeal as well as now,
will be attached to the empire, and must, in some degree,
share its prosperity and its adversity. It is certain that she

cannot extend the aggregate capital now invested in the

commerce and manufactures of the United Kingdom, with

out an injury to the empire which she herself will not be

able altogether to escape. All she can hope to do is, to gain
at the expense of England, to transfer to herself a portion
of the commerce and manufactures now confined to the

sister island. That is, she can hope to make herself a huge
manufacturing establishment and a vast entrepot of com
merce only by competing successfully with England, who

already has the start of her, as many natural advantages as

she has, and infinitely more acquired advantages. She must
transfer the manufacturing capital and establishments from

England to herself, and coax the English ships from English
harbours to her own. No\v when somebody will tell us by
what means thi.s can be done, we will concede that a parlia
ment in College Green, Dublin, will do more for encour

aging the commercial and manufacturing industry of Ire

land, and the development of her natural resources, than

the united parliament in St. Stephen s, Westminster, but

not till then.

Hut a national parliament will put an end to absentee

ism, compel the landlords to reside on their own estates, to

look after the welfare of their tenantry, and to spend their

revenues at home instead of a foreign country. That it

wr ill put an end to absenteeism is not so certain. Absentee
ism is an old complaint, and we find that it existed before

the legislative union, nay, before the Protestant reforma

tion, and that king after king exerted his power to compel
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the Irish landlord- to reside at home on their estates, and
look alter their people, but always with indifferent success.
\\hat has been mavhe; and if a national legislature did
not formerly prevent ab&amp;gt;eiiteeisni. we see not the certain! v
tii:u if \\ ill hereafter prevent it. The roval court at I.oii-

(lon will always |&amp;gt;re-ent
attractions for the rich, the, accom

plished, the ambitious, the fa-hionab!e. the dissipated, the

frivolous, the vain, superior to those of the viceroy s court
if I &amp;gt;nhlin ; and as Ion-- as it does, absenteeism will continue.
As Ion::, al&amp;gt;o. as living ,,u the continent continues to be less

expensive, and society more attractive, than in Kn^land or

Ireland, men whose estates are embarrassed, and who are
unable to keep up at home establislnne&quot;ts suitable to their
social rank, will seek longer or shorter residences abroad.
1 his may or may not be an evil, bur it is what an insular

people must always be moiv or les- exposed to.

Then it is far from certain that the h. residence of
the absentee landlords would cure all the evils, or any con
siderable portion of the evils, of which the Irish people
complain. One of the --real evils to which the v are exposed,
it we may believe Paul Pepper^rass, K-&amp;lt;|..

is the constant

annoyance experienced from the efforts of Protestant land
lords to pei-vert them to Protestantism. Colonel Templetoii
is to some extent a resident landlord, and when he is, In: is

constantly annoying hi- tenantry by his pnoel vt iiiir /e;d, and
his a^ent takes advantage of this /ml ID cover his worst
villanies. These landlords are nearly all Protestants, and
their residence at home would only increase this evil. They
would want some employment, and they would be driven
t&amp;lt;&amp;gt; the work of proselyting by the necessity of tillim;- up
their vacant hour-. As to spending their money at home,
we cannot see. it there is any truth in the doctrine of tree

trade, of which, we believe. M r. O ( onnell was an advocate,
that it make- any difference to the tenant where his land
lord spends his income, unless, indeed, by spending it we
understand irivin^ it away. The greatest advantage we can
see that would be gained by the home residence is, that it

mi^ht diminish the importance and the iniquity of the mid
dlemen ; but Colonel Templetoifs a^etit, Archibald Cant-
well, is hardly to be preferred to a middleman; and it is

certain, if Paul Pepper^rass, Ks.j., has iriveii us a true pic
ture of society in Ireland, that the end of absenteeism would
not be the end of the evils experienced ; for all the evils he

depicts take place, if we remember aright, under resident
landlords.
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When through tlie imperial government the Irish land

lords are shorn of their power to oppress, the Irish have

improved their material condition, and there are no longer
anv special causes of hostility between the two Irelands,

legislative independence will become a wise and useful

measure, and may be easily obtained. It may then be a step
towards national independence, because then the Irish par
liament may become the depositary of the sovereignty after

the rejection of the English crown, and enable the Irish to

separate from England without dissolving the state and an

nihilating the body politic. But till then, so far as we can

judge at this distance and from all the information we have

been able to collect, the true policy of the Irish patriot is,

to hold on to the connection with England, and to labor to

turn it to the advantage of his countrymen.
The first step, it seems to us, should be, to supplant the

Anglo-Irish party at the English court and in the imperial

parliament, and thus secure the protection of the govern
ment for the national party, induce England to govern
Ireland through the Celtic Irish instead of the Anglo-Irish.

Surely this can be done. The patriots assuredly will not

contend that they are inferior in any respect to their oppo
nents, that the Celt must, in any sphere, pale before the

Saxon. Assuredly, it must be far easier for them to sup

plant the landlords by their talents, learning, eloquence,
and statesmanship, than to conquer them, and England into

the bargain, by force of arms.

Ireland has one hundred and five members of parliament.
Let her first care be to elect, not only patriotic members,
but members who will do her credit, who will be more than

a match for a like number of the English members in learn

ing and talent, in their genius for business, and their clear

and comprehensive views. Let them be men of character,

men whose support a ministry would seek, and whose op-

*position it would dread. She of course has such men, and

can elect them
;
or else how would she prosper, \vere she

to set up on her own account? Let her throw a body of

one hundred and five members, or even one half of that

number, into parliament, who are not men of theories, not

men thrown off their balance by their memories, or their

recollections of Tara s Halls or Brian Born, but men who,
while they love their country, while they are true to Irish

interests, love also the empire, know its interests, and are

ready to promote them, and she will have a weight in par-
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liament. and therefore \vitli the crown, that will secure, her
a hearing and a n-divss of her grievances. Lef her not
leel thai -in is robbed of hor crown. I Irr crown remains
and is hers, as inucli as ever it was, only it is united with the
Ilriti-h crown: \ ictoria is hei- queen as well as Kn^land s

&amp;lt;jneen.
and the union need imply no more subjection in

tlie one country thai in the other. I. el her assert her inde

pendence, not &amp;lt;&amp;gt;1 the crown, hut as a tree member of the

( nited Kingdom, and compel Fn^land to divide with her,
as she has already been compelled to divide with Scotland,
the power and glory ol the empire. Let her hv a repre
sentation jiily clio&amp;gt;en. enter with a free and a bold heart the

parliamentary li.-t-. and in her collected wisdom, practical
sense, tirm speech, and dignified bearing, contend for the

right.- and well-bein^ of her children as I!riti-h subjects,
and on the broader ground ol justice and humanity, and no
-on o| hers can tear that .-he will come oil second be.-t.

But whatever the policv tiie patriotic Irish mav a^rco

upon, we hope they \\-jll hesitate loiiij before thev revive
the late system ot agitation. If we have not misinterpreted
the views ol the able author of the work before ns, he has
no great confidence in that system, and does not regard it

as likely to ellect much tor Ireland. For ourselves, \ve

would not say that it has utterly failed, or that it has
effected nothing; for ( atholic Ireland certainlv hold.- to

day a much more important place in the e.-timation of the
IJritish ministry than she did before Mr. (H onnell com
menced hi- agitation for repeal, and the jj&quot;vernment would
now hardly venture to treat the Catholic Iri.-h with the cool

&amp;lt; ontempi or indifference of former times. Nevertheless,
this may lie due in the main to Catholic emancipation, and

might, perhaps, have been effected bv other modes of

operation less expensive than agitation. \Ve an- not igno
rant oi the immense popularity of what, is called &quot;

peaceful
agitation.&quot; even out of Ireland, and with others than Irish-*

men. A lew months since, it was a word of great potency.
It was pronounced with enthusiasm in every quarter of the

globe, and fetched its echoes from Paris, and even from
the Kternal City. The disalfected of all lands, reformers
ol all cla.-.-es and grades, resorted to it as the irrand lever by
which to move the world ; and it seemed to be universally
agreed that Mr. O Coimell, who was improperly regarded
as its originator, for he only adopted it from the sectarian

associations of the day, who in their turn only adopted it
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from the French Jacobins, had discovered and applied the

secret of deposing kings, displacing dynasties, subverting

governments, breaking up the constitutions of states, resolv

ing nations into primeval chaos, reconstructing society, and

regaining the terrestrial paradise, legally, constitutionally,

peacefully, without violence, and without disorder^
The

split in Conciliation Hall, the recent violent revolutions in

Kurope, the unfurling of the red nag by tin; Parisian agita

tors, the madness of the mob of Germany and Austria, and

the nefarious efforts of the Mamiani ministry to strip the

Holy Father of his temporal dominions and to hold him a

prisoner in his own capital, to say nothing of the abortive

insurrection in Ireland, all legitimate fruits of what in its

origin was peaceful agitation, have opened some people s

eyes to the system itself, and made some persons suspect

that its wisdom, its safety, and its ethcacy have been not a

little overrated. For ourselves, we have always distrusted

the system, and we have opposed it in our writings for the

last twenty years with what little power we had.

The system is essentially despotic ;
it places reason at the

service of passion, and seeks to crush the individual free

dom of thought by the overwhelming force of combination

and numbers. It begins by organizing, under the lead of

self-appointed and irresponsible chiefs, an association for

the accomplishment of a given object. Whatever of free

thought, of deliberation, of calm reason is permitted must

precede the organisation of the association; none can be

allowed afterwards. When the association is formed, the

work is to agitate, not to reason. to overawe, not to dis-

cnss? to crush opposition, not to convince. The only study

then is to in [lame the passions or the enthusiasm of the as

sociation, and to compel those who stand aloof from it, as

they value their reputations, their possibility of being on

passable terms with their neighbours, to fall
inland go on

with it. If they do not fall in and go on with it, they are

traitors to their country, to God, to humanity, to_
reason, to

virtue; and he who ventures to doubt the infallibility of the

association, and to think and act for himself, whether the

association be for repeal as in Ireland, or whether it be for

the abolition of slavery as in England and this country, the

circulation of the Scriptures, the establishment of Fourier-

ism, the spread of Protestantism, or the conversion^of^
the

pope, for they are all based on the same general principle,

and differ only as to their respective ends, must be de-
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nounced, and the whole force of the association must be
brought to bear against him, to blast his reputation, to crip
ple his exertion-, to crush him to the earth, and pulveri/.e
.dm beneath the trampling of its feet. (H oiineil was a

kind, liberal, generous-hearted man, a sincere ( atlmlic. and
remarkable for his tender piety; but how often did he
denoiin.e and blast those of his fellow laborers who at

tempted independent thought and action! Vet it was not
he that did it; it was his system that compelled him to do
it. Of what use his association, if divided within, if it did
not speak one voice, ami present a uniform front to the
enemy (

It is not to the agitation which arises from free and ear
nest discussion that we object ; nor tint free and full discussion
ot all the ^reat &amp;lt;pie.-tioii-

which are in their nature open to
discussion. What we object to i- agitation systematized and
carried on through self-constituted and therefore irresponsi
ble ass . iciations. The-e associations are the &amp;lt;rrand feature
ot our time.-, and they are of nio&amp;gt;t daii-vrmis tendency. In
the hand.- of a - real and good man. as was ( ) ( oiinell. direct
ed by his wisdom, loyalty, faith, and pietv. they mav, per
haps, be comparatively harnde.-&amp;gt;s; but formed for social or

political reforms. ;m d placed in the hand- of such men as

Led ru- Rod in. 1 llampii, Raspail, &amp;lt; abet, or I roiidbon, or suc.b

men a.- are at the head of the Prole-taut Alliance or the
various anti-slavery societies, it is easy to see that they are

powerhil engine.- for mischief. Thev tend nece-.-arilv to

swamp the individual in the crowd, and to establish a cen
tral despotism, which no freeman can endure. If, like the
church, they were divinely constituted, and placed under
the control ot divinely commissioned chief.-, who nave from

Almighty (iod the promi-e of infallibility, they of course
\vmild be compatible with the most perfect freedom, and
their torce \\oidd be really a moral force; but as they are,

purely human a-sociatious. self-formed, sanctioned by no

regular authority, and under the control of self-appointed
leaders, they are pure de.-poti.-ms, are a contrivance to do

by torce ot combination and numbers what no one has any
right to do, further than he can do it bv individual thought
and action. They are. to our way of thinking, far more
fatal in the long run to a people than war itself. War slays
the body and mangles the limbs, it is true; the moral force
of these association.- kills reason, slavs the soul itself. A
people worthy of freedom will scorn them. Even in () ( on-
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nell s hands the system become intolerable; its own children

revolted against it, and he, heart-broken, went to die in a

foreign land.

In a religious point of view, the system has a most dele

terious effect. It destroys the freedom of the clergy, and

enslaves religion. Its tendency is to concentrate the mind
and the heart on a given object, and to keep out of sight

every thing else. It agitates for that one object, makes it

all in all, engrosses the mind and heart with it alone. That
one object becomes the only thing seen, the only thing
desired, the sole remedy of the numerous ills flesh is heir

to. It absorbs all moral and all religious considerations in

itself, and for the time being religion and morality are es

teemed only as they are subsidiary to it. It itself is religion.

Agitation for it, then, must spare no one who opposes it,

the clergy no more than the laity. It is supreme, and while

it condescends to accept the services of the clergy, and to

honor them as long as they serve it, it claims the right to

sit in judgment on them and to denounce them, if they
venture to arraign it. It has taken possession of the people,
and become their guide and master. The clergy are no

longer free
; they cannot resist it, without losing all influence

with them, and all opportunity to exercise for them the

functions of their sacred ministry; and therefore, if they

possibly can, they must, as the less of two evils, fall in with

it, and do what they can to direct it, and to prevent it from

effecting the complete spiritual ruin of its subjects. But if

they fall in with it as the less of two evils, the agitators im

mediately claim that it has the support of the clergy ;
then

it is religious ;
then its cause is the cause of God as well as

of man ; and then no one with a safe conscience can op
pose it.

Moreover, the notion, that this system of agitation can be

carried on for any great length of time with undiminished
enthusiasm and remain peaceful, is a fatal mistake. It cer

tainly, when carried on for temporal objects, has never yet
been long continued without resulting in physical violence.

It has led to violence in Rome and Italy, in France and

Germany, and even in Ireland. The Young Irelanders were

legitimately begotten of the repeal agitation, and it is a

mistake to regard them as seceders. They were its natural

and inevitable development. Men had for seventeen years
been promised repeal ;

had had their attention directed to it,

had been agitated and had agitated for it
;
had been told,
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and had believed, that, repeal was the sovereign remedy for
the intolerable evil- under which they were suffering, evils
rendered doubly intolerable bv tiie continual direction of
their mind- to them : and yet repeal did not come, did not

appear to be coming, appeared, in tact, as far oil a.- ever.
I hey could wait no longer. It was of no u-e to pi-each
patience to them. Had you not been doin^ all in your

power lor .-even teen year.- to render I hem impatient ? Had
,V&quot;H

Hot painted their -nib-ring.- to them in the most vivid
colors? Had you not exhausted imagination and language
in (leseribing the horrors of their condition ? Had you not

expended all your force in arousing them to the most livelv
sense of their wronirs ? Had you not inflamed them, anil

worked them up to the highest pitch of impatience? And
alter this, could you suppose they would be calm and quiet,
that they would be fiiti, ///. at your bidding ? It is not thus
that we have learned human nature. They saw that you
had exhausted your jtmcrfnl means, and gained nothing of
what you had led them to expect, and they said, Since
words fail, try what virtue there is in leaden balls and cold
iron.&quot; So human nature

alway&amp;gt; &amp;gt;peaks,
or we have studied

it to no purpo.-e.
\\ hen by agitation, by appeals to &amp;gt;entiment and passion,

you have worked a people up to that degree of excitement

neces.-ary for your purpose, they are no longer under your
control, and you must on with them or be crushed by them.
It is idle tor you to imagine that you can hold them back.
^ our power over them is in your sympathy with them. i\o
matter how loudly they cheered vou yesterday. \o matter
how eagerly they hang on your words, or run to do your

slightest wi-h : let the sympathetic cord be broken, let them
once feel that you go no further with them, or that you
wish them to Mop where they are, you are henceforth to
them an enemy, a traitor, and. instead of thanking you for
what you have done, they only execrate you for what you
withhold. Has not the Holy Father within the last year
experienced the truth of this? He did not agitate his peo
ple; he found them agitated, wrought up by others to a

feverish state of excitement for political reforms. He placed
himself in sympathy with them, gave them political reforms,
and whoever saw a prince more beloved, a people more sub
missive, more ready to consult every wish of their sovereign ?

A whole year was devoted to feasting and rejoicing in honor
of the liheral pontiff, who loved his people, and knew how
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to march with the spirit of the age, and at its head. A new
era had dawned. The church had formed an alliance with

liberty. Pius IX. had baptized democracy, and placed him
self ait the head of the European liberals. How did the wel

kin ring again with shouts of Evviva- Plo Nono! Heretics

and schismatics, Jews and infidels, refugees and apostates,

all joined in the chorus. A few short months go by, and

this Roman people, so devout, so loyal, so enthusiastically
submissive to their sovereign, remind him gently that there

is a little additional reform which would please them very

much; he, as an indulgent father, grants it. Evviva Pio
Nono ! But, Santo Padre, here is one other little reform.

It is conceded. Emnva, Plo Nono ! Demand follows de

mand till the Holy Father has conceded to the last limit of

possible concession, if he is to preserve government at all,

and then what do these same people do ? They look quietly

on, if nothing worse, and see him imprisoned in his own

capital, and virtually stripped of all power as a temporal

prince. Has any one been surprised ? Who, accustomed to

study popular movements, did not expect, even foretell, as

much, when the news of the far-famed amnesty reached him ?

A,short time since Gioberti, the O Connell of Italy, was all-

powerful with the Italian liberals; how is it with him now,
since he has attempted to restrain their movements within

practical bounds? Alas! he is in a fair way of being less

esteemed by them than the very Jesuits whose expulsion
from all Italy, to please them, he has effected. Kay, O Con
nell had himself lost the control of the Irish movement, and

had he even retained all his early vigor, he could not have

continued the tremendous excitement of the repeal year

(18i3) within its peaceful limits. His speeches even during
that year became warlike, and we listened with breathless

expectation to hear him give the command, u Sound to the

charge!&quot;
At that point neither he nor the people could

remain. And who sees not that he could not rise more
moderate language, without either undoing all he had done,
or placing himself in opposition to the people he had agitat

ed, and then ceasing to be their leader? The latter is what

actually happened. After 18-t3, Daniel O Connell ceased

to be the leader of Ireland, and the ceremony that took place
in his honor, after his liberation from prison, was only the

crowning of the victim for sacrifice.

One thing only has surprised us. The Smith O Brien

parcy was inevitable, and would have come, either under the
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ll ,r in
&amp;gt;pite

of him, let him have done all
could do to prevent if: l.iit we were not

i. so small, so insignificant: and we must
uspension of repeal agitation in consequence
imprisonment of (/Council and his nssoci-

had in some measure abated the excitement of ls|;; .]
that, in fact, the Irish people were far less inllamed than at

&quot; appeared. Nevertheless, their refusal to en
gage in the proposed insurrection, and the readiness witli
inch they hearkened to their clergy, is what we di.l not

expert, is, we believe, unexampled iii the history of similar
movements, and is in the highest decree creditable both to
rll( ni ;lllli &quot;

I&quot; &quot; dergv. It proves that the clergy have
&quot;.&quot;

vol !&quot;- their iniluence over the mass of their peop lc, and
aiso ^&quot;it the people are cooler, are less inflammable, have
more solid judgment, more prudence and practical good
sense, tlian is commonly supposed. \\Y have seen notTiino-
in their history more noble than their conduct on that tr\T-
in- occasion,

rujtliiri&quot;
that tended more to give us a hi h

j

1 1 &quot;I iln-ir national character, or to inspire us with stronger
hopes \ur their inture ivdemption from slavery and oppres
sion. They almost threw a doubt on the soundness ,,f our
doctrine of the

jlaiigerousnesfi
of the system of agitation, andwould half falsify it. if we did not liiid the foiled agitators

nii l Hieir dupes throwing the fault of their miscarriage on
rhe f.l-rgv. Till we saw the Irish refuse, at the directTon of

spiritual guides, to embark in Smith (nirien s insur
rection, we had no hopes for Ireland; now we have no fears
for her. We see and appreciate her character more truly,and know that her friends often do hcr-rreat injustice. We

&amp;lt;

&amp;lt; ( - ;ils &quot;-

Jhat
St. Patrick still intercedes for his people, and

that Almighty (iod \\:\&amp;lt; them in his especial keeping. As
long as they are prompt to obey their spiritual guides,
nothing can harm them.

Hut
we^are extending our remarks to an unreasonable

ength.
_

The subject is one of great interest, and for us as
well as for Irishmen. Indeed, it is an American as well as
an Irish subject. Irish politio are discussed here as theyarc in Ireland. We have associations, confederations, and
all the machinery for agitation adopted in the mother coun
try^

\\ e have newspapers pu!&amp;gt;lished among us devoted ex
clusively to Irish interests; committees and directories are
organized by Americans in our larger citfes for the management of Irish ailairs; public meetings are held, speeehsa
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made, addresses delivered, funds solicited and collected, as

if the country were Ireland herself, or, at least, a British

colony; onr candidates for public office are interrogated, in

directly at least, as to their views and feelings in relation to
Ireland : and the reputation of Anglo-American Catholics

depends with their religious brethren, in no small degree, on
the views they take or do not take of Irish politics. It is

thus that the question is made an American question, with

important bearings on American politics and American social

life. It is brought home to our very bosoms and business,
and we cannot blink it with safety to ourselves, even if we
would. And now, during the lull in Irish agitation, now
that both moral force and physical force have failed, at least
for the present, is the proper time for discussion, for taking
a new observation, and determining the proper course to
steer the vessel hereafter. With this view, we have taken

up the subject, and thrown out such thoughts as, have oc
curred to us in the course of our reading and reflection on
it, for several years. We have thrown them out as sugges
tions, to go simply for what they are worth. If the friends
of Ireland find nothing better, let them be accepted ;

if they
find and can agree on something better, let them be rejected,
and the better adopted. All we want is the real welfare of Ire

land, and we shall be satisfied, if that is secured, whether it

be secured by means of our suggesting, or by means sug
gested by others who differ from us. Certain it is, that the

great body of the real friends of Ireland cannot be rallied
under either of the banners that have heretofore been un
furled, and that, to secure unanimity and concert, a policy
somewhat different from O ConnclPs and from Smith
O Brien s must now be adopted. We can, as at present in

formed, see nothing more promising than the course -we have

suggested. If others can, we shall be happy to surrender to
their superior wisdom and better judgment.

But we have nearly lost sight, in following out our own
speculations, of the admirable work before us. We intended
to make several extracts from it, as specimens of its style
and thought, but we have reserved no place for them,
which is the less to be regretted, because before this, we pre
sume, it has found its way to all our readers, and they have
enjoyed it as well as we. The work is not faultless. We
have signified, together with our reasons, our dissent from
a few important points, which the author appears to us not
to have duly considered. As a literary work, it has great
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merits. It.- -tvle is dear, rich, r;icv, flowing, but somewhat
careless, and occa&amp;gt;ionallv inexact; the characters arc, in gen
eral, uell drawn, but the action is too hurried, and the events

are t&amp;lt;&amp;gt;&amp;lt;&amp;gt; crowded. The elVect is somewhat injured, also, by
selecting; as representatives of Protestants, individuals, not

wor-e. indeed, than can be found in actual lite, hut yet worse

than the average of the class they are intended to represent.
The fault- which are depicted Prote.-tants will ascribe to the

indi\ idual, not to their sv.-tci n. Mil en ( ) 1 )onnell is a noble,

a hiii h-spirited vdrl. but we should like her better if she had

more repose of manner, and a little more quiet dignity.
The nio-t touching scene to us. and the most true to nature,

in the whole book, is the scene before her miserable hovel

between Kathleen and ( oloiie! Teinpletoii. It is a scene

drawn from nature by a genuine artist. We like Captain
( I P.rien. a man, a &quot;vntlcman. and a patriot, but we wi-h he,

had been converted before his betrothal to Kllen. We wish

the union of Catholic Ireland and Protestant Ireland, in

tended to be .-vm bo li/ed hv the marriage of FJlen O Donnell

and Captain O Urien, but onlv by the conversion oi the

latter, and we wisli to make sure of the conversion before

we propo.-e the union. There occurs, too, a passage about

the &quot;

plague spot.&quot;
which we shall hope to see expunged in

the second edition iJut, upon the whole, we like /S/i(li)ffy

M (iii
,r&amp;gt;;

we like it for it- fun. we like it for its genuine
tenderness and its deep pathos; we like it for its bold and

manlv tone, it.- free and independent spirit, and above all. lor

its uncompromising ( atholicit v, which will not abate a single

vvnulleetion to plca-c all the heretical kings in ( hristeiidom.

Thank you, Paul Peppergrass., Ks&amp;lt;|..
for that expression,

\\hich, though not to be taken nor intended to be taken to

the strict letter, convevs the oidy sentiment worthy oi one

who belongs to a church made and directed by (Jod.and not

bv man. The work cannot fail to do good. It will tend to

awaken more manlv feeling-sand induce a more manly bear

ing in the Irish themselves ; it can hardly fail to elevate the

Irish character in the estimation of our community, and to

create a more respectful and a more kindly feeling towards

our Irish population. Jt will enable tin; American people
to account for many of those traits which offend them in the

Irish character, and without discredit to the Irish; it will

make them feel that the Irish must be a wonderful people,
and richlv favored bv divine grace, or they could not be what

they are, could not have retained a single human virtue,
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a single noble or generous quality. All that malice backed

by power and ingenuity could do to brutalize them, and
obliterate every trace of the image of God to which they
were created, has been done, and yet they remain human,
and, in spite of all their faults, in spite of all the objection
able features of their national character, and they are many,
they compare in all the nobler moral virtues and religious
excellences more than favorably with any other people on
the globe. Their worst side is their outside. What is ob

jectionable in their character lies on the surface, and is seen

at a glance. Their virtues lie deeper, and are known only
after an intimate acquaintance, often are known at all only
to Him for whose sake alone they are cultivated. Their
vices are in a great measure the result of the condition in

which they have been placed, the evasions they have been

obliged to study in order to live, the cruelty and contempt
with which they have been treated

;
their virtues, through

divine grace, are their own, and place them first on the list of

nations. They have so prospered spiritually under their

temporal adversity, that we almost dread to see them exposed
to the temptations of temporal prosperity. They are now
fulfilling an important mission in evangelizing the world

;

through them, we trust, the revolted Saxon will be con

quered to his allegiance, and great will be their reward in

heaven. O, would that our own country enjoyed the riches

possessed by Ireland, and could indulge the glorious hopes
of her oppressed and earth-abandoned children ! Happy
would it be for our boasted and loud-boasting republic ;

for

what doth it profit a man, if he gain the whole world and
lose his own soul ?

VOL. XVI-12



WEBSTER S ANSWER TO lllJLSEMAXN.*

[From Bnnvns.in s guartcrly Review for April, 1851.]

\\ i; have devoted in rh&amp;lt;&amp;gt; preceding am! present numbers
of this journal considerable space to the discussion of the
late Hungarian rebellion, by a highly esteemed contributor,
who shows, what an able contemporary) has also shown,
that the American sympathy with it. on the ground that it

was a movement in favor of popular institutions similar to
our own. was wholly misplaced, for it was not. in the Amer
ican sense, either democratic or republican. 1 iiit after all,

this is only an
&amp;lt;(/&amp;gt;_/

&quot;///&amp;gt; ntn./n &amp;gt;&quot;/ /i&amp;lt;&amp;gt;niii)&amp;gt; ///. and onlv proves
that the sympathizers are inconsistent with themselves.
\\ e are disposed to take higher Around, and to maintain
that if the Magyar rebellion had been in favor of democ
racy, or republican institution- like our own. the sympathy
e\pre.ed with it would equally have been misplaced. A
rebellion tor democracy or rej)iiblicanism is as un just iliable

as a rebellion for aristocracy or monarchy. The (Mid does
not ju.-tify the means, and whether a ^iven rebellion i&amp;gt;

stirred up (or the purpose of establishing one form of gov
ernment or ai. other has nothing to do with its justice or
in jn-t ice.

The Magyar movement was a rebellion,- a rebellion
a^ain.-t the emporor of Austria, both as emperor of Austria
and as kin^ of Hungary. It is not true, either in fact or
in law. a- some would persuade us, that Hungary was an

independent nation, having no connection with the Aus
trian empire but the mere accidental union of the crowns
of each in the same person. Hungary was an integral part
of the empire, and owed allegiance to the emperor as em
peror of Austria, as well as kini: of Hungary. She had, it

is true, a national diet or parliament under her kin^, for

purely civil administration; but the administration of her
finances and the command of her military were vested in

*
Correspondence of the Austrian Ohn rye. d Affaires and Mi: Webster,

Secretary f State. Commn nicated to the Senate by the Pre.oul.rnt, Decem
ber 30, 1850. Washington, I). C. : 18.11.

f The North American Ikcicir.
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the emperor, not merely in the king, and pertained to the

imperial chancery at Vienna, Whether, then, the Magyars
attempted to subvert the authority of the emperor of &quot;Aus

tria, or of the king o f Hungary, they were alike rebels, and.
as they attempted to subvert both , they were undeniably
rebels, and their movement a rebellion, in the strictest sense
of the word.
We do not say that a rebellion is never in any case or

under any circumstances justifiable; but we do say that a
rebellion for the purpose of changing the form of govern
ment, whether from a monarchy to a republic or from an

aristocracy to a democracy, whether from a democracy to
an aristocracy or from a republic to a monarchy, is always
unjustifiable, and the highest crime known to the law; for
all these several forms of government may be legitimate
and also illegitimate, and no one of them is per se more
legitimate or illegitimate than another. There is no one
form of government that has the right to establish itself

everywhere, or that is universally obligator /. The popular
or republican form in certain times and places may be

legitimate, and most certainly is so in t is country; but
it is not the only legitimate form of government possible.
Monarchical forms are as legitimate in Great Britain, Spain,
and Austria, as republican forms are with us. None of
the recognized forms of government are per se in contra
vention of the divine law or of the natural rights of men,
or perse tyrannical and oppressive, and therefore resistance
to any one of them on the part of its subjects can never
per se be lawful, or otherwise than criminal. Monarchy is

per se no more in contravention of natural right or of nat
ural freedom than is democracy, and hence it is as criminal to
rebel against monarchy for the sake of instituting democ
racy, as it is to rebel against democracy for the sake of in

stituting monarchy.
If rebellion is ever justifiable, it is only for reasons inde

pendent of the form of the government. Undoubtedly, the

people of a given country, when the previous authority has
been subverted, and there is no longer either in fact or in
law any existing political order, may reconstitute govern
ment in such form as they judge best; but they can never
lawfully overthrow an established government for the sake
of adopting another political form, even though fully per
suaded of its superiority. The right, if such right there be,
to subvert an existing government, never grows out of its
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form, hut cii! of tin 1 fact tiiat l&amp;gt;v tvnuiny and oppression
the historical authority has lost its legitimacy. The- Amer
ican congress oi 177&amp;lt;&amp;gt; did not set forth that George 1 1 1. was

a kiuir. and they \vaiite&amp;lt;l a republican government ; they
did not d -clare the colonies absolved I roni their allegiance
to the crown of (ireat llritain. on the ground that republi
canism is the natui a! riv;ht of every people, and no people
can ever owe allegiance to a monarchy. I lie moral sense

of the colonies and of the whole world would have been

outraged bv such a declaration. Kven Mr. Jefferson adopted
for his motto, not &amp;gt;% Resistance to kind s,&quot; but &quot; Resistance

to tyrants, is obedience to &amp;lt;iocl.&quot; The congress, in setting
forth to the world their reasons for dissolving the connec

tion of the colonies with the mother country, did not draw

up a list of facts which v,o to prove
1 that George III. was a

kinir. but a list of ^rievances which, in their judgment,

proved him a tvrant : and it is not on the ground that lie

is a kini: , but that he is a tyrant, that they conclude the

colonies are absolved from their allegiance to him, and are,

and of riirht ouirht to be, free and independent states, on

the principle, as they imply, but do not expressly state, that

the tvranny of the prince absolves the subject from his

allegiance.

Kven on genuine American principles, the tact that the

Magyars were rebels, or even rebels airain-t monarchy in

favor of democracy, was not enough to render them worthy
of American sympathy. The dclemv of the American

revolution is not that it resisted the king, but that it resisted

the tyrant; not that it was a struggle for republicanism,
but a strui^le for liberty. Its v;lory is not that it resisted

authority, but that it resisted tyranny, or an authority which

had bv its own conduct forfeited irs rights; and that glory
is neither enhanced nor diminished by the fact that it event

uated in the establishment of a republican form of govern
ment. The Magyars, therefore, whether they proposed to

establish a popular form of government or not, before they
could, on American principles, have any claim to the sym
pathy of Americans, or of anybody except rebels, cut

throats, and assassins, must prove that they were not resist

ing legitimate authority, received as such by the laws and

historical rights of the empire, but simply tyranny and

oppression ;
that the emperor of Austria and king of Hun

i^ary had by his long-continued misrule forfeited the alle&quot;

giance of his subjects, and that only by casting him off&quot;
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and taking uj) arms against him, could they shelter them
selves from grievous oppression, and secure the enjoyment
of the inalienable or natural rights of man. This they did
not do, and tin s they, it is well known, could not do; for

they were themselves the aggressors, the party that oppressed,
or sought to oppress, both their sovereign and their Sclavic

dependents.
It is precisely in its overlooking the doctrine we have

here asserted, and in assuming the lawfulness of any rebel
lion against monarchy in favor of popular government, that

we are obliged to except to Mr. Secretary Webster s defence
of the sympathy manifested by the American government
and people with the Magyar rebellion, in answer to Mr.
ELiilsemann s protest against it in the name of the Austrian

government. We are not competent to enter into the in

trinsic merits of the controversy between Austria and the
United States. It may be that Austria had no just cause
of complaint, but we may say, that Mr. Webster, in at

tempting to prove it, takes a stand which strikes us as extraor

dinary, indefensible, and extremely dangerous.
The facts in the case, as we understand them, are, that

our government, sympathizing itself with the Magyar re

bellion, and importuned by Magyar agents and a portion of
&amp;lt;&amp;gt;iir own people, pending the struggle of Austria to reduce
rhe rebellious Magyars to their allegiance, sent a Mr. Dudley
Mann as an agent, authorized, if after inquiry he judged it

proper, to recognize the revolutionary government of Hun
gary, and to conclude a commercial treaty with it. Mr.
Mann s instructions, drawn up in terms highly complimen
tary to the Magyar rebels, and any thing, to say the least.

but respectful to Austria and her Russian ally, were subse

quently communicated by the president to the senate, print
ed by its order, aim as a matter of course published to the
world. On their being published, Austria complains that

sending such an agent with such instructions, drawn up in

terms offensive to the imperial cabinet, was a violation of
the policy of non-intervention, which our government pro
fessed

; that the explanation given by Mr. Clayton, Mr.
Webster s predecessor, that the agent was sent merely for
the purpose of making inquiries, did not accord with the

fact, for he was sent, as appears from the instructions them
selves, with authority to recogni/e, if he saw proper, the

Hungarian republic, and conclude with it a commercial

treaty; and that even if it were so, it does not sufficiently
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explain the cause of the anxiety that was felt to ascertain

the chances &amp;lt;&amp;gt;f the revolutionists.

Mr. Webster replies, that, admitting? the facts to he as

alleged, they afe no just ground of cc mi plaint, and .-ays,

that he &quot; asserts to Mr. ILiilseinann and the imperial cabi

net, in presence of the world, that the steps taken by .Pres

ident Taylor, no\v protested against bv the Austrian gov
ernment, were warranted by the law of nations, and agree
able to the u-a&amp;lt;_rcs of civili/.ed ,-tates.&quot; Il must be so. \ve

suppose, or Mr. Webster would not so .-olemnlv assert it;

but he must pardon us for telling him. that, it we take it to

be so. it is on his authority, and not on his reasoning. We
do not claim to be verv familiar with the law of nation^ or

the u.si^vs of civili/ed states; but it strikes us that Mr.

Web.-ter argue.-, instead of the case bel ore him, another

somewhat ana logons to it. lie - peaks of our n&amp;gt; nl r&amp;lt;tl duties,

and contends that we did nothing not permitted to neutral

nation-. This may be so, but he cannot be unaware, it is

presumed, that the law of neutrals does not strictly apply
to the case of a .-tru^le on the part of a .-overei^n to put;

down a rebellion against his authority. A nation i&amp;gt; regarded
as iii/it/ iil when :t does not intervene in a war between t\v&amp;lt;&amp;gt;

belligerents, each of whom has the ri^lit of war and peace.
It is neutral, because it side.- with neither party in the war;
but though not fret as a neutral nation to side with either

party in the war, it is free t&amp;lt; recognize both parties in all

other respects, and to maintain amicable relations with both,

without giving oil nice to either. \\\\\ in the case ot a sover

eign engaged in putting down a rebellion, there is for the non-

intervening nation only one party, and neutrality require.-

at least two parties besides the neutral party. Independent,
nations are known, and in fact exist to each other, only

through their respecti \
- e governments. The nation is only

in its sovereign authority, and relation can be had with it-

provinces or departments only in and through that authority.
The fact that these provinces or departments are in a state

of rebellion does not at all relax this rule, but, so far as it

affects it at all, renders it more stringent and violations of

it less pardonable. The presumption in all cases is, that the

authority is in the right, and its rights are as .-acred and in

violable when engaged in putting down a rebellion as at

anv other time, and it is for us the entire nation thon, as

much as when all its subjects are faithful to tneir allegiance:.

The nation, in view of the non-intervening power, .o r.cili
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one nation, however rent by internal divisions, and is still

in the sovereign authority. There is then no neutrality in

the case, because the nation presents to the recognition of

the non-intervening state only one party, and as long as this

state chooses to abide by the policy of non-intervention, it

must ignore the rebels, and maintain no sort of relations

with them, because the recognition of them would be itself

an act of intervention. There is, then, an obvious differ

ence between the law of neutrals, and the law applicable to

the conduct of non-intervening states towards a friendly

power engaged in suppressing a rebellion among its subjects.
Neutral nations may recognize and hold friendly intercourse

with both belligerents, save in what directly relates to the

war raging between them
;
hut non-intervening states in a

civil war can know and hold intercourse only with one party,
the authority engaged in suppressing the rebellion. Even
if we did nothing in the late Hungarian rebellion not per
mitted to neutrals in a war between two independent sover

eigns, it does not therefore necessarily follow that we did

nothing not permitted to a non-intervening state in a war

waged by a sovereign to suppress a rebellion, or reduce his

subjects to their allegiance.
The fallacy in the reasoning of many on this subject

arises from their allowing themselves to consider the war

only from the point of view of the rebels, and to look upon
it as a resistance to aggression, in defence of acknowledged

rights. Even conceding that there may be cases where this

is so, the presumption always is that it is not so; for the

presumption is always in favor of authority. The non-inter

vening state must always look at the war as a war legiti

mately waged by the sovereign to suppress rebellion, to

assert his rights, and maintain peace and good order in his

dominions. To go beyond this, to judge the sovereign,
and to decide against him, and in favor of his revolted sub

jects, is itself an act of intervention, of which he has the

right to complain, even though it is followed by no other

act of intervention. Doubtless one nation may form and

express a judgment on the conduct of another nation, and

may even go so far as to acknowledge the right and the

independence of the rebel government, but not if it pro
fesses to remain on friendly terms with the authority re

belled against, and to take no part in its disputes with its

subjects.
Mr. Webster says,

&quot; If the United States had gone so far
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;is formallv to acknu\\ ledov the independence of Hungary,
;ilt lioiiLrh. .1- the event ha&amp;gt; proved, il Would have been :i

precipitate &amp;gt;tep.
aii l from which no &amp;gt;jin\ .-ould have resulted

to cither partv, it \v&amp;lt;&amp;gt;uU u&amp;lt;&amp;gt;r, nevertheless, have liecii an act

a^ainsl t!ie law of nations. provided they took n&amp;lt;&amp;gt; part in

her coiitesl with Au-tria.&quot; 1 ul such ivco-nit i ui is it &amp;gt;e] f a

faking part in the contest, and a ver\ ^rave part ; lor otten

the bare recognition l&amp;gt;v a powerful state &quot;I the independence
of a rev illlt ii marv M/ovenillfent mav lie ileci^ivc ot the cull

te-r. the weight thrown into the revolutionary scale that

causes it tn preponderate, and \vithniit which it would not

have preponderated.
&quot;

It i&amp;gt; ti&quot;t
rei|iiii

ed &amp;lt;d lu-uti al
powers,&quot;

Mr. \Veh-ter add.-.
&quot; that thev await the recognition of the

new ^iivernnieiit !&amp;gt;v the parent Mate. No principle of pub
lic law ha- been inure fri fjllelltlv

acted upon within the last

thirtv veai 1

.- bv the ^reat power- ot the world than this.

Within that period ei^ht or ten new states have established

independent ^overnnieiits witliin the limits o| the colonial

dominion.- &quot;f Spain, and in Kurope the same tiling has been

done b\ I lel^ i inn and (J recce. The existence ol these state.-

wa- ivro^ni/ed bv some of the lead.in^- powers ui Kurope,
a&amp;gt; well a- bv the I nited State.-, before il was acknowledged
bv the.-tales from which thev had separated themselves.

( oiicedin-- the facts here alleged. Mr. Webster s conclusion

i- not inevitable. The facts he cites hardly .-ustain him.

\\hat the rnite&amp;lt;| States mav have done, a.- they are the

partv accii.-ed. mu.-t for the preM iit be put out of the ques
tion, for no nation can -a\. when accused oi violating the

law of nations. 1 did formerlv an act of the same nature

a.- that of which I am now accused, therefore the act for

which you arraign me is lawful. No one nation makes the

law of nation.-, and the fact that one. two. or three nations,

even though leading nation-, have done this or that, is not

sufficient to establish a precedent. No n-auv can be cited

MS a precedent, unless it has in its favor the general consent

of ( nri.-t ian nations.

The iii.-taiice&amp;gt; Mr. Web-ter cites are either not in point,
or at best doubtful a&amp;gt; precedents I el^inni and Greece are

not to his purpose. Belgium, lor certain public considera

tions, uas attached to the dominions of the king of the

Netherlands by the allied sovereigns on the general pacifi
cation of Europe, after the defeat of Napoleon at Waterloo,
and her independence, after her revolution, excited by that

of France, in 1830. was acknowledged by the joint action of
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tliese same allied sovereigns, wlio were as competent to sep
arate her, when they judged proper, from the dominions of

the king of the Netherlands, as they were to annex her to

them. All the right the Dutch king ever had to Belgium
was derived from them, and they of course were competent
to unmake the right they had created, when the reasons

which had led them to create it no longer existed, or para
mount reasons required them to unmake it. Greece, again,
is no case in point. She was a Christian nation, held in

subjection by a Mahometan, that is, an infidel power, and

the right of an infidel power to hold a Christian nation in

subjection was never recognized by the public law of Chris

tendom. The Turk never had any legitimate authority over

Greece, and Christian nations were always free, if they

chose, to intervene for her restoration to freedom and in

dependence, and therefore, assuredly, to acknowledge and

guaranty her independence when she herself asserted it.

There has, in fact, never been peace between Christendom
and the Mahometan world; there has hitherto been only an

occasional truce, and if there are now some indications of

peace, it is because Islamism has relaxed somewhat of its

intolerance, or become too weak to be aggressive.
The case of the Spanish American states is doubtful as a

precedent. Mr. Canning on the part of England, we grant,
did acknowledge their independence before Spain had done

so, and even before she had abandoned all efforts to reduce

them to their allegiance; but this he did in furtherance of

a policy hostile to Spain, and avowedly to create an interest

in the .New World against her in the Old. We have never

heard that Spain did not feel herself aggrieved by his act,

and we have seen both its justice and wisdom denied by
able and influential English writers. Instances in which

powerful nations have taken advantage of the weakness or

embarrassment of a power with whom they profess to be at

peace, and acquiesced in by that power because she could

not obtain redress by appeals to their sense of justice or

honor, and was not in a condition to enforce it, are hardly
to be cited as precedents, or regarded as warranted by the

law of nations.

We, however, willingly concede that neutral powers are

not obliged in all cases to wait till the new government is

recognized by the parent state, because such state may be

unreasonably obstinate in refusing to acknowledge it, may
persist in her claims long after there ceases to be any moral
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possibility of her enforcing them, and the interests of the
civili/ed world, as well as of the new &amp;gt;t.ite&amp;gt; themselves, mav
imperatively demand that the new state hu admitted into
the family of independent states. l!ut they arc hound to

wait till the revolutionary state is independent in fact,

till the parent state has virtually abandoned the strui^le,
and there i- no longer any probability of her renewing it,

with an i. uc favorable to her sovereignty. This is all we
ask, but thus much we do ask. and \ve had alwavs understood
that so much was conceded even bv our own government
to be necessary to authorize it forrnallv to I eco^ni/e a rev

olutionary state. That Mich was the case with the Spanish
American revolutionary governments, when thev were for

mally acknowledged by England and the I nited States, we
do not pretend, and therefore we .-hoiild cite the act of
the&amp;gt;e powers as a precedent to be shunned, not followed.
Hut whatever may have been the case with these, such cer

tainly was not the case with the Magyars The Magyar
revolutionary government, as the government of Hungary,
was not at an\ time indej)endent, or a government in fact.

Lt was acknowledged bv only a minority of the Hungarian
population, and did not combine in its

&amp;lt;upport
the whole

even of the Magyar race. It was even as to Hungary onl\
a (action. It was o|posed or looked upon coldlv bv the

majority of the magnates of the land, to whom the princi

pal authority in the local ^overnment belonged, and was

oppox;d by a majority of the population of the territory
over which it pretended to authority, and in arms against it.

At the moment when Mr. Mann was accredited to it, it was
attacked on the South and Southeast by powerful armies of

Hungarians, while Au.-tria and Russia were entering it from
the Mast. Northeast, \ortli\vest, and West, with an over

whelming force. It was attacked on nine sides at once, and
it is well known that the allied force.-, crushed it without a

serious blow bein^ struck. To say tlr.it Kossuth s govern
ment, -supported only by a faction of the Hungarian peo
ple, always unable to make it assume a national character,
and thus assailed on all quarters by powerful forces under
brave and experienced oilicers, some of whom are un
rivalled in modern times, save by Xapoleon and Welling
ton, was independent in fact, is simply ridiculous; and to

pretend that Austria had virtually abandoned the contest,
and had no reasonable prospect of renewing it with an issue

favorable to her sovereignty, is still more ridiculous. To
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have formal! v recognized its independence would liave been

an act sustained by none of the instances Mr. Webster cites,

even giving them an interpretation the most favorable to

his position they can possibly bear, and, it strikes us, mani

festly unwarranted by the law of nations or the usages of

civilized states. With all deference, then, to Mr. Webster,

we must think that lie goes further than he is warranted in

saying that, if the United States had formally acknowledged
the independence of Hungary, it would not have been an

act against the law of nations.

The well-known fact is, that our government was impor
tuned by the Magyar agents and sympathizers to acknowl

edge the independence of the Magyar revolutionary gov

ernment, not because it was independent in fact, but because

they hoped such acknowledgment would aid it in becoming
so, not because Austria had abandoned the struggle, nor

because her success was doubtful, but that it might become
doubtful. They knew arid felt that the Magyar cause, un

less it could obtain direct or indirect foreign aid, was utter

ly hopeless. Direct aid, except from red-republican volun

teers, they could not at the moment expect ;
but they hoped

that, if they could, through the prospect of commercial ad

vantages, induce this country together with Great Britain

to acknowledge Hungarian independence, and form com
mercial treaties with Kossuth s government, it would ena

ble the rebels to make the contest a national one, and pro

long it till they might have a chance to obtain direct foreign

intervention, in the shape of diplomacy, if not of subsidies;

and looking to the state of Europe at the time, we cannot

doubt, if Kossuth could have contrived to continue the

struggle some six or eight months longer, he would have

had some chance of obtaining it. Through his red-republi
can coadjutors in every country, he would not unlikely have

succeeded in kindling a general war throughout Europe, and

at its termination, she having been previously recognized by
several of the belligerents, he might possibly have obtained

the separation of Hungary from the empire, as one of the

conditions of a general paciti cation. Such undoubtedly was

the hope of Kossuth and his friends, and to such a result

looked expressly their policy of getting this country and

Great Britain to acknowledge Hungarian independence;
and it is not unlikely that it was foreseeing the possibility
of such a result, that induced Austria to call in the aid of

Russia to suppress the rebellion before the rebels could



consummate any portion ot their diplomatic

,,f reiving on their own resources alone, win

siiHici cnt again-! the Magyars, .-o long a- -he had only them

to contend with. Kor us under the circumstances to have?

acknowledged Hungarian independence would have been to

second the policy of Kossuth, to contribute to hi- chances

of prolonging the contest, of kindling a general war, and

robbing the Austrian empire of one of her richest provinces.

It would not. in the lirst instance, indeed, have been an

armed intervention, but it would nevertheless have been

an intervention, a &amp;lt; iforting and consorting with rebel-,

which, it strikes us, the law of nations doe- not warrant,

and which are bv no mean- agreeable to the ii-agv.- ot civil-

i/.ed state-.

It i- very true, our agent did not formally recognize the

independence of the revolutionary government, and that he

never even entered Hungary. The contest was decided by

the time he reached Vienna, in reality before he left home.and

it \\-as too late to aid the rebels, or to form any arrangements

\\-ith them advantageous to ourselves. His mission had

failed in its nuin purpose, and nothing would have come ot

it. if President Ta\]or - cabinet could have kept their own

secret. I .nt we must dissent from Mr. Clayton and Mr.

Web-ter in the assertion that the mission wa- only, or even

principally, a mis-ion of inquiry. It was no more a mission

of inquiry than i&amp;gt; that of any agent -cut abroad to recognize

a foreign power, and, if practicable and advantageous, to

form with it a commercial treaty. This is evident from the

very language of Mr. Minn - instructions, a- cited by Mr.

Webster to prove the contrary. &quot;The principal object the

president has in view.&quot; say the instructions, a- cited by Mr.

Web-tcr. v&amp;gt;

is to obtain minute and reliable information in

regard to Hungary in connection with the a Hairs of sur

rounding countries, the probable issue of the present revo

lutionary movements, ami fh&amp;gt; chancex ir&amp;lt;&amp;gt; may have of

foi in ni i cornnien-ial arranyementut &amp;gt;//i that power favor-

,//,/, to the United S A/fov.&quot; And again. &quot;The object of the

president is to obtain information with regard to Hungary,
and her resources ami prospects. /// /// a /// ir to an. early

recognition of IKT
!n&amp;lt;h-pcn&amp;lt;l&amp;lt;

nce an/I the.formation of com

mercial relations /fh h^r.&quot; It is clear from this, that the

object of the government was the early recognition of the

independence of Hungary, and the formation of commer
cial relations with her favorable to the United States. The
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information sought was sought merely as subsidiary to this

end. If to obtain this information was the only object, or

the principal object, of sending the agent, why was he ac

credited to Kossuth s government, and authorized, if he saw

propei
1

, to recognize it and conclude a commercial treaty
with it? Why were his instructions drawn up in terms

highly complimentary to the rebels, and reproachful to the

imperial government, in terms which indicated a foregone
conclusion? Information was no doubt wanted, few cabi

nets have wanted information more than President Taylor s,

but the particular information it wanted in this case was
whether it was too late to serve the revolutionary govern
ment, in its contest with the imperial authority, and whether
commercial advantages could be secured to ourselves by
formally recognizing it and concluding a commercial treaty
with it.

Mr. Webster contends that President Taylor s cabinet

was justified in the steps it took, by an example which he
cites of the imperial court. In the early part of our revo

lutionary struggle, and while England was putting forth all

her power to subdue us, an agent of the American congress,
he says,

&amp;gt;; was not only received with great respect by the

ambassador of the empress-queen at Paris, and by the min
ister of the grand duke of Tuscany, who afterwards mounted
the imperial throne, but resided in Vienna for a consider

able time
; not, indeed, officially acknowledged, but treated

with courtesy and respect ;
and the emperor suffered him

self to be persuaded by that agent to exert himself to pre
vent the German powers from furnishing troops to England
to enable her to suppress the rebellion in America. Neither
Mr. Hiilseinann nor the cabinet of Vienna, it is presumed, will

undertake to say that any thing said or done by this govern
ment, in regard to the recent war between Austria and

Hungary, is not borne out, and more than borne out, by
this example of the imperial court.&quot; The example of Jo

seph II., the emperor here referred to, has little weight with

us, and can have little weight with an Austrian, for he is

well known, through the greater part of his life, to have

departed widely from the traditions of the house of Ilabs-

burg. He was a, half French philosopher, a bold innovator,
a revolutionist on the throne, whose authority in founding
precedents we hardly expected such a man as Mr. Webster
to recognize. But tlh-.re is, it strikes us, a wide difference

between treating With, courtesy and respect, as a private
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vvnt leman. a per.-on who happens to be, but who is not

otlicially recognized to he. an a-vnt from a revolutionary

government. .and appointing and .-ending out an a^ent to
such a irovernment. with instruction- drawn up in terms

highly complimentary to it and reproachful to the govern-
nient against which it is in arm-, and authorized, in a cer
tain contingency, to recognize it- independence, and con
clude a commercial treaty \vith it. The emperor, moreover,
at the instance of the a^ent. performed n&amp;lt;&amp;gt; act that was not

required \)\ his ,])osition as a neutral power; foi
1

all he is

said to have done was simply to exert himself to prevent
the (ierman princes, that i&amp;gt;. the prince- that acknowledged
him as emperor, troin intervening in l a\ &amp;gt;rof Kn^land. lie

was not hound to intervene in theijuarrel bet \veen Kn^land
and her colonies, and to advise, a.- emperor, the princes of
his empire not to intervene a^ain-l 11- by furnishing troops
to Knirland to aid her in .-ubdiiin^- us. wa.-

&amp;gt;implv
not inter-

veniiii:-. and Kn^land had no more cause to com])lain than
Austria would have had to complain of the federal irovern-
ment in case it had exerted itself, if they had been so dis-

&amp;gt;. to prevent the seve-

her 1 roi
&amp;gt;p-

to enable
n in Hungary. The example
not. therefore, appear to us to

car out. or indeed to have any bearing on. the conduct of
President Taylor - cabinet.

Mr. Webster expresses irreat indignation at Mr. Iliilse-

mann s su^estion, ihat they who took the rc.-ponsibilitv of

sendiiiir out Mi-. Mann expo-ed him to be treated as a spy.
Me denies that Mr. Mann was a spy, and says, -&quot;To i;ive
this odious name and character to a confidential a^ent of a

neutral power, bearing the commission of his country, and
sent for &amp;lt;i fur/m*, fully warranted IHJ the law of nation*,
is not only to abuse lan^ua^e. but also to confound all just
ideas, and to announce the wildest and most extravagant
notions.&quot; ( Vrtainiv. if sent fora purposefully warranted
by the law of nations.&quot; but not so certainly, if sent to tamper
with rebels contrary to the law of nations. &quot;Had the im
perial o-overnment of Austria subjected 3lr. Mann to the
treatment of a spy.

1

Mr. Webster auds, &quot;it would have
placed itself out of me pale of civilized nations; ana the
cabinet of Vienna may be assured, that if it had carried, or

attempted to carry, any such lawless purpose into effect, in
the case of an authorised agent of this government, the
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spirit of the people of tin s country would have demanded
immediate hostilities to be waged by the utmost exertion
of the power of the republic, military and naval.&quot; Perhaps
so. But if Mr. Mann at Vienna, with instructions hostile
to Austria, and his credentials to her rebellious subjects in
his pocket, and pocking information as to her policy and
movements with a view of using it against her to the ad
vantage of her rebellious subjects in arms against her, was
not a spy, what was he ? We are far from certain that he
was not a spy in the full legal sense of the term, for a spy,we take it, is a secret emissary in the camp or dominions of
one belligerent, communicating with traitors, or seeking
information of its resources, intentions, plans, and operations,
with a view to the interests of its enemies, or the other
belligerent, all of which was true of Mr. Mann, as is evi
dent from the very face of his instructions. He was sent

especially to collect information in the dominions of Austria,
with a view of using it against her and in favor of her re
bellious subjects, as is undeniable ; what was he, then, but
a spy? The fact that he was a confidential agent of our
government, acting under its authority, could not alter the
nature of his errand, and only implicated our government
itself in his unlawful doings. But be this as it may, if, as
Austria contends, and Mr. Webster, in our judgment, fails
to disprove, the agent or emissary despatched was despatchedon an unlawful mission, that is. a mission not warranted
by the law of nations, the commission of his government
could not protect him. If. then, Austria had apprehendedhim within her jurisdiction, she could have punished him
according to the nature of his offence, without his government having either the right to protect him or to complain ;

tor it could claim no right in virtue of its own wrono-. Mr
Webster s indignation seems to us, therefore, unwarranted,and his threat, which would have been more dignified if
the dominions of Austria were contiguous to our own or
she were more formidable as a naval power, wholly uncalled
for.

Finally, Mr. Webster takes the ground that Austria has
no right to complain of the instructions to Mr. Mann, how
ever reproachful to her, because they were instructions of
the government to its own agent. This is undoubtedly ten
able ground, so long as they remained confined to the government and its agent, and were unknown beyond; but not
at all since they are published to the world. Austria com-



plains of the instructions oiilv inasmuch as they have re

ceived publicity. They were communicated by the presi

dent to the senate, and by the senate printed and published.

They are. when published, addressed to the world, and

Austria has now a perfect riiMit to (juestioii
the v;o\ eminent

concerning them. Mr. Web-ter savs,
&quot; \\ ith respect to the

communication of Mr. Mann s instructions to the senate.

and the laiiMjia-e in which they were couched, it has already

been said, and Mr. llulsemami must feel the justice of the

remark, that there are dome-t ie alia it s in refei ence to which

the government of the I nited State- cannot admit t he slight

est responsibility to the ^oyernniein of his Imperial

Majesty.&quot;
\ erv true, so loii-j; as they remain purely do

mestic all airs : but Mr. Web-ter forgets that, when pub-

li-hed to the world, they cease to be purely domestic affairs,

and become public, and as public the
p&amp;gt;\

eminent is of course

responsible for them. This is only common sense and coin

moil justice, and Mr. Webster himself maintained the same,

some years since, when the doctrine he now opposes to Mr.

Hiilse mann was put forth bv (ieiieral .lacksoii in one ot his

We are pleased to find Mr. Clay taking in the senate the

same --round that we do.
&quot;

It is true.&quot; lie says, on the mo
tion for printing an c\tra number ot copies ot the corre

spondence, &quot;it is true thai in -oinc sense a communication

between the president of the I nited States and congress,

or either branch of it. is a dome-tic document, but the mo
ment ir is publi-hed it is transmitted to every tpiarter of

the - lobe; and I think, if we look into the history of our

diplomacy, we shall find unquestionable precedents where

foreign --overnments have been called to an account for acts

which were somewhat, if not wholly, of a domestic char

acter. Kven occurrence- of the day, as seen in the peri

odicals of the country, have been the subject of diplomatic
action. Sir. does tin - fact that it is of a domestic character

limit its publicity ( It is published throughout the world
;

if you say anv thinir in that document which another gov
ernment must feel as a reproach, is it any consolation to

reflect that, while the whole world knows what you have

said disparagingly of her, the whole world knows that it

was a domestic matter .

&quot; The fact is. the moment the docu

ment is published, it ceases to be domestic, and becomes a

public document, and is to be treated as sucn.

We do not, therefore, think Mr. Webster s reply proves
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that Austria had no cause of complaint, or that &quot;the steps
taken by President Taylor s cabinet, which she now pro
tests against, were warranted by the law of nations and

agreeable to the usages of civilized states.&quot; Whether they
did in fact violate the law of nations and lawful usages or

not, it is not within our province to decide, but we may,
we trust, without rashness or indecorum, be permitted to

suggest, that, if those steps were not absolutely unlawful,
or more than other powers have sometimes suffered them
selves to take, they are such as no high-minded or honorable

government would ever take against a power to whom it

professed to be friendly, who had never given it the slight
est cause of complaint, and whose friendship it wished to
retain. They show that all the sympathies of the govern
ment were with the rebellious Magyars, and that it was
willing to aid them all it could without an open rupture
with their rightful sovereign. They show that the govern
ment had no sincere friendship for Austria, no esteem for
her character, no respect for her rights, no sympathy with
her noble efforts to maintain the cause of authority and law

against rebellion and anarchy, in a word, they show that it

cared nothing for her, the only party it had, as a non-inter

vening power, any right to know in the contest, and was
solicitous only for the success of her rebellious subjects.
An astute lawyer may, perhaps, show that \ve technically
violated, in our ungenerous and dishonorable conduct, no
law of nations; but sure are we, that if the cases had been
reversed, and we had been in the place of Austria and she
in ours, Mr. Secretary Webster would have taken a differ
ent view of the question, and addressed a protest against
her doings in terms not more courteous, and far more ener

getic, than Austria lias seen proper to adopt.
&quot;

Sir,&quot; said
Mr. Clay, in his remarks in the senate on Mr. Webster s

answer, &quot;any interference, no matter how cautious, how
legitimate, it may bo, in the affairs of a great government
which is engaged in a contest with any of its departments,
is one of great delicacy. We have only to reverse the po-
sftions in which we are relatively placed to appreciate it.

Suppose any one of the states of this Union were in revolt

against the general government, and any European power
should send an agent here for the purpose of obtaining in

formation, even such as that which our agent was sent to

Hungary to procure, certainly it would create a great deal
of feeling throughout the United States.&quot; Most assuredly
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it would, and if Au.-tria h:nl sent such an a-vnt, accredited

to the revolted state, with instruction-, drawn up in a tone

of decided ho-tilitv to the general irovernment, to reco;j:

ni/.e. in a certain contin^eiicv. ilie independence ot tlie reh

els, and I&quot; fill-in commercial arran--emetit&amp;gt; with them, and

hud afterwards publi.-hed the fact, together with tlie.-e in

Mruct ion-, to the world, we cannot doubt that Mr. \\ ebster

would have fi iind little dilliculi\ in maintaining that her

((induct was 1\ ii&quot; mean- &quot;warranted by the law o| nations,

or &quot;

agreeable to the u.-a- e.- ot civilixed Mate.-&quot;: and it,

during the .-tni- -le. we had found her
emi&amp;gt;-ary lurking

1

about our court oreaiii]). there i- juM as little doubt that we

.-hould have hunir him. a.- &amp;lt; ieiieral .Iack&amp;gt;on liiinir Arbiithnot

and Ambrister.

Hut all thi.- bv the way. &amp;lt; Mir purpose was not to prove
the in.-ullieiencv of Mr. WeK-ier -

reply to the Chevalier

Uulsemann. to inddpate our own v.o\ rrmnent. or to vindi

cate the ju.-tice of the Ansti ian protect. It wa&amp;gt; lor a tar

diliereiit purpose that we introduced the correspondence
Itetween the two irovernments. It was to point out a tar

Braver lault on the parl of Mr. \\ eli.-ter than that ot incon-

clusivc reason ii i tr, namelv. that of attempt in-- to defend the

.-\mpatli\ of t

Kuropean reliel

ticular, on a --round fatal to all political ri- lit and social

oi dcr. Mr. N\ e!i-ter. a&amp;gt; I epi e.-ent in- the --o\-( I llm cut, mij^ht

feel him-elf called upon to make the liest defence in his

power of tiie
,-tep.-

taken l \ I* reside nt Tay lorV-cal linet. even

if he did not per.-onally approve them : hut we cannot e\

cuse him for attempting to do it on principles, which must

not onlv lie an a---Tu\ ation of the otVence complained ot ly
Austria, Itut ali.-olutely ruinoii&amp;gt; to hi- own government, and

which it cannot accept without plac m-- it-elf out ot the pale

of civili/ed nations.

The policy of our ir&amp;gt;vcrnnient under Washington, and

which was commended to us
l&amp;gt;y

the father of his country in

his &quot; Farewell Address,&quot; was that of non-intervention in the

domestic atTairs of other nation.-. In those purer days of

the republic, to which President Taylor proposed to restore

the administration of the ^ovi-rnment, and the history ot

which it is rumored Mr. Webster is en^a^ed in writing, we

proceeded on the principle of adopting and maintaining tor

ourselves such political forms and institutions as we jud-cd
most appropriate to our peculiar position, and best adapted
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to onr national character and interests, and of leaving to
other nations to do the same for themselves, each in its own
individual case. We were sturdy republicans for ourselves

;

but we recognized, in themselves considered, the equal le

gitimacy of all forms of government, and claimed onlv that
the republican was the legal and best form for us. We
were republicans for ourselves, without proposing or claim

ing to be republicans for the whole world. We recognized
in every independent people, what, indeed, is the essence
of independence, the right of self-government, that is, the

right of determining its own form of political constitution,
undictated to by any other people; and we also recognized
the rights of authority, and the duty of the people to obey
it in the legal discharge of its legal functions, that is, we
recognized the allegiance of every people to the sovereign
authority of the state, however constituted, or their strict

obligation to obey the laws. We defended our own act of

separatum from the crown of Great Britain, not on modern
.revolutionary principles, but on legal principles, on the

ground that George III. had by his tyranny broken the

compact between him and the colonies
;
that is, had by his

own act, against our repeated remonstrances and protests,
himself absolved us from our allegiance. Whether our
defence was successful or not is nothing to the present ques
tion

;
certain it is, the principle we asserted is a sound one,

and if we erred in its application to facts, whatever defect
in our title that error occasioned was supplied the moment
that the British crown acknowledged our independence.
From that moment, at least, our government was legal, and
we asserted it on legal principles, and no more asserted or
conceded the misnamed right of insurrection or rebellion
than do monarchical governments themselves. Like all

governments, we asserted the principle of legitimacy, of

authority, -for ourselves, and recognized it in all independent
governments. We thus placed ourselves in harmony with
the civilized world, and could recognize and treat with gov
ernments, and be recognized and treated with by them, on
terms of mutual esteem and respect, although tlieir consti
tution of the sovereign power was different from our own.

Unhappily, of late years we have shown a disposition to

depart from this sound principle and wholesome policy, and
have come in some measure to regard ourselves as the rep
resentatives of a political system, and the political system
we represent as the only system which, here or anywhere
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else, is or can he legitimate. Rebellion of the people again&amp;gt;t

other systems in favor of ours, we assume to IK- everywhere

!a\vt ul.&quot;an.l to ! discountenanced, if discountenanced at

nil oniv where it is imprudent, that is. where it has not a

reasonable prospect of succeeding. On this principle we

encouraged, indirectly, at least, the Spanish American col

onies to^revolt from the mother country, and prematurely

acknowledged their independence; wrested Texas from

Mexico and annexed it to the Union; and have intrigued

with the democrats of Cuba, and Bought to do the same

with the Queen of the Antilles. On this principle
we in

vaded Mexico, for if there had heen no movement in Mex

ico to reestablish monarchy, it cannot he douhted that we

should have had no war with that ivpuhlic ; and it is re

markable, that the iirst tiling we did after crossing the Rio

(irande was to displace the monarchical party, and restore

the republican partv to power. And on this same principle,

also, we sympathize, both government and people, with the

rebels of all countries, and rejoice at their victories over

legitimate authority, historical rights, and the brave defend

er , of law, of order, of liberty, and of society.

Mr. Webster, considering his antecedents, is the last man

in the country that we should have suspected of a disposition

to indorse this most dangerous principle,
so utterly repug

nant to ju.-tice
and eivili/at ion. Vet, unless we have wholly

mistaken his answer to the protest of the Austrian govern

ment, he has fully indorsed it, and supported it in the clear

and forcible language which belongs to his character. Ihis

is the principal fault we lav to his charge. Speaking of the

deep int. rot taken by this country in the recent European

revolutionary movements, he says,&quot;
The undersigned goes

farther, and Vreelv admits, that in proportion as these extraor

dinary events appeared to have their origin in those great

ideas of responsible and popular governments, on which the

American constitutions themselves are wholly founded, they

could not but command the warm sympathy of the people

of this country. AVell-known circumstances in their history,

indeed their whole history, have made them the representa

tives of purely popular principles of government. In this

liirht they stand before the world. They could not, it they

would, conceal their character, their condition, or their des

tiny.&quot;
This will bear but one interpretation, for Mr. VV eb

ster is not merely stating a fact
;
he is assuming a postulate,

from which he infers the justice of that sympathy of our
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government and people, as we have said, with European
rebels in general, and Magyar rebels in particular, which had
induced the steps against which Mr. Hiilsemann, in the name
of Austria, had protested. It could be no justification of

that sympathy, except on the principle of the exclusive

legality everywhere of purely popular principles of govern
ment. Not otherwise could sympathy with rebellious move
ments be defensible on the ground of their appearing to

originate
&quot; in those great ideas of responsible and popular

governments, on which the American constitutions them
selves are wholly founded.&quot; Moreover, on no other prin

ciple could it, be maintained that such sympathy is justifiable,
because the American people are &quot; the representatives of

purely popular principles of government.&quot; If they are

representatives of such principles only for their own coun

try, without questioning the legality of other forms of gov
ernment for other countries, this would be no reason why
they should sympathize with rebellions in other countries in

favor of popular principles of government, or why they
should not hold the overthrow of monarchy in France, Italy,

Germany, and Austria to be as great a crime, and as great
a calamity, as would be the overthrow of democracy or re

publicanism in the United States. If they must sympathize
with rebellions against monarchy in favor of democracy,
because they are representatives of purely popular principles
of government, it can be so only because they represent such

principles not for themselves only, but for the world, that

is, assert the exclusive legality of such principles, and deny
the legality of all others, or, in plain words, maintain that

every government except the democratic is perse a tyranny,
and may lawfully be subverted by its subjects, wherever

they are able to do so.

That this is no forced interpretation of Mr. Webster s

language would seem to be evinced by his contrasting the

position of the United States, as the representative of one

system, with that of the European sovereigns supposed to

represent another, and by his concluding from the fact that,
as he alleges, they have denounced the popular principles
on which the rights of our government are founded without
remonstrance from us or disturbing our equanimity, so they
should not remonstrate, or suffer their equanimity to be dis

turbed, when we denounce the principles on which they rest

their rights. Thus he says :



The position thus beloiiinnu; to the I nited States is ;i fart as insep

arable from their history, their &amp;lt; -tiiutional organi/. Uion, and their

character, as the oppo-ite po-it ion of the power- composing the European

Alliance is from the hi-tory and con-t it u! ional organization of the gov

ernments of tho&amp;gt;c powers. The sovereigns who form that alliance have

not unfrequeiitly felt il their right to interfere with the political move

ments of foreign states; and have in their manifestoes and declarations

denounced the popular ide is of the a-e. in term- so comprehensive as of

necessity to include the I nited States and their form- of ^ovcninieiit .

It is well known that one of ihe leading principles aimonneed by the

allied sovereign- after tin rest oral i I the Bourbons is, that all popular

or constitutional i i-hl- are holden no otheru i-e 1 han as grant.- and indul

gences from crowned heads. I .-eful and necessary chanire- in legisla

tion and admini.-tration, say- the Layhach Circular of May, 1811,

oiiirlit onlv to emanate from the free will and intelligent, conviction of

those wliom (Joil has rendered responsible for power; all that deviates

from this line neces-arily lead- to disorder, commotion-, and evils far

more insufferable than those which they pretend to remedy. And his

late Austrian Maje-tv. Franci- I., i- reported to have declared in an ad

dress to the Hungarian Diet, in is-jli. that the whole world had become

foolish, and. leaving their ancient laws, was in -eareh of imaiiinarv con

stitutions. Tins, ilcrlitnttitinit aiiKinnt to nittltin;/ II HH than &amp;lt;t denial&quot;! tl&amp;lt;n

tiiirfiilinsx nf I/it
&amp;lt;&amp;gt;i-/&amp;lt;;iit

&quot;i tin .\iitti-ii-&amp;lt;iii
&amp;lt;/i

&amp;lt;-t mini nl, since it is certain

that Ihe i_
ro\ eminent was e-tab!i-hed in coii-ei nience of a change which

did not proceed from throne-, or the permission of cro\\ ned lieads. l!iit

the government heard these denunciations of its fundamental principles

without remonstrance, or di.-iurbance of its equanimity.&quot;

This t ullv cdiilii ins all that we liavc said, and
j&amp;gt;nvo&amp;gt;

that

Mr. Webster regards the two systems of u-oveniinrnt a.s

fiiiidaiiuMitallv antaironi-tir, so that the legitimacy of the

one cannot he proclaimed anywhere without denying the

leo-itiniacv of the other. lint tiiis cannot be the case, unle.-s

each is exclusive, and asserts itself as the only legitimate
form of o-o\crnment throughout the world, not only where

it has the hi.-torical right, but equally where it has not, and

its opponent has. Consequently he must hold, that, accord

ing to the principles of our government, all political systems
but our own have no rights, are unlawful, and may be law

fully subverted by rebellion. This must be his doctrine, tor

lie defends sympathy with rebellion against monarchy in be

half of popular government without any limitation, and

solely on the ground that it is in behalf of popular govern
ment, and he is too good a moralist to hold that sympathy
with wrong is ever defensible, and too distinguished a lawyer
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ami ;i statesman to maintain that a re hellion against legitimate

authority, that is, riyhtful authority, is ever right.
It is only on the ground that our government is founded,

not merely on the right of a popular form of government
here where there was no historical right against it, but on

its right to found itself everywhere in opposition to the ex

isting government differently constituted, that Mr. Webster
can establish any fundamental antagonism between the

principles of our government and the declarations of the

allied sovereigns of Europe. He says it is certain that our

government
&quot; was established in consequence of a change

which did not proceed from thrones, or the permission of

crowned heads,&quot; This is not precisely true, if we believe the

revolutionary congress of 1770
;
for that declares the colonies

were absolved from their allegiance to the crown of Great

Britain by the act or acts of George 111., who was a crowned

head, and he would be a bold man who, on any recog
nized principles of public or constitutional law, would un

dertake to maintain the strict legality of the American gov
ernment prior to the acknowledgment of its independence
by the king of Great Britain. But waiving this, conceding
all that Mr. Webster asserts as to the origin of our own gov
ernment, his conclusion does not follow

;
for the allied sover

eigns do not say, and never have said, that none but mo
narchical forms of government can be legal, and that no

legislative or administrative changes are lawful unless they
&quot;

proceed from thrones, or the permission of crowned heads.&quot;

Even as Mr. Webster himself cites them, they only say that

such changes
&quot;

ought only to emanate from the free will and

intelligent conviction of those whom God has rendered re

sponsible for power&quot; that is, from the sovereign or the

supreme authority of the state. Does Mr. Webster himself

deny this? Did he, when formerly secretary of state, deny
it, and recognize the legitimacy of Mr. Dorr s rebellion in

Rhode Island? Did he deny it before the supreme court

of the United States, when employed as counsel in a case

which turned on this very principle? Was it not, and did

not he, with ourselves and all other friends of law and or

der in the country who expressed their views on that rebel

lion, maintain that it was precisely the vice of Mr. Dorrs

constitution, that it did not emanate from the free will and

intelligent conviction of the sovereign authority of Rhode

Island, but from a band of real, though not very sanguinary,
rebels, who formed it without historical right, anol under-
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took to enforce it against the will of the government al-

ivadv exi-tin- . \&amp;gt; it necessary fur us at this day, even

after the deci-ioii of the hi^heM tribunals known to our

laws, to defend Ithode I-land. and 1&quot; prove that, in Hip-

prosinu: the Dorr rebellion, she did nt violate the funda

mental principles &amp;lt;&amp;gt;f the American .&amp;gt;///&amp;lt; . and that too against
such a lawyer and Mate-man as Mr. Secretary \\ebster?

Mr. \Veh-ter cannot lie ignorant that the leading princi

ple which he sa\ s wa- announced bv the allied sovereigns

after the rot oration of t he |&amp;gt;oiirl ions, thai &quot;

popular or con

st it ht ion a 1 ri^ht- are hold en no otherwise than a- grant.- and

indulgence- iVoin crowned head-.&quot; wa- nut announced as a

universal prineiple. hut as a ,-pecial principle applicable only
to the monarchical Mate- of Knrope. ami was the simple
.Ma ten lent of an hi.MI &amp;gt;rical fact. known to every decently-read
man on the -nhject to he an lii.Morical la&amp;lt;M. rather than the

announcement of a prineiple at all. If we recollect aright,

i wa- not even then stated as a rea-on againM -uch rights,

hut as a reason for :_rrant inir or continuing them. At least

such is the fad with regard to the charter --ranted by Louis

X V I ! I., of ! ranee, one of those sovereigns, to hi- subjects,

after his restoration to the throne of hi- ancestors, in the

preamble to which it is ,-et forth. At any rate, it had, it

could have, and wa- intended to have. n&amp;lt;&amp;gt; application to this

country, where monarchy had in&amp;gt; historical rights. Mr.

\Veb.-ter ,-hoiild not have confounded tin; statement of a

fact with the announcement of a principle, nor the an

nouncement of a .-pecial with the announcement of a uni

versal principle. The allied &amp;gt;overeiL
r

n&amp;gt; have on no occasion

announced anv principle that denies the law! illness of our

ii overninent. mile-- \ve so a-.-ert mir government as to deny
the lawfulness of every other not constituted like it. They
have denounced the popular ideas of the a^e. we^rant, but

not &quot;

in terms so c ipre!ien-i\ e as of necessity to include

the l
: !iiteii States, and their forms of government,&quot; for they

have never denied the legality of popular government as

such. They have denied its legality only when it attempts
to assert itself in opposition to established law and histor

ical right, and we. who yield to no man in our republicanism,
or in our loyalty to our government, have done and still do

as much, and so must every American citizen who knows
the distinction between a sovereign state and a mob, or a

legal convention and an electioneering caucus. That they
have denounced, in denouncing the popular ideas of the age,
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doctrines which many of our people have imbibed, and in

accordance with which there is a strong tendency among
us at present to interpret our constitutions, is no doubt true,
but those doctrines are not the foundation of our forms of

government ; they are irreconcilably hostile to them, as no
man knows better, or on occasions feels more deeply, than
Mr. Webster himself, as it would be easy to collect from his

support of the fugitive slave law, and his denunciations of
resistance to it.

Mr. Webster says that the allied sovereigns
; have not un-

frequently felt it their right to interfere with the political
movements of foreign states,&quot; and he appears to wish to
leave the impression, that they have interfered to put down
popular government, and that, as they have done this, they
ought not to complain when we only express our sympathy
with the various movements to establish such governments.We are not the apologists of the sovereigns of Europe, but
we have no right to misrepresent them, and we must say
that this statement, in the sense it appears to be made, is

far from being correct. The allied sovereigns have, un

doubtedly, interfered occasionally in the political movements
of foreign states, but rarely, if ever, in the political move
ments of any foreign state without the invitation or consent,
of its sovereign, and never to put down popular government
as such, nor at all where it could pretend even to a shadow
of political or historical right. They have interfered against
usurpers and rebels in defence of legal constitutions and his

torical rights, but never to put down a government merely
because it was founded on popular principles. It is against
illegality, against revolutionism, against the disrespect for
undeniable historical and political rights, against disorder
and anarchy, that they have interfered. If they have inter
fered with republicanism as such, why have they not inter
fered to suppress republicanism in Switzerland, in San
Marino, and the free towns of Germany? No, the princi
ple of intervention asserted by the allied sovereigns has been

misunderstood, and often maliciously misrepresented. We
in this country, instead of looking at the facts, and ascer

taining the principle on which the sovereigns profess to act,
have generally relied, without any critical examination, on
the statements of European liberals, a cia^of men to whom
truth is for the most part a stranger, and whose passions,
prejudices, and purposes very naturally lead them to ca
lumniate their sovereigns, against whom they are everywhere
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and continually conspiring, and who have so often thwarted

their criminal&quot;attempts. The principle on which the sover

eigns have interfered is respect for historical rights, and

the preservation of liberlv and social order in Europe.
Where

rcpul&amp;gt;ii&amp;lt;
;misiii existed, and had an historical right

to exist, thev have respected republicanism ; where monarchy
survived, and had an historical riirht to reign, they have re

spected nioiiarchv, and exerted themselves to put down its

enemies. It doe.- not therefore follow, because in defence

of national const ii ut ions and historical rights the allied

sovereigns have fre&amp;lt; juently claimed the right to interfere to

suppress usurper- and rebei.-. that they have no right to

complain of us for even-where sympathizing with usurpers

and rebels, with the party in arms, against national consti

tutions and the historical rights of sovereignties, which we,

as a liovernmeiit. are as much intere-ted in maintaining as

are the allied sovereigns themselves.

It mav be asked, why these sovereigns have not left, to

each slate the .settlement of its own domestic atlairs. It

miu ht as well be asked, why our government interfered to

prevent the reestahlishnieiit of monarchy in Mexico, and

whv the press has called upon it to interfere and put, down
motiarchv in ( uba and in Ha\ti. The answer to the ques
tion is, that the intervention was necessary for the common

j^-ood of all the states, and the preservation oi social order

ill Europe. The several states \vere so connected one with

another, that a convulsion could not occur in one without

shaking another, and often the individual sovereign was too

weak to suppress the revolutionists in his own dominions,

aided as thev were by their sympathizers in other states.

If your children fire votir house, and you will not or cannot

extinguish its tlame-. I am not obliged to stand quiet and

see it burn down, when it is so situated that it cannot burn

down without burning down mine with it. I have the right

to interfere and extinguish the flames, and if not able to do

it alone, I have a right To c;ill in my neighbors to help me.

The; principles and proceedings of the popular party in

Europe were incompatible; with civilization, inasmuch as

they respected no public law, and attacked all political

rights, and even social order itself. The European sover

eigns entered into an alliance and intervened against them,
because they asserted democracy as the only form of gov
ernment that is or can anywhere be lawful

;
because they

denied the lawfulness of kindly governments aa such, and as-
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serted the right of the people, and exerted themselves to

induce the people to exercise the rig-] it, everywhere to rebel

against monarchical governments, and overthrow them sim

ply because monarchical
;
because they assumed the position

and character of armed propagandists, and formed among
themselves, as they do at this moment, a league or confed

eration in every country for the express purpose of revolu

tionizing all monarchical slates. The sovereigns of Europe
were bound, as the heirs of the historical rights of the Euro

pean nations, and by their position and coronation oaths, to

interfere, and, if possible, save the civilized world from its

most deadlv enemies; and if they had not interfered, they
would have been false to God and to society, and would

have deserved the utter reprobation of every friend of civil

ization.

Now it is precisely sympathy with these banded Euro

pean conspirators, these Jacobins, red-republicans, socialists.

Carbonari, Freemasons, Illuminati, Friends of Light, or by

whatever other name they may call themselves or be; called

by their opponents, and with their detestable principles and

criminal movements, that Mr. Webster defends, and unde

niably defends, on the ground that their principles are ours,

and cannot be denounced without of necessity including the

United States and their forms of government. That is, our

institutions are founded on the denial of the lawfulness of

all forms of government but the democratic, the assertion

of the legality of the popular form of government univer

sally, and the indefeasible right of the people everywhere
to conspire, to rebel, against monarchy, in utter disregard
of public law, or of historical rights, for the sake of estab

lishing it ! And this pernicious doctrine is put forth, not

by some foreign refugee from the dungeon or the halter,

not by some obscure radical desirous of attracting notoriety

by the extravagancy of his paradoxes, but by the distin

guished lawyer and statesman, Daniel Webster, and by him
not as a private citizen, but as secretary of state, by author

ity of the president of the United States, in a grave official

document addressed to a foreign court in defence of the

American government and people!

&quot;Non tali auxilio, nee dcfimsoribus istis

Tempus eget.&quot;

Here is our well-founded objection to Mr. Webster s re

ply to the Chevalier Iliilsemann, a reply which, though
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lot so intended, really calumniates this country, and insults

very loyal American citizen. It is in &amp;gt;triking
contrast

ivitli the principles and policy of Washington, the father

of his country : and it adopts principles,
and paves the way

for a policy, to which we have been accustomed to regard

Mr. Webster as the most strenuous and distinguished oppo

nent among American Mate-men. Hi- intended defence,

1,,,, ival charge, we need not say. is unfounded, and we evi-

dentlv cannot identify the principles
of the American con

stitution and --overnment with the principles ot the Euro

pean rebels and revolutionists, without placing ourselves as

: , people out of the pale of civili/ed nations. We are, no

doubt, a -real people, in our way. but it behooves us to re

member that we do not give law to the civili/ed world. The

civili/ed world existed, civilized nations were constituted,

public law was settled, and the principles and usages ol

civilization were determined, -ome centuries before we as

an independent government were born. The fact of our

existence ha&amp;gt; made no alteration in public, law. or in the

principles and usages of the civili/ed world; and we, in

order to be a member of the civili/ed family, must not un

dertake to create anew public law and civilized usages, but

foil form to them as they existed before us. I f we choose

to arraign them, or to place ourselves in opposition to them,

it is not other nations we uncivilize, but ourselves. I he

principles and movement.- of the European libcrali.-ts. or

revolutionists, are. undeniably, in direct and systematic oppo
sition to all law. to the principle.-

and usages of the whole

civilized world, -and we cannot indorse them, and maintain

that our government cannot be defended without defending

them, and not maintain that our government stands opposed
to the whole civili/ed world, and therefore is not itself a

civilized government.
As an American citizen we protest against this foul dis

honor to our government and principles. There is no oc

casion to appeal to those popular ideas of the age, denounced

bv the allied sovereigns of Europe, in order to vindicate

the lawfulness of our government, and here no more than

in Austria or Russia are the sacredness and inviolability of

national constitutions or historical rights of authority denied.

If, as a fact, the people intervened in forming our constitu

tion, it was because there was here, after the acknowledg

ment of our independence, no other power that had a right

to do it, and they violated no historical or already existing
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rights in doing it. As a matter of fact, however, their ac

tual intervention was in accordance with, if not indeed in

virtue of. all the historical rights subsisting in the nation at

the time, and was less to found or institute government,
than to supply the defects in the already existing govern
ment occasioned by the lapse of the crown of Great Britain.

But be this as it may, nobody questions, not even the allied

sovereigns of Europe themselves question, the natural right
of a people who find themselves without government, since

government is a prime necessity of society, as society is of

man, to assemble in convention and institute a government.
This right is universally conceded. But the moment the

government is instituted, the moment it can be said to exist,

its historical right commences, and the right of the people
to found or institute government ceases. This, whatever

may be the theory of our unfledged politicians, is the prin

ciple of our institutions, sustained by all our laws, as no man
knows better than the eminent lawyer now secretary of

state. The people here have not one particle of power, ex

cept by virtue of historical right. The law admits them to

a large share in the administration through the elective

franchise, it is true, but that franchise is a trust, not a nat

ural right, and is possessed only by those to whom the law-

grants it, and can be exercised only in the form and manner
the law prescribes. The people may be legally assembled

in convention, to amend the constitution, but they can

assemble only by virtue of the law, and when so assembled

are as much a legal assembly holding under law as any one

of our ordinary legislatures. Is it not so ? Try the experi
ment

;
let the people assemble without being legally con

vened, let them, on the simple ground of popular sover

eignty, form a new constitution, and institute a new gov
ernment, as they did in lihode Island, and will it be held to

have the right to govern { Not at all, and any act of it to

supplant forcibl}
r historical right, or to compel itself to be

obeyed as the government, will be by the laws of every
state in the Union an act of treason, and punishable as such.

The case is not an imaginary one ; it has already occurred
in our brief history, has been fully argued on both sides,

and finally settled by the highest tribunals known to our

laws, and settled in favor of the old government, on the

ground that it has the historical right, and is the only gov
ernment historically known. The fact, then, of the inter

vention of the people here in the formation of the govern-
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hroiiv;h the elective franchise in

if ri^ lit, when legally convened,
ir tlic fundamental law, makes

no difference, in so fa i

1 as v.-ovenmient. between our govern
ments and the governments of Kurope. It has the same

rights and diitie- that they have, and hold.- it.- powers under

tlie -ame divine law under \vliieh they hold theirs. It has

the same hi-toncal ri^ht&amp;gt; that they have, the same right

that thev have, and u&amp;lt;&amp;gt; ether than they have, to protect

it-elf, and to -uppiv-- all rebel! ion- again-t it. NN ithont

asserting the sae red ness ami inviolability of hi-torical rights,

of it&amp;gt; riu ht tn l&amp;gt;e and to govern Keeaiise it ha.-- been and is

the
v.-i&amp;gt;\ eminent, and no other has lieen or is the govern-

ment. it could not -u.-tain it-elf a single moment. I m- it

&amp;lt;-tuld not rightfully put do\\n a .-in^le rebellion against it.

&amp;lt;.r attempt to enforce a single one of its la\v-. If we must

as-ume hi-torical ri- lits to he sacred and inviolable, as the

oiilv condition of -u-tainiiiLT our ^ovei nmeiit. what is more
ab-urd than to maintain, that to assert thr-e rights against
the rebels in arms, madmen conspiring everywhere against
t hem. is to deny the la wfulne-s of our own con.-tit lit ion and

forms of u-overnment No government is more interested

in .-u-taininu those ri^ht- than our own. and it is with no
little regret we hear the -o\crnment itself renouncing its

own legality, and e\
p erv principle on which its lawfulness

can be defended, telling us that our sympathy is due, not to

tho-i- who labor to protect tho.-e rights, but to those who
&amp;gt;corn them, trample them under their feet, and are every-
where confederated, and about airain to take up arms, to

render them of no avail.

It is true. Mr. Web-ter tells us that the American people
though thev everywhere sympathize with rebels and the

-worn enemies of all hi.-torical rights, do not propose to

take up arm:- to assi-t them. &quot;The Tinted States have ab

stained at all time- from act.- of interference with the po
litical changes of Kuropr. They cannot, however, fail to

cherish always a lively interest in the fortunes of nations

struggling for institutions like our own. But this sympa
thy, so far from being necessarily a hostile feeling towards

any of these parties, is quite consistent with amicable re

lations with both.&quot; Will Mr. Webster explain how we can

maintain amicable relations with the sovereign, while we
have amicable relations with his rebellious subjects? But
this is not the point now under consideration. We do not
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believe that as long; as Mr. Webster is in the cabinet our

government will take any very active measures of interfer
ence in behalf of rebels in Europe or elsewhere, but he de
fends principles which permit such interference whenever
we choose. In assuming that our government by its origin
and principles denies, with the European rebels, all histori
cal rights, and authorizes and sympathizes with their move
ments, he denies that so to interfere would be any violation
of public right. The rights of nations are all historical,
and if we deny them, there is nothing to hinder us from
accepting the doctrine of FRATERNITY preached by Mr.
Webster s European friends, and then we should have the
same right to engage in a struggle for democracy anywhere
that the revolutionists themselves have. ]STay , Mr. Web
ster s own assertion, by authority of the president of the
United States, of our sympathy with these revolutionists.
and his identification of their principles and cause with our
own, can be vindicated only on a principle that would allow
interference in their behalf to any extent we chose, or

thought it prudent for our own sake, to carry it.

Mr. Webster asserts the prosperity of his own country as

superinduced by her peculiar institutions, in the true spirit
of a propagandist. &quot;The power of this republic is at the

present moment spread over a region, one of the richest
and most fertile on the globe, and of an extent in compari
son with which the possessions of the house of Habsburg
are but a patch on the earth s surface.&quot; This probably was
written with a view to the pit. Suppose this to be a fact,
what relevancy has it to the matter in controversy ? Does
it prove us in the right by proving our dominions are larger
than those of Austria, or her in the wrong, because her farm
is less than ours? Even supposing it proved the superiority
of republican institutions over monarchical, what has that
to do with the question s! Austria has not protested against
our republicanism, or asserted the superiority of monarchy,
and what right has Mr. Webster, if he recognizes the in

dependence of Austria, and proposes to treat with her as a

sovereign state, to bring in question the relative superiority
or inferiority of the respective forms of the two govern
ments? Why does he travel out of the record, and give
vent to a very silly boast { Do his best, he cannot claim for
his country any superiority over Austria, except in vain and
undignified boasting. But how, in fact, stands the question
with regard to this vast extent of territory of the Union?



Of the territory of the old thirteen states, we say nothing ;

hutof the rest, which far exceeds it. \vill Mr. Webster se

riously set if-
aci|ui&amp;gt;it

ion down t tin- credit of our political

principles and in-t it in inns ( The Louisiana purchase he

cannt. for Mr. .lell er-on. who purchased the territory from

] ranee, confessed that he did it in violation of the consti-

stitntion lie had sworn to observe and defend. The acqui-
sition of Texas he cannot ; for he maintained in the senate

that it could not lie constitutionally annexed to the Union,

and he opposed its annexation with all his energy, ability,

and eloquence. The acquisition of New Mexico and (

1

ali-

t ornia lie cannot : for he opposed as unjust the war which

led to their conquest, and also opposed to the last nioineiit

the treaty liv which they were acquired, and even voted

airain-t its rat itic.it ion. As to Oregon, we know not under

what title we hold it. unless it lie that one ( aptain (Jray

happened to approach very near to, perhaps entered, the

month of the ( .ilnmbia river, before any one else was

known to ha\e dune so. Now. we submit to Mr. Webster

hinis&quot;]f. if he has anv ri^ nt to consider this vast acquisition
of territory, effected for the mo&amp;gt;t part bv open violation of

the constitution, or b\ a war which he held at the time to

be aggressive and uncalled for, a war. a&amp;gt; he pronounced it,

&quot;of
pretexts,&quot;

as anything honorable to the republic or

republican institution.- in general.

I .ut we have extended our remark- much further than we
intended, and we hasten to dismiss this painful subject, al

though we leave several points of some importance un

touched. We need not add, that for Mr. Webster, both in

consideration of his public services and of what we have;

seen of him in social intercourse, we have entertained a very

^reat. indeed, a very profound respect; and we have looked

to him as the leader of that true American party which, we
trusted, would be formed out of the conservative elements

of the two great panics which have hitherto divided the;

country. We have particularly approved his course in re

gard to tin; so-called &quot;

compromise measures,&quot; and we were

exceedingly gratified when we heard that he had consented

to accept the department of state in Mr. Fillmore s cabinet,

[t has therefore been with great disappointment, as well as

unfeigned sorrow, that we have read the document on which
\ve have commented. Asa diplomatic document we shall

not trust ourselves to characterize it, anv further than to say
that it is singularly irrelevant in several of its topics, incoii-
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elusive in its reasonings, and undignified in its tone. As a

political document embodying the views of the government
and announcing American principles, it is in a high degree
objectionable. In it Mr. Webster leaves the statesman for

the demagogue, the conservative for the radical, and instead

of availing himself of his position and the occasion to an

nounce sound and salutary principles, he has assumed the

lionnct rouge of the Jacobin, and descended to pander to the

worse principles, the basest passions, and the most danger
ous tendences of his countrymen. Little did we think that

he who some years since applauded, and induced not a few
others to applaud, our own indignant denunciation of these

principles, passions, and tendencies, would himself one day
need to be remonstrated with for proclaiming them, and

proclaiming them as American, and inseparable from the

American character, condition, and destiny. We hope his

lapse will prove but momentary, that he will hasten to take

back his defence of rebels everywhere, and assume his right
ful and natural position once more on the side of authority,
in defence of historical rights, and of liberty through law.

This, with disunion preached throughout the land, and the

laws openly resisted, in our cities, is no time to proclaim
sympathy with rebels and rebellion.

AUSTRIA AND HUNGARY.*

[From Brownson s Quarterly Review for April. 1852.]

THESE are two interesting and in various respects highly
instructive volumes. The author is a native of Switzerland,
and was formerly tutor to the young archdukes of Austria,
and, we believe, to the present Emperor Francis Joseph,
lie is a man of learning and talents, of firm faith and sincere
and tender piety, lie travels as a Catholic and as an eccle

siastic
,
but as one who well knows the world, as a shrewd

observer, and as an able and impartial commentator on

*Les Saints Lieux. Pelerinage ti Jerusalem, en passant par I Antriehe,
in Hongrie, la SLavonie, les Provinces Danubiennes, Constantinople, V Ai &amp;lt; hi-

,&amp;gt;d,
le Liban. la tiyrie, Ale.mndrie, .\falte, la Sidle, et Marseille. Par MGR.

MISLIN, Abbe Mitre. A Paris: 1851.

VOL. XVI- 14



what ln&amp;gt; see? ami heaix A more pleasant, insrrnctivo, and

rrustworthv t raxviler ii ha- rarely been our good fortune to

meet, or one whose accounts of the countries through wliich

lie lias pa.-.-ed are moiv interest inn
1 or more important. \\ e

see and learn more of them in hi- pages than \ve could by
x i-itinv; them our.-elves. for lie alxvav.- sei/es the right point
of view, and .-hows vou the precise tiling.- a Catholic travel

ler oii^ ht to see and become ac(juaiuted with.

The Abbot Mislin -et out from Vienna on his pilgrimage
to the Holv Places .m the 24-th of June, 1M*\ after the first

red republican revolution in that city, and just before the

open revolt of l\o-siith and the Mai^vars. His position at

the court of Au-tria i_
rave him a ^ood opportunity of under

stand in
&amp;lt;;

t he character and purposes of each, and hi- candor,

independence, and ohvious &amp;lt;^m\ faith render his statements

worthv of ail confidence. He loves Au.-tria. indeed, and is

-tron^lx attached to the imperial family, hut he is no blind

idolater of An-triari poliev. and thi&amp;gt;u^li far from s\ mpatliix
in^

- with the fal-e liberalism of the a^e. he comments with

LH eat freedom on the act- ot the imperial ^overmncul. He
i- no enem v t.i A u.-t ria. but he is no tlatterer of the A n.-t rian

government, which, though nut censurable under the rela

tion- alleged b\ the revolutionists, had manv and great
faults, which no lover of free loin and Catholicity can pal

liate or disLTiii-e. Tiie imperial familv were pious and well

disposed, but the administration was almost wholly in the

hand- of the enemies of the church. Happily, however.

the ^nvernment was forced by the rude .-hock.- it received to

recognize its errors, and the present emperor ha.- already done

much, and we trust he will do still more, to correct them.

K\en as a matter of sound poliev, he should leave the church

free, for it is onlv through her freedom and independence
of the state that government, or even society, is practicable
in any part of ( hri.-tendom. The attempt to maintain so

ciety on atheistical principles, by chaining up the church,

disparaging the dcr^v. ridiculing religion, and directing
attention solely to worldly interests, roast beef and plum-
pudding, has signally failed, and we hope it will be long
before a new crop of fools will be produced to renew it.

From Vienna the author passed through Hungary. As
lie visits I resburgh. the ancient capital of Hungary, the

author makes some reflections and offers .some details not

without interest. The Hungarian revolution has not yet
broken out, but it i* on the eve of its explosion. The author
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sees clearly what is c&amp;lt;&amp;gt;mina\ and gives a brief and trust

worthy account of the causes and nature of the struggle
which was then prepared. He fully confirms the view
which lias been uniformly taken in this journal of the Hun
garians and of their late rebellion against Austria.

&quot; A few years ago I assisted at one of those turbulent Hungarian diets

which preluded the present tempest, After a stormy session of the

chamber of deputies, in which I had seen the Austrian government
furiously attacked without hearing a single voice raised in its defence,
save the official and almost indifferent voice of the president, I ob
served to the president, that it was impossible for an edifice to remain
a long time standing which everybody conspired to demolish. The
Hungarians (Magyars), he replied, are ardent, vivacious, high-spirited,

clamorous, and fond of opposition in phrases. It is necessary to let

them throw off their excess of fire and eloquence. My predecessor, who
took every thing literally, died in endeavoring to restrain them, but I,

who know them, leave them to act and speak in their own way. What
ever they may do or say, they are sincerely attached to their king, and
let there come a real danger for the state, they will be its most coura

geous defenders. The president left me very liitle convinced by his obser

vation.
&quot;

I love the Hungarians for their open and chivalric character. They
are religious, brave, hospitable, prepossessing to strangers. When 1 first

presented myself in the chamber of magnates, I knew nobody; a simple

priest, I was at once received as a brother by many prelates and bishops,
who came to meet me, and with whom I have remained ever since ten

derly united. More lately I have obtained rank among the Hungarian
clergy, who had for a long time opened to me both their arms and their

hearts. But this year, 1848, the Hungarians have forgotten the recollec

tions of 1741; they have forgotten that chivalric cry of loyalty and en

thusiasm, Moriainur pro raja noxtre Maria Tlterexia, which had remained
as the symbol of their national character. It is true, Joseph II. but ill

repaid the devotedness of this people: but, strange as it may seem, he is

the idol of the revolutionary party. If he struck the people, he struck
the church still harder, and the Brother Sacristan of Frederic the Great
has obtained the pardon of the sovereign who imposed on Hungary the
German language, and carried away from Presburg the crown of St.

Stephen.
&quot; A violent reaction has manifested itself in the late diets, not only

against the German language, but also against the Latin, which was the

language of public affairs; and they have substituted the Hungarian or

Magyar language in its stead. In Europe generally this victory is re

garded as the triumph of the liberal party; but it was in fact only the

self-styled victory of a turbulent minority over the Catholic clerey and
the Austrian government. This, however, is enough to render it popu
lar with foreigners.



In Hungary, in :t p &amp;gt;pul:il
inn of twelve million- and n half, then an

not les- than fifteen or sj\ieen di-tinct nationalities, each for the nm-t

part \\ithadifTerent laimaia^e nt it- own. The Hungarians, or rather

the Mairvar-. form only about one third of ihc whole population. How
embaiT:;--i!ii: for a irovernmenl in make ii-eit understood in ihis town

(i I I! ilii I ! I -;me had introduced the Lai in. The Latin of Hungary iiad

lotlLT been the Sllbjecl of the railleries of tho-e \\ lio did not know it ; 1)11 1,

without beiiiLr as pure as that of Cicero, ii had the advantage of not lie-

in- the idinm nt the Illyrian-, the Magyars, the Croat-, the \Vallaehian-,

or the Saxon-, and of beim: under-lood by all the nation- of the earth.

In the I niied Stale- a- in France, in Kni_r land a- in (Jeimany. they can

use n passport, or any other document, \\riiten in Latin, hut if written

in Hungarian, it \\ mild he a- unintelligible a-- if written in ( hinese or

San-cl it .

In a pnliiical jioint of view, the iriuinpli of the Magyar language

ha- been, therefore, an act of oppi-e--ioii, and the !! /v/.v who coin mil ted

it were s i iiitoleranl, a- to wi-h to &amp;lt;&amp;gt;bl Lre the Croatian deputies present

at the diet forthwith to speak a lannmiie which they did not. know.

Thrnii_rhlhe intervention of the Au-lrian government, the Hungarian

diet ^-raiite 1 I o Croat i;i the interval of t wo diets to provide herself with

a laiiLMri jv. Vet tlii- deci-ion did not prevent the Magyar liberal- from

his-im: hei deputies, as often a- they attempted to avail themselves of

Ihi- re-pili In defend the intere- - of their country in Latin.

1 in-i-t on Ihi- fact, heeaii-e it has been, not in it-elf, but in the

tendencie- it hetraved. the first cau-e of the misunderstanding between

the Croats and the Mairvars, and of the war which is on the point, of

break in- out bet ween them. The triumph of the Magyar language in

the parliament was a new irruption of the Magyar- into I annonia, I he

subjection of fifteen nationalities to one alone, or of eight millions of

people of other race- to four and a half millions of Magyars.

&quot;The revolution in Vienna, la-t March, was hardly knou n at Pres-

bur!_r .
before on the one hand the Ilun-arians attempted their separation

from the empire, and on the other -ou^ht to incorporate with Hungary

proper Cmath, Sclavonia. and Tran-ylvania, s () as to have a compact

kingdom of fifteen millions of inhabitants. The diet, the ministry, the

palatine, that i- to say. the three constitutional powers, took the road to

IV-th. under the direction of Kossuth, who soon absorbed them all, and

summoned the Sclaves to unite with them. The Croats, with their IJati

Jeilachich at their head, who had heard it said that the revolution of

Vienna was made in favor of all the nationalities of the empire, and

therefore in favor of their own. declared that they would be to the Hun

garians what the Hungarians wished to be to the Austnans, that is to

say, independent, holding immediately from the crown alone.

&quot;The .Magyars take up arms to subject the Croats, and the Croats

take up arms to defend themselves against the Magyars. Here are the

two nations in face of each other, or, I prefer to say, two men, Kossuth
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and Jelluchich, so completely is each identified with the cause he de

fends. The one, Kossuth, is an eloquent rhetorician, able to stir up the

masses as the tempest stirs up the waves f the ocean; the other,

Jellachich, a soldier, loyal and intrepid, electrifies an entire people, rude

indeed, but brave and devout. The one fascinates
l&amp;gt;y

his discourses,

the other by his example; the one is nourished by the discourses of the

old French convention, which he admires, the other by the history of

his country, which he loves; the one glorifies revolutions, the other

glorifies liberty.&quot; pp. 21-24.

We commend this parallel between Kossuth and Jellachich

to the admirers of the former. No one questions that Kos
suth is a distinguished revolutionary orator, and in that sort

of eloquence the lowest in the scale and the easiest to he

attained to which is adapted to rouse up the evil passions,
and stimulate the natural insubordination of an unreasoning
and unscrupulous multitude, he stands preeminent. But of

the lofty character of a true patriot, of a real lover of liberty,
or of a wise and prudent statesman, he has as yet given us

no indication. His speeches in this country tire by their

repetitions, and disgust by their egotism. His credit is

every day diminishing, and if he ever leaves this country it

will be as a small man in comparison with what he was
esteemed when he first set his foot on our shores. lie is far

inferior, in all the qualities that fit him to be a leader of a

revolutionary movement, to Joseph Maz/ini, and can fill,

only a subordinate place under him. Our people have shown
their usual bad taste in attempting to make him the object
of their hero-worship. They love liberty, and delight to

honor it in its representative, and for this we honor them.
But in Kossuth they have selected a second-rate revolution

ist, a sort of Camille Desmonlins, or rather a Robespierre
without Robespierre s incorruptibility in money matters,
not the representative either of liberty or of a noble strug

gle in behalf of national independence. The Magyars were
the oppressors, not the oppressed, and while they were seek

ing to render themselves independent of the empire, they
were fighting to keep eight millions of Hungarians of other

races in subjection to themselves. Tt was the Croats who
were fighting for liberty, and who were the real champions
of freedom, lie who deserves our sympathies arid honors
is not Kossuth, but their noble chief, the Ban Jellachich.

He loved his country and liberty, and knew how to defend

both, and he deserves to have his name placed high on the

list headed by our own Washington.



ATST1MA AM) Hl Ni.AKV.

What we have cited \va&amp;gt; written in the month of .lime.

IMS. after the revolution in Vienna, and lie fore the out

break of ho.-tilities between 1 1 11 u^ ai V and Austria, but b\

one who saw clearlv what was to be expected, ami fill I \

comprehended the causes which were at work to ruin the

Austrian empire. Since then. Austria, who appeared to us

;it that time utterlv prostrate, whose empire we thought
must be dissolved, and the (ierman provinces be united to

a new (ierman empire embracing all (iermauv. the Italian

be absorbed in an independent federative Italy, and the

Sclavonic be in part merged in a new and independent king
dom of 1 oland. and in part incorporated with the Magyars,
forming an independent and powerful kingdom of 1 1 linear v,

since then, we .-av, Austria has suppressed the revolt in

Italv, ])tit
down the revolution in her hereditary states, and

reduced the Majyars to submission. This has disappointed
and enraged the revolutionists, for Austria was the key-stone
of the old European edifice, and it was only by her de-true

tion that it could be demolished.

Threatened with red-republicanism within, with continued
revolt in her province.-, and having to oppose, not only her

own rebellious .vihjeets. but the combined (tower of the

whole revoliitionvry partv of the continent, (ireat Britain,

and the Cnited State-. Austria called upon Russia to assist

hei 1

in (Hitting down the rebellion in Hungary. Russia

complied with her retpie.-t, and the Magyars were linallx

defeated and reduced bv the combined forces of Austria

and Russia.

This as.-i-tance granted by Rus.-ia to Austria has been

represented by the defeated revolutionists, (ireat Britain,

and the Cnited State.-, as an unauthorized and criminal in

tervention in the dome-tic, ailairs of independent nations,
and the revolutionary e\-( io\ ernor Kossuth. liberated from
a Turkish prison through the intervention of Lord Palmers-

ton and Mr. Webster, calls upon us to give him material aid

in reviving the suppressed revolution, and to unite with

Great Britain and intervene so far as to prevent Russia from

again intervening. He made the same demand of England,
and found many of the English people readv to respond to

it in their toasts. This demand is the burden of all hi.-?

speeches here, and their name is legion. Our government,
if \ve may judge from the president s late message, was at

first inclined to favor his revolutionary projects, and even
to comply with his demand. JManv of our citizens have
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been quite enthusiastic on the subject, and, having declared

Kossuth the champion of liberty, the apostle of humanity,
a second Messiah, come to break the power of tyrants, and
to redeem the human race from bondage, have been ready
to respond to his appeal, and to force their government into

a war with both Austria and Russia in his behalf.

Kossuth, in all his speeches that we have read, in all his

reasonings, quietly assumes as the basis of his arguments
what he knows perfectly well is false, and the mass of his

American sympathizers take his statements as true, with

out having any clear or just conception of the real merits

of the question. Four years ago Hungary, to the great

body of our people, even our educated people, was as much
a terra incoyitita as the interior of Africa. Very few of

them had any knowledge of its inhabitants, its domestic

institutions, or its relations to the Austrian empire. Italian

refugees and French liberals had prejudiced them against

Austria, and prepared them to believe that any party op
posed to her must be in the right. When, therefore, they
heard Hungary had revolted and taken up arms against

her, they took it for granted that the Hungarian cause was
a good cause, and deserving the sympathy of every Amer
ican citizen, and every friend of liberty throughout the

world .

But Kossuth knows perfectly well that Hungary had no

ground of complaint against the Austrian government.
That Hungary had not developed her resources, that she

had not kept pace with the industrial progress of the age.
that she had to suffer very serious evils, very many tilings
that needed reforming, is most true and undeniable

;
but all

this was due, not to the Austrian government, but to tin-

obstinacy and folly of her own diet, or local parliament.
The imperial government labored constantly to persuade
the local parliament to introduce the reforms which in the

process of time and change of circumstances had become

necessary, but always without success, and there was not

a grievance complained of, not a reform needed, that the

Hungarian parliament was not competent to redress or to

introduce, if it had been so disposed. This fact should

never be overlooked or forgotten, for it renders the opposi
tion to Austria, wholly unjustifiable.

Moreover, the immediate causes of the war with the im

perial government were not the grievances that required
redress, but desire for national independence on the one



hand. ;m , I (.11 the other the determination of the Magyars to

subject to Magyar rule the noli Magyar race- of Hungary.
,,r IM I in ! of ( Yoatia, Scla \oiiia, Trans\ Ivaiiia. iVc.. in a gen

era! wav reckoned as parrs of Hungary, hut not within the

limits (il Hungary proper, civil or -e, .-raphi- al. Tin*
|&amp;gt;iv

text tor ho.-ti! ;ies was. tlial the imperial government would

nol ai.l the Magyars in reducing these IK .11- Magyar
race^.

that is. would no t aid in stripping the empire &amp;gt;t a number

of her provinces, and give them to the Magyar.-, to render

the kingdom tliev propn-ed to declare independent power
ful ein.ii-h to defend itself. It the imperial g.

.vernment

consented tu let Hungary separate herself from the empire,

and become indepeiidenf.it could not he expected to add to

her proper dominii&amp;gt;n&amp;gt; other provinces-,
or to refrain troin

etlort- to eon tine the independent kingdom within the limits

of Ihin-arv proper. The demand of the Magyars was itself

nnreasonalde, and they had no ri- ht to feel a^rievi d that

it w.i.s not complied with, or that the imperial --(.vernment

aideil C roatia, Sclavoiiia. and Tran-yUania to maintain

their independeiie.- of Hungary, and their loyalty to the

empire. Kven assnniinii; I limitary, which, however wa&amp;gt; not

the case, to have Keen reco- iii/ed a&amp;gt; independent ot the em

pire. tin- would have lieen no cause of war on the part ot

limitary. A state ha- a ri-ht to defend it- loyal provinces,

and in fact the war of the Magyars on the Croats, who ad

hered to the empire, wa- it&amp;gt;elf a war on the empire, and oi

itself justified the imperial overnment. and would have

done so even a-iiniin- Ilun- ary to have heel) independent,

in making war on limitary. The revolt of the Magyars
had no justification, and their war upon rhe empire was

air^ressive, and in all respect.- unjustifiable,
l.nder any

point of view. then, from which we choose t&amp;lt; consider the

Mairvar cause, it i.- essentially a had cause, with which no

friend of freedom or of ju-tice could, understanding it, sym
pathize.&quot;&quot;

*We are not sure tbat this is sufficiently clear to all our readers Huu-

-ary is .sometimes spoken of as including Croatia, Sclayonia,
and Iran-

sylvania, and sometime- as exc ludm- iliein. Geographically it inclucl*

them, politically it in some respects did. and in some respects did not,

include them. These states inhabited chietly by Slavonians and Kou

mans, were distinct from the Hungarian state, but were for certain pur

poses of administration joined to the kingdom of Hungary, and depend
ent on the IIuii-:-arian crown. Yet they had a civil organization ot their

own. arid diets of their own, at least Croatia had a diet, distinct from the
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l&amp;gt;ut Kossuth and his friends misrepresent tlie relation

which subsisted between Hungary and the empire. (,Yr-

rainly Hungary was distinct from and independent of the

dueliy of Au.-tria, but to assert it to have been independent
I the Austrian empire or state, and connected with, it only

by the accidental union of the, crown of each in the same

person, is to assert a palpable falsehood. Hungary was an

integral part of the Austrian state, as much so as the duchy
of Austria itself. Austria aside from Hungary, Bohemia.
Galicia. Croatia. Sclavonia, Transylvania, Dalmatia, the

Lombardo-Venetian kingdom. A:c., is not an empire, but a

dukedom, and these kingdoms and provinces, in forming
in union with the duchy of Austria the Austrian empire.

Magyar diet, which is meant whenever mention is made of the Hun
garian diet.

While Magyar Hungary, or Hungary in its restricted political sense,
remained united to the empire, those provinces in some sense held from
the empire, if we understand it, through the Hungarian crown. Incon
sequence of this fact, when the Magyar kingdom obtained, in March,
1848. from the concessions of the good, but weak and terrified, Emperor
Ferdinand, an independent ministry, the Magyar government claimed
these provinces as a part of the Hungarian slate, and demanded their
submission to the new independent ministry. As the concession of that

independent ministry was a virtual separation of Hungary from the em
pire, and threatened to be soon even a, formal one, and to render Magyar
Hungary in all respects an independent kingdom, the effect of this de
mand would have been, if complied with, to sever Croatia, Sclavonia,
and Transylvania from the Austrian empire, and to make them prov
inces of the independent Magyar kingdom, and to subject the Sclavo-
nians and Roumans to the Magyars, their bitter enemies and hereditary
oppressors. The Croats, who were impatient of their r/wm-dependence
on Hungary even while Hungary was united to the empire, could not. en
tertain the thought of being dependent on her as an independent king
dom. They preferred being united to Austria, and holding immediately
from the emperor, to being subjected to the Magyars, no longer united to

Austria. They consequently, under the lead of their noble chief, the
Ban Jellachich, refused to submit to the Magyar ministry. The minis

try took up arms to compel them to submit but were defeated by Jella
chich. They then applied to the imperial government to use its author
ity to compel them to submit, and to put down what Kossuth calls

&quot; the
Servian insurrection/ The imperial government, if its action lias not
been misrepresented, counting on the loyalty of the Magyars, and trust

ing that they would still remain united to the Austrian state, appears to

have been at first disposed to listen to their request; but as soon as it was
clearly manifest that the Magyars were to be satisfied with nothing but
absolute independence of the empire, it refused, and approved the&quot; Ban
Jellachich.

Here we get at once at the immediate causes of the war of the Hun
garian ministry under Kossuth against the empire. The Magyar diet

had so alienated the affections of the non-Magyar provinces of&quot; the geo
graphical kingdom of Hungary, that they would not consent to belong-
to the political kingdom of Hungary, if independent of Austria, and



:uv not regarded in l;i\v a&amp;gt; subjected to that duchv, and de

pendent on it. Tii&amp;lt;-v aiv. in reference to it. independent
Mates. a&amp;gt; tin- several states of our I nion are, in relation to

each other, independent states. I he empire oi Austria is a

federal i \ e. or. a- some term it, a composite Mate. The
meinher- or component.-, taken separately, are mutually in

dependent, and liave each their local institutions and admin-

i&amp;gt;t rat ions ; hut in their composition, federation, or union,

thev form one Mate, just as the .-tales composing our I nion

are one state in their federative character. The relation ot

Ilun^arv to the empire \va- .-ult-tantially the relation of

Massachusetts to the federal -TON eminent of the American
I n ion

;
and she had no more riijht to secede t rom the empire.

governed by the -Magyar nobility. Tin- Magyar ministry undertook to

force them into &amp;gt;ulnni&amp;gt;-i&quot;ii, and, failing, called upon the cinpirc, from
which it was separat ing and wi-hed to separate them, to assist it. The

imperial L!&amp;lt;&amp;gt;vemment, after a brief hesitation, refused its assistance, and
eve n extended it- protection to the MOM Magyar provinces. Then the

Kossulh ministn turned ai_rain-t the Austiiati Male, fomented the new

red-republican revolution in Vienna of ()ctol&amp;gt;er, IS-lN. and marched its

troops to the aid of the insurgents, with the hope of securing Magyar
independence and the ^uhj &amp;gt; lion of the ( real- and MOM Magyar races,

under the u alls of Vienna. \&amp;gt;\ the niin of t he A iM i-jan monarchy. They
were defeated, a- everybody knows, by the noble I rince Wiiidisrhirn U/..

and obliged to retreat across the |)anube. followed by the Austrian

armv. No\\ the -ole ]n . ie\i o| thi- host ilily against Austria WHS, thai

ihe imperial i^o\crnmeni would MO! aid the Magyars to reduce the MOM

Mai_r var race- to -ulijicti.n to ihe Magyar ministry, and thu- aid in

sireiiHilieinnu the Mauvar Uinu doin. revolved to Income independent, by
divesting the empire oi Croatia. Sclavonia, and Transylvania, and t^iv-

111- them to that kingdom. The baseness of the .Mauyar ministry lias

been disguised b\ the common mistake of confounding these non-Mag
yar state- with the Magyar -tate of liumrary proper, or Hungary in its

restricted political -ense. and by not regarding the fact that the non-Mag
var states were not si ruu izliiiLi for independence of the empire, but for

iMde|iendencc of an independent Magyar Hungary. They were loyal to

the empire, but would not consent to make part of a Magyar kingdom
independent of the empire. They were bound to the Magyar kingdom
only as that kingdom was iniiis.-olubly united to the Austrian state, and

consequently owed it no obedience when it ceased to be so united. The
attempt on the par! of the Magyar ministry to subject them WHS a wan
ton invasion of their riuhts. gross usurpation, and an outrage upon com
mon justice, which would have amply justified Austria in making war
on that ministry, even if it had been the, ministry of an absolutely inde

pendent stati . The defence of Austria and of the Croats is triumphant,
and one must be wholly blinded by the revolutionary mania of the times,

not to see that Kossuih and his party were wanton aggressors, and under

every conceivable point of view in boih law and justice deserving of

condemnation and the niter reprobation of mankind. Not only the men
were bad. but their cause was had, and we have just as little sympathy
with those who condemn Kossuth, and yet approve his cause, as we
have with those who make Kossuth their fetich.
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and declare herself independent, than Massachusetts has to

secede from the Union, and declare herself a complete and

independent state. The union of Hungary to the empire had
received the assent of the Hungarian diet, and therefore of

Hungary herself, and she could not dissolve it without a breach
of faith, or treason to the empire. However independent of
Austria Hungary might have been in her local civil admin
istration, she was not separately from the empire an inde

pendent state. She was not in herself what the authorities
call a complete state

;
which is evident from the fact, that

she had no ambassadors at foreign courts, and could main
tain diplomatic relations with no foreign power. In all

external or foreign relations she was merged in the Austrian
state. She could declare herself, therefore, independent of
the Austrian empire only by an act of rebellion, and justify
herself in doing so only on those grounds, if such grounds
there are, which justify revolution. She had, as we have

seen, no such grounds to allege, for she really had no griev
ance to complain of against the imperial government.
Hungary at war with the empire was then simply the

rebel at war with his sovereign, and every sovereign has the
indefeasible right to reduce the rebel to his allegiance. It

makes no difference here whether the sovereignty is lodged
in an emperor or in a president, in a king or in a congress ;

the sovereignty and its rights and prerogatives are always
the same. In the case before us the emperor represented
the sovereignty of the state, the sovereign state, and had
therefore the right to reduce Hungary to her obedience, and

consequently the right to invoke the aid, if he saw proper,
of Russia, or any other friendly power, in doing it, and the

power invoked had the right, if it saw proper, to grant the
aid solicited. No man who knows any thing of the meaning
of the word xtate, or of international law, or has the least

glimmering of common sense, can deny this.

But, if this he so, no nation, unless in a clear case of self-

defence, can have the least right to intervene to prevent
the power called upon from granting the aid invoked. Here
is a point to which we wish to call the attention of our
readers. Those of our statesmen who have opposed Kos-
suth s demand for intervention against intervention, have
done so on the ground that such intervention would be im

politic, and contrary to our interests as a nation. This is

no doubt true, but we would oppose it on higher grounds,
on the ground that we have no riyht to intervene in the



and could not intervene without manife.-l injustice,

not, indeed, without Mriking a direct blow at
tlu^rightol

independent nations to manage ilieir own dome-tic aflair.-

in iheir own way. We retort I\o--nth s doctrine ol non

intervention upon hint-elf. He &amp;gt;a\&amp;gt;. nation- have
tjie right

,,, mndifv their in-tit utioiis. and to aclc.pt Mich ameliorations

and &amp;gt;uch form- of internal government a- .-cent to them

-nod. without the interference of foreign power.-.
^

A&amp;gt;

against one another, with the .-ingle exception ol the right

of neiu-hborin-- nations to intervene .-imply in necessary self-

defence, and understanding by nation- independent nation^,

we accept and even maintain thi- doctrine. I .ut in the

present ca.-e this doctrine applie- to Austria and ullssia, not

ro llun--ar\. for Hungary was not an independent nation.

was not in* herself a cnniplete state. Site could introduce

no reform- or alteration- incompatible with her indissoluble

union \\-ith and -ubjectioii tc. the An.-trian state. She had

no competency to declare her.-elf independent ol the em

pire; and tc. interxeite at the recpie-t of the empire to pre

vent her from doin-- so, or to aid in reducing her to her al

1 -fiance, was not in anv sense of the word to intervene in

flic dom. -lie- a Hair- of an independent state, was and could

!&amp;gt;e no violation of the law of non-intervention. I Jut to have

intervened to prevent Austria from invoking the aid of

Uu.-sia. or to prevent Uu ia from -ranting it. would have

been a direct inter\ cut ion in the dome-tic affairs of inde

pendent states and an undeniable violation of the law ol

in &amp;gt;n-intervent i&quot;ii.

What Kossuth is .-olicitinu- of us is manifestly in violation

of the very law of itoii-intervent ion he contend.- tor. He

wisho u- to unite with Kngland in saying to Austria and

Ku--ia. that if Hungary a- ain rebels, for Hungary is not

now in a Mate of rebellion or revolt, -and declares her in

dependence. Kti-.-ia will not be permitted to take any part

in the coiite.-r. and if she
preMime&amp;gt;

to do so. it will be

counted a &amp;lt;;tt/x I, II ,. \\\\\ this wc.uM be. not an interven

tion in behalf of a revolutionary government already existing

tic facto, but an intervention to encourage a province of an

independent state to rebel and organ i/e such government
If this M-ould not be intervention in the internal affairs of

independent states, we are at u loss to understand what

would be. In any point of view. then, from which you
choose to consider the matter. Kossuth s doctrine of non

intervention condemns him. and his insisting upon it proves
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that, however brilliant a rhetorician he may be, lie is but an

indifferent lawyer, and a sorry logician. If non-interven

tion is the law, we have nothing to do with the ease, and

have no right to protest against the conduct of either Aus
tria -or Russia. If intervention is the law, or the right, as

it must be to justify us in intervening at all, then the al

leged intervention of Russia is justifiable, for she has as

good a right to intervene to put down revolution as we have

to intervene to sustain revolution.

But we deny that there was any intervention, in the legal
or political sense of the term, in the case. To assist a

friendly power, at its request, to put down a rebellion in

its states is not intervention, is not to violate the law of non
intervention. The intervention prohibited by the law of

nations is the intervention of a foreign power, nwtu pro-

prt.o, in the internal affairs of an independent state, or with

out the request or permission of its sovereign. We have

for this the authority of one of the greatest revolutionists

of the age, the Abbate Gioberti, who belongs heart and soul

to Kossuth s party, and is as innocent of all Catholic faith

and tendency as the well-known pantheist, Stallo, who re

cently defended Kossuth at Cincinnati. Whatever Gioberti

may have once been, his recent work, Del Rinnovamento
Civile 6? Italia, proves that lie can no longer be regarded
as a Catholic, and that for years he has been a thorough

going revolutionist, prepared to carry his points with or

without the pope, with or without the church. lie is a de

cided liberal, and can no more than the fallen La Mennais
be regarded as a Catholic priest, or as a Christian believer.

He must therefore be good authority for Kossuth and his

friends. Well, Gioberti, when accused in the Sardinian

chamber of having proposed, as Sardinian minister, to in

tervene in the affairs of Tuscany, replied,
&quot; 1 ask, Is to enter

any foreign state whatever with an armed force always in

tervention, in the political sense of the word? I answer, if

this entrance is by the request of the prince and people, it

is not intervention
;

if against the will of the prince and

people, it is intervention.&quot;* ^y people in this connection

we must understand the people, not of a particular province,
but of the state, and the people also in a political sense,

speaking through its legal organs, not the mob or club.

Now Russia did not take part in the contest against the will,

*
iJtii Sitfmovaiuento Civile d Itaha,Tom. II. p. 593,



hut ;it the request. &amp;lt;&amp;gt;f the prince and political people of
the .Yii.-tri;m .Mate, and therefore neither intervened nor
a-serted the ri^ht to intervene in the internal affairs of in

dependent nation.-. \Veare.as our writ in^ s have sufficiently
shown, no special friend- of Ilu--ia. and \vc do not seek to
conceal the fear- with which we see the advances of the
Russian empire; but \ve are hound to he fust at all times,
to all person.-, and to all states, and we miiM sav, that, since
he peace o| I

s
1 ;,. wo have seen no disposition on the part

&amp;lt;&amp;gt;t Ku--ia to intervene in the internal aiTair&amp;gt; of anv of the

\yestern
states of Europe, in the sense in which interven

tion is contrary to the law of nation-. It is rarelv that we
ti nd on the throne an abler or ;i more equitable prince, aside
from hi.- M-hismatic charade! , thai! the Emperor .Nicholas.
It he were, as he .-honld he, in c. minninion with the church,
we -honld have no tear,- of hi- power or his irpowin^ influ
ence. All thin-,- considered, it will he dilliculr to name the

European state which for the la.-t twentv-live vears ha.- heen
more wi-elv or advantageously governed than liussia, or a
secular prince who has more scnipulou-lv ohserved his en-

pt^ements, and respected the riirhts of liis nei^hhors. than
it.-

pre-elit Si X el ei^-n.

There haviiiir been no political intervention in the case;,
and no assertion of the ri-ht of intervention, the request of
K ossti th for our governmen t to in terveiH! against intei-vention
i s :ihsiird. The fact is. all the intervention there has heen,
lias heen on the other side. In the -first place, in the revo-
lliri &quot;&quot;

j&quot;

Vienna and in that of Hungary, the organized
revolutionists of Kurope openly and avowedly intervened,
and many of the chit f oilicers in the Magyar army were
foreigners, such as |{.-m

, Oemhinski. and Gnyon. Austria
hatl to resist, noU)nly her own Hungarian rebels, but armed
Poles. Italians, Germans, Frenchmen. Englishmen, and per-
liaps American-, aided by the popular demonstrations of the
people of the i nited States. England. Germany. France,
and Italy. In the second place, the English government
and our own openly sympathized with the Magyars, and
were on the eve of opening diplomatic relations with them.
I here was no lack of at least indirect intervention against
Austria, amply sufficient to justify Russia, had she chosen,
in volunteering her assistance to Austria, and in entering
unsolicited into Hungary, in the interests of order and hu
manity, with an armed force adequate to suppress the re
bellion.
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Little does it become either the British government or

our own to complain of Russian intervention. The &quot;British

government has not ceased, for the last twenty or thirty

years, to intervene in the internal affairs of continental

states. Blackwood1

s Magazine for February last, speaking
of Lord Palmerston, says very truly: &quot;He supported
openly, so far as he could, favored covertly when this was

impossible, the cause of revolution all over the world. Ho.
aided by the fleets of England the establishment of one
revolution in Belgium, by the marines and volunteers another
in Spain. He concluded the Quadruple Alliance to force

revolutionary queens upon a reluctant people in both king
doms of the Peninsula. He covertly aided in the spread of

liberal ideas in Italy, openly in supporting the insurgents
in Sicily. He took Eussia by the beard in the Dardanelles
on account of the Hungarian insurgents; and afterwards,
for a wretched private dispute at Athens, ranged France by
her side, all but brought on a war with France by the bom
bardment of Beyrout, and hostilities against Greece

;
and

irritated Austria past forgiveness by the&quot; open sympathy ex

pressed for the Hungarian insurgents.&quot; And in the dis

cussion in the British parliament growing out of inquiries
as to the dismissal of Lord Palmerston, it was avowed by
Lord John Russell that the policy of the government had
been the introduction and support of constitutional govern
ment in continental Europe. As for our own government,
no man can deny its interference in Mexico in favor of fed

eralism, its open declaration that it would intervene to pre
vent the reestablishment of monarchy in that now distracted

republic, or its unwarrantable interference in the affairs of

European states by its expressed sympathy with the revolu

tionists, by resolutions of congress, the diplomatic corre

spondence of the secretary of state, and the official messages
of the president. England has been constantly intriguing,
and sometimes openly warring, for the establishment of
British constitutionalism on the continent, and we have be
come a nation of democratic propagandists, openly, and even

through our government proclaiming all non-popular gov
ernments illegal, and virtually all crowned heads tyrants and

usurpers, against whom it is lawful for their subjects to con

spire when they will; and there is little room. to doubt that
Mr. &quot;Webster and Lord Palmerston contemplated an Anglo-
Saxon alliance for the protection and support of the revolu

tionary movement of Europe, which is headed by Mazzini,



Ledni-R llin. Kossuth. and men of like character. Mr.

Webster. \vc can believe, intended on our part no armed in

tervention, tor he seems to have believed that the prepuce

of Kn-rlish and American
&amp;gt;hip&amp;gt;

in the Mediterranean, and

the iiiTited declaration of the two governim-nts, would

i ivcra we ic sovereign.-, and so eneoiira-e the revolutionists,

t l,at nothing more would be neees&amp;gt;ary.
That something

like this wii&amp;gt; in contemplation may be easily inferred from

the acts and avowals of the -\ .rumen!, and the lachrymose

,,. O f ,). honorable secretary s letter to Mr. Hive.-, in-

xtructin-- him to maintain his diplomatic relations with Louis

Napoleon.
Now. if we have a ri-ht to intervene tor the spread o!

democracy, and Mil-land for the spread of constitutionalism,

and to encouraire revolutions for one or the other, neither

we nor Mn-land can deny the ri-ht of Hussia to intervene

in opposition, and bv our intervention we -ive her at least

a very plausible pretext for doin- so. The silly pretence

that the allied sovereigns propose to intervene a-am&amp;gt;t our

democracy here at home, is unworthy the lea&amp;gt;t considera

tion, and no man knows it belter than our present secretary

of state. Mr. Webster pretends that the allied sovereigns,

in their faniou&amp;gt; Laybach circular, assert principles
which

deny the le-alitv of oiir institutions; but we have, in reply

ing to hi&amp;gt; letter to the Austrian char-e d affaires, proved

that this is not the fact. Mr. Webster is a -reat man. We
have never denied it : we have heard him advance truly

conservative doctrines, and develop views which proved him

capable of bein- a statesman of the very tir,t rank ; but his

mind is comprehensive rather than acute, stronger in
^rasp-

iim certain general conclusions than in t he analysis of prin

ciples. Helias strong sympathies and strong prejudices, and

is not incapable of blunder.- which would be unpardonable

in a smaller man. lie read the Laybach circular as a demo

crat, not as a statesman or as a lawyer, and entirely misap

prehended its character. We have never been the advocate

or the
apoloiri&amp;gt;t

of what has been called the ///// Alliance,

Imt we prefer it to the unholy alliance of the revolutionists.

That, alliance was rendered necessary against the doctrine of

the fraternity, the &quot;solidarity? of peoples, proclaimed and

acted upon by the French -lacobins; but in no document

we have seen has it ever proclaimed the ri-rht of one nation,

of its own motion, to intervene, against the will of the sov

ereign authority, in the internal affairs of another. That
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the alliance was intended to maintain the historical rights
of nations and sovereigns against modern revolutionism is

conceded
;
but this in the mind of such a man as Mr. Web

ster should be an argument in its favor, not against it. So
eminent a man as Mr. Webster cannot be ignorant that rev
olutions, even when necessary, are a terrible calamity, and
that in Europe, and indeed iri all countries, if we except our
own, they have uniformly ended in destroying constitutional

freedom, and in rendering military despotism more or less

indispensable for the maintenance of society. Such were
the effects of the movements of the Gracchi, and of the rev
olutions produced by Marius and Sylla in Rome; such were
the effects of the old French revolution, and such through
out Europe are likely to be the effects of the red-republican
revolutions of 1848. Louis Napoleon is no tyrant, is no
enemy of popular freedom, but he has been forced either to
leave France a prey to anarchy or to rule her through the

army. His constitution is not liberal, is not democratic, but
we are much mistaken if it does not give to the people
more power than in the present state of

&quot;opinion is compat
ible in France with the peace and security of the state. The
democratic revolutions and revolutionary ideas have rendered
popular freedom impracticable in every European state, and
we cannot but regard every man as really an enemy to lib

erty who sympathizes with them.
For ourselves, to return to Kossuth, we care not how

much he is feasted, nor how much money he may induce
silly dupes to give him. In himself he is nothing to us but
a simple human being, whom we should be glad to see leav

ing off his trade of revolution, and settling himself down
quietly to the work of making his peace with Heaven. All
we regret is, that his progress amongst us keeps alive the

sympathy of many of our people with revolutionism, and
tends to foster feelings and wishes incompatible with the

safety of our own institutions. No people is secure that
runs mad after revolutionism, and we shall not feel that our
institutions are safe till our people cease to sympathize with
revolutionists. We have no solid support for our institutions
till our people know that treason is a crime against the state
and a sin against God, and that every one who rebels against
legal authority, and conspires by force of arms to overthrow
it, is a traitor. The revolutionists have destroyed liberty
on the continent of Europe, they have involved their respec
tive countries in all but complete ruin, and here, the last
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str&amp;lt;ni -hold of ])nlitic:i]
freedom, they will do the same, if not

Irowned in-tantlv i|i)\vii by our people. We may give them

an asvlum. for hospitality is a virtue that we would have our

nation alwavs practi.-e.
hut we -hould do it only on condition

of their ivnriininu- in private life, and scrupulously abstain

ing in word and deed from all interference in politics, for-

ci-n or domestic. It will not answer to make heroes ot

them, or to put them forward a&amp;gt; our teachers and leaders.

Let them live and repent, hut live in retirement, without

honor or notice, as they deserve. The facts detailed by our

author in hi&amp;gt; account of the revolution in Vienna, fully war

rant this M-vere judgment, and admonish us to look upon
all revolutionists, in the modern sense of the term, as the

enemio of ( iod ;md of mankind. We have heen wrong and

foolish in the .-ympathy we have extended to them; let us

correct our error, and hereafter &amp;gt;how that we are capable of

honoring the cause of freedom and order.

Till- CASK OF MARTIN KOSZTA.

lKn;m Hmwiison s oimru-dv K.-vir\v for January, lrS,~&amp;gt;l.l

THK main fact- in the Ko-/ta case, as far as publicly

known, may he brielly Mated. K&amp;lt;&amp;gt;-/ta, oorn an Austrian

subject, en^at;ed in the late Hungarian rebellion, revolt, or

revolution, and on its suppression by the united arms of

Au&amp;gt;tria and Uu-sia, tied across the frontier into Turkey,
where at the in&amp;gt;tance of Austria he was confined with Kos-

suth and other refugees in the fortress of Kutahia, whence,

after some months of imprisonment, lie was liberated on

condition of never setting his foot again on Ottoman terri

tory. After his liberation, he came to this country, where

he declared his intention to become a citizen, and where he

remained one year and eleven months. Some time last

spring he returned to Turkey, and was arrested last -I line

at Smyrna, by the authority of the Austrian consul-general,

as an Austrian subject, and conveyed and detained on hoard

an Austrian brig-o f-war, the Iluszar, then lying in the port.

The American authorities at the place protested against his

arrest and detention, and demanded his release on the ground
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that lie was an American citizen, or at least under American
protection. The Austrian authorities not judging it proper
to comply with this demand, Captain Ingraham, command
ing the American sloop-of-war, the St. Louis, ranged his

ship alongside of the Iluszar, brought his guns to bear, and
threatened to fire upon her if Koszta was not given up be
fore a certain specified time. The matter, however, was

arranged for the moment, by placing Koszta in charge of
the French consul, who agreed to detain him in his custody
till disposed of by the consent of the Austrian and the
American governments. Tie has since been liberated by
consent of both parties, on the understanding of coming
immediately to this country on board an American vessel.
Of the hostile attack of Captain Ingraham on the Ilus

zar, Austria complains in a letter, dated the 29th of last

August, addressed to our government by her charge d af
faires at Washington, arid demands reparation for the

alleged outrage upon her flag. To this complaint and de
mand Mr. Secretary Marcy replies, on the part of our gov
ernment, in a letter of the 26th of September -last, denying
the right of Austria to complain, and refusing her repara
tion, on the ground that Koszta, at the time of his arrest,
was not an Austrian subject, but was an American citizen,
or at least under American protection ;

that, he was illegally
seized and thrown into the sea by a band of ruffians, and
thence picked up and illegally carried and detained on board
the Huszar, whence Captain Ingraham was authorized by
the laws of nations and of humanity to demand his release,
and to use force if necessary to effect it. Such are the

principal facts and points in the case, and it is clear that the
main question is made by our government to turn on the

nationality of Koszta at the time of his arrest.

That Koszta was born an Austrian subject is not disputed ;

that he was an Austrian subject down to his release from
Kutahia and leaving the Ottoman dominions, must be con
ceded. Lie was, therefore, an Austrian subject at the time
of his arrest at Smyrna, unless during the interval he had
either by some act of his own divested himself, or by some
act of Austria been divested, of that character. Mr. Marcy
contends that he had been divested of it in both these

ways, that he had renounced his allegiance to Austria,
and she had renounced her authority over him, denational
ized him, by banishing and outlawing him.

That he had forfeited the protection of his sovereign
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may be true, but tiiar lie had ceased to !; an Austrian sub

ject lv aiiv act of lii&amp;gt; own, Mr. Marcy is not at liberty to

assert. \V&amp;gt; raise here no discussion &amp;lt;&amp;gt;n the disputed ques
tion of the ri- lii of a citi/en orsulijeet to expatriate him

self, and. for tlie purposes of the pre-ent argument. \vc ac

cept t lie doct rine laid down !v Mr. M a rev himself, namely :

&quot;The citi/en or suit jd-t . luiri/ni _/^/ /A /
////_// jmrfunncd the

jxtxt mid tli
/&amp;gt;/

* n f ihiiii* ,; *nl/n&quot;ij
/&quot;/// /o/.v reliilion t&amp;lt;&amp;gt; the

Mtve/ ( it/n, mav ar anv time release liiniselt from his obliga

tion of allegiance, freely ipiit
the land of his birth or adop

tion, seek through all countries a home, and select any
where that which otTers him the faire-t pro-peel of happi-

ness for him-elf and his
posterity.&quot;

This is the govern
ment s own doctrine, otlicially ]&amp;gt;nt

forth, and it is bound by
it. According t&quot; this doctrine, oiilv they who have

f&amp;lt;&quot;f/i-

f nl/1/
i&quot;

/ form* / Il
/&amp;gt;&amp;lt;ixt

/&quot;/
/

/ xi nt ihil i, x re-lilting from

their relation to the sovereign, an- free to expatriate them

selves. That is. a man cannot, renounce his allegiance in

order to ocape his soN erei^n s
ju.-tice.

1 his is decisive of

the ease of K..-/.ta. so far as his ceasing to be an Austrian

Mibject liv his own act is coiicci iied : for he was a criminal,

a ivlid. a fugitive from jn-tice. one who had notoriously

failed taithfullv to pcrtoi in hi- pa-t and proent duties to

his sovereiiru. He was not, then, free to relieve himself

from his obligation of allegiance, and to expatriate liiniselt.

lie illicit withdraw himself from Austrian jurisdiction, but

not from his subjection to An-trian law. Kosxta, then, did

not and could not. bein^ a refugee, a fugitive from justice,

cease to be an Au-trian subject by his own act. But, ae-

cordini;- to Mr. Marcy, he ceased to be such subject by the

act of Austria, who had, as he
&amp;gt;ays,

banished and outlawed

him. This she had done. tir&amp;gt;t. by an imperial decree of the

Ji .th of March. ISJ-J, by which he became an unlawful

emigrant, and secondly, by consenting to and procuring
his expulsion from Turkey.

J]y the imperial decree cited,
u Austrian subjects leaving

the emperor s dominions without permission of the magis

trate, and a release of Austrian citizenship, and with an in-

iention never to return, become unlawful emigrants, and

Jose all their civil and political rights.&quot;
This the secretary-

contends is virtual outlawry ;
but in this we think lie is

mistaken; fora man deprived of all his civil and political

rights may be still under the protection of what the Roman
lawyers call the jus gentium. This decree imposes a pen-
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alty on Austrian subjects leaving the emperor s dominions
without permission, with the view of preventing them from
doing so, and not with a view, if they choose to incur it, of

releasing them from their obligation of allegiance. As such
release evidently did not enter into the intention of the leg
islators, it cannot be presumed from the nature of the pen
alty imposed. To deprive a citizen unjustly of all his civil

and political rights is tyrannical, and undoubtedly releases
him from the bond of allegiance; but it does not therefore
follow that he who forfeits those rights by his unlawful
acts is thereby released from his subjection. It is a maxim
of law, that no man can stand upon his own wron&amp;lt;r, and
therefore no man by his own wrong-doing can free himself
from any moral or civil obligation; otherwise by crime one

might gain the right to commit crime with impunity, a
doctrine subversive of all morals, and of civil society itself.

As the decree imposes the loss of civil and political rights
as a penalty for an unlawful act, we cannot infer that it

releases him who incurs it from his subjection to his prince,
unless such be the expressed will of the prince himself;
which in the present case evidently is not the fact.

But only they who leave the emperor s dominions with
an intention never to return incur this penalty. Nothing
proves that Koszta left those dominions with any such in

tention. The contrary is far more probably the fact. He
with Kossuth and -others fled across the frontier into Tur
key, as a place of temporary refuge, and, if we may believe
what Kossuth, their acknowledged chief, has repeatedly
declared, publicly and privately, with the intention and the

hope of speedily returning. For what else did Kossuth,
from wThom in this matter we cannot separate Koszta,
solicit

&quot; material aid
&quot;

of our tender-hearted citizens, and

purchase saddles and bridles, but to enable him to return,
as he hoped at an early day, within the emperor s domin
ions? How will you, then, bring Koszta under the opera
tion of the imperial decree ? Has Austria ever declared
him to have forfeited, under that decree, all his civil and

political rights ? Has she enforced that decree against him ?

We do not understand even Mr. Marcy to maintain that

Austria has actually condemned Koszta as an unlawful em
igrant, and deprived him accordingly. If she has not, the
law has not been enforced against him, and he has suffered

nothing by it, and even if it was intended to operate his

release from his obligation of allegiance, it has not so oper-
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ated. Before he can plead it in his favor, lie must show
that, it has been enforced, or attempted to he enforced, to

his damage.
Mr. Marcy argues that the position of Koszta deprived

of all his civil and political rights, and not released from his

suhjectioii. would he very hard, and much worse than that

of ahsolute alienage. Very
pos&amp;gt;ihly.

I Jut the loss of those

rights was imposed as a penalty, and we never understood

that penalties were intended to he easy. It is harder to he

condemned to imprisonment for life than it is to he a sim-

ple alien ; hut can vou thence infer that a prisoner so con

demned is ahsolved from his allegiance ( ( amiot a penalty
1)0 lawfully imposed, unless compensated hv a corresponding
honolit conferred in incurring if The condition of Austria

would he hard, too, if Mr. Marcv s interpretation of the

decree in
&amp;lt;piestion

must he accepted. She could make no

extradition treaties, because all such treaties proceed on the

supposition that the fugitives from justice, though out of his

jurisdiction, remain suhject to their sovereign. Her suh-

jccts. ^uiltv if a crime, would have only to cross the froii

tier into a neighboring state-, with an intention ot never re

turning, in order to be tor ever released t roin their al legiance,
and to he forever, even it found in her dominions, tree

from her penal justice. It is singular, if .-uch is the mean

ing of that decree, that France. Kngland. and the United

States, the powers that advi-ed, perhaps forced, certainly

encouraged, the Ottoman porte not to give- up the Hunga
rian refugees, never discovered it, and made no use of it in

1^4- .--.&quot;&amp;gt;&amp;gt;. They contented themselves with informing the

porte that she was not hound by treaty to give them up;
how much stronger and more to the purpose to have told

her to reply, that those refugees were unlawful emigrants,
and as such, by the laws of Austria herself, released from

their allegiance, that they were no longer her subjects,
and she had no longer any authority over them ! But they
advised no such answer. Mr. Marcy was not then, we be

lieve, in the cabinet.

But the imperial decree Mr. Marcy cites is municipal, not

international law. Austria has the sole right to interpret
her own municipal laws. She has not interpreted this law

in the sense of Mr. Marcy, but has shown us plainly that,

in her interpretation, it either does not apply to him at all,

or if it does, it does not release him from his subjection to

her authority, or deprive him of his character as her sub-
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ject, She claimed his surrender to her by Turkey, as her

subject; when she waived for the moment that claim, she

insisted on his removal from her frontier, and his confine

ment at Kntahia, as her subject ;
and as her subject she

consented to his liberation, on condition of his never setting
his foot again on Ottoman territory. This is conclusive

against Mr. Marcy as to the operation of the imperial de

cree of March, 1832, for he cannnot go behind Austria s

own interpretation of her own municipal laws.

The argument drawn from the imperial decree, then, it

appears, must be abandoned. Then Koszta was an Aus
trian subject at the time of his arrest at Smyrna, unless

Austria, by consenting to his release from Kutahia on cer

tain conditions, released him from his allegiance. This,

Mr. Marcy contends, was the case, for he maintains that by

doing so she banished him, and lost all her authority over

him. As long as the conditions of the banishment, if ban

ishment it was, were complied with, it may be so
;
but ban

ishment, unless such be the intention of the sovereign, does

not absolutely, and under all circumstances, dissolve for

ever all connection between the sovereign and the subject.
It is usually accompanied with an alternative, and if the

banished person returns he is liable to suffer it, and,

though he may not resume all his original rights, there is

no doubt that the sovereign resumes all his original author

ity, and may at his pleasure pardon or punish him. But we
do not admit that, strictly speaking, Austria banished

Koszta. He was liberated by her permission indeed, on

the condition of leaving and never returning to Turkey ;

but not at her instance, or, so far as appears, by her wish.

[t was done at the earnest solicitation of France, Great

Britain, and the United States, the friends of the Hunga
rian refugees. It was a permission to go into voluntary
exile, rather than banishment. If it released Koszta from
his subjection to Austria, it did so only conditionally, and

only so long as the condition was complied with. The au

thority of the sovereign survived in the conditions imposed.
and resumed all its original vigor when they were broken.

The condition on which Koszta was liberated, M. Iliilse-

mann positively asserts, was, that he was &quot;never to set his

foot again on Ottoman
territory.&quot;

M. Hiilsemann says
Koszta gave a written pledge to that effect. Mr. Marcy
thinks this is doubtful, but he cannot mean that it is doubt

ful that the condition asserted was imposed, for he contends
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that Austria procured his expulsion from Turkey, and argues

thence that she sent him into perpetual banishment. &quot;\\ hen,

therefore, without permission from Austria, he returned to

Turkey last spring or summer, lie broke the condition of

his liberation, anil necessarily fell back into his former

Character of a subject of his Imperial and Apostolic Majesty.

who resumed at once all his original authority over him.

lie was. therefore, at the time of his arrest at Smyrna, an

Austrian subject, as he himself confessed; for when he was

a&amp;gt;ked if lie was an American citizen, he replied, as our

charge d affaires ad -intti-hn, at Constantinople acknowledges,
&quot;1 am a Hungarian, and T will live and die a Hungarian.&quot;

If a Hungarian, an Austrian subject, Mr. Marcy would

like to dei iv this confession, but he does not, and cannot;

and he tries to neutralize its damaging effect by suggesting
that there was, in Koszta s mind, a great difference between

a Unitarian and an Austrian subject. But there was no

difference that Kos/ra could entertain without disloyalty,

and none at all that Mr. Marcy, in an official document,

could reco^ni/e without disrespect to Austria.

The nationality of Koszta being proved to have been

Austrian, at the time of his arrest, the question raised by
MY. Marcy, as to the American nationality he had acquired

by having declared his intention to become an American

citizen, and bv having been domiciled in the country, how

ever important and even delicate it may be in itself, be

comes quite unimportant in the case before
^

us. We are

for pushing the rights of American nationality to the full

extent admitted bv international law. The citizens or sub

jects of foreign states, fret- to expatriate themselves, who

are naturalized here according to the forms
required by our

laws, are clothed with a perfect American nationality, and,

save as to the eligibility to the offices of president and vice-

president of the United States, stand on the
^same footing

with natural-born citizens, have the same rights and the

same duties, and our government has the same right and the

same duty to protect them, even against their former sov

ereign. But those citizens or subjects who have not &quot; faith

fully performed the past and the present duties resulting

from their relation to the sovereign,&quot;
not being free to ex

patriate themselves, cannot be clothed with a perfect Amer
ican nationality, without a release of their allegiance by
their sovereign, who may attach to the release such condi

tions as he judges advisable for his own safety or the peace



THE CASE OF MAKTIX KoSZTA. ZOO

and welfare of his subjects. If, then, Koszta, who, if re

leased at all, was released from his obligation of allegiance

only on condition of never returning to Turkey, had gone
through all the forms required by our naturalization laws,

he would have had no American nationality that could avail

him in the Ottoman dominions against Austria. Yet, ex

cept against Austria, either in her own or the Ottoman

dominions, his American nationality would have been per
fect. We suppose that by no acts of ours, or of his own,
can a criminal or fugitive from justice be absolved from his

allegiance to his sovereign, or that sovereign deprived of

his authority over him.

Koszta s o!eclaration of intention to become an American
citizen did not make him one. Such a declaration of itself

imparts no nationality, confers no rights, assumes no duties,
and is, in respect of nationality, of no value at all, save as

evidence of domicile. It may, we presume, be adduced as

evidence to establish the animus manendi. Mr. Marcy is

right in resting Koszta s American nationality mainly on the

fact of his having acquired an American domicile. That
domicile imparts a certain nationality is unquestionable, and
it gives the government the right to protect the domiciled

subject as an American citizen, against all the world, if it

chooses, except his sovereign. .But domiciled persons are

still foreigners, and remain subjects of the sovereign to

whom they owed allegiance before taking up their residence

in a foreign country, and hence, under the mild laws of

nations, they cannot be compelled to bear arms against him.
But however great the nationality acquired by domicile, it

is always imperfect, and can never be set up, as Mr. Marcy
appears to assert, against citizenship. In every case of con

flict, the former must yield to the latter. Conceding, then,
that Koszta had acquired an American domicile, it did not

absolve him from his allegiance to Austria, nor give us the

right to protect him against her authority.
But it may even be a question, if Koszta had not, by his

absence from the country, lost his American domicile.

Domicile is very easily lost, for it depends in great measure
on intention. Mr. Marcy says he left the country on private

business, intending to return immediately ;
but that is very

difficult to prove. Supposing it to be true that such was his

intention on leaving the country, he may have changed his

mind afterward, and so lost his domicile. If he was found
at Smyrna, making arrangements to return, that is not con-



L .U Till: CASK a}- MAKTI.N KO-/TA.

elusive, for thcv mav have been intended to deceive, aild his

intent it til mav liave Keen an afterthought. formed in con.-e

(jiience ot events or dangers ei lining to Ins knowledge alter

leaving the country. The certificate of his declaration of

intent ioi i to become an A merit-an cit i/.en would, at best, onl v

[irove that at the time he made it lie intended to remain in

the country, hut eoidd he no evidence that he had not sub

sequently changed hi- intention. a.- he well might have done,
and a&amp;gt; it is (air to pre-unie from his antecedents, his political
connections, the avowed object of hi.- party, and the events

that were occurring or evidently about to occur in the East,

he had done. \\ e do not believe that there is a court, in

Christendom t hat . on the fact- in the case as publicly known,
would decide that at Smyrna he ,-till retained hi- American
domicile. It not. he had there, as deriving from domicile,
no A merican nat it na lit v at all.

Mr. Marcv &amp;gt;eem&amp;gt; to be aware of thi,-. and finally rests

Ko-/,ta s American nationality on the t, -_/.&amp;gt;/&amp;gt; //.or certificate

of American nationality, granted him by the American
legation at Constantinople. That the American legation, so

far as the law.- of Turkey are concerned, had the ri^ht to

grant .-nch a certilicate. we do not doubt. It is a right en

joyed by the representatives of all ( hri-tian powers, in the

&amp;lt;Mti,man empire, of taking under their protection their re

spective countrymen, and ,-iich other.- of their own religion.
not subjects of Turkey, a- they choo.-e to clothe with their

nationality. IJut thi- is a simple conventional right, wrung
by the Latin prince- in

pa.-t times from the porte. and i.- a

perfect right only as between Turkey and the party granting
or receiving the certificate. It withdraws him to whom it

is conceded from the Turkish jurisdiction, and places him.
as againM Turkey, under that of the power conceding it.

But as it is a conventional right, founded on treaty, not on
international law, it i-. as between the Christian powers
themselves, at best only analogous to the right of domicile,
and therefore of no force when it comes in conflict with

citizenship. Mr. Marcy considers that it places him in the
same condition with a member of a trading factory in the
East. The member follows the nationality of the factory.
An Englishman or American, domiciled, so to speak, in a

Dutch factory, is reputed a Dutchman. This is so, except
as against his sovereign. As against his sovereign, his

property is Dutch, but he himself remains English or

American, and there-tore the Dutch could not claim or pro-
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tect him personally against the English or American SOY

ereign. The tezJcereh that Koszta received gave him in the

Ottoman dominions only the rights of American nationality

that he might have acquired from simple American domi

cile, which gave neither him nor us in regard to him any

rights as against Austria, whose subject he was.

The simple face is, that Koszta, on returning to the Otto

man dominions, was an Austrian subject, and clothed with

no American nationality at all available for him or for us

against Austrian authority. Mr. Marc.y, no doubt, makes
out a strong case of our right to protect Koszta against all

the world, except against Austria, the precise point he was

required to make out. .Not succeeding in making out this

point, his whole argument, however elaborate, able, and in

genious, falls to the ground, and however valuable his letter

to M. Hiilsemann may be in preparing the way for him to

succeed General Pierce as president of the United States, it

is worthless as an official reply to the complaint and demand
of the Austrian government.
The remaining questions are now easily disposed of.

Koszta being in Turkey an Austrian subject, we had no
more authority over him than over any other Austrian sub

ject, and no more right to interpose between him and his

sovereign. If his arrest was illegal, the illegality was not

against us or to our prejudice ;
it contravened no right of

ours, and was a matter wholly between him and his sov

ereign, and we had nothing to do with the question. The

illegality, if there was any, was not even against Koszta

himself, for his sovereign had, so far as he was concerned,

the right to arrest and detain him. If he had not the right
to arrest on Turkish territory, it was not Koszta s right that

stopped him, but the territorial jurisdiction of Turkey. If

the arrest was a violation of that territorial jurisdiction, as

it was not a violation of it to our prejudice, it was a matter

to be arranged between Austria and Turkey, without our

interference. If then Koszta was arrested out of Austrian

jurisdiction, as he was arrested by the authority of his

lawful sovereign, we had no right to interfere by force to

liberate him from Austrian custody within Austrian juris
diction.

But we do not concede that the seizure and detention of

Koszta were unlawful even as against Turkey. lie was ar

rested and carried on board the Iluszar, and detained there

by authority of the Austrian consul-general, &quot;exercising,&quot;
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as M. Iliilsemann officially asserts,
* the right of jurisdie-

t ion. guarantied hv t n-at ie&amp;gt; to tin- con&amp;gt;iilar agents ot Austria
in the East, relative to their countrymen/ It so, lie was

lawfully arrested and detained, and whether lie was arrested

liv
&quot;

ruilian&amp;gt;&quot; or not. i&amp;gt; nothing to the purpose, so
loii&amp;lt;;

as

they acted under lawful authority. ()ur own police agents
are not alwavs gentlemen, and sometimes have Keen known
to handle their subjects somewhat nui^hlv ; hut we have
never understood that therefore- their arre&amp;gt;ts were illegal.

Secretary Marcy takes it upon himself to doiilit the ex

istence tf the treaties alleged bv AiiMria. This is somewhat
hold, and perhaps rash. . \u-tria officially asserts them, and
Mr. Ma rev cannot respectfully doiilit her as-ertion without

good rea&amp;gt;ons. lla&amp;gt; he Mich reasons? What are thev ( As
near as we can recollect, &quot;the whole subject was discussed

in IS}!*
;&quot;&amp;gt;&amp;gt;.

nil a demand of AiiMria for the surrender of

the Hungarian refugees; I- raiice and England gave it as

their opinion, that the porte was not lioimd hy treaty to give
them up; Lord Palmerston, who had .-ome portion of the

treaties under hi- eye, thought that the most that could he
made of them was. that the porte niiirht he required to ex

pel them from its dominions
;

in fine, the refugees were not

given up, and the whole civilized world justified and com
mended the heroic refusal.&quot;

That t/n whole civilized &quot;//&amp;lt;/ }//*/, ri&amp;lt;&amp;lt;/ and commended
flu- /vv //.w//, is too .strong an expression. Austria and Rus
sia, we believe, coti.Mitute a portion, and a considerable por
tion of the civilized world, and thev did not commend or

justify it. and. so far as there is any evidence on the subject
before the public, it was justified and commended, out of
the whole civilized world, by France. England, and the
I nited States alone. These are indeed important nations,
but they are not the whole civili/ed world. Hut that these

justified and commended it. amounts to nothing; for they
were known sympathizers with the Hungarian rebels, and

England and the United States favored their cause, and
were on the point of acknowledging the independence of

Hungary, when, by the united arms of Austria and Russia,
the rebellion was suppressed. Nothing is more natural

than that they should use their utmost efforts to screen

their friends from the penalty they had incurred. They
advised Turkey to refuse, promised her their protection if

she refused, and threatened her pretty loudly if she did not
refuse to surrender them. They were a party concerned,
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at least a party acting on a foregone conclusion, and there

fore are not to be taken as umpires in the case. Austria

and .Russia did not accept them as such, and never retracted

their demands. Lord Palmerston s opinion, interested as

he \vas to protect his continental pets, we place on a par
with Mr. Marcy s own opinion. Moreover, we are not aware

that the porte absolutely denied her obligation to surrender

the refugees. Mr. Marcy cites no official declaration of hers

to that effect, and as for the testimony of individual Turks,

we let it pass for what it is worth. As Turkey will not

admit the testimony of a Christian against a Turk, we do
her no wrong if we refuse to admit the testimony of a Turk

against a Christian. The fact is, the matter was not pressed
to a decision

;
Austria generously consented, out of regard

to the state of Europe at the time, and the embarrassment

of the porte, to waive for the moment her demand, on con

dition that the porte undertook to remove the refugees
from the frontier, and to keep them confined in the interior

of Turkey. To this condition the porte acceded, and the

fact that she did so, backed as she was by France, England,
and the United States, and therefore with nothing to fear

from Austria, is a strong presumption that she was bound
to the extent Austria asserted. Mr. Marcy s reasons do not

seem to us, therefore, sufficient to impugn the official

veracity of Austria, or to render doubtful the existence of

the treaties alleged.
The secretary reasons throughout as if the laws of nations

applied to Turkey and the Mahometan world as they do to

the several states of Christendom. This is a great mistake.

The international law of Christendom is not recognized by
Mahometan states, and does not govern the mutual inter

course between them and the Christian powers.
&quot; The Eu

ropean law of nations,&quot; says Wheaton,*
u

is founded mainly

upon that community of origin, manners, institutions, and

religion, that distinguished the Christian nations from the

Mahometan world. In respect to the mutual intercourse

between the Christian and the Mahometan powers, the

former have been sometimes content to take the law from
the Mahometan, and in others to modify the international

law of Christendom in its application to them.&quot; The Ma
hometan world is outside of the European law of nations.

Thus the Ottoman empire was not represented in the con-

*
History of the Law of Nations, Part IV., sect. 27.
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gress of Vienna, nor included in the system of public law
established by it. \\ is in the eye of international law a

barbarous power, and the relations of civilized nations with
it. except so far as regulated by treaties, are subject to the
law ol torce, or &amp;lt;t what each Christian nation regards as

expediency, \\care not. therefore, to jud^e the conduct
ot Christian powers, in their intercourse with her, either by
the international law of Christendom, or bv the JHN

&amp;lt;j&amp;lt;

nlnnn.
She acknowledges neither in relation to Christian nations,
and Christian nations are bound to observe neither in rela

tion to her. Austria, we suspect, in the absence of all treaty

stipulations on the subject, would have the
ri&amp;lt;;ht,

if she

chose to exercise it, to pursue her oifending subjects across
the frontier, and to arrest them on Ottoman territory.

But without resorting to this argument, the conduct of
Austria is perfectly defen&amp;gt;ible. for she reallv lias the juris
diction she claims. &quot;The resident consuls of the Christian

powers in Turkey, the Barbary States, and other Mahome
tan countries,&quot; says Wheaton,* &quot;have civil and criminal

jurisdiction over their countrymen, to the exclusion of the
local

magi&amp;gt;t
rates and tribunals. The criminal jurisdiction

is usually limited to pecuniary penalties, and in offences of
a higher grade the consular functions are similar to those of
a police magistrate, or

ju&amp;lt;j&amp;lt;

&amp;lt;1* tnxh n&amp;lt;-fn,n. He collects the

documentary and other proof s, and sends them, together
with the prisoner, home for trial.&quot; \Vheaton is ample au

thority in the case; beside.-, the fact is notorious, as Mr.
Ma rev ought to know perfectly well. We cannot see where
fore this does not cover the whole case. Kosxta was an
Austrian subject, in the Ottoman dominions under Austrian

authority, and was arroted and detained in custody on
board the Husxar, to be sent home by authority of the Aus
trian consul, exercising that right of jurisdiction which the
consular agents of Austria, and not only hers, but those of
all the Latin powers of Europe, have relative to their respec
tive countrymen in the East. This, as far as we can see,
settles the whole question, and proves that the attack on the
Austrian flag by Captain Ingraham was wholly unjustifiable,
and an insult of which Austria had the right to complain,
and for which our government was bound to make her suit

able reparation.
AVe have heard it argued that this civil and criminal ju-

* Elements of International Law, Part II., Chap. II., 11.
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risdiction of tlie consular agents of tlie Christian powers in

Turkey is limited to offences committed in tlie Ottoman
dominions. But that is a matter between the consular agents
and their own sovereign. Their sovereign is competent so

to restrict their jurisdiction, and. perhaps, in general does.

But Austria had not so done in the case of her consul-gen
eral at Smvrna, as we have her own authority for asserting ; and
if she had, the reappearance of Koszta in Turkey, which,

according to Mr. Marcy, had been inhibited to him, was it

self an offence that brought him within even such restricted

jurisdiction. But to suppose; that any limitation of the sort

is imposed by Turkish law is wholly to mistake the princi

ple on which the consular jurisdiction within Mahometan
states is founded. The populations of the East are immis
cible. Foreigners from Christian nations, or what is some
times in the East called Frankistan. are incapable of acquir

ing a domicile in anv Mahometan country, of mingling with

the body of the nation, or of becoming a recognized part of

the population under the protection of the territorial laws,

unless they apostatize and make themselves Mussulmans.

They are, whether travellers or traders, outside of the lev

loci, are outlaws, under the protection of no law. and may
be put to death, shut up in prison, or reduced to slavery.
for no offence but their nationality. There is for them in

Turkey and other Mahometan states no jus gentium, no

hospitality. To them Turkey is inhospitable, and absolutely

barbarous, although some of our statesmen seem, of late, to

have fallen very much in love with her. Nothing can be
more insecure, inconvenient, and perilous, than tlie condi

tion of foreigners from Frankistan in Mahometan countries;
and hence the Christian powers, the Venetians and Genoese

first, the other Latin powers afterwards, interposed to pro
tect their own subjects in these; countries, and, at a remote

period, obtained the right to take their own countrymen,
really or reputed such, under their own protection, as we
have seen in the tezlfcrdt, and to exercise extra-territorial

jurisdiction over them, as we have done recently by treaty
with China relative to one own countrymen in the Chi
nese dominions, that is, the right of civil anel criminal juris
diction over their own subjects within Mahometan territory
The theory of the consular jurisdiction is founded on a leo;a&amp;gt;

fiction, similar to that which obtains in Christian states witb

regard to ambassadors, ministers, and other diplomatic agents,

foreigners from Frankistan are ignored by Turkish law, are



reputed not to lie in Turkey at all, but still in Frankistan,
within the jurisdiction of their own sovereign, and which
is as perfect in regard to them as if they were actually in liis

(i\vn dominions. Thi- riu lit ot juri-d id i&amp;lt; &amp;gt;n is conceded in t ho

treaties by which Turkey agrees to receive consular agents,
and follows, so far as she is concerned, as a necessary conse-

cpience ot their ewfjuiifni . The extent of this jurisdiction,
rhe oifeiices of which the re-ident con&amp;gt;id mav take cogni

zance, what penalties he mav inflict, ifoc., are determined,
not by Turkish law. but b\- the consul s own sovereign ;

and

therefore, a&amp;gt; to Turkey, it makes no dilVerence what is the

otfence. where it is committed, or what is the judgment
rendered. ( oiicedin^, then, that l\o-/.ta s oll oiice was com
mitted out of the Ottoman dominions, it makes no di lie re nee.

if the Au-trian resident consul had from his own govern-
nient authority to make the arrest, which Austria herself

assures us he had.

Mr. M nvv ai u iies. that the Austrian consul had doubts as

to his jurisdiction, inasmuch as he applied to the Turkish

governor for authority to arrest Ko-/.ta. which wa- ret used.

We
suspect&quot;

that there is some mistake here. The consul

hail no occasion to apply for such authority, for such author

ity Turkey, so tar as she was concerned, had granted him
in conceding him his . ./&amp;lt;

&amp;lt;/n.

//&amp;gt;/,. It is more probable that

his application, if there was any application ;( t all, was not

tor authority, but for the physical force, to make the arrest.

Or it may have Keen for the governor himself to arrest Ivos-

zta, which he was bound to do by the pledge Turkey had giv-
on to Austria, that he should never ayain set his foot within
her dominions. Whichever it was, it would appear that the

governor had no right to refuse, for Austria, unless we have
been misinformed, through her interiiuncio at Constantino

ple, complained to the porte of his refusal, and demanded
his punishment, which demand was complied with so far as

to remove him from his ollice. The right of the consular

agents of Austria in Turkey to exercise civil and criminal

jurisdiction relative to their own countrymen is unquestion
able

;
but how far Turkey is bound by special treaty to grant

them the physical force necessary to exercise their juris

diction, to make their arrests, and to execute their judg
ments, we are unable to say; and this we suspect was the

real point in debate in 1849-50 concerning the surrender of

the Hungarian refugees.
Mr. Marcy further alleges, that Captain Ingraharn was
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justifiable on the score of humanity in making his hostile

attack on the TInszar. That there may be cases where hu

manity, or the /MS gentium, authorizes a party to interfere,

we do not doubt
;
but not often among civilized powers, be

tween sovereign and subject. There was in TCoszta s case

no call for such interference. An Austrian subject was

arrested within Austrian jurisdiction, by Austrian authority,

placed in Austrian custody, with the probability of being
sent home and punished for his crimes. Here is the whole

case. There was no inhumanity here, for it is for the

interest of humanity that crimes, especially such as were laid

to Koszta s charge, should be punished. Some stress ap

pears to have been laid on the supposed fact, that the crimes

of which he was accused and had been condemned were

purely political offences, which in the eyes of many of our

countrymen, as committed against Austria, were no crime

at all, but meritorious acts rather; but this we believe is a

mistake. The special charge against Koszta, we believe,

was complicity in a stupendous robbery, or the purloining
and concealing the Hungarian regalia, and the main motive

of getting possession of him was not to bring him to pun
ishment for his political offences, but to obtain from him
some clew to the place where the sacred treasures were con

cealed. Perhaps, after his arrest, lie gave the clew^
and

perhaps his having enabled the court to recover them is the

reason why Austria has consented to his returning to this

country.
The government theory of Koszta s case, it is evident

from what we have proved, is untenable. Koszta was not

at Smyrna, as it contends, a man without any nationality,

under the simple law of nature, nor was he clothed with

our nationality, as against Austria, who if she had banished

him at all, had done so only on conditions, which were

broken by his return to the Ottoman dominions. The most

that can be said in our favor is, that he was domiciled in

the United States, or was under American protection so far

as the right to such protection is conferred by a tezkereh,

a right only analogous to that of domicile. To set up
domicile against citizenship is not in any case allowable,

and certainly not in the case of a fugitive from
justice^

or

an escaped convict
;
for such a citizen or subject of a foreign

state, not having faithfully performed his past and present
duties to his sovereign, is incapable of absolving himself,

even according to the government s own doctrine, from his

VOL. XVI 16
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allegiance, and forming new political tics. Even natural

ization, without the permission of his sovereign, would not

protect such a one, inucli less domicile. Mr. Marey, hav

ing faile&amp;lt;l to prove that Au-tria had denationalized Tvoszta,

and she l&amp;gt;v claiming him as still her subject having proved
that she had not. cannot claim for our v;overnment the

riii ht to protect him against her without assuming that

domicile overrides citi/enship, which, is absurd, and war

ranted bv no writer on international law and by no decision

of anv court applying it. The property of a subject in or

destined to a country in which a foreigner is domiciled fol

lows, as a general rule, the domicile, and in case of war may
be ti;-ated as an enemy, because it may be lawfully taxed

for the support of the war ;
but the domiciled subject re

tains his personal */&amp;lt;//&amp;gt;/*. and in case of war is regarded by
his sovereign as a friend, unless found actually consorting
with the enemy, because he is held to be still his subject,

thouirh out of his jurisdiction ; and the sovereign in whose

dominions he resides cannot lawfully compel him to bear

arms against him. He is liable to he ordered out of the

country, or into the interior, or even to be imprisoned dur

ing the war bv the foreign sovereign as the subject of his

enemv. if it is judged expedient or necessary. To set up
domicile against citi/enship would, moreover, be on the

part of our irovernment a complete abandonment of all

American citizens domiciled in foreign countries, and to

deprive itself in all cases of all right, on the ground of

American citi/enship. to interpose in their behalf, or to look

after their interests against the sovereign in whose domin

ions they reside, for it would regard them as absolutely

released from all civil connection with their own country.

This, perhaps, will not be regarded by our citizens abroad

as the best way to fulfil the promise of President Pierce,

that his government would extend its protection to every
American citizen, in whatever part of the world he

Anight
be, and accords but ill with the earnestness with which we
assert the rights of American nationality, when it concerns

protecting foreign criminals and political incendiaries

against their legitimate sovereign. It would have been not

amiss for Mr/ Marcy to have reflected that his doctrine

has a twofold application, and may give to foreign sover

eigns as much power to withdraw our citizens abroad from

the protection of our government, as it gives it to withdraw

their criminal subjects from their justice.
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Mr. Marcy argues, that his doctrine, which allows foreign

political incendiaries and criminals to come here, and, after

a few months residence, to return to their own country, on

private (who shall prove that it is not secret ?} business,
clothed with American nationality, and protected by it from
all prosecution or punishment for their previous offences,
has in it nothing dangerous, because if they should engage
in any new incendiary proceedings, it would be a manifest

abuse of our nationality, and prove that they fraudulently
assume it. We are sorry to meet with such an argument
from a veteran statesman, venerable for his years and ex

perience, and still more sorry to find it put forth officially

by the government of our native country, whom we love as

a mother, and of whose honor we are more jealous than of

our own. Does so experienced a statesman need to be told,
that the very presence of these political incendiaries at

large, in a country they have endeavored to revolutionize,

may often of itself be a grave peril, and tend to compromise
the public peace ? Does he need to be told, that such men
work in secret, and that no little mischief may be done
before they can be detected or be proved to have a hand in

it ? Can it, in the present state of things, fail to be danger
ous to have all Europe and the East swarm with well-known

revolutionists, who, under protection of American national

ity, are free to go wherever they please, making their ob

servations, collecting information for the benefit of the rev

olutionary party, and secretly communicating with the rev

olutionary committees and clubs, especially if we have
such ministers or charges d affaires at the several courts as

Mr. Seymour at St. Petersburg, Mr. Soule at Madrid, Mr.
Brown at Constantinople, and Mr. O Sullivan at Lisbon,
and our ships in the ports of Europe and Asia to claim them
as American citizens, and, if necessary, to protect them as

such by making war on their sovereign, and compelling
him, as the less of two evils, to acquiesce in the claim ? It

is not only dangerous, but is a gross abuse of the advantages
of our position. It is incompatible with the respect which
we owe to all foreign governments with which we profess
to have relations of peace and amity, and exceedingly dis

creditable to our national character. For the peace of for

eign states, for the interests of social order, for the honor of

our own country and the sake of our citizens travelling or

residing in the continental states of Europe, we hope our

government will not persist in the abominable doctrine,
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which foreign radicals, refugees, robbers, thieves, cutthroats,,

and political incendiaries have induced it, in the Koszta
case to set up. and that it will hasten to retrieve its character,

hy retracting ir. and making honorable and suitable repa
ration to Austria.

hvcn on the government s o\vn theorv of the Kos/.t;i

ease, the attack- on the llns/ar is hardly defensible. Mr.

Marcy. in his reply to M. 1 1 iilsemann, assumes that Captain
[ngraham s violation of the neiitralitv laws, bv threaten inir,

in a neutral port, to lire on the Huszar, if an offence at all,

was an o Hence only against Tin-key, and is a matter to bo
settled between us and her. without the interference of

Austria. If this principle holds in the case, it holds

against as well as for us. and proves that Captain Ingraham
had no right to interfere by force to liberate Koszta from
his imprisonment on hoard the Austrian hrig-of-war. The
laws ol nations prohibit foreign powers from fijjditin^ out
their (|iiarrels on neutral territory, or in a neutral port; they
therefore make the neutral power the guardian of the neu

trality laws, and responsible for their breach. IT, then,

Tin-key sulVered the neiitralitv laws to be violated, she hav

ing the power, as she obviously had. to prevent it, the re

dress o I the aggrieved partv lies against her. This is the

principle on which we held Portugal, a neutral power, re-

sponsible for the loss of the privateer (idiera! Armstrong,
captured or destroyed bva British man-of-war in one of her

ports. It is the principle; we have recently set up against
the free city of Bremen, in a case very similar to that of
Kos/.ta. A certain Mr. Schmit, claimed bv us as a natural

ized citizen, was arrested by the Hanoverian police within
the jurisdiction of Bremen, as a subject of the king of

Hanover. We hold Bremen responsible, and refused to

recognize Hanover in the case. If the principle was good
in the cases of Mr. Schmit, why not in the case of Mr.
Koszta? The reason, we suppose, is, that neither we nor
Austria regard Turkey as a civilized power, and neither

yield her the benefits nor expect of her the obligations of

such power.
Turkey being a barbarous power, outside of the law of

nations, neither party could make any account of her rights
or duties in the case. Neither party, except so far as

bound by treaty, could offend her, or make her responsible
for any wrong received from the other party. The proper
course, then, for the American authorities at Smyrna, after
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Koszta \va&amp;gt; actually in Austrian jurisdiction, as lie was when
on board the lluszar, whatever was the case on land, was to
have protested in the name of their government against his
arrest and detention

;
and if this did not procure his release,

as Austria is a friendly power, and acknowledges herself
amenable to international law. to have remitted the case to
the supreme authority, to be disposed of by the diplomacy
of the two nations. This would have been in accordance
with the general usage in similar cases, and would seem to
have been demanded, if not by the law, at least by the com
ity of nations. There was no urgency in the case. Koszta,
if in any danger at all. was in no danger of immediately
losing his head, for Mr. Marcy takes special care to inform
ns, that the danger which induced Captain Ingraham to
make his hostile demonstration was simply that he would be
conveyed to Trieste, within the emperor s dominions. We
had at the emperor s court a representative to look after
Koszta s interest, and it is idle to pretend that Austria
would have condemned him, or punished him under a pre
vious judgment, if we were able to make good our claim
to hnn as an American citizen. Policy, if not a sense of

justice and respect for international law, would have re
strained her. Our distrust of her in this case may well be
construed into a distrust of our own claim. The threat to

employ force, the actual demonstration of force, for his lib

eration, was a rash act, extremely imprudent, and might
have been attended with the most fatal consequences ;

and
that war has not followed with Austria, we owe to her pru
dence or forbearance. The act was, especially when ap
proved by Captain Ingraham s government, literally an act
of

^war ;
and it can never be for the interest of any nation

to intrust the war-making power to its naval officers abroad,
to be used at their discretion. It is not compatible with
the peace of the world that they should possess it, and we
hope that the act of Captain Ingraham will never be suf
fered to become a precedent. If such acts are to be ap
proved and applauded, instead of rebuked and punished,
ships of war will soon be converted into corsairs, and their
commanders into pirates.
As to Captain Ingraham himself, we have nothing to say.He is

doubtless^an honorable gentleman, as well as^ a brave
and efficient officer; but in the present case, he mistook lug

duty, and suffered his zeal to get the better of his judg
ment. But as his government has approved his conduct,
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we innst hold it, not, him, responsible for the insult offered

to the Austrian tlair. He probably was not, initiated into

the plot, and was used as a blind tool by the revolutionists.

The secret, of tlie whole transaction it is not difficult to di

vine. I was nor to vindirate American nationality or to

protect, the rights &amp;lt;&amp;gt;f the American citizen, but to get up, if

possible, a war between this country and Austria, in accord

ance with the plans and ardent wishes of Ludwig Kossuth.

Kossuth found, on his visit to the Fnitrd States as the

&quot;nation&quot;.- &amp;lt;;uest.&quot;
that, our people generally sympathized

with him. and that perhaps a majority of them were not

averse to intervening actively in his cause, if any plausible

pretext for doinjj; so could be found. I .ut he was convinced

that, however ivadv we were to feast him. make speeches
and pass re-olutions in his favor and denunciatory of Aus

tria, we could not be induced to go to war with Austria

avowedlv on the principle of intervention. It was neces-

sarv. then, to obtain for us some pretext, under which the

president, as in the case of Mexico, a few years since, might
announce to congress. &quot;War c.\i.-t- between the Austrian

empire ami tin.- republic, by act of Austria herself.&quot; No
matter if the statement should be utterly false, if it could

be made to appear to be true, coiiare.-s would vote an army
and supplies, and the people would sustain it. It was ncc-

essarv, then, to provoke Austria to the commission of some

act which we could represent as a gross violation of our

rights, or as a declaration of war against us. For this pur

pose, we doubt not. Kos/ta returned, or was ordered by
K- Ssiith to return, to Turkey, and very possibly with the

knowledge and approbation of our Jacobinical administra

tion. It could very easily be fore-seen that Austria would

attempt to arrest him. as implicated in the abstraction and

concealment of the Hungarian regalia, which she was ex

ceedingly anxious to recover, and out of this arrest it was

thought it would not be difficult to get the desired pretext
for war. The whole was an artfully devised plan for in

ducing the United States to intervene with their physical
force in favor of Kossuth and Maz/ini, who had combined

to establish Hungarian independence, and to expel the Aus

trian s from Italy.
The whole difficulty, we need not doubt, grew out of

our insane sympathy with the rebellious subjects of Aus

tria, and their efforts to involve us in the contest, suspended

by the Austro-Russian victories of 1849, the suppression of



THE CASK OF MARTIN KOSZTA. 247

the Roman republic by republican France in the same
year, and Louis Napoleon s coup d etat of December, 1851.
The plans of the revolutionists were well laid. They were

secretly organized throughout all western and central Eu
rope, but they did not choose, as in 1848, to rely wholly on
themselves. They had two powers to fear, and only two,
Austria and Russia; and their plan was to neutralize
Russia by means of Turkey, and Austria by means of a war
between her and the United States. England they could
count on as a friend, to back Turkey morally, perhaps phys
ically, against Russia, because she has made it her policy to

aid them in all the continental states ever since the congress
of Lay bach, and because her commercial interests as well
as her East Indian possessions required her to resist the
further progress of the Russian empire. France also, it

was trusted, could be gained, through jealousy of Russia,
and through a desire to extend her influence in Italy, to
weaken Austria, to reannex Belgium, perhaps also Savoy,
and to gain the protectorate of the smaller German states,
to make common cause with England against northern and
eastern Europe. All then that was wanting was to gain
this great republic, with its vast resources and overflowing
treasury, to the same cause. This it was hoped to do by
getting up a quarrel between us and Austria.

Austria understood the plan of her enemies, and could
not be caught in the trap, and, judging from the conditions
offered and accepted by our minister at Constantinople
for the release of Koszta, she has come off, so far as we are

concerned, with honor, while we stand before the world in
a most unenviable light. But France and England appear
to have caught the bait, and the prospect now is that Eu
rope must either succumb to the demagogues or become
Cossack. To all appearances, a war between Russia and

Turkey is inevitable. Hostilities, it is reported, have actu

ally commenced, and Turkey has assembled as formidable
an army as her resources admit of, offictred to a great ex
tent by renegade Austrian and Russian subjects ;

and it

would seem, at the time we are writing, that France and

England are prepared to lend her even more than their
moral influence. Thus far Kossuth and Mazzini, except
with us, have apparently succeeded in their plan, and
France and England are playing their game, if not in reality
the ulterior game of Russia herself.

It strikes us that, if France and England are really bent,
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a&amp;gt; they pretend, on maintaining tin 1 balance of power threat

ened or assumed to bo threatened by Russia, they adopt
verv unwir-e means to ell ect their purpose. The real

mediating power of Europe is Austria, and whether it be

the pin-pose to ;j;uard against the demagogues of the South

and West, or the absolutism of the North and East, she

should be regarded as the pnmf &amp;lt;r&amp;lt;ij&amp;gt;)ti

of all the opera
tions required. As we understand it, two dangers threaten

European civili/ation, anarchy and despotism, the deina-

iTogues and the Cossacks, the revolutionists of the South

and AVe&amp;gt;t. and Russia from the North and East. The
western powers, leaving out: Austria, are impotent against

either danger. England can keep down a revolution at

home onlv bv encouraging revolutions abroad, and France

is still the hotbed of &amp;lt;/i

nt&amp;lt;i&amp;lt;/, &amp;gt;&amp;lt;/i,.\
and which the emperor

prevents from breaking out in open insurrection and revo

lution only bv adopting some of the worst elements of

socialistic economy. His vast expenditures on public
works and modern improvements, avowedly for the pur

pose of giving employment to the workingmen, cannot be

continued for many years without alienating from him the

tax-paving classes, and when discontinued, a whole army of

workmen are ready to find employment in making revolu

tions. The moment that the revolutionists succeed, or have

a fair prospect of succeeding, in detaching Hungary and

the Lombardo-Venetian kingdom from Au-tria, all central

Germany, and everv western dynasty, unless Russia inter

venes, are at the mercy of the demagogues. On the other

hand, if Austria is dismembered, and reduced to her Ger
man provinces, nothing, humanly speaking, can prevent
Russia from occupying the seat of the ancient empire of

the East, and ruling all Europe and Asia. Nothing can be

Ttiade of that rickety old concern, the Ottoman empire,
which has exhausted all her resources in her present very

inadequate efforts to maintain her independence and integ

rity. The only safety of the western powers is in cultivat

ing the friendship of Austria, and in enabling her to ex

tend and consolidate her power, so that she can rely on

them, and be able to make the balance incline to the side

on which she throws her weight.
If France and England, the two leading powers of the

West, were sincere and earnest, to maintain the balance oi

power, their first effort would be to detach Austria from

Russia, and make it for her interest to unite with them.
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But this is precisely what they have neglected to do.

They have both been hostile to her. They prevented her

from intervening to protect the Swiss Sonderbund in 1847,

which would have prevented the terrible convulsions of the

following year ; they armed in 1848 all Italy against her, and

prevented her from pushing her advantages as far as she

lawfully might against Sardinia, who had twice made un

provoked war upon her. without a shadow of a pretext ;

they stirred up a rebellion against her in her own capital,
and encouraged her Hungarian subjects to revolt, and com

pelled her to invoke the assistance of Russia; and on the

reorganization of the German diet, they protested against
her entering it with her non-Germanic provinces, a measure
so essential to the maintenance of the balance of power,
and which could have endangered the safety of no Euro

pean state. Even the French army which suppressed the

Mazzinian republic was sent to Rome avowedly to main
tain French influence in Italy against Austria, and it is

probably maintained there for the same purpose, and per

haps also with the vain hope of ruling the pope, and through
him the Catholic populations of Europe, a policy at

tempted by Napoleon the uncle, with all the success it

deserved. The hostility of France and England in 1848
and 1849 drew Austria into a close alliance with Russia,
and their present designs make it for her interest to con

tinue that alliance
;
for if she has something to fear from

Russia, she has still more to fear from them. All this we
should call a blunder on their part, and its sad effects will

be long felt in European politics. In the present struggle
Austria will remain neutral, if permitted, and if not, she

must take sides with Russia, who will gain the chief ad

vantage.
As far as we can see, Russia, as against Turkey, is in the

right. Her demands are just and reasonable, as all western

Europe has virtually decided in the Vienna note. She

simply demands that her treaties with the porte in behalf

of the Christians of her communion shall be executed, and
that a sufficient guaranty of their execution shall be given.
There is nothing wrong in this. The sultan pledges his

word that they shall be, it is true, but that is just no security
at all. All concessions in favor of Christians, whom the

Turks regard as slaves and treat as dogs, are contrary to the

Koran, the supreme law of every Mahometan state, and are

regarded by the Turkish judges as non avenues. The Chris-
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tian power must have an acknowledged protectorate over

the Christian subjects of the porte. or the treaties in their

favor are so much waste-paper. Russia knows this, and de

mands the protectorate of the Christians of her communion.

Hut this, say France and England, will give her too much
control over the internal alVair- of Turkey. 15e it so. ^ by,

then, not compel Turkey, their protege, to emancipate all

her Christian subjects, of whatever communion, to place

them and their religion under the protection ot the law?

This would supersede the necessity of Russian interference,

and take away all pretext she may have for interfering. If

thev will not do this, they have no right to ( iplain of her

for taking upon herself tin; protection of the Christians of

her own communion. The Christians of the Ottoman em

pire have loim
1 en m-h been the slaves of the insolent and

fanatic Turks, and religion, civilization, humanity, demands
their emancipation, their elevation to the xt&amp;lt;if&amp;gt;in ol citizens,

and their free and full possession of the liberty of worship,
and the western powers, if they neglect their duty in this

respect, have no right to interfere to prevent Russia irom

doing it.

It is for the interest of Christendom, of European civili

zation, and of ( mion humanity, that an end he put to the

Mahometan power, and it is a scandal to 1 ind Catholic

France combining with heretical and pope-hating England
to uphold it. Russia is a schismatical power, and no friend

to Catholicity; but, she is morally and religiously as

ijood as Protestant England, and however we may dislike

her political system, she succeeds better in winning the af

fections of the nations she subjugates than England does in

winning the alt ections of those she professes to assist and

for whom she really pours out her blood and her treasure.

The Polish peasant has a far warmer affection for Russia,

than the Spanish peasant has for England. It would no

doubt be a calamity for Russia to subjugate western Europe,
but we defy her to govern it worse than England has gov
erned Ireland and India. The predominance of Russia

would no doubt injure the Catholic cause, but not more than

England has injured it in Spain and Portugal, and is now

injuring it in Sardinia, Sicily, and the whole Italian penin

sula; or than France herself; has injured it by her league
with the Turks against Austria and Spain, and with the

Protestants against Catholic Germany, by her Gallicanism,

Jansenism, and intidel philosophy, her immoral literature,
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her Jacobinical revolutions, and by her Italian and German
wars and conquests under the republic and the empire. But
be all this as it may, Russia is better than Turkey, the Greek
schism is far preferable to Mahometanism, and if the west
ern states cannot preserve the balance of power without

uniting to uphold the standard of the Arabian impostor,

they ought not to preserve it at all. Russia certainly does not

favor, and never has favored radicalism or socialism, the
two worst enemies the church has to defend herself against,
and that is much.
We are far from believing Russia wishes to extend her

empire to Constantinople, and we do not believe her present
movement was begun with any view to conquest. She

wishes, no doubt, to protect, to gain to her cause, if you
will, the Christian subjects of the porte, and to supplant the

influence of France and England at the court of Constanti

nople, to prevent them from making the porte a bad neigh
bor, and the revolutionists from making her their rendez

vous, and the point Wappui of their operations against Eu
rope. There is nothing unreasonable in this. The czar is

only acting on the defensive, only taking a step which
France and England render necessary, to protect himself
and his allies. If they choose to make use of Turkey against
him and his allies, as they avowedly do, what more natural

than that he should seek to thwart them ( If he cannot do
it otherwise than by taking possession of Turkey, whom
have they to blame but themselves ? They cannot expect
to use Turkey against him, with his acquiescence, and they
must compel her to keep the peace, and suppress their dem
agogic, if they wish him to refrain from advancing to the

South. At present they give him a good excuse for what
he is doing, and place themselves in a wrong and in a most
foolish position. If Russia does not profit by it at their

expense, they may consider themselves happy.
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[From l!nm nson s Quarterly Kfview for July. 1ST&amp;gt;1.]

WK always read with interest the eloquent parlimentary
speeches of Oounl de Montalembert, for we always find in

them a noble spirit, and principles becoming the Christian and
the statesman ; hut we have read none of them with deeper
interest or more pleasure than the one now before us; nor

any one which has given us so strong a proof of his practi
cal wisdom, and real independence of character. M. do
Montalembert is not the man of a party; he is a Christian

and a Frenchman. lie himself wa&amp;gt; known to our public,
in ls:-5n, as connected with the Abbede la Mennais, in the

religion* and political movement represented to some extent

by I;A i i nir. and which sought to induce the; church to

accept and foster the democratic tendencies of the European
populations. The movement, under some of its aspects,
was noble and praiseworthy, but under others it was inju
dicious and revolutionary, and calculated to embroil the

church with the temporal governments, to the serious detri

ment of religion. It was therefore disapproved at Rome,
and forthwith abandoned by M. do .Montalembert, and near

ly all those who had projected and sustained it, with the

exception of the unhappy Abbede la Mennais himself, who
finally for his per.-istence incurred excommunication from
the church.

In the chamber of peers, of which he was an hereditary
member. M. de Montalembert, under the monarchy of July,
was not an Orieanist nor a legitimist, a republican nor a

dynastic oppositionist, but was generally in opposition to

the government, with strong sympathies with the European
liberal movement, lie did not oppose the Orleans dynasty,
he did not advocate a republic, but he opposed the govern
ment, because it showed itself hostile to religious and civil

freedom. His sympathies were with the party struggling

*
Discoursprononce parWL. DE MONTALEMBEUT, Representanl du Feuplc

(Doubs) dans la Diacusidon du Projet de Loi tendant a ouvrir au Mini^tre
des Finances un Credit de 1,800, QUO Francs, pour Fraisde Representation
du President de la Republique, Seance dti lOfevrier, 1851.
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for larger liberty, and his parliamentary labors were specially
directed to obtaining the freedom of education, which was
enslaved by the state through the iniidel university, estab
lished in its main features by the convention. Tie may be
said during this period to have represented in parliament
the Catholic party of young France.

In February, 1848, came the revolution that overthrew
and exiled the Orleans dynasty, and proclaimed the French
republic. M. de Montalembert was returned a member of
the constituent assembly, or convention summoned to give
France a constitution, and reestablish social and political
order. In this assembly he took his stand, not as a repub
lican nor as an anti-republican, not as a legitimist nor as an

anti-legitimist, but as the advocate of order and defender of

religious liberty. He saw that the first want of France was
legal order, and that every attempt to found such order
without a religious basis must prove abortive. Hence the
freedom of the church and the establishment of social order
became his watchwords; and he proved himself ready to

cooperate with any party devoted to the maintenance of
order, and able and willing to recognize, as its indispensable
conditions, the full freedom of the church and of Catholic
education. This position he still maintains. Without anv
preferences for a republic as such, he seems, now that the

republican order has been proclaimed, fully disposed to ac

cept it, to give it a fair trial, and a loyal support so long as

it is able to maintain social and political order for his coun

try. As he would never have conspired to overthrow the

monarchy for the sake of introducing the republic, so he
will never conspire to overthrow the republic for the sake
of restoring the monarchy, either in the family of the
Bourbons or in that of the Bonapartes. In the present

crisisjn European, and especially in French affairs, the most

pressing question, he holds, lies not between one form of

government and another, but between government and no
government, between order and anarchy, civilization and
barbarism

;
and any existing government, able to sustain

order and provide for the wants of civilized society, ou^ht
to be loyally supported, irrespective of the claims or pre
tensions of particular families or individuals. Governments
are instituted for the public good, and power is a sacred
trust from God, not a personal right of its depositaries; and
whenever these have lost it, it must be suffered to pass into
other hands if the public good clearly demand it, for society
is paramount to the individual.
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We have, ever since we can remember, advocated, and we
trus! we ever shall advocate, the jits divinnm, or uovern-

inent by divine right: for we hold that under the law of

nature all men are equal, and that no man. in his own name,
has the right to govern another. All dominion of man over
man is of the essence of despotism. All power is of God,
and no power is legal save 1 as ordained of (-rod

;
and no man

has any right to exercise anv authority save as the vicar or

delegate of Almighty God, immediately, or mediately, ap
pointed by him to govern. Ministers mav be variously ap
pointed according tothe respective constitutions of different

countries
; they may obtain otlice hereditarily, or by popular

election ; but always their ultimate right to irovern derives

from (-iod, and they hold it only as his delegates. They are,

therefore, bound to exercise it according to his will, that is,

according to the laws of eternal justice. This is what we
mean by the jus divinum, and holding this, we hold that

whoso resists government in the discharge of its legal func
tions re.-ists the ordinance of (iod, and purchases to himself

damnation.
Hut. (iod authorizes irovernment and invests it with the

right to govern for the public i^ood. not for the private

good of the governors, and hence power is a trust, and there

fore ami&amp;gt;sible. It may be forfeited, as any other trust, for

it may be abused, and it is abused, whenever it is exercised

for a private end. in opposition to the public good. It may
be lost, also, without the particular fault of its depositaries,

by such changes in human affairs as render it impracticable
or impossible for them to continue to exercise it compatibly
with the peace and welfare of the public, or so as to secure
the ends for which government is instituted. In France,
the old public order has, by successive revolutions, been

completely broken up, and the French statesman is now free,
and even bound, to take that course which is most in accord
ance with the true interests of his country, without refer

ence to the rights of particular families, deriving from an
order which has in fact passed away. lie is free to support
the republic, in total forgetfulness, as it were, of the heredi

tary claims to reign of the Bourbons or of the Bonapartes,
and ought to do so, if in the providence of God and the

mutations of human things the republic has become the

only practicable order, or the best practicable government
for his country; for there is a broad difference between

hereditary personal rights and hereditary public trusts
;
be-
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twecn overthrowing a monarchy for the sake of establishing
a republic, and supporting a republic after monarchy has
been overthrown

;
and between struggling to sustain a mon

archy that is assailed, and
straggling&quot; to restore a monarchy

that has fallen. The first want of France is government,
and its second want is wise and efficient government, able
alike to protect itself and the freedom of the subject ;

and
the duty of the French statesman is to provide for these
wants in the best and speediest manner now practicable. If

they can be best provided for by monarchical restoration,
royal or imperial, in the elder or the younger brunch of the
Bourbons, then he should labor for such restoration

;
if they

can \)e best provided for by the republic, princely under
Louis Napoleon, or citizen under General Cavaignac, then
such republic should be accepted and supported We re

gard France, since the revolution of February, as to the con
stitution of political power, as to a great extent thrown back
under the law of nature, and as not only free, but bound, to
reconstitute government in the manner best adapted to her
future welfare, and the question for her to settle

is, not the
claims of princes, but the political constitution she needs to

preserve herself from becoming a prey to the socialists and
red-republicans, led on by Mazzini, Ledru-Rollin, and com
pany, those conspirators-general against the rights of nations,
the peace of society, and the civilization of Europe.
M. de Montalembert. in the speech before us, as we have

intimated, seems disposed to accept and sustain the republic,
and the republic with Louis Napoleon for its chief. He is

not a Bonapartist; his sympathies are rather with the

legitimists; but he contends that Prince Louis has merited
well of France and Europe, and. without committing him
self for the future, he ably defends the conduct of the. presi
dent thus far, and awards him the well deserved praise
which many from various quarters have denied him. He
concedes that the president has committed some faults, the
gravest of which, however, was his ill-advised letter on
Roman affairs to Colonel Edgar Ney, which he hastened im
mediately to repair, and which has had no grave conse
quences.

^

He regrets the dismissal of General Changarnierfrom his important military command, but thinks it was not
wholly without excuse. He also regrets the new ministerial

appointments, and would seem to regard the new ministry
as not likely to inspire confidence in the friends of order

;

but he is disposed to judge it by its acts. The president is
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the responsible head of his administration, and ho thus far
has proved himself the friend of religion, of order, of leiral

government, and determined to maintain internal tran

quillity, peace and dignity abroad.

To appreciate the merits df the French president, we must
take into consideration the very delicate and embarrassing

position in which he has been placed from the first. He
received it in charge to maintain the republic at home, and
the influence and dignity of France abroad. AVhen he was
elected, December Id. ISIS, the convention had promul
gated the constitution, a miserable abortion, satisfactory to

nobody, and the power of the state was in the hands of
the so-called moderate republican party, a feeble minority
of the nation, and, whatever their good intentions, without

political, and e-pecially administrative capacity. The i^roat

majority of the French people were and are monarchists, are
not and never have been republicans, and the republic pro
claimed by the Parisian mob, in February, 1S4S, could not
have lived a week had it not been acquiesced in and sup
ported by tho-e who did not wish it, had no hand in intro

ducing it, and no sympathy with it. It was impossible for

Prince Louis to administer the government without the aid
of the monarchists, for the moderate republicans were too
few and too imbecile to afford him any real support, and
the red-republicans were powerful only in a work of de

struction, and were the enemies alike of order at home, and
of peace and just influence abroad, lie must then conciliate

the moderate republicans, secure the aid of the monarchists,
and defy the socialists. .But if too decidedly republican, he
could not count on the support of the monarchists

;
and if

he trusted exclusively to the monarchists, he might awaken
monarchical hopes and prepare the way for a restoration of

monarchy, to the destruction of the republic, or for the
division of the monarchical p.irty, which would allow a tri

umph of the red-republicans to the destruction of social

order and the peace of Europe. Here was his great diffi

culty.
The solution of the difficulty depended on the fact whether

the old monarchical party, composed of legitimists, Or-

leanists, and Bonapartists, had really resolved to let mon
archy go, and henceforth to accept without reserve, and to

support loyally, the republican order. The republicans
themselves could not sustain the republic, for the reds would
soon absorb the moderates, as in the old revolution the
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Mountain absorbed the Giro-ride, and a red republic is as

impracticable as undesirable. The fate of the republic was,

then, in the hands of the monarchists, and would not they
at the first favorable opportunity seek to restore monarchy ?

It was to be feared. At the time of the inauguration of the

president, it is true, they seemed to have dismissed all mo
narchical regrets, and to be prepared to support the republic
without any after-thought, and the president showed that he
had no serious distrust of them, and wished to make noun-
favorable distinction between them and the republicans.

Abroad matters were, if possible, still more delicate and

embarrassing for a republican president of France. All

Europe was divided into two hostile camps, and it was not

yet decided which was the strongest. The Holy Father was
in exile, and the infamous triumvirate had established their

reign of terror in the capital of the Christian world; the
radicals were triumphing in Tuscany

;
Charles Albert was

preparing a second invasion of the Loinbardo-Yenetian

kingdom ;
Austria was maintaining an apparently doubtful

contest with her red-republican anarchists and her Magyar
rebels; central Germany was in flames; and Prussia alter

nated between red-republicanism and despotism, played
fast and loose with anarchy, as her sovereign was drunk or

sober, was dazzled by visions of the imperial diadem or
feared the loss of his hereditary crown. France held the

balance, and the party into whose scale she should throw
herself could not fail to preponderate, at least for the time.
If she manifested any strong sympathy with the republican
camp, war would blaze out all over Europe. If she did not,
and if she threw her influence on the side of authority,
then she would stand in the apparently contradictory light
of sustaining a republic at home, and exerting herself to

suppress republicanism abroad, and would have to encoun
ter the wrath of all the disorganizes of Europe and of
America.
The president docs not seem to have hesitated long as to

the part he should take. He seems to have resolved to sus
tain the republic at all hazards, not so much because he was
a republican as because he was a Frenchman, and France
had had revolutions enough, and to support the party of
order abroad, as the party of justice, of right, and because
it was the only means of preserving the peace of Europe,
alike essential to France and to the other European nations.
He did not break entirely with the republicans at home, but

VOL. XVI 17
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lie gave thr l&amp;gt;c&amp;gt;f pledge poihle to the friends of order tliat

lu: was no revolutionist, that lie respected tho rights of sover

eigns as well as of the people, and, above all, the sacred obliga
tions of religion, bv restoring, in harmony with the other

( at! 10 lie powers, the 1 1&amp;lt; &amp;lt;\ v Father to his temporal dominions,
and by expelling the miserable banditti who professed to gov-
ern the Eternal City in the name of the Roman people. He
withdrew France from her false position as the head of the

European anarchical propagandist)!, and placed her on the side

o| religion, of order, of legal right, and therefore on the side

of liberty. From that moment the reaction against anarchy
became decided, and victorious in every continental state

except Sardinia, and that too without in the lea&amp;gt;t compro
mising the dignity or t he stability of the French republic.
No ordinary credit is due to the man who, without political

experience, con id assume the direction of the affairs of such
a c.mntrv .i&amp;gt; France, at such a time, with such obstacles

within and without to encounter, and yet bring them to as

happy an is-ne as they had attained to in March. ls.&quot;&amp;gt;(), and
Prince Louis may henceforth without a Mush call himself
the

&quot;nephew of mv uncle.&quot; for his uncle did nothing

greater or really more glorious.
1 ndoubtedly, the president must divide this glorv with

the monarchists of France, i he majority in the a.-.-cmbl v, for

if he had ha&amp;lt;l onl_\ the republican party. re(l or moderate,
on which to rely, he could never have carried France and

Kurope through the crisis; but the larger share of the glory
i- umpiestionably his own. as the elected chief of the
French nai i&amp;lt; m.

I p to March, lsf&amp;gt;n, the monarchical party seem to have
been united to a man, and determined to support the re

public, although they had never desired it. The greater part
of them seem still determined to do so, but, unhappily,
they are no longer united. The reaction against anarchy,
having everywhere proved decisive, the imminent danger
of socialism having been somewhat diminished, monarchi
cal regrets seem to have been awakened, and dreams of re

storing fallen monarchy to have been indulged. A greater
danger than France has yet had to meet, we fear, now
awaits her, and from this very cause, for without the sup
port of the monarchists the republic cannot stand, and hered

itary monarchy, we fear, is henceforth impracticable in

France.

The republicans, including both moderates and reds, are,
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no doubt, a minority, and even a small minority, of the
French people. The monarchists are certainly the majority,
and, if united, they could without difficulty sustain them
selves against their enemies. But they are not united, and
cannot be united. Three times within the last sixty years
they have possessed, and three times they have lost power,
through their fatal dissensions. The old French monarchy
expired in 1789. when Louis XVI. became, instead of king
of France, a constitutional king of the French, and no hu
man power can resuscitate it. The order instituted in 1789
by the constituent assembly, with a few exceptions, was the
clear and spontaneous expression of the will of the French
nation, including the king, the nobles, the clergy, and the

people. It is worse than idle to attempt to go behind that

new^ order, and undertake to reestablish the throne of Saint
Louis. There is nothing in the habits, the sentiments, or
the institutions of the French people at the present time to
sustain that throne. The feudal nobility is gone ;

the feudal
church

is^gone; the distinction of ranks is abolished
;
and

chivalry, if not extinct, has taken an entirely new direction.

Sixty years of revolution have destroyed loyalty, changed
habits of submission into habits of insubordination, obliter
ated the sense of law, of the fixed and permanent, and super
induced a morbid desire of change, an absolute impatience
of all repose as of all restraint. Here is no place for the
throne of Saint Louis, nor even for that of &quot;Le Grand
Monarque.&quot; We may or may not regret it, according to the

temper of our minds. For our part we do regret it, as we
regret all modern changes, none of which canVe recognize
as improvements. But while we regret it, we hope we have
the good sense to conform to the inevitable necessity of

things. We are not in relation to our own country any the
less loyally republican because we believe the departure
from mediaeval Europe has been a deterioration instead of
a progress. We seek no impracticable restorations: we ask
what here and now is our duty, and that is plainly for us
to support the republican order established, here aiid now,
alike against monarchy and against mobs.
To attempt to restore the monarchy of 1789, is as idle as

to attempt the restoration of the authority of the British
crown in this country. That monarchy, when it had far
more of the sympathy of the nation than it now has, and
was surrounded with a prestige which it now wants, could
not sustain itself. As a monarchy it rested on a novel
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, ned than the Mexicans, hut because government must he

to a irreat extent a matter of routine, and republicanism
is congenial to our habit- and is not to theirs. We do not

pretend that republicanism is better for France than mon
arch v would be, if practicable; nay, we do not believe it so

pood, and \ve think it a urr.it calamity for her that she has

noolished monarchy, and rendered its permanent re-establish

ment henceforth a vain attempt. Hut a republic is practi

cable, if the monarchist- choose to make it so, and trance

can live and prosper under it, provided that its constitution

and management are not left to those who conspired to in

troduce it.

There is wi&amp;gt;dom as well as point in a remark once made

by the late Chief Justice 1 ar-on.-, t hat &quot;The young man
who is not a democrat is a knave, the old man who is, is a

fool.&quot; We have no confidence in the statesman who is a

democrat in principle, for pure democracy is only pure des

potism,
as we are in this country beginning to experience.

The men who can make a revolution for the sake of intro

ducing n popular form of government, can never safely be

intrusted with its administration. Our government owes

its success not to the democracy of the country, tor that is

ruining it: but to the fact that it was established, and for

the first twelve years of its existence administered, by men

who had no democratic, sympathies, who were not in then-

personal preferences even republican, but who yet gave the

republic a loyal support, because they saw that it WHS tor

us the onlv practicable government, except sheer despotism.
We would not speak lightly of the genuine republican

partv in France, but having studied their history with some

care from the time of Henry II., for it is not a party of

recent origin. and witnessed their disastrous influence on

their own countrv. as well as on other nations, we must be

pardoned for saving that we have no confidence either in

their integrity or in their capacity, except for destruction.

They are destitute alike of practical wisdom and loyal dis

positions.
Thev are moved, not by love of liberty, but by

hatred of restraint. What they want is not the freedom

and prosperity of France, but power to govern her. and

they will be, with some honorable exceptions, the enemies

of every government which they do not govern. No real

dependence can be placed on them in or out of office, and

the greatest of all conceivable calamities for France would

be to give up the republic to their management, and this
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whether they are moderates or reds
;

for the difference

between the two classes is not one of principle, and con

sists simply in the fact that the reds are good and the

moderates bad logicians. The reds draw boldly the logical

consequences of the principles which they and the moder
ates hold in common. They say at once two and two
make four, while the moderates stop short, and stammer
out two and two make three, persuading themselves that

the poor people will not see that two and two make three

and one more. The republicans have clamored for the

republic, and have finally got it. Let them have it. They
wanted it because they trusted, if they got it, they could

manage it, and control the destinies of France
;
in that let

them be disappointed. Let them have the republic arid

share equally whatever advantages it secures, but do not

let them be its chiefs.

The republic has thus far been sustained by the men who
did not want it, and, if sustained at all, it must continue to

be sustained by them. But if they are to do this, they
must accept it in good faith, must really resolve to live and

die by it, and, if need be, for it. Legitimists, Orleanists,
and imperialists must give their united support to the re

public, as they did up to the 31st of March, 1850, and by
so doing they can save it from being strangled by its un
natural parents. To do this requires no sacrifice of prin

ciple, no change of political creeds
;

it only requires a little

of that chivalry in which French monarchists always abound,
and of that readiness to devote themselves to the best in

terest of their country, in which they ought never to be

found deficient. They are not only the majority, but they
are the pars sanior et potior of France, and the only dan

ger France can run must come either from their standing
aloof from public affairs, or from their dividing their influ

ence by movements designed to prepare the way for a new

monarchical, royalist, or imperial restoration. France wants

repose; she wants time for her numerous wounds to heal,

time to recover habits of order and subordination, for the

growth of loyalty, and the love of order, time for a new

generation to spring up, trained under better influences

than have heretofore prevailed. She needs to feel that

sixty years is as much time as any nation can afford to throw

away in revolutions or uncertain experiments for the or

ganization of power, and that she must contemplate no new
revolution

;
that the order now established, whether the
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best or not tho best possible, must be linal. in order that an

end mav be pur alike to criminal hopes and Utopian dreams.

The monarchists have it in their power to make her so feel
;

and to do it. they have only to persevere as they eonmieneed,
the day after the revolution of February.

Tin- monarchists have nothing to lose by supporting the

republic. They have proved this during the last two years.

The revolution of !!&amp;gt;&amp;gt; . swept away nearly all the privileges
of the old Fiench aristocracy, and introduced equality be

fore the laws
;
the revolution of 1S30 abolished the heredi-

tarv peerage, and nothing would remain to the old noblesse,

even if monarchy were restored, but empty titles and the

ineinorv of the glorious deeds of their illustrious ancestors.

These thev mav retain equally under the republic, and as

for distinction, they have shown and are now showing that

thev can secure that even under universal suffrage. .Before

the revolution, the republicans talked as if they monopo-
lixed all the wixlom and virtue of France, and half per
suaded themselves that, under a reyhne of universal suffrage,
the monarchists would be nobody. The result must have

disappointed them, though it has disappointed nobody else.

In the
&amp;gt;truga;le,

man to man, the monarchists have main

tained their former superiority over the republicans. They
saved the; republic from being devoured by its authors;
thev took it under their protection, and have rendered it

powerful and respectable; they have maintained internal

tranquillity and peace, and dignity abroad. With the single

exception of (ieneral (. avaignac, who is a brave oflicer and

a verv worthy man, not a single republican has, so far as

we can di.-cover at this distance, honorably distinguished
himself under the republic. All who have tried to be lead

ers, and to become great men. have failed, miserably failed.

Of the men who made the republic, not one has proved
himself competent to its management, and most of them
are now in exile or forgotten. In the assembly, in the

cabinet, in the army, in the diplomatic corps, the great men
are they who were the great men under the monarchy,
and who, whatever their errors, were never identified with

the republican party. The republic has well-nigh extin

guished the republicans. &quot;Who hears now-a-days of Lamar-

tine, Arago, Marie, Marast, Cremieux, Gamier-Pages, the

more respectable part of the provisional government and
its supporters? And who would hear of Ledru-Ilollin,

Louis Blanc, Caussidiere, Blanqui, and their compeers, were
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they not in exile, intriguing with the madmen of Europe
against society itself? The monarchists have maintained,
and must continue to maintain, their superiority, and re

tain the lead in affairs, unless they weaken their strength

by division, or by attempting what seems to us an imprac
ticable restoration, that is, impracticable as a permanent and

peaceful order.

Assuming that the republic, and we mean a republic of

order, not a republic democratic and social, which would
be only an organized anarchy, is in the present juncture
desirable for France, and to be maintained, the true policy
of the French statesman cannot be doubtful. It is, first of

all, to prevent the election as its chief of a man whoso con

victions and sympathies are with the old republican party.
We have a very high regard for General Cavaignac, but

we should deprecate his election as the successor of Prince

Louis Napoleon. He must be elected, if at all, not as the

representative of France, of the French nation, but as the

representative of the republican party, a feeble minority
of the French people. He will be elected, no doubt, if

elected, as a moderate republican; but that makes little

difference. lie will not be able to command the confi

dence of the monarchical party, and will be obliged to

strengthen himself by concessions to the reds, which will

only place the republic on the declivity to anarchy. There
is no radical difference between a moderate republican
and a red-republican, and all history proves, that, of two
branches of the same family, the more consistent will al

ways be the more energetic, and being the more energetic,

will, in the long run, be the ruling branch. We do not

distrust the honorable intentions of the distinguished gen
eral who so nobly defended France in the terrible days of

June, 1848, but lie and Ledru-Rollin adopt the same polit
ical premises, and Ledru-Rollin draws, if more fatal, at the

same time more logical consequences from them. We can

give a republic a loyal support, but we detest the modern

republican theory of government, whether moderate or red.

It is the modern republican, or rather democratic, theory of

government, namely, the sovereignty of the people, that is

false and dangerous, not a republican government itself.

The monarchists of France can accept the republic, and

will, if they accept it at all, without accepting the modern
democratic theory ;

but the republican party cannot. Hence,
in the hands of the former a republican government may
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best or not the best possible, must be 1inal. in order that an

end may be put alike to criminal lio|)es ainl Utopian dreams.

The monarchists have it in their power to make her so feel ;

and to do it. they have only to persevere as they commenced,
the day after the revolution of February.
The monarchists have nothing to lose by supporting the

republic. They have proved this during the last two years.

The revolution of 17^ . swept away nearly all the priv ilexes

&amp;lt;&amp;gt;f the old Fiench aristocracy, and introduced equality be

fore the laws ; the revolution of 1S3D abolished the heredi

tary peerage, and nothing would remain to the old noblesse,

even if monarchy were restored, but empty titles and the

memory of the glorious deeds of their illustrious ancestors.

These they max retain equally under the republic, and as

for distinction, they have shown and are now showing that

they can secure that even under universal suffrage. Before

the revolution, the republicans talked as if they monopo-
li/ed all the wi.-ilom and virtue of France, and half per
suaded themselves t hat, under a /

&amp;lt;&amp;gt;/&amp;lt;

/&amp;gt;/&amp;gt; of universal suffrage,

the monarchists would be nobody. The result must have?

disappointed them, though it has disappointed nobody else.

In the &amp;gt;t rniru le, man to man. the monarchists have main

tained their former superiority over the republicans. They
saved the republic from being devoured by its authors;

they took it under their protection, and have rendered it

powerful and respectable; they have maintained internal

tranquillity and peace, and dignity abroad. With the single

exception of General Cavaignac, who is a brave oflicer and

a verv worthy man, not a single republican has, so far as

we can discover at this di.-tance, honorably distinguished
himself under the- republic. All who have tried to be lead

ers, and to become &amp;lt;_;Teat men, have 1

failed, miserably failed.

Of the men who made the republic, not one has proved
himself competent to its management, and most of them
are now in exile or forgotten. In the assembly, in the

cabinet, in the army, in the diplomatic corps, the great men
are they who were the great men under the monarchy,
and who, whatever their errors, were never identified with

the republican party. The republic has well-nigh extin

guished the republicans. AY ho hears now-a-days of Lamar-

tine, Arago, Marie, Marast, Cremieux, Gamier- Pages, the

more respectable part of the provisional government and
its supporters ( And who would hear of Ledru-Ilollin,
Louis Blanc, Caussidiere, Blanqui, and their compeers, were
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they not in exile, intriguing with the madmen of Europe
against societv itself? The monarchists have maintained,
and must continue to maintain, their superiority, and re

tain the lead in affairs, unless they weaken their strength

by division, or by attempting what seems to us an imprac
ticable restoration, that is, impracticable as a permanent and

peaceful order.

Assuming that the republic, and we mean a republic of

order, not a republic democratic and social, which would
be only an organized anarchy, is in the present juncture
desirable for France, and to be maintained, the true policy
of the French statesman cannot be doubtful. It is, first of

all, to prevent the election as its chief of a man whose con

victions and sympathies are with the old republican party.
We have a very high regard for General Cavaignac, but

we should deprecate his election as the successor of Prince

Louis Napoleon. He must be elected, if at all, not as the

representative of France, of the French nation, but as the

representative of the republican party, a feeble minority
of the French people. He will be elected, no doubt, if

elected, as a moderate republican; but that makes little

difference. He will not be able to command the confi

dence of the monarchical party, and will be obliged to

strengthen himself by concessions to the reds, which will

only place the republic on the declivity to anarchy. There
is no radical difference between a moderate republican
and a red-republican, and all history proves, that, of two
branches of the same family, the more consistent will al

ways be the more energetic, and being the more energetic,

will, in the long run, be the ruling branch. We do not

distrust the honorable intentions of the distinguished gen
eral who so nobly defended France in the terrible days of

June, 18-iS, but lie and Ledru-Rollin adopt the same polit
ical premises, and Ledru-Rolliri draws, if more fatal, at the

same time more logical consequences from them. We can

give a republic a loyal support, but we detest the modern

republican theory of government, whether moderate or red.

It is the modern republican, or rather democratic, theory of

government, namely, the sovereignty of the people, that is

false and dangerous, not a republican government itself.

The monarchists of France can accept the republic, and

will, if they accept it at all, without accepting the modern
democratic theory ;

but the republican party cannot. Hence,
in the hands of the former a republican government may
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be a good government, ;is in many countries it is the host

possible government ; bill in the hands of the latter it must

always he a had government, because their principles in

their logical development arc repugnant to all irovernment.
(ieiieral ( a vai^nac s election, in our judgment, would be

the doom ol the republic, and plunge France anew into all

the horrors of civil war. becau&amp;gt;c it would be the attempt to

install a political doctrine which the majority of the French
nation do and will repudiate, and which no civili/ed nation

can safely tolerate.

All government, practically considered, i&amp;gt; founded more
or less on compromise, and no government can stand in

France that attempts to exclude any of the great parties
now existing. There; must be a compromise of some sort,
and that compromise must be honorable to all parties.
The monarchical party cannot abandon its principles, and

ought not to do so. though it may perhaps give up some of

its prejudices, and the republicans cannot be expected to

become monarchists. A compromise such as M. (Jui/ot

proposes, which recogni/o the hereditary monarchy and

aristocracy on OIK; side, and the democratic principle on the

other, is impracticable, hecaii.-c it introduces into the funda
mental organization of the Mate two ho.-tile and eternally

irreconcilable principles. This illustrious statesman seems
tons to have been misled by his eclecticism, and also to

have mistaken the real theory of the British constitution,

which he appears to adopt as his model. The monarchical
and aristocratic principle is preserved in the king and the

house of peers, it. is true ; but the basis of the house of

commons is not democracy, or the sovereignty of the peo
ple. The British government in its theory we say nothing
of what it is becoming in practice is a government of es

tates, and the house of commons represents, not the sover

eign people of (ii-eat Britain simply restricted in their

power by king and lords, but an estate, the commons, as its

very name implies. This government of estates since 1789
has become impracticable in France, for then the estates

were abolished, and the tiers-etat declared to be the nation.

Here was the grand error of 1789. The constituent, in

stead of abolishing the estates, should have preserved, re

formed, and perfected them, and provided for their regular
assembling in parliament ;

but it is too late to attempt this

now.
Checks and balances, as they are called, are undoubtedly
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necessary in a government, and without them every govern
ment is a despotism ;

but no government can stand if or

ganized on two fundamentally irreconcilable principles.
This dualism is as objectionable in politics as in religion;
and its objectionable character in the latter is strikingly dis

played by the whole history of Protestantism. Diversity
may be introduced into the organization, and must be, but
it must be a diversity with unity for its basis. The com
promise that is required cannot be a compromise of princi

ple, but must take place in a sphere that leaves to each

party for itself its own principles, and therefore must be a

compromise in the order of facts, not in the order of prin
ciples. The monarchists can without any compromise of

principle accept and support a republican form of govern
ment for France, as they have done for the last three years.
The republicans can of course do the same. The compro
mise must be, then, for each to support the republic as a

fact, and as a legal fact, the monarchist foregoing the at

tempt to carry out into fact his monarchical preferences,
and the republican forbearing to attempt to make the re

public the embodiment of his theory of popular sovereign
ty, not necessary to the establishment or free and salutary
working of the republic, and necessary at all only as a con
dition of revolutionizing or overthrowing it. The monarch
ists must concede the republicans the republican form of

government, and with that the republicans must be satisfied,

although the republic be not founded on their doctrine of
the &quot;sacred right of insurrection,&quot; and they must be held,

and, if need be, forced to obey it, as they were to obey the

monarchy. This is the only compromise that can be honor

ably made. The monarchists give up monarchy for the sake
of peace, and the republicans get what they pretended to

want, a republic, and must in turn give up the attempt to

realize anarchical theories. I3ut as they will never do this

willingly, they must be compelled to do it, and till they are

completely subdued, they must not be intrusted with power,
although the particular individual they put forward as a

candidate for popular suffrage should be personally unex

ceptionable.
We hope our friends in France will not deem us imper

tinent in these remarks, or if we express our conviction
that their aim should be to preserve, for the present at

least, the princely republic; for we fear that, if any other
than Louis Napoleon is chosen as its chief at the next
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juv-idemial election, di.-a.-troll* con.-ei jliences will follow.

If it is re-olved to maintain tin- republican order. it will be

exceeding! v dangerous to change the per.-on ot its present

rhief before it is more perfectly consolidated. We have

no prejudices in favor of the 1 !onaparti.-ts, and what preju

dice- we have are on the .-ide of the legitimi.-ts. Our own

political principle s would lead us to wi&amp;gt;h Henry \ . to be

kinv;. to wi.-h the ree.-tabli.-hment of legitimate royalty in

France. if we believed the thin^ practicable; but we go
on the

&amp;gt;uppo.-iiion
lliat that is impracticable, and that the

ion^r line of the kin^s &amp;lt;&amp;gt;f France and kin^.- of the French

ended with I,oui.- Philippe. On this -uppo.-it ion, Louis

Napoleon Beems to us now, even more than in IMS, the

mo-t proper person for pre-ident of the republic. He may
have had vision.- of an imperial restoration, but il so, he

appeaiv- to entertain them no longer. As far as we can dis

cover from hi- messages, and, what i.- more to the purpose, his

act.-, he ha&amp;gt; accepted the republic in good faith, with a firm

re.-olutioM. .-,, I ar ; i- depends on him, to render it, successful.

He ha&amp;gt; noblv redeemed the promises he made on assuming
the reiiriis of ^ovci imient, and has manifested eminent abil

ity as well as loval intentions; and if now and then we have

di.-co\-ei ed a (iallican reminiscence in hi&amp;gt; administration,

lie ha.- a- vet been found on the .-ide of religion, and been

Mirpa-.-ed bv no -o\-ereii;n in Kurope in yielding what is

due to the church, or in his respect and submission to the

Holy See.

The revolutions of IMS had even more at heart the de

struction of the church than the abolition of monarchy, and

the loud wail that is heard over the fall of Ma/zini and

his Roman republic is far more anti-Catholic than anti-

monarchical. But, these revolutions have been overruled

and made to redound to the u lory of the church against

whom thev were chiefly designed, and in no country more

so than in France. Never since Charlemagne has the

church in France been more free than under the admin

istration of Louis Napoleon. The legitimate kings of

France seldom permitted the church in their dominions to

manage her own affairs in her own way, and their ostenta

tious protection of her was often, nay, generally, only her

enslavement to the temporal power. Not under the ern-

S
re certainly, not under Louis XVIIL, not under Charles

.,
nor under Louis Philippe, was there any thing ap

proaching the respect to the church by the government that
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has been paid her by the republic, since the terrible dov.s
of June, IS-iS. It may be policy on the part of the presi
dent, but if so it is a wise and just policy, and sue}) as

marks the Christian statesman. But we believe it some
thing more than policy, and we are not surprised that a
man whose life has been checkered like that of Louis Bona
parte, and the greater part of which has been passed in

exile or in prison, should feel the need of religion for his
own support, as well as for the support of the state. He
has shown his respect for religion, not only in his relations
with the Holy See, but in the support he has given to the
law on instruction, a concession to the church, not indeed
of all that her friends had the right to demand, but of
more than any other modern government has conceded,
unless it be that of the young emperor of Austria, and
more than under the late monarchy any friend of the free
dom of education from the university monopoly ever

thought of asking, and perhaps as much as, in the present
state of tilings, it is prudent to concede. Moderation in

removing abuses is necessary lest the attempted reform fail,
and matters be made worse than before.
The Catholic party in France, it strikes us, should ask

themselves very seriously whether religion is not now doing
well^and whether it would not be more likely to lose than
to gain by the restoration of monarchy, with&quot; its old Galli-
can traditions, traditions which no government will sur
render unless forced to do so in order to sustain itself, and
which no Bourbon on the throne of France can be forced
to surrender, so long as a large minority of France are not

Catholic, and a large majority of her statesmen, as states
men are prone to be, are Gallican. In a country where the

majority are Catholics, the government, if it rests on popu
lar suffrage, will be pretty sure to respect the freedom of
the church. A republican government, accepted and sup
ported by

_

the majority, will hardly oppress, for it will have
little motive to oppress, the religion of the majority. It

was, therefore, with great pleasure that we saw the bishops
and clergy of France expressing, with singular frankness
and unanimity, their adhesion to &quot;the republic. The church
is doing well now, and her friends have comparatively little

to complain of, less than almost everywhere else. Will
they have less under a king who will study only to enlarge
the sphere of the temporal at the expense of the spiritual
authority ? Why, then, seek a change? Why run the risk
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of losing what i-; obtained, in flic uncertain attempt to get
more? We hc;ir -JMMJ act-mints of the ( (Mint de rham-
IHH- FJ, and we doubr nor his good intentions; hut lie is heir
to the prejudices MI id trad it ioiis. MS well ;is to the rights, of
his family, and the promises of M prince in exile are not

precisely the acts of M ]&amp;lt;m^- tinnlv seated upon his throne.
The difficulty in the \vay of the reelection of Prince Na-

pnleon is that the coii-t it ut imi renders him ineligible for a
second !erm. till after an interval of s&amp;lt;&amp;gt;me years ; but there
is time enough to amend the constitution, and it ought to

In- amended in that particular, (r at lea-t so MS to prolong
the term ot ollice bey.ind three vcars. to ei^ht &amp;lt;&amp;gt;r ten. Our
experience iii the Tinted State- mav not be in favor of re-

eligibility, but it proves clearly tint f(Mir years are too short
a term for a president to ado]t and consolidate anv policy,
and that a change of administration every four years mu&amp;gt;t

vei-y soon un-ettle every thin^. The restriction in the
French coti-t it ution. as well as the short term of office

ordained by ours, betrays the in-Miie jealousy, inherited
from the old Kurdish Whi^s. which is entertained by mod
ern republicans of the executive po\ver. \o ^ovei-mnent
is irood for any tiling without an efficient execntiyt;. and
where, as in France, the executive is responsible, and is

re.-tricted in ^reat part to the execution of laws made by
an independent legislature, elected for a short term of

years, the power of the executive is more likely to be too
little than too ^ivat. Moreover, no lar^e and populous
country can loiiir -ui-x-ivi 1 the repeated shocks which it must
receive (mm the election of a jiresident with extensive

patronage every f&amp;lt;Mir years. Tf we do not lengthen the

presidential term to eight or ten years, we Americans shall

soon find the whole political business of the country resolv

ing itself, directly or indirectly, into president-making.
No harm can come, but great good must surely come, to

France from amending her constitution so as to prolong to

eight or ten years the presidential term of office; and she
can now do it, though after a few years she will lincl it for
ever too late.

We are aware that some of our French friends object to

prolonging the term of office of the present incumbent, lest

he attempt to get himself proclaimed emperor. But is this
fear warranted ? Is it generous? Louis Napoleon has dis
claimed all pretensions as the heir of his uncle

;
he has

sworn to maintain the republican constitution; and it is an
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undeniable fact, that he lias thus far observed with scrupu
lous fidelity his oath of office, and lias labored to protect the
republic alike against the anarchical attempts of the social
ists, and the movements of the royalists for a restoration of
fallen monarchy. What right has any one to distrust his
intentions? For our part, we believe him resolved to sup
port the republic, and we would rather trust the fate of
France in his hands, with legislative power in the hands of
the party of order, than, in the present state of opinion, to
run the risk of a change in any direction.
But it is time to close. It may be said, that, in the whole

of this article, we have been
volunteering opinions on mat

ters which only remotely concern us, and on which we can
of course, have only imperfect information. We cannot
deny that there is truth in the charge ;

but the opinion of a
disinterested foreigner, who takes asleep interest in French
politics, who has no republican prejudices, although a sup
porter of republican government, and who looks at&quot; all politi
cal questions mainly in their bearing on religion and morals,
perhaps may not be wholly without interest, nor wholly des
titute of value, to French statesmen. We offer them in no
mtermeddlesome spirit, and in no arrogant tone, though we
freely and frankly express them. France is the great cen
tral power of Europe, and, with the exception of Austria,
the only great European power to which the Catholic in
other countries can turn with affection and hope. Austria
has done and is doing well, and the present emperor bids
fair to give additional lustre to the illustrious house of Habs-
burg, besides removing the stain from its escutcheon caused
by the half-insane Joseph II. But France exerts, and must
continue to exert, a powerful influence on all southern and
western Europe, and on our own country in particular. She
is as it were the missionary nation of &quot;the world, and it is
not a matter of indifference to other nations whether she
preaches the true gospel, or another. Pier doctrines have
immense weight in England ; they reign supreme in this
country; Germany reaches us only through France, and
from France we import not only our fashions, but our tastes
our principles, our ideas, our philosophy, and our literature.
In France is the fountain whose streams flow either to fer
tilize or to deluge our land. This must be our apology for
venturing to speak of French politics very much as if theywere our own. We have spoken kindly, in love of that
beautiful country, with which, though we have never seen
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it, we have so manv pleasing associations, and whose litera

ture li;is liad more to do in forming our mind and taste than

that of our own mother tongue. With our mother s milk

we drew in a love of France, and we were early taught to

be grateful to her for the generous aid she lent our own be

loved country in her struggle to become a free and indepen
dent nation; and may God bless tliee, beaatiful France! and

give tiiee. after thv long struggle, the freedom, the order,

tiie peace, and the repose, thy heart so much needeth.

TIIK CUBAN EXPEDITION.

[From Brownson s Quarterly Review for October. 1S50.1

A co\sn&amp;gt;Ki;.\i;i,i: portion of our countrymen have long
coveted the possession of Cuba, anil our government, pre

tending that there was danger of its falling into the hands

of Great Britain, went so far a few years since, we believe,

as to make overtures to the court of Madrid for its purchase.
Hut these overtures, of course, wen; not listened to, and the

pretence proved so utterly unfounded, that the government
has been obliged to abandon it. Still, the desire, for the ac

quisition of tlie inland has continued, and many persons have

thought that it could be effected by inducing and aiding the

native Cubans to revolt from Spain, establish themselves as

an independent republic, and then apply for admission into

the American Union. In accordance with a. plan of this

sort, a military expedition was set on foot within our terri

tories in 1&amp;gt;4 .K to assist the Cuban patriots, or pretended
Cuban patriots, to revolutionize the island. This expedition
was prevented for the time being from embarking by the in

tervention of the federal government ;
but it has been re

newed during the present year, and this time, successfully

eluding the vigilance of the government, it actually effected

a landing in small force, and, after a smart engagement, took

possession of Cardenas, committed several murders, made
the governor of the town a prisoner, burnt his palace, and

robbed the public treasury. But meeting a determined re

sistance, and not finding the native Cubans as ready to flock

to its piratical standard as it was expected they would be,
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it abandoned Cardenas, after holding possession of it for

eight hours, and effected its escape, or return, to the terri

tories of the United States, apparently for reinforcements,
in order speedily to renew the attempt in stronger force, and
with a better prospect of h nal success.

As to the character of such an expedition against a power
with whom we are at peace, or of the attempt to wrest from
a friendly power one of its provinces and annex it to the

Union, no matter under what pretext, there can be but one

opinion among honorable men, and since its failure, the
American press has been tolerably unanimous in condemn
ing it; but we may well doubt if the press would be thus
unanimous in condemning it, if it had succeeded, or if there
were a fair prospect of successfully renewing it. Had
Lopez, the chief of the expedition, succeeded, we have too
much reason to believe that he would have been hailed as a

hero, and welcomed to a seat in the United States senate by
the side of the honorable senators from Texas.

It cannot be denied that a portion, we would fain hope
not a large portion, of the people of this country, have very
loose notions of right and wrong, and, when blinded by their

passions or stimulated by their interests, find little difficulty
in converting the pirate into the hero, and piracy and mur
der into wise and honorable policy. To this portion of our
citizens religion and morality, municipal laws and laws of

nations have either no meaning or an odious meaning when
opposed to their interests or their passions, their thirst for

gold or their lust for the acquisition of territory. Regard
ing the will of the people as the supreme law, and by a nat
ural and easy process confounding the will of the people
with the will of the mob, or the will of the people as the
state with the will of the people outside of the constitution
and laws, they hold that what any portion of the people
wish and are able to do, they have the unquestionable and
indefeasible right to do. Mistaking the sound and legal

republicanism held by our fathers, and incorporated into our
noble institutions, for wild and lawless radicalism, they
assert the right of the people, or rather the mob, in every
country, to rebel, whenever they please, against their legiti
mate sovereign, to overthrow with armed force the existing
order whenever it ceases to suit their fancy or caprice, and
to institute such new order in its place as shall seem to them
good. Starting with this revolutionary principle, and assum

ing that all who avail themselves of it, and rise in arms
VOL. XVI 18
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against their sovereign, are necessarily the party of freedom,

struggling for liberty, for the inalienable rights of man, they
a-sume that tin- cause of -uch party is alwavs the cause of

justice, of hunianity. of &amp;lt;iod, anil therefore that we are all

live to rush to their aid. to assist them with our sympathy,
our counsel, our treasure, our arms. ;md our blood, irrespee-
tive of existing laws, the rights of sovereigns, or the faith

of treaties. Hence we tind them alwavs sympathizing with

rebels, or the party at war with their rulers, applauding their

prowess, rejoicing in t heir victories over the friends of order
and legitimate ant Imrity, and mourning ovei- their defeat.

And hence the-c see iii the attempts of the pirate Lopez and
hi.- civw nothing but the practical application of their own
deeply cherished principles.

The fact that Lopez, after his return to the Tinted States,

was greeted with loud and prolonged applause, when he as

sured the eiti/eiis of Savannah that he had not abandoned
his enterprise, but had consecrated his whole life to tin; lib

eration of Cuba, indicates only too clearly that the.-e prin

ciples are by no means unpopular, at least in certain sections

ot the country. Indeed, the number of those who. if not-

ready to join actively in such an expedition as Lope/ and
his associate.- fitted out, yet hold that the Cubans have a per
fect right, and we a perfect ri^ht to assist them, to rebel

again.- 1 their sovereign, to revolutionize the island, and, with
the consent of our government, to annex themselves to the

I nion. is much larger, we; fear, than a irood citizen who re

gards the honor of his country is willing to believe, so lit

tle value is placed upon the rights of sovereignty, and so

little respect is paid even to the rights of property.
Certainly, we are far from asserting or insinuating that

any considerable portion of our citizens are sufficiently de

praved to join actively in a piratical attempt like that made

by the recent Cuban expedition, but such an attempt is not

wholly incompatible with the political creed of perhaps a

majority of our countrymen. According to the plan of the

conspirators, the citizens of this country were to appear to

the world only as the allies or auxiliaries of the people of

Cuba. It was assumed that there was, or that there could

be created, a red-republican party among the creole popula
tion of the island, and it was through these that possession
of it was to be obtained. The Cubans themselves were to

appear before the world as the prime movers of the enter

prise and chief actors in it. They were to proclaim them-
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selves a republic, independent of Spain, and we were simply
to enlist under their banner, and to aid them in achieving
their independence. Annexation would, it was supposed

5

,

follow republicanism and independence, as a matter of
course. This was the plan, arid we can see nothing in it in
consistent with the doctrines advocated by the whole body
of American demagogues, and by nearly the whole Ameri
can newspaper press. Once lav it down, as nearly all our
politicians of late have been in the habit of doing, that the

people may rebel against the sovereign authority of the

state^when they judge proper, and that, irrespective of pre
existing constitutions and laws, they are sovereign and the

legitimate source of all political power, and it is&quot; impossible
for you to point out any thing wrong or censurable in the at

tempt to get possession of Cuba in the way proposed, that

is^by rebellion, murder, and robbery. According to these

principles, the Creoles of Cuba, however few in number, or

insignificant in position, who were dissatisfied with the

Spanish government, or uneasy and merely desirous of a

change, had a right to assume to be the people of Cuba, in
whom vests the national sovereignty, and to organize them
selves into a provisional government, and speak and act in
the name of the universal Cuban nation. If they had this

right, on the same principles our citizens, as many of them
as chose, had the right to treat them as the independent and
sovereign people of Cuba, and as such to join with them,
and assist them in effecting their independence, and consol-

dating their authority over the whole island
;
for according

to the popular political creed of this country, democracy is

the native inherent right of every people, the only legiti
mate form of government, and therefore the national sover

eignty must always vest in the party struggling to maintain
or to establish democracy. Either/then, we must say that

Lopez and his crew are not censurable, except for their im
prudence and ill-success, or abandon our popular political
creed. If we hold on, as the mass of our politicians do, and
no doubt will for some time to come, to the principles of
that creed, it is only by a logical inconsequence that we can
condemn the Cuban or any expedition of the sort,

But our politicians would do well to reflect that a people
cannot hold and act on principles which would justify such
an expedition, without placing themselves out of tlie pale
of civilized nations, and authorizing the civilized world to
treat them as a nest of pirates, and to make war on them



276 TIIK criJAN i:\i i:i&amp;gt;iiio.\.

as the common foe of mankind. Kspecially must tliis he

so. when tlicv avow ami act on such principles against a

power with which their government has treaties of ])eace
and amirv. a- our i/ovenmient lias with Spain. \\ itli sucli

a people. having a popular I onn of government, which must
in tin- IOIILC mi, to a ^ivat extent at least, yield to the

p.
i pular will, however expressed, no nation can live in peace ;

I orthev hold themselves bound neither
l&amp;gt;y

the laws of na

tions nor hv the faith of treaties. No nation within reach

of their influence can ever !&amp;gt;e .-al e from their machinations
;

and every one mii-t he perpetually in danger of having them
stir

ii])
its subjects to rebellion, and through them to strip it

of its territories, and linallv hlot out its national existence.

I-Yieiidlv relations with such a
[&amp;gt;eople

are out of the
&amp;lt;pies-

tioii. and the common intere.-ts of nations and of society
must nltiinatelv league the whole eivili/cd world against
them to exterminate them, or to he exterminated hy them.

We are too sincere a patriot, and too loval a eiti/.en to be-

lieve that the majority even of those who adhere to these

false and detectable principles are aware of the horrible eon-

seipiences which legitimately ilow from them. It is hut

common candor to regard them as better than their princi

ples, and to pre-ume that, in vvneral, thev do not under
stand the real nature of the doctrines they profess, and in

deed seem to ^lorv in professing. Tlicv are no doubt

greatly blinded hv their passions, and misled hy their in-

,-ane thii st of ^old and territorial
ac&amp;lt;|iii&amp;gt;it

ion, hut much of

their error originates in
misap]&amp;gt;rehei)sion

of the true nature

of their own political in&amp;gt;t it utions. These institutions are

republican, indeed, and repugnant to both monarchy and

political ari&amp;gt;tocracv, but thev are not democratic, either iu

the ancient or the modern &amp;gt;eii&amp;gt;e of that term. Anciently,
as in Athens, where the word originated, democracy meant
a government possessed and administered by the common

people, in distinction from the Kupatrids, or nobles; in

modern times, it means the absolute and nnderived sover

eignty of the people, or the native and inherent right of

the multitude to do whatever they please, and is neces

sarily resolvable into anarchy or the despotism of the

mob. Our institutions are democratic in neither of these

senses: not in the former, for they recognize no political
distinction of common people and Eupatrids, lords and
commons

;
not in the latter, for they recognize no political

power in the people save as constitutionally defined and ex-
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ercised in virtue of mid accordance with legal forms, and

they make it high treason to rebel against the state, or
^

to

levy war
against&quot;

its sovereign authority. Under our politi

cal systemfthe people are the motive force, but not the gov

erning power, and are, theoretically, neither the govern

ment nor the source of its rights. The constitution and

laws are above them. Suffrage is not with us a natural

riifht, an incident of one s manhood, but a public trust con

ferred by law, and capable of being extended or contracted

by municipal regulation.
But American politicians generally, not of one party

only, for in this respect Whigs and Democrats do not es

sentially differ, have of late years overlooked this important

fact, and. corrupted by French Jacobins, and English and

Scotch radicals, have&quot; sought to give to our institutions a

democratic interpretation in the modern sense of the word.

They cease to hold the laws sacred, and the constitution in

violable, and nothing is for them sacred or obligatory, but

the arbitrary and irresponsible will of the multitude. Ac

cording to them, the will of the people overrides constitu

tions and laws, and is the only authority to be consulted by

the statesman, and they are well-nigh prepared to say, by
the moralist and the divine. He must be an obtuse dialec

tician indeed, who fails to perceive, when his attention is

called to the point, that it is a necessary corollary from a

democracy of this sort, that the people, or any number of

persons calling themselves the people, have the right to

rebel against the state when they choose, and change its con

stitution as they please. This doctrine, of course, strikes

at all legality, all legitimacy, abrogates all law, municipal or

international, renders loyalty an unmeaning word, and leaves

the people, theoretically at least, in a state of pure anarchy

and lawlessness. It denies all government by denying to

government all sacredness and inviolability, and leaves us

free to follow our own instincts, passions, lusts, and sup

posed interests, without, regard to municipal law, the laws

of nations, or the obligations of treaties. Our error lies in

our adhesion to the fundamental principles of this false

democracy, a democracy of foreign, not of native growth,
and as anti-American as it is anti-national and anti-social.

It is the prevalence of this false democracy amongst us that

has in some measure blinded us, and rendered the mass of

our people, apathetic to the reprehensible character of the

recent conduct of a portion of our citizens towards Spain,

Mexico, and even Great Britain.
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It, of course, will In- easy for our demagogues aul out-

radical press to call us hard name s for the -e re-marks, to de

nounce us as the enemy of free in&amp;gt;tirutions and the friend

of tyrants and aristocrats, and to drown the voice of truth

and ju-tice by senseless shouts of &quot;Popular Sovereignty,&quot;
&quot; Tlie [lights of Man.&quot;

&quot;

Liberty. Koiiality. Fraternity. or

other popular watchwords which have con vul.-ed the nations

of the Old World, consecrated rebellion, and instituted the

worship of the dair^er; but ii will nevertheless remain still

true, that a lar-v portion of the American people have lost

siirht of the principles of their own institutions, and em

braced principles which they cannot avow and act on with

out deserving to be placed outside of the pale of civilized

nations, and which, if continued to be held and
^

acted on,

must in the end sink us to the level of the Asiatic Malays.

There is no use in seeking to deceive ourselves. 1 here is a

spirit abroad amon^ us, working in the very heart ot our

population, that, unless -predily exorcised, must, ultimately,

if our power continues to increase at its
pre&amp;gt;ent ratio, make

us the deadliest foe of Christian civilization that has arisen

since Attiiathe Hun, and the early Saracenic and Turkish

successors of the Arabian impostor.
It cannot be denied, and &amp;gt;hould not be d^guised, that we

are fast adopting the principles, and following in the foot

steps, of the old Kivndi Jacobins. We are preparing to

enter, and would that we could say we had not entered, upon
a career of Jacobinical pnpagandi&amp;gt;m

and territorial acquisi

tion. Other nations see this, and therefore sec; in us the;

future disturbers of the peace of the; world. Hence, while

thev admire; our industrial activity, our enterprise and e;n-

er- :

v in the material order, they detest our principles, and

hold our national character in low oteem. It is idle torus

to cherish the delusion, that the estimation in which the

nations of the Old World hold ns is owing to our republi

canism and free institutions. It is no such thing.
_

It is be

cause they see in us, as a nation, no loyalty, no high moral

aims, no lofty principles of religion and virtue-. but a low,

grovelling attachment to the world, the deification of mate

rial interests, and the worship of the almighty dollar.&quot; It

is because they see us becoming democratic propagandists,
and sympathizers with the rebels against legitimate author

ity, tlie peace and order of society, wherever we find them,

and readv to decree an ovation to every popular miscreant,

who, after having lighted the Hames of rebellion and civil
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war in his own country, flies hither to save his neck from
the halter it so richly merits. It is because we respect not
the rights of sovereignty, the independence of nations, or
the faith of treaties, and have proved ourselves capable of

stirring up the citizens of a state with which we are at

peace to a rebellion against its sovereign authority, for the
sake of stripping it, through them, of a portion of its terri

tory, and incorporating it into the Union.

Unhappily for our reputation, the recent military expe
dition against Cuba is not an isolated fact or an anomaly in

our brief national history. It stands connected with our
act of robbing Mexico of Texas, and annexing it to the
Union. Texas was a Mexican province chiefly settled by
American emigrants, who by settling it became Mexican citi

zens and subjects. These Americo-Mexicans, in concert with
our citizens, and, it is said, with persons in high official station

under our government, rebelled against the Mexican authori

ties, and by means of volunteers, money, arms, and munitions
of war from the states, succeeded in achieving independence.
As soon as this was achieved, or assumed to be achieved, the

republic of Texas applied to our government for admission
into the American confederacy. Her application was indeed

rejected by Mr. Van Buren, who was then president of the

United States, and whose management of our foreign rela

tions, little as we esteem that gentleman, we are bound to say,
was creditable to himself and to his country ;

but it was re

newed and accepted under his successor, and in 1845 Texas be
came one of the United States, and sent, as one of her repre
sentatives in the American senate, the very man who is said

to have concerted with President Jackson and others the rob

bery, and who certainly was the chief to whom its execution
was intrusted. Here was a great national crime, not yet
expiated ;

and here was set a precedent not a little hostile

to the nations that have territory contiguous to ours.

We acknowledge personally, with shame and regret, that,

though opposed to the revolt of Texas from Mexico, and to

the aid which she received from this country by the conni
vance of the government, we were, after her independence
was an acknowledged fact, among those who, for certain

political reasons, of less weight than we were led to believe,
advocated her annexation to the Union. It is true, we re

pudiated the principles on which she and our countrymen
defended her conduct, and we sought to make out a case of

legality in her favor
; but, nevertheless we were wrong, and
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are heartily sorrv for what we did, and our only consolation

i&amp;gt; that we were too insignificant to have had any influence

on the result, one way or the other. Hut he this as it may,
the recent expeditions for revolutionizing and annexing
Culm are historically connected with tinsel-eat national crime.

No sooner had Texa^ heen annexed than the rage lor annex

ation seemed to have become universal. Mr. Vulee, the

.lew-senator from Florida, immediatci\ brought forward in

the senate a proposition for the acquisition of Cuba. Mr.

I );dlas, vice pre.-ideiit of the United States, in the same year,

lSi.&quot;&amp;gt;, eave. at a public dinner, the annexation of Cuba, as a

toa.-t. and in 1 S4T wrote a letter in favor of the appropria
tion of that inland, as e-.-ential to his plans for tin* ag^ran-
di/ement of the Union. Early in 1S45 the press began to

advocate the annexation of Calfornia, another province of

Mexico, and it .--hoiild be remembered that Colonel Fremont,
an otlicer of the United States army, before he had learned

that war existed between us and tin 1 Mexican republic, ac

tually, bv the aid of American residents, got up a revolution

in that, province, and declared it independent of the .Mexi

can authorities. Here the game of Texas was begun to be

[ilaved over au ain. and it is not insignificant that this same

Colonel V rein, mt is sent to represent California in the fede

ral senate, now that she is admitted as a state into the Union.

There can be no rea.-onable doubt, that both California and

New Mexico would have been annexed to the Union did
Texas, if the war with the Mexican republic had not given
us an opportunity of acquiring them in a more honorable

manner, that is. openly by the .-word. It was, as the papers
said,

&quot; manifest de.-tiny.&quot;
and it is a prevailing belief among

our politicians that the annexation of the whole of Mexico,
and even of Central America, is only a question of time.

The fever of annexation broke out even on our northern

frontier, and if dreat Uritain had not appeared to us to be

a more formidable power than Spain or Mexico, the Cana
dian annexationists and red-republicans would have re

ceived all the aid they needed to sever their connection with

the British empire, and to become incorporated with the

United States. A war with (Jreat Britain was not deemed

prudent for the moment, and the annexation of Canada is,

for the present, postponed. Pirate does not fight pirate, or

even man-of-war, if the encounter can be avoided.

Now, in judging the bearing on our national character

of the recent expedition of our citizens against Cuba, which



THK CUBAN EXPEDITION. 281

it is well known both our people and our government are

extremely anxious to possess, these facts must he taken into

the account
;
and they show that it is not an isolated act, but

one of a series of acts of like character, and of acts, too,
which have received, at least in the case of Texas, even the
sanction of the federal government. What our citizens

had done in the case of Texas and California, what was to

prevent them from doing in the case of Cuba? and if the

government connived at their conduct, and finally sanc
tioned it in the instance of fraudulently appropriating a

province of Alexico, why should it not do the same in the
instance of fraudulently appropriating a province of Spain?
Viewed in the light of our previous conduct, the expedition
to Cuba ceases to be merely the act of the adventurer Lopez
and a few nameless and lawless individuals, the spawn of
New York and NTew Orleans, Washington and Cincinnati,
who were induced to engage in it, and becomes in some sort

an act for which the American people themselves are

responsible, and other nations at least will, and have the

right to, so regard it. The proposed Cuban republic, pro
visionally organized, had its juntas, clubs, or agents in our

principal cities; the forces raised were chiefly our own
citizens, under officers who had served under our flag in

Mexico; the regiments were numbered and named after

individual states, as if they had been United States troops;
and the papers, no bad index to public sentiment, in

announcing the killed and wounded in the attack on Carde
nas, used the very terms they would have used if they had
in fact been so. It is not unfair, then, to assume that the

people of this country did to a great extent actually sym
pathize with that expedition ;

that they were so desirous of

acquiring Cuba, and so indifferent as to the means, that
their moral sense took no alarm at acquiring it in the man
ner we had acquired Texas; and that, if they regarded the

proceedings as somewhat irregular, they yet were extremely
apathetic to their moral turpitude. If, as no doubt wa s

the fact, they were for the most part unprepared to take

any very active part in furthering the nefarious proceed
ings, it is clear that they were not unwilling that they
should go on and succeed. The expedition, if successful,
would give us Cuba, the key to the Gulf of Mexico, open
to us the final annexation of all the West Indies, liberate
Cuba from the dark despotism of Spain, perhaps from the
darker despotism of Kome, and introduce the oppressed
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creoles to the advantages of our free institutions, of our
Bible societies, and sectarian religion, and enrich us with
the spoils of its churches and religious houses, supposed to

be immensely rich. So the end would justify tin; means.
It such had not hern the public sentiment of our people,

especially in our principal cities, and in the South and
Southwest, the conspirators, could never have carried on
their ope rat ion s within the jurisdict ion of the United States
in the public manner they did: thev would have been
denounced to the public authorities, and ample evidence-

would have be&amp;gt;-n forthcoming for their conviction.

No doubt there was a lar^v body of our citizens, passive
in regard to nearl\ all public matters, that had never lieard

oi Lope/., or the attempt to organize ail expedition against

Cuba, nay, who have not yet lieard any thing of either ; no
doubt there was a respectable number of enlightened and
moral citizens, who were from the; iirst indignant at the

very thought o! setting on toot such an expedition within

our jurisdiction, and no doubt, airain, that a lar^e majority
ol our people, now the subject is brought distinctly before

them, and its enormity pointed out, are prepared to repu
diate it

;
but it is still undeniable that the rumors of the

attempt to organize such an expedition did not alarm the

public mind, and the news of its embarking was received

rather with approbation than with horror. The iniquity
of the proceeding did not strike the mass of the people till

after &quot; the sober second thought&quot; induced by its ridiculous

failure. The feelings and wishes, the sympathies, of that

whole body of citizens who usually t^ive tone to our com

munity, and determine the action and policy of the Ameri
can people, were decidedly with Lopez and his piratical
associates, not in the least with the friendly power about to

be so grievously wronged. This portion of our citizens,
whose dominant sentiment ordinarily represents that of the

country, tor ordinarily the less, not the more-, worthy public
sentiment predominates, saw nothing morally wrong in the

nefarious proceeding, nothing, indeed, but the somewhat
bold application of their own principles. It is this unde
niable fact that authorizes us to say that the Cuban expedi
tion met the popular sympathy, and that the American

people as a body are to no inconsiderable extent implicated
in its guilt, if not actively, at least passively. It is this

fact, again, which gives to that expedition its chief impor
tance.
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Even among those who opposed the proceedings in this

case, as in that of Texas, comparatively few opposed them
primarily and chiefly on the ground of their injustice to

Spain, of their being a violation of the laws of nations, the
faith of treaties, the rights of sovereignty, and the rights of

property. They opposed the expedition for the same rea
sons that the South and Southwest favored it, because it

was supposed that the acquisition of Cuba would strengthen
the cause of negro slavery, and retard or wholly hinder its

final emancipation. They reasoned that it must not be en

couraged, because it was not an &quot;abolition
&quot;

or &quot;free-soil&quot;

measure. The question, therefore, was discussed, as far as

discussed at all, after the manner of the English and Amer
ican mind, on a collateral issue, not on its intrinsic merits.
This of itself shows that the essential principle involved in

it as a moral and international question was not regarded,
even by not a few of the opponents of the expedition, as

grossly
immoral, and that even with them the rights of

Spain, the laws of nations, and the faith of treaties, in

themselves considered, counted for little, arid were worth

urging only when favorable to the views and purposes of
a certain portion of our own citizens. The controversy, as
far as it went on, was confined to a purely local and domestic

question, and became only a branch of the general contro

versy which has been for some time raging between the
northern and southern sections of the Union. It is this

fact, again, which has deceived so many otherwise well-dis

posed citizens. If the independence and annexation of
Texas had been discussed on its merits, not in its relation
to negro slavery, a matter of great indifference to many of

us, there was still moral soundness enough in the American
people, we doubt not, to have saved &quot;us from the great
national and international crime we committed; and if the

independence and annexation of Cuba could have been pre
sented to the American people in its true light, free from
all connection with the same subject, we owe it to our

countrymen to say, that we have no doubt that a majority
of them would have repudiated the proposition with indig
nation. But the fact that it was not so presented and dis
cussed was their own fault, and they must be held respon
sible for its consequences.
Thus far we have considered the Cuban expedition in its

relation to the political principles and popular sentiments
of the American people, as distinguished from the Ameri-



can M.-overnment : luit it is nece.-sarv to
u~&amp;lt;&amp;gt; further, and con-

-ider the dispositions and acts ot the ^overnment in regard
to it. The conduct ill the American people oiit.-ide nl the

:_ i ivern nient . Hi rather ! the active minority, liv which
ihevarc, Usii.dlv represented, if not a.- had as appearance.-,
indicate. 1.- still gravely reprehensible, and e.xtivmclv mor

tifying to all \\ In are alive to tlie honor of their conntrv.

I .ut nut \\ it hstaiidin^ this, the government itself inav have
had honorable intention.-, and lieen ivallv in earnest to dis

charge it&amp;gt; obligations towards Spain, with whom it lias

treaties of peace and friend-hip. [s such tilt fact ( lias it

all aloiii^ acted in v^ood faith Has it tailed to perform its

diitv through incapacity, or has it aimed to do no more than

rireosarv to -a\c appearance s, and to avoid an open rnpturi^
\\ ith Spa i n .

We wish to speak of the government \vitli the loyal res pec, t

the citi/.en ahvavs owes to the supreme political authority of

his count
r_\

. and we do not allow nur.-el ves
ra&amp;gt;hly

to jndjjji
1

its intention-. It wa&amp;gt; hound to peace relations with Spain
hv e\pre treaty, made in 1 ! .*

&amp;gt;.
and snliseipient 1 v continued,

the tir.-t article of which -tipnlates &quot;that there shall he firm

and inviolable peace and Hnceiv friendship between the

two government.- and their re.-pective citi/ens and subjects,
without exception of persons or

places.&quot;
I nder this and

other clauses of the -anie treat v. the I nited States were
hound to n&amp;gt;e all neces&amp;gt;arv force to repress and punish all

act- ho.-tilr to Spain, or any of her provinces or colonies,

committed within their jurisdiction. The treaty, we need
not sav. is the supreme law of the land, and as binding on

the eitixen as on the government it.-elf. The citi/ens of a

state cannot be le^allv at war with a power with which
t heir :_

r
&amp;gt;\ eminent is at peace, and their hostile acts are its

acts it it neglect to n.-e all its power, if needed, to prevent
or chasti.-e them; for the government under the laws of

nations, even in the absence of treaty stipulations, is respon
sible to foreign powers for the acts of all persons within its

jurisdiction, rndoiibtedly it is excused from all hostile

intention, if it does all in its power to prevent hostile acts

on the part of its subjects, or persons within it.- jurisdiction,
or if, failing wholly to prevent, it is prompt to put forth

its whole power to repress them, and brin^ the offenders to

justice; for no government can at all times and under all

circumstances control the entire conduct of every person
within its jurisdiction. But with this reserve, under the
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law of nations, the government is responsible for the con
duct of all persons within its jurisdiction, and especially
when the law of nations is defined, and, so to speak, intensi

fied, by express treaty obligations. Our government was
then bound to exert all its vigilance and power, if needed,
to prevent the beginning or setting on foot within its juris

diction, and much more the embarking, of the military ex

pedition against Cuba. This was clearly its duty, and any
thing short of this was short of what Spain had the undoubt
ed right to expect and to require at its hands. It owed it,

also, to Spain and to its own majesty to execute the full

rigor of its own municipal law against the persons impli
cated in that expedition.
But our government, owing to the fact of its having con

nived at the rebellion of Texas, of its having, against the pro
test of Mexico, incorporated that province into the Union,
and of its having gone to war witli Mexico, and still fur

ther dismembered her, because she would not peaceably sub
mit to be robbed of her territory, had given Spain ample rea

son to distrust its professions except so far as backed by deeds,
and to regard it as capable of repeating its previous dishonor
able and criminal connivance at rebellion, murder, and rob

bery. All the world knew that Texas had been wrested from
Mexico by American citizens, or persons within our juris

diction, without opposition from our government, and it was

by no means improbable, a priori* that what it had con
sented to see done in the case of Texas, it ini^ht be willing
to have done in the case of Cuba. Spain had seen in our
relations with Mexico the manner in which we were capa
ble of interpreting our treaties of peace and amity with for

eign powers, and might reasonably suspect us of being no
further opposed to the Cuban expedition than was necessary
to save appearances. This undoubtedly was the view taken

by the movers and friends of the expedition ; otherwise we
can hardly suppose they would have dared, knowing, as

they must have known, the stringent nature of our laws, to

commit the acts they did within the federal jurisdiction.
Our government, if it acted really in good faith, was there
fore bound, at least for its own sake, to more than ordinary
vigilance and activity in preventing or suppressing the en

terprise, and bringing its participators, aiders, and abettors

to justice.
We doubt not the honest intentions of the government,

but we must say that, so far from exerting this extraordi-



2SO

nary vigilance or activity, it has undeniably failed in tin;

lull aiiil prompt dix-har^e of its dutv both to Spain and to

its own character. \\ e are forced to this conclusion l&amp;gt;v a
scries of tacts and considerations which &amp;gt;&amp;lt; cm to us to leave
no room tor doulit. The a &amp;gt;vernment can he said to have
done its duty only on the supposition that it could not
detect the proceedings of the conspirators, or that it lacked

power to arre.-t them, or was un a hie to procure the evidence

necessary to establish juridically their guilt. No one of

these suppositions is admissible, least of all the second ; for

the government itself would not thank the tViends who
should undertake to defend it &amp;lt;&amp;gt;n the ground of its inahilitv
to fulfil its treaty obligations and to execute its own laws.
Such a line of defence the government would he prompt to

repudiate, as it would place it in the most humiliatinr li&amp;lt;;ht

hetoi-e the nations of the world, and authorize them to

refuse to enter into any treaty stipulations with it.

J he proposition to acquire ( uha hv means of revolution

izing it was he fore the country, and discussed in the public
journals. Kveryhody knew, or might have known, that, as

tar hack at lea.-t as 1M\ then was a movement concerted
with American c.iti/ens, to be efficiently supported hv us,

going on in ( uha and some of our cities, to
&amp;lt;_;et up a repub

lican revolution in ( uha. and that this revolution was
intended to result, in its independence and ultimate annexa
tion to the [&quot;nion. Of all this the government could not
have been uninformed. It was equallv well known that
the movement in certain sections of the Union met with

great favor, that it accorded with the wishes of the country,
and even of the government so far as the simple acquisition
of ( uha was concerned, and throughout with the popular
democratic creed of the great body of our politicians and of
our newspaper press generally. Here was enough to place
a loyal and competent government on its guard, and induce
it to take active and efficient measures to preserve the peace
relations between us and Spain, and to prevent its treaty ob

ligations with that government from being violated by per
sons within its jurisdiction. Unhappily, it did nothing of
the sort. Public men, men high in social, and even official

station, were advocating the acquisition of Cuba, the press,

especially at the Southwest, was busy manufacturing public
opinion for the country, and urging the violation of the

rights of property, the law of nations, and the faith of

treaties, and the government was silent and inactive
;

its
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organs were dumb, and it did and said nothing to give its

deluded subjects any reason to believe that it would be more
disposed to execute its laws against a Cuban, than it had
been against a Texan, military expedition. Had the gov
ernment been really loyal, really disposed to respect the

rights of Spain, and to fulfil its duties towards her, it may
be asked why it did not exert itself in the beginning to
correct the false opinion that the citizens of this country
have a right to engage in a project for revolutionizing a

province or colony of a friendly power, and of wresting it

from its lawful sovereign, as well as the grave error that

they could do all this without implicating the government
in their guilt. At any rate, would it not, sinceits past de
linquency had made it necessary, have assured its misguided
subjects in the outset, that it would not suffer them to make
the attempt with impunity ? Yet it took no notice of what
was going on, and suffered the false opinion to spread till it

became a power all but impossible to be controlled.
It is true that the military expedition fitted out in 1849

was prevented from embarking by the intervention of the
government. But its destination was no secret; and the
adventurers were set at liberty, without even the form of a

trial, permitted to retain their arms and ammunition, and
suffered to disperse themselves over the Union without re

ceiving the punishment, or any portion of the punishment,
which our laws annex to the high misdemeanor of which
they were unquestionably guilty. Why was not the full

rigor of the law executed against them ? Had it been,
others would have been deterred from engaging in similar

expeditions. The very fact that they were let off without
being punished was well calculated to produce the convic
tion, unfounded we are willing to believe, that the government itself was at heart not ill disposed to their enterprise,
and would do no more to prevent its execution than was
strictly necessary to avoid an open rupture with Spain. It
is idle to pretend that no sufficient proof could be obtained
to convict them. Proof enough could have been obtained
if the government had really wanted it, and earnestly
sought for it

;
for the real character and objects of the ex

pedition were^vell known, were matters of public notoriety,and it is not likely that they were incapable of beino- juridi
cally established.

As was to be expected, the impunity extended to the

military expedition of 1849 served only to encourage an-
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other. That had t ;iilr&amp;lt;l in consequence of appointing its

rendezvous within the jurisdiction of the I nitod States.

The new expedition had onlv to avoid that erroi , hv assem

bling at some point without that jurisdiction; from such

point or points it could emliark for its piratical attack on

Cuba, free from the apprehension of being interrupted by
the otlicers of the I nioii. It accordingly adopted that pre
caution, and, as is well known, with complete success, if

it failed in its ulterior objects, it was owing, not to the vig
ilance or the activity of our government, but to the precau
tions taken by the

Spani&amp;gt;h
authorities, and the unexpected

loyaltv of the ( ubaii population. The Cuban democrats

appeal
1 to have been from home, and the red-republican

demonstration proved a complete failure, to the no small

honor of our creole neighbours.
The iiovenmient could not have been ignorant of the at

tempt to &amp;gt;et on font this new expedition within its jurisdic
tion. No Mioiier had it dismissed the adventurers from
Koimd Inland, than military preparations were recommenced
in New York, .Boston, and especially .New Orleans; men
were enlisted, drilled in the use of arms, and despatched to

Chagres, or other points out of the I liion. and all in the

nio&amp;gt;t public manner. The adventurers hardly attempted to

conceal their dest ination, and ostentatiously displayed the

cockade and colors of the proposed Cubm republic. The

publishers of the J\
T

&amp;lt;-io York Sun hoisted on their office the

new Hag of Cuba, and openly engaged in acts hostile to

Spain. The advertisements and proclamations of the revo

lutionary junta were inserted in the public journals, and

bonds made payable on the revenues of the island of Cuba
were issued, to procure money for raising troops and exer

cising them in the use of arms. The conspirators carried

their effrontery so far as to insert in the public journals of

Washington, under the very nose of the government, an

advertisement announcing the formation of a permanent
junta destined to promote the political interest* of (Jala,

that is, to revolutionize the island. These acts, done openly,
before all the world, of a nature easily traceable to their per

petrators, could not have been unknown to the government,
unless it chose to remain ignorant of them. The Spanish
minister, as early as the 19th of January of this year, called

the attention of the government to them. The secretary.
Mr. Clayton, issued, indeed, a feeble and indolent circular.

on the 22J of the same month, to the district attorneys of
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Washington, New York, and New Orleans, enjoining uponthem to observe what should be passing in tlie ir respective
districts; but with no apparent result. These attorneys
excused themselves from prosecuting the offenders, on the
pretence that an overt act was necessary to justify the com
mencement of proceedings against them, a pretence as
creditable to their legal attainments as to their loyalty. The
law declares, That if any person shall within the territory
or jurisdiction of the United States ley in, or set on foot, or
provide or prepare the means for, any military expedition
or enterprise, to he carried on from thence against the ter

ritory or dominions of any foreign prince or state, or of any
colony, district, or people with whom the United States are
at peace, every person so offending shall be deemed guiltv
of a high misdemeanor, and shall be fined not exceeding
three thousand dollars, and imprisoned not more than three
years.&quot; The journals, by publishing the advertisements
and proclamations of the conspirators, as well as the con
spirators themselves, were guilty under this law, and liable
to its penalties; for the law makes the very beginning or
attempt to get up such expedition or enterprise a high mis
demeanor, as these district attorneys, if lawyers, must have
known perfectly well. The district attorneys were proba
bly not unfavorable to the expedition, and had no wish to
interfere with it any further than they could help, and the

secretary of state, though well disposed himself, probably
did not judge it necessary to insist with energy on their

performance of their official duties. The crimes had been
committed in their districts, and it was their duty to have
prosecuted the offenders, and nobody can really be so sim
ple as_

to believe that they could not have obtained the
requisite evidence for their conviction, if they had sought
it. But the government ought to be responsible for their
neglect, for they were its agents.
The conspirators continued their operations, without the

government s taking any efficient measures to arrest them.
On the 8th of May, the Spanish minister, M. Calderon de
la Barca, writes to the secretary again, and from this date
continues in frequent communications to furnish him with
precise information and detailed proofs of the movements
of the conspirators, till the final departure of the expeditionfrom the United States. Yet till its final departure nothing

* Statutes of the United States, 1818, cluip. 88, sec. 6
VOL. XVI- 19
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could excite the secretary to activity ;
but then, after the

expedition had sailed, and tliere \vasno probability of being

; ,l,|e t&amp;lt;&amp;gt; intercept it before it should effect a landing on the

island, lie despatched a vessel of war to the port of Havana,

where there was no danger, and where there could be no

expectation &amp;lt;&amp;gt;f encountering the pirates, with orders to

olsfi in the motions of vessels approaching that portjn or

der to a.^.ciiain if there had been commenced any military

expedition or enterprise to be &amp;lt;lirecte&amp;lt;l from the Tinted

States against the territory or the dominions of Spain !

This order strikes u- as being lit *
1 better than a mockery.

To despatch a vessel of war on a cruise of observation to

ascertain a well-known fact, -a fact already with detailed

proof.- before the IT- &amp;gt;vern meiit. was, to say the least, wholly

unnece.--arv, and Calculated only to throw doubts on the

rood lairli of the government. Then the fact that it was

despatched oidv &amp;lt;if /- r\\w piratical expedition had embarked,

when it was too late to intercept it. and to the port of Ha

vana, the he&amp;gt;t guarded and lea&amp;gt;t exposed port of the island,

and where nobody expected the pirates would attempt to

effect their landinir. could only indicate either the extreme

inetliciencv of the government&quot;,
or its good-win to the pirates

and wi.-h not to interfere with their sport of murder and

robbery. The fact of the non-interference of the govern

ment t ill the la&amp;gt;t moment, and its inefficient interference

even then, are well calculated to throw doubts on its good

faith, and to en-ate a painful suspicion, which, however, we

repudiate, that it was willing to connive at the expedition,

at least so far as to irive it a fair chance of .succeeding, if

it could. At any rate, the facts we have detailed prove a

culpable failure &amp;lt;&amp;gt;f the late administration in the discharge

of its duty to Spain, and in the execution of the laws of

the Union, and if Mr. Clayton thought to obtain credit

with honorable men for his vigilance and promptness, he

made a mistake.

AVe cannot but remark that Mr. Secretary Clayton s lan

guage is far more energetic when he has some pretence for

asserting that Spain has infringed or is likely to infringe the

rights of American citizens. He had remained nearly apa

thetic while the conspirators were at work
injfitting

out

their expedition against Cuba, and nothing could induce him

to take efficient measures to arrest them. Our treaty obli

gations with Spain and our own laws were violated in open

day, and he coiild at most only be induced to issue some in-
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dolent and tardy order to his subordinates to make obser
vations. But when Spain, not exactly within her juris
diction, but on a desert island close toiler shores, takes a
portion of the military expedition prisoners, he is incited
to an unwonted degree of energy. The boot is on the other
leg now, and he writes we translate from the Courrier des
Etats-Unis, not having the original dispatch before us
to Mr. Campbell, our consul at Havana, &quot;If the facts rela
tive to their capture an; as reported, the president is re
solved that the eagle shall protect them from all punishment
except such as may bo inflicted on them by the tribunals of
their own country. Tell the Count of Al coy to send them
back to the United States, where they will find a punishment worse than any that he can inflict on them, if they are
honorable men, in the reprobation they will meet from all

right-minded persons, for having made an attempt against
the good faith of a nation that prefers its reputation for in

tegrity to all the Antilles
together.&quot; This is in some re

spects no less amusing than grandiloquent. The supposition
that men enlisted in a piratical expedition are honorable
men is somewhat comical, and the suggestion that theywould meet a heavier punishment for their crimes in the
public opinion of their own country than any the Count of
Alcoy could inflict on them, when that public opinion was
in favor of their enterprise, and so strongly in favor of it

that the secretary himself well-nigh lacked the courage to
brave it, is original, and shows that the late secretary of
state has one of the qualities, if not of a statesman, at least
of a poet. Then the flourish about the high estimation in
which we hold our national reputation for integrity would
be worth more if we had, or even deserved, that reputation.We bartered that reputation for Texas, for California and
New Mexico, and might easily be supposed capable of bar

tering it again for Cuba arid Porto Rico. The frail one
should not challenge admiration for her virtue.

^

The prisoners taken on the islands of Las Mugeres and
Contoy were, and it is well known that they were,

1

a portion
of the Lopez expedition, and had left the United States on
a piratical enterprise against the dominions of Spain. Theywere pirates and, under our treaty with Spain and the laws
of nations, they were punishable as pirates. Spain had been
invaded, her territory had been violated by our citizens, her
subjects murdered, her treasury plundered, her public build

ings burned, and the governor of one of her towns made
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prisoner ; &amp;gt;he was threatened with still further invasion from
tlic same quarter, and with all the horrors of war. She had.
under these circumstances, the right to protect herself bv

taking and hanging every individual she found en^auvd in

the piratical expedition against her dominions. These ( on-

toy prisoners, a- they are called, were the comrades of thoM&amp;gt;

who had invaded her soil; they Chared in their guilt, and
were- virtually pirates and as such could not claim the pro
tection &amp;lt;it our government. To an v dem and of ours to Spain
to give them up. ii was siitlicient for her to allege this tad-,

and that &amp;gt;he had taken them in the right of &amp;gt;el f-defence,
and should treat them according to the law of nations.

Our government could demand the release of these pris-
oiiers only on the Around that there was no siitlicient evi

dence to connect them with the piratical expedition against
( nha: hut of that fact Spain was a competent judge, and
-he had the full right to bring them to trial, and if convicted

by her own tribunals, under the law of nations, of being a

part of that expedition, she had the undoubted right to sen

tence and punish them, without our having the least right
r.o reiiioiiMrate. There was really nothing in the conduct
of Spain with regard to the capture, detention, and trial of

these prisoners of which we have the least right to complain.
Spain was not obliged to wait till the pirates had actuallv

set foot on her soil, and struck the lirst blow, before her

right to arrest and punish them commenced. It.was enough
that their intention to invade her soil was manifest, and it

\vas (dear that they had embarked for that purpose. These

(/ontoy prisoners were taken under arms near her territories,
on de.-ert islands the usual resort of the adventurers. Un
doubtedly they had not yet actually invaded Cuba, but the

circumstances under which they were found lurking there

sufficiently indicated their purpose, and pointed them out as

a part of the expedition which had landed, committed its

depredations, and retreated to Key West, within the juris
diction of the Union. They might be there waiting the re

turn of their comrades with reinforcements to renew their

piratical attacks, and no one can be so ignorant of the rights
of Spain as to suppose that she was bound to respect their

hiding-place till they had acquired sufficient force to com
mence the actual murder of her subjects, and the sack and
destruction of her towns. She had the right to make them
prisoners, and, if she had the right to make them prisoners,
the right to retain them a reasonable time for investigating
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their case, and of ascertaining their guilt, or innocence. She

did only this, and considering the inefficiency our govern
ment had displayed in protecting her from the piratical at

tacks of onr owii citizens, and that the expedition intended

to operate against her from our territory had been defeated

hv her own exertions, without any efficient aid or act of

ours, she had far more right to deem herself aggrieved by
onr peremptory demand for the delivery of the prisoners,

than we to complain of her for detaining and subjecting

them, or proposing to subject them, to a trial before her

own tribunals.

We are quite sure that, if the case had been reversed, we
should have given a brief answer to a like demand from the

Spanish government. How, in fact, did we reason, when
General Jackson marched with his troops into Florida, then

a Spanish province, and took military possession of its capi

tal, because the Spanish governor could not, or would not,

restrain the Seminole Indians, as bound by treaty, from

making predatory incursions into the territory of the Union ?

If the tables had been turned, and the military expedition
had been intended to operate from Cuba against us, and the

Spanish authorities had been as remiss and inefficient in pre-

ventins: or repressing it as ours lias been, the whole force of

the Union would have been put in requisition, if needed, to

lay all Cuba in ashes
;
and if we had detected armed adven

turers from her ports lurking near our coast, watching a

favorable opportunity to make a descent, we should have

taken them prisoners, and with the briefest trial possible

hung them up, every one of them, as pirates. Of this no

man that knows our character, and our summary manner of

dealing with those who violate our rights, can reasonably
doubt. It would be well to remember that the obligations
of the treaty between us and Spain are reciprocal, that they
do not bind her and leave us free, as one is tempted to think

is our interpretation of them, but bind usas wellas her, and

what would be right in our case is equally right in hers.

The journals have been tilled with loud complaints of the

cruelty with which the Spanish authorities treated the Con-

toy prisoners while they detained them in custody. Then-

is not a word of truth in these complaints, as the good plight
of the prisoners when landed in the United States amply
proves. They were well treated, and no unusual or unnec

essary severity was exercised against them, no further

severity than that of guarding against their escape, and their
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intercourse with their sympathizers or accomplice?. We
are well aware that the mass of the American people, be

lieving all the falsehoods and retaining all the prejudices of

their ancestor^ current in the days of (,&amp;gt;ueen Elizabeth, are

prepared to credit any absurd tale of Spanish cruelty that

anv idle vagabond chooses to invent; but this much is to be

said of our countrymen, that they are probably unrivalled

in the facility of believing every thing except the truth.

No people can Mir pass them in their ability to believe false

hood without evidence, or to reject truth though supported

by evidence complete and irrefragable. It is
one_

of their

tftles to the admiration of the philosophers of the nineteenth

century.
We are not the apologists of Spain ;

but we may say this

much for her, that no nation has been more maligned, and

no national character more vilely traduced, than the Spanish.

Then; is no nobler blood in Kurope than the brave old (
1

as-

tilian, and a more elevated or virtuous peasantry than the

Spanish is not to be found in the whole world. Time was,

and not loni: since, when Spain was the freest country in

Kurope. worthy even of all admiration for her noble political

institutions. She was, at no distant date, the ruling European

nation, surpassing in grandeur and power all that Great

Britain now claims to be. Domestic dissensions, fomented

by foreign influences, foreign and civil wars, French in

vasion, French philosophism, English protection, radicalism,

rebellion, revolution, and the terrible struggle for her very

national existence against the colossal power of Napoleon, in

the xenitli of bis pride and his strength, have for the moment

reduced her from her former relative position among Euro

pean nations, and induced many in both hemispheres to for

get the gratitude that is due her for her eminent services and

eminenr^sacritices to the cause of religion and European and

American civilization; but she is still a living and a noble

nation, with a recuperative energy in her population to be

found in no other population in Europe, and Jowly
as she

lies at this moment to the eye of the superficial spectator,

she has in her all the elements of her former greatness,
and

before her a long and glorious future. She has still a be

lieving heart, a loyal soul, and an inbred reverence for re-

ligioiTand morality. The spoiler s work is well-nigh finished,

and the intidel and sacrilegious revolutionary storm has

well-nigh spent its fury, and the day draweth nigh for her

to put off her garments of sorrow, and to put on her robes
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of joy and gladness. She has had, no doubt, her faults,

and will have them again, but as to her cruelty it is mild

ness itself in comparison with the tender mercies of the re

nowned Anglo-Saxon, who, after twelve hundred years of

culture, seems still to cherish in his heart the habits and

tastes of his piratical ancestors.

But our failure in the discharge of our duty to Spain ex

tends further than we have stated. Cuba, in consequence
of our remissness and inefficiency, is still in danger of

piratical attacks from our citizens, or at least of their

attempts, in concert with disaffected Cubans, to get up a

democratic revolution in the island, and involve it in the

horrors of civil war. Spain has been put to great trouble

and expense in defending that island from our machinations,

which it was our duty to have spared her, and she is obliged
to continue her armament and defences on the war footing,

and that to defend her province from the hostile invasions

of the subjects of a government which professes to be at

peace with her. This is not an endurable state of things.

Does it comport with our honor as a nation to suffer it to

continue ? Have we not the will and the power to restrain

our lawless citizens, and to compel them to respect the rights
and the property of a friendly power? Are we reduced

either to the moral or physical necessity of compelling
nations with whom we have treaties of peace and amity to

arm themselves to the teeth, and everywhere keep watch

and ward against the depredations of our American citizens

and subjects ? We would fain hope not, and we look with

confidence to the new administration to take efficient meas

ures to reassure Spain, to indemnify her for the wrongs she

has suffered in consequence of our remissness, and to relieve

her from the necessity of keeping up any extra garrison in

Cuba to protect her possession of that island from the aggres
sions of persons subject to the government of the United

States. We have full confidence that, in the hands of the

present secretary of state, the errors and blunders of his

predecessor will be repaired, and that our foreign relations

will be managed with wisdom and energy, with jealous re

gard to the rfghts and feelings of other nations, and to the

dignity and honor of our own.
We hope, too, that our citizens will participate in the re

action against wild and lawless democracy, or red-republican

ism, which appears to have commenced in the Old World
;

and that, remembering that justice exalteth a nation, while
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sin is u reproach to anv people, they will retrace their stops,
and return to the wholesome principles embodied in their

fundamental institution-. Ir is time for them to pay less

attention to the act pii-it i&amp;lt; &amp;gt;n of territory, and more to the ac

quisition ami maintenance of national honor. AVe have,

morally considered, fallen to a fearful depth, hut we have
not fallen so low that we cannot, if we choose, rise airain.

\\ e have prided ourselves on our institutions, and have
claimed to lie a model republic. We are not, as a people,
wholly insensible to the opinions of the civilized world, and
we wish all nation-, to admin- our political institutions, and
t (&amp;gt; model their own after them. This is all laudable enough.
l&amp;gt;ut we cannot expect them to do it. unless we retrace our

steps, and show that we ourselves adhere to the principles
ot our institutions, and are &amp;lt;_;-ovenied bv them.

Hitherto republicanism in the Old World has been asso

ciated in the minds of intelligent and honest people with

barbarism, the absence of public and private virtue, con

tempt of religion, disregard of the mo&amp;gt;t sacred obligations
and latioiis. the |o&amp;gt;- of per-onal freedom, war on the

church, on morality, on proper! v. on the family, and on so

ciety it-ell. It should have been ours to have proved by
our example that this is only an accidental character of

republicanism, and that a people may be republican, may
di-pense with kings and lords, without lapsing into barbar
ism or interrupting the progre-s of Christian civilization,
that such a people may be cultivated and moral, retined and

religions, free and loyal, respecting the rights of (iod as

well a- the rights of man. preserving the sanctity of mar
riage, and the integrity of the family, respecting the rights
ot property, the rights of sovereignty, and the independence
ot nations, and maintaining peace and order under the reign
of law. This should have been our mission, but we have
been recreant to it; we have been latterly identifying re

publicanism with democracy, and American democracy with
the European, and doing our best to prove bv our example,
that in all lands democracy degenerates into license, be
comes immoral, irreligious, and aggressive. We have been

furnishing kings and aristocrats with strong arguments
against republicanism, and in favor of their system of gov
ernment. Instead of aiding the emancipation of the op
pressed of other lands, we have given their masters new
reasons for withholding from them those franchises we so

highly esteem, and have double-riveted the chains of the
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slave. The Christian world may well exclaim, in view of
our example; for the last twenty years,

&quot; God save the king!
for if licentious and despotic kings are bad, licentious and
aggressive democracies are worse.&quot;

We are for ourselves neither monarchists nor aristocrats,
bnt according to the best of our knowledge and ability a

loyal American citizen; yet we cannot shut our eves to the

dangerous and utterly immoral and dishonorable career

upon which the American people to a fearful extent have
entered. It is difficult, it may be too late, to arrest them

;

but as one of the people, as one who yields to no man in
his love of his country, and attachment&quot;to her government,
we assure them that they will never secure true freedom
and prosperity in the way they have thus far sought them.
If they value national honor, if they love liberty, they must
return to the recognition of law, the obligations of morality,
and the duty of religious faith and worship. ]S&quot;o nation
can recede from law without -falling into anarchy, or depart
from God without precipitating itself into hell. All is not

gold that glisters. All change is not improvement. All
motion is not progress, and every novelty is not a conquest
from the domain of truth. Let our citizens meditate these

commonplaces, and form a more just estimate of themselves.

They have territory enough, quite too much ; they have
room for all the virtuous expansion of which they are

capable; Jet
them learn to be content with what they have,

and that it is as base to steal a province from a neighbour
ing state, as it is to pick a neighbour s pocket, or to steal
his sheep.
We have taken no notice of what is said about the

tyranny with which Spain governs Cuba, for we have no
authority to supervise her internal administration, arid are
bound to treat her as an independent and a Christian nation.
We must annul our treaty with her before we can put her
out of the pale of civilized nations, and we must put her
out of that pale before we can have any right to supervise
or interfere with her treatment of her own subjects. But
what

js
said about Spanish tyranny and oppression in her

colonies is all unfounded. Spain does not oppress and
never has oppressed her colonial subjects, and Cuba would

have^far
less freedom as a democracy, than she enjoys as a

province of the Spanish monarchy. &quot;So it was said that the
other American colonies of Spam were oppressed, and as
far back as Jefferson s residence in Paris as the minister of
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the American confederacy, intrigues were begun with us

to convert thrin into independent republics. We need

only to coni]);ii-e
what they are now with what they were

under Spain, to comprehend the value of assertions as to

Spanish tyranny and oppression. Let us leave red-repub
lican cant, learn to he

ju&amp;gt;t
and honorable, and labor to

secure liliertv at home. So &amp;gt;hall we best promote liberty

abroad.

PIRATICAL EXPEDITIONS AGAINST Cl IJA.

[From Hrownson s Quarterly Review for January. ISM.]

IT is well known that our government and people have

lonir heen desirous of taking posses-ion of the island of

Cuba, the Queen of the Antilles, and annexing it to the

1 nited States. Spain having very naturally refused to sell

it, and no plausible pretext having olTered itself for taking

possession of it bv the avowed authority of the government,
efforts have been made to induce the inhabitants to rebel

against, their sovereign, :md, under assurances from this

countrv, if not from the government, at least from its citi

zens, to declare themselves independent, and to form them

selves into a democratic state, with a view to future annex

ation. The most false and calumnious reports of the

tvrannv and oppression of the Spanish authorities have

been circulated to excite our democratic and monarchy-

hating citizens, and to prepare them to fly to the assistance

of the Cubans, as to the rescue of an &quot;ill-used and oppressed

people, and false and exaggerated accounts have been forged
of the disaffection of tin- Cubans, and of their readiness and

determination to resist and declare themselves independent
of the mother country.

Disaffected or speculating Cubans, chiefly residing in this

country, good patriots only in leaving their country, in con

cert with certain American speculators and European
refugees, have been induced to form what they call a pro
visional government, to contract loans, to enlist troops, and

commission officers, in the name of the imaginary people
or republic of Cuba. This appears to have been done with

a double object: lirst, to secure to these excellent patriots
and their American advisers the plunder of the island, and
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in case of success the power to oppress its inhabitants
;
and

second, to remove any scruples our citizens might feel as to

engaging in an avowedly piratical enterprise. Our people
hold that they have a right to assist any band of rebels, who
profess to be rebelling against monarchy, in favor of democ
racy. They hold that all authority emanates from the

people, and they never take the trouble to inquire whether
what they call the people are a perfect people, complete
and independent, or are only a mob. They outlaw mon
archy and monarchists, and hold any number of the inhab
itants of a given country to be the sovereign people, if they
are only opposed to monarchy and in favor of democracy,
although in point of fact they are not more than one in a

thousand of the whole population. God has given the domin
ion of the world to democrats, and they have the right when
ever they please and are able, to oust the old proprietors and to

take possession of it. A self-constituted provisional govern
ment, having no authority even from the people, no author

ity, indeed, but what its individual members assume, is for

them the sovereign authority of any country subjected to

the monarchical form of government, and in it are vested
all the rights of a sovereign state, the power to form alli

ances, to declare war, and to make peace. Recognizing
thus the self-styled provisional government of Cuba, and
General Lopez as its chief, they could feel that, in enrolling
themselves under his banner and making piratical ex

peditions against a colony of Spain, they would engage in a

legitimate war, and in killing and plundering Spanish sub

jects be only obeying a legal authority and performing mer
itorious acts. Under the pretended authority of this pre
tended government, an expedition was set on foot in !S-i9,
in this country, for invading and taking possession of Cuba.
That expedition was prevented from sailing by the inter

position of the federal government; but the adventurers,
collected at Round Island, were suffered to disperse with
their arms, without even so much as a reprimand for the
violation of the law of nations, our treaty with Spain, and
our own municipal laws. Emboldened by the impunity,
they with others assembled again the following year, and
this time succeeded in making a descent upon the island,
whence they were soon forced to reembark for the United
States.

&quot;

Again no punishment was inflicted upon them by
our&quot; government. A few indictments were found, but they
were all finally withdrawn by order of the government, and
no one was prosecuted to conviction.
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The checks hitherto experienced from tho government,
or t nuii the resistance &amp;lt;&amp;gt;t the Spanish authorities, only served

tn stimulate the xeal of the so-called liberators. During the

last Mimmer another expedition was fitted out. and embarked

in an American sleamer. which chaired in open day at the

custom-house at \e.\v ()rlean&amp;gt; for &amp;lt; uba. \vliere to the nnm-

ler of some live hundred, the majority American citizens,

tliev elTected a landing, and comtnenced their work ot lib

eration. After several engagements with detachments of

the Spanish troops in which several Spanish officers and

soldiers lost their lives, they were defeated, and to a man
either killed or taken prisoners.

P&amp;gt;efo)v the whole band were dispersed, while the contest

with the invaders continued, and reinforcements from the

United State- were threatened, a party of fifty, de.-ignated

as Colonel Crittenden s party, apparently attempting to ef

fect their escape from the island, were discovered and cap
tured bv a Spanish war-steamer, and, on their confession of

having formed a part of the gang which had landed, and

of having shared in their piratical acts, were executed, in

obedience to an order of the Spanish government, and in

accordance with a proclamation of the captain-general of

Cuba, iued before the sailing of the expedition from New
Orleans, and with the unquestionable legal rights of Spain.
When the news of the execution of this party was confirmed

in this country, the friends of the expedition were highly

exa&amp;gt;perated.
A mob collected at New Orleans, attacked

the Spanish consul, and forced him to seek refuse for his

life in a prison, seixed the Spanish Hair, dragged it through
the mud, and afterwards burned it with every mark of in-

diirnitv and insult, destroyed the office of the Spanish news

paper, L&amp;lt;i r/i/o/t. and plundered the shops and dwellings,
we believe, of nearlv every Spanish resident in the city.

Another mob on the same occasion collected at Key West,
and entered and plundered the houses and shops of the

Spanish residents. At Mobile the mob attacked and threat

ened to lynch sixtv-seven persons belonging to the Spanish

brigantine Fernando
&quot;VII.,

wrecked near our coast, and who

sought refuse in that port, and escaped with their lives only

through the extraordinary exertions of the Spanish vice-con

sul, Sr. Don Manuel de Cruzat. The Spanish consul, the

Spanish residents in New Orleans and Key West, and the

poor shipwrecked women and children at Mobile were guilty
of no offence against either our government or our citizens,
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but that of being Spanish subjects. The atrocious outrages
committed upon them were all directed against Spain, who
was all along the sole injured party, and whose sole offence
was that she would not suffer without resistance American
citizens to invade her territory, and murder and plunder her

subjects, and that she did not choose to treat a
gan&amp;lt;z;

of cap
tured pirates as ordinary prisoners of war. Her offence was
that when attacked by a robber, she knocked him in the
head, instead of keeping quiet and suffering: herself to be
robbed.

I Fere are a few of the outrages committed by American
citizens against Spain and her unoffending sub jects. For
these she very naturally complains to the federal govern
ment. That she has suffered gross injustice, and that she is

entitled to indemnification, there is no room for doubt; and
we should supnose that our government could not hesitate
to admit it.

^

For years our citizens have been suffered to
labor to excite revolution in Cuba, to keep that province in
a state

_

of perpetual uneasiness, essentially hurtful to its

prosperity, and compelling the Spanish government to
maintain itself there in a manner extremely expensive and
more embarrassing than war. They have been suffered to
invade the territory of a friendly state, to murder ard plun
der her subjects on her own soil, to outrage her consul un
der the protection of his exequatur from our government,
to insult her flag, and to plunder her subjects peaceably re

siding amongst us, and, in violation of express treaty stipu
lations, to attempt the lives of her shipwrecked sailors seek

ing refuge in our ports; and we cannot easily conceive that
the government can be so insensible to the claims of justice,
or to its own honor, as to refuse to acknowledge these

wrongs and to make just reparation for them. Yet we are
told that it has peremptorily refused to make any repara
tion. It takes the ground, it is said, that it did all that any
government^ bound to do to prevent the acts complained
of, that his in no sense responsible for them, and therefore
owes Spain neither compensation for wrongs nor apology
for insult

;
and if Spanish residents have been wronged, our

courts are open to them, and they are free to bring suits
and recover damages against those who have wronged
them.
We hope, for the honor of our country and the credit of

our institutions, ^that
there is some mistake here, and that

before our Review issues from the press our government
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will have retrieved its character and compliod with tlic too

moderate demands of Spain. Spain has been most griev

ously wronged, and although the press generally seems to

have taken the ground said to have been taken by tlie sec-

ivtarv of state. \ve cannot accept the statement that ourgov-
ernnient owe-; lier neither apology nor indemnification. To

pretend it seems to ns to he simply adding insult to injury.

It is not true that our &amp;lt;rovernmcnt did all that any govern
ment is hound to do to prevent the outrages complained of.

It was hound hoth by the law of nations, and by the obli

gations of treaty, not only not officially to authorize or to

approve the wrongs committed, but to do its best to pre

vent them. The acts done were in violation of both inter

national law and our own municipal laws, and the govern
ment was bound bv the former to Spain, and by the latter

to its own citi/ens to prevent them, if in its power. No
government fulfils its obligations to a foreign power with

which it is at peace, bv simply disavowing the injuries done

bv its subjects to that power, and leaving it. if their authors

chance to fall into its hands, to deal with them as it pleases.

Peace between two states is not simply a peace between

their respect ive irovernments. as governments, but also peace
between their re.-pective citizens or subjects, and this peace
between their re.-pective subjects each state is bound to

maiiiMin to the best of its ability; and if either fails to

prevent its breach, it is bound to punish the offenders, or

to deliver them up to be punished by the other; and when
the peace has been broken through the carelessness or neg
lect of the government, it is bound to make a just com-

pen-ation to the injured for the wrong done.

This is more especially true in the case between ns and

Spain, because; we are bound to her by special treaty obliga

tions. By the first article of the treaty of 1705, still in force,

it is stipulated that &quot;there shall be firm and inviolable

peace and sincere friendship between his Catholic majesty,
his successors and subjects, and the United States and their

citizens, without exception of persons or
places.&quot; By the

fifth article of the same treaty, both parties oblige them
selves expressly to restrain, li/ force, all hostilities on the

part of the Indian nations living within their boundary; so

that Spain will not suffer her Indians to attack the citizens

of the United States, nor Indians belonging to their terri

tory ;
nor the United States permit these last-mentioned

Indians to engage in hostilities against the subjects- of his
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Catholic majesty, nor his Indians, in any manner what
ever

;

&quot; and in the fourteenth article it is laid down that &quot;no

citizen, subject, or inhabitant of the United States shall

apply for or take any commission, or letters of marque, for

arming any ship or ships, for the purpose of harrassing the

subjects of his Catholic majesty, or taking possession of

their property, from any prince or state with which his

Catholic majesty shall be at war; and if any person of

either nation shall take such commission, or letters of

marque, he shall be punished as a
pirate.&quot;

It is clear from these stipulations, that the United States
are obliged to maintain firm and inviolable peace and sin

cere friendship between all their citizens and those of

Spain, to restrain by force the Indian tribes within their

borders from violating it, and that they have declared any
citizen, subject, or inhabitant of our country, who shall take

any commission or letters of marque with a hostile purpose
to Spain from any power with which she is at war, to be a

pirate, and to be punished as such. The provision with re-

fird
to the Indian nations throws light on the first article,

he importance of restraining our citizens or subjects from

committing acts of hostility on the subjects of Spain can
not be less than that of restraining the Indian tribes, and
the introduction of a special clause restraining the latter,
who are not precisely either citizens or subjects, but quasi-
independent, and therefore not necessarily included under
the denomination of citizens or subjects, proves that the

high contracting parties considered the obligation of re

straining the former as sufficiently expressed in the first

article. The prohibition to any citizen, subject, or inhabi
tant of the United States to take any commission or letters

of marque from a power with which Spain is at war, to

prey upon her subjects or their property, can hardly be
restricted simply to a commission to arm privateers, but, in

its spirit at least, extends to any commission from any
power with which Spain is at war to commit any kind of
acts of hostility against her or her subjects. If no such
commission can be accepted from a recognized prince or

state, then, a fortiori, none from an unrecognized revolu

tionary chief like Lopez, or a mere sham government like

the so-called &quot;

provisional government of Cuba.&quot;

^The expedition of Lopez which was fitted out in and
sailed from the United States, was clearly a violation of
that &quot;firm and inviolable peace and sincere

friendship&quot; be-
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tween tin- subjects of her Catholic majesty and our own
citi/ciis established bv the iirst article of the treaty ot 170.1;

and as the ^overiinieut hv entering into that treaty became

specially bound for itself, and all its citi/ens or subject.-,,

without exception of persons or places, it was specially

hound to prevent it. and having failed to do so, it is

responsible for it. It was hound to do this even under the

general law of nations. &quot;The nation or the sovereign,&quot;

sav- Vattel I /,&amp;lt;&quot;/ &amp;lt;&amp;gt;t \&amp;lt;if niN, I, il&amp;gt;. II.. 72), ought not to

su ller it- citi/.eiis to do an injury to the subject- ot another

state, much less to oll end the state itself; and that not only
because no sovereign ought to permit those who are under

his conmiand to violate the precept- of the law ot nation-,

which forbids all injuries: but also because nations ought
mutually to re-pect each other, to abstain from all offence,

t n.m all abuse-, from all injiirv. and, in a word, from every

thing that mav be of prejudice toothers. If a sovereign

who might keep his subject- within the rules of justice and

peace, suffers them to injure a foreign nation either in its

bodv or its members, he doe- no le-s an injury to that

nation than if he injured them him-elf. In short, the

sufetv of the state and that of human society requires this

attention from every sovereign. It you let loose the reins

of your subjects against foreign nation.-, t hoe will behave

in the same manner to you ; and instead of that friendly

intercourse which nature has established between all men,
we shall see nothing but one nation robbing another.&quot; Cer

tain it is. then, that the Tinted States were bound to pre

vent the piratical expedition against Cuba, and they cannot,

since they did not prevent it, plead that they did all that

thev were bound to do. if they were able to prevent it.

Now. we are quite MI re that our government would not

take it as a favor to be told that it is unable to fulfil the

duties imposed by international law, or that it lacks power
to enforce upon its subjects its own laws. The notorious

ami undeniable fact is, that it did next to nothing to pre
vent the atrocious outrages against Spain and her subjects.

It, indeed, issued some tardy orders to its officers, most of

which came too late to be of service, even in case they had

been obeyed ;
sent forth certain proclamations, forbidding

all such expeditious, and informing their American citizens

who should engage in them that they would be liable to

punishment by the laws of their own country, and out of

its protection if they should fall into the hands of the
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Spanish authorities. The proclamations wore worded well

enough ;
but they were about as valuable as so much waste

paper, and well known before they were issued to bo worth
not much more. Who in this country retains respect

enough for any public authority, to refrain in consequence of

a proclamation from any act to which he is impelled either

by his passions or his interests? Presidential or any other

proclamations, except issued by rebels or pirates, are of no
value here, unless they are backed up by an armed force

adequate to coin pel their observance. Some vessels of war
wT

ere, indeed, after the sailing of the expedition, ordered to

cruise in the gulf, but apparently less to protect the rights
of Spain than to protect our own, less to prevent the

pirates murdering and plundering Spanish subjects, than to

prevent the Spanish authorities and the Spanish war-vessels
from violating the rights of peace against us, or to find

some pretext for the government itself to interfere against

Spain, and, perhaps, take possession of Cuba and Porto
Rico. Call you this discharging your duty to Spain ? Do yon
pretend that having done this much authorizes you to wash

your hands of the whole affair, and to tell Spain that she
has no ground of complaint against you for her soil invaded,
and her subjects murdered and plundered by your citizens?

The government cannot plead ignorance of what was

going on. The proceedings of the so-called liberators were
not carried on in private; they were open, proclaimed
through the public journals, friendly and unfriendly, and
known to the whole country. The adventurers were en
rolled and drilled publicly in New Orleans, and they hardly
even affected to conceal their purpose and destination.
The Pampero, on which they embarked, and on which they
were well known to be embarked, cleared publicly at the
custom-house for Cuba. Where was the vigilance of the

government? Where were its lynx-eyed officers? It is

folly to pretend that the government was not well informed,
lonir before the departure of the expedition, of what was in

preparation. It must have known at least some of the

principal actors, and might at any time have put a stop to
the proceedings, by simply arresting Lopez and Sigur,
Quitman and Houston, and a few others. If it could not
otherwise prevent the expedition, why did it not order the
home squadron to the gulf to intercept it, or to keep on the
look-out near the Cuban ports for which it was likely to

sail, to prevent its landing? The government either was or
VOL. XVI-20
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wa- not alile to prevent an expedit ion attempted or renewed
tor three succes-ive years, and avowed and defended hv
many of the journals of the country. It it wa- not. then it

is incompetent to the duties of an independent nation, and
lia&amp;gt; no riirht to pretend to ni-^otiate or to enter into treaty

obligations with other nation.- on the Footing; of equality.
l!ut \ve will not make tiie hu mi I iat i HIT eonfeion that the

government i- unable to discharge fully and promptly all

the obligations of an independent state, whether imposed
hv the la\v of nation- or by sp.-cial treaty. A tithe of the

vijilanee and aetivity it has displayed in watching and de

fending its own rights again-t Spain, who ha.- shown no

disposition to violate any one of them. employed in watch
in if and defeating the machinations and uaiiltv mea.-ures of

it- own citi/eu&amp;gt; av;ain.-t her. would ha\e nipped in the hud
everv hostile expedition attempted within or troin our
territory against her. It had the whole force of the nation

at its command, and could haye u-ed it for this purpose if

it had chosen. If if could haye pivyeiited the expedition,
it has not done its duty, and is responsible to Spain for

whatever wrongs she ha&amp;gt; sulfered from it.

We are not willing to conceile that the Tnited Stat&amp;lt;&amp;gt;s are

!-- alile to fulfil on their part the obligations imposed hy
the treaty of 1 7 . .\ than Spain is to fulfil them on her part.
The obligations of that treaty are reciprocal, and Spain on
her part has religiously fulfilled them. Kyen in tin.- early part
of 1M.&quot;&amp;gt;. a- Mion as it became apparent to her that war must
soon break out between this republic and that of Mexico,
she from her own seii&amp;lt;e of duty hastened to iVsiie instruc,-

tious that, throii- hout all her dominion.-, and by all hei 1 sub

jects, the &amp;gt;triete-t neutrality should be observed, and when
&amp;lt;&amp;gt;ur minister at the court of .Madrid notified her. in July
l s lt). that war existed between the two republics, and de

manded that her subjects should be prevented from taking
out Mexican letters of marque, she was able to inform him
that all necessary .steps for that purpose had already been

taken. The want of confidence in Spain manifested by our

government, its unwillingness to be satisfied of her good
faith without actually inspecting the orders she had issued,

and its sending of a ship of war to Cuba to watch her and
see that she violated none of the laws of neutrality, and

other matters of this sort, insolent in themselves, and hard

to bear by a high-minded and honorable nation, on which
much miirht be said not creditable to the federal govern-
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ment, we pass over. Only one case of infraction by Span
ish subjects of the neutrality enjoined, that of the bark

Unico, occurred during the war with Mexico. That bark, in

deed, put to sea with Mexican letters of marque, in violation
of the treaty, her owners having availed themselves of pre
tended letters of Mexican citizenship, and other stratagems
to conceal their crime. When we consider the facilities for

eluding the vigilance of the Spanish government afforded

by the similarity of language, manners, customs, and even
names, between Spaniards and Mexicans, it speaks well for
that government that only this one case occurred

;
but not

withstanding all the difficulties of the case, and all the arts
resorted to, the criminal parties, without any agency of ours

being needed, and solely through the action of the Spanish
authorities, were arrested and compelled to observe the
laws of their country, which of course include the treaty
of 17D5.

^The bark was sequestered by virtue of a judicial
sentence, its crew were condemned to a punishment which
they are, or lately were, still undergoing, and the Carmelite,
belonging to the United States, detained for a short time at

Barcelona^ was declared to have the right of claiming in
demnification against its owners for whatever injuries or
losses it had sustained in consequence of a brief detention.
Tn no instance, since the treaty of 1819. has Spain given
our government the slightest cause of offence, and she has,

notwithstanding numerous and grievous insults from both
our government and people, religiously fulfilled all her
treaty obligations entered into with our republic. To do

this^she
has only had to enforce her own laws upon her own

subjects ;
and all our government would have had to do, in

order to have fulfilled its obligations to her in a manner
equally satisfactory, was simply to enforce the observance
of its own laws upon its citizens or subjects. Is our govern
ment, which claims to be a model government for ali the
world, prepared to say that it is not bound, or that it is less

able, to enforce its own laws on its subjects than Spain
is to enforce her laws upon her subjects ?

No doubt there are cases in which, notwithstanding the
loyalty and utmost vigilance of the government, its citizens
will break its laws, and do injury to a foreign state, or to
its subjects ;

but in such cases it is bound either tc punishthem or to give them up to the justice of the injured party.
Unhappily, our government, in the case before iis, has fully
and faithfully done neither, it has well-nigh quarrelled
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with Spain for punishing those of the pirates who foil*

without any agency of ours, into her hands. It sent a ves&quot;

sel of war to Havana, with orders to make an insulting in&quot;

vestigation into the- circumstances of the execution of Crit&quot;

tenden and his fellow-pirates, taken by a Spanish war-

steamer and confessedly iniiltv of piracy; and we have not

blushed to solicir Spain to liberate the pirates whom she

detains as prisoners, but whose lives her clemency has

spared. We have in reality, at least in regard to the last

two piratical expeditions, u^ed no force to repress them, and
we have punished no individual implicated in them. We
have neither bv our vigilance prevented our own laws from

being broken to the injury of Spain, nor by our justice vin

dicated their breach. We have failed utterly to execute the

laws against men within our jurisdiction, notoriously, we
mav say ostentatiously, u uilty of the most grave offences

against them. A vessel or two may have been confiscated,
a few prosecutions have been commenced a pi in.-4 individuals,
all ending in smoke; a couple of custom-house officers have

been dismi.-sed : and this is all, as far as we can learn, that

the government has done in the way of punishing those of

its citi/cns guilty of violating its own laws, of insulting the

majesty of Spain, and of being accessory at least to the

piratical invasion of her territory, and the murder of her

subjects. True, it arrested at one time Lopez, Quitman,
Henderson, and a few others; but, notwithstanding these

men really avowed their guilt, the indictments found against
them were withdrawn by order of the government itself,

and they were suffered to go at large, Lopez to head a new

piratical invasion of Cuba, and to receive his reward from
the Spanish authorities. Does the .government call this

doing its duty 4 Is this the way Spain treated the crew

of the tJnico, or those of her subjects that violated her laws

to our prejudice?
It will not be pertinent for our government to plead that

it has done all that it was bound to do. because it has done
all that it could do under its internal laws and the forms

of its judicial tribunals. Were this, as it is not, the fact, it

were nothing to the purpose. Spain has the right to de

mand of us tlie exact fultilment of our treaty obligations,
and if we cannot fulfil them with exactitude under our in

ternal laws, the constitution of our courts, and their rules of

procedure, that affects neither her right nor our duty. We
have in such case no right to assume the rank of an hide-
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prudent nation, and must pay the penalty of assuming to
l)e able to perform the duties of such a nation when we are
not. Other nations have the right, in such case, to treat us
as

a^false pretender, and to insist on excluding us from the

family of independent states, and placing u s under guar
dians. In fact, no plea of inability will avail the govern
ment. It has never ceased to assure Spain that her prov
ince of Cuba was in no danger of being invaded from our
territories ; it has from the first sought to quiet every alarm
she expressed, and assured her that it was both able and

willing to execute the laws, that it both could and would
prevent their violation to her prejudice. We know it had
the power to keep its

premise.
The treaty of 1795, as arc

all treaties formed with foreign nations, is the law, and the

supreme law of the land, and the government has the whole
power of the nation at its command to enforce it. It was
its duty to employ all the force necessary to that purpose,
and if it had so done, no man can doubt that it would have
succeeded. The simple fact is, the government did not
lack the ability, but it lacked the courage, to do its duty.
It trembled before the influence the pirates and their friends

might exert on the election of 1852. It personally wished,
110 doubt, to fulfil its treaty obligations and do justice to

Spain, but it considered it safer to wrong her, and brave
the scorn of the civilized world, than to run the hazard of

losing the support in the coming election of the pirates and
their sympathizers. The loss of votes would be irreparable,
but refusal of justice to Spain could at worst only lead to
Avar with that power, and that would afford, perhaps, the

opportunity to take possession of Cuba and Porto Rico and
annex them to the Union, the very thing desired by our
government and people, and unsnccessfully\hus far attempt
ed by the piratical expeditions complained of.

The government, we say, therefore, and in saying it we
are only repeating its constant assurances to Spain, could
have prevented the piratical expeditions against Cuba, if it

had been sincerely and earnestly disposed to do so. We
have already proved that it was bound to prevent them, and
therefore not having done so when it could, it is responsible
for them. Both our government and people seem to labor
under a mistake as to the extent of the responsibleness of the
state for the injuries done by its citizens to foreign nations.
It seems to be supposed that it is responsible for no expe
dition or acts of its citizens against foreign nations, unless~ o



I IKA 1ICA1, KXl KIMTlo.NS AtJAINST CUJIA.

it formally approves or ratifies them, and that its official

disavowal of them is sufficient to exonerate itself in the eye
of international law from all blame. Hut this is by no

means the fact. Vattrl, imleeil. says,* that &quot;

if a nation or

its leader approves and ratilie- the act committed by a cit-

i/en it makes the act it&amp;gt; own . the offence ought then to be

attributed to the nation as the author of the true injury ;&quot;

but In- dues not say. and there is no iv-pectable authority
that d&quot;e- say, that the nation is answerable for only those

;ict&amp;gt; of its -ubjrcts which it &amp;gt;

,//&amp;gt;/

*xl
i/ approve- and ratifies.

A nation, bein^- buimd in natural
ju&amp;gt;tice

to prevent its sub

ject^ fruin committing any injury, as tar as it is able, is re-

t pon &amp;gt;i hie fui
1

all t he in juries they commit, whether against

their fellow subjects or an aiu.-t a foreign state or its sub

jects, in which it directly or indirectly concurs, or in which

it cooperate.- either
po&amp;gt;itivelv

or negatively. The rule here

Cor nations is the same with the rule for individuals, for

both are alike bound by the principles of natural justice,

and thu-c principles are the same for both. The general

principle applicable to individuals, by which they may ho

held responsible for the injuries done immediately by others,

and for which they are hound to make restitution to the

injured party, as universally held, is summed up by a respect
able living authority in the following rule:

&quot;

Principium

generate est cos tcneri ad restit utionem. quando cllieaciter

inlluunt in damnum, suntque illius causa, licet non unica;
rd

&amp;lt;j&amp;gt;t&amp;lt;t&amp;gt;,&amp;lt;lt)

nun inijK &amp;lt;l
i ii nf &amp;lt;li/ in n I/ 111 quod exjustttut iin/x

-

t///v tencniur&quot; \ \Ve have already proved that, a sovereign
is held ex /HxCt in to prevent his subjects from doing injury
to any one. and we may therefore lay it down that the sov

ereign who miii ht. but does not, prevent them, is answerable

for the injury they do. The nation itself stands in this re

spect under the same obligation that the individual does, and

is bound to restitution under precisely the same conditions

that the individual is. The individual is not, indeed, always
bound to make restitution for the injury to another which

he might, but does not, prevent ;
he is so bound only when

he is held to prevent the injury ex juxfif nt,, or by virtue of

his state, charge, or office. &quot;Hi vero,&quot; says Dilluart,
&quot;

te-

nentur impedire ex justitia, qui tenentur ex contractu aut

quasi-contractu, hoc est, ex oiHcio
; quiaqui suscipit officium,

*Lih. II., 74.

f Carriere J)e Justitia, 834. See, also, St. Thomas, Summa, 2, 2, Q.
LX1I. a. 7, who maintains the same doctrine.
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hnplicito so obligat ad prrestancla ea qure sunt illius oflicii.

Hinc \nei G$&amp;gt; principes, magistratus, gubernatores, pra-tores,
et alii quJjas incumbit ex officio invigilare tranquillitati
communi et indemnitati civium, tencntur ad restitutionem

omnium damnorum, quce ex sua negligentia sequuntur, ut

si non impediant detrimenta snis subditis illata a fcris, a

latronibus, &c.&quot;* Silvias, as cited by Billuart, says, &quot;Si

princeps au,t praetor videai suos subditos nocere aliis non
sibi subditis, et non impediat cum potest, tenetur ad resti

tutionem, etsi non teneatur procurare bonum illorum non

subditorum,&quot; because, as Billuart himself adds, Muter prin-

cipes et conseqnenter eortini priietores interveniat virtualis con-

tractus sen tacita conventio pro bono et tranquillitate com-

inuni, no sui subditi subditis alterius noceant . Unde

principes ex justitia obliyantur non solum erga suos sub

ditos, sed etiam
cr&amp;lt;j&amp;lt;i

alienos ne a suis vexenlur .

r
f

These authorities, to which we might add indehnitely
were it necessary, fully sustain us in saying that the prin

ciple of natural justice, as applicable to the question under
consideration is, that the individual is bound to restitution

for any injury which he is held ex justitia to prevent, but

does not prevent, when he niiaht ; consequently that a na

tion, always bound to prevent its subjects from doing any
injury, is accountable for all injury done by its subjects,
which it might and did not prevent, and therefore is bound
to indemnify the injured party. The rule our government
appears disposed to follow, and which Great Britain also

asserts when it suits her convenience, must, then, be re

stricted, and the nation held to have approved and ratified

implicitly those injurious acts of its subjects which it might
have prevented, and yet did not, for it is through its fault

as well as that of its subjects that they have been commit
ted. A restriction of this sort is absolutely necessary,

especially in a composite government like ours. If the in

dividual citizens of the Union may injure our neighbors by
invading their territory without implicating the federal

government any further than it avows or does not formally
disavow their act, nothing prevents any one of the states of

the Union from doing the same, and making war with its

whole moral and material force on a foreign state or its sub

jects, without necessarily disturbing the peace relations be

tween that power and us. The federal government would

* De Jure et Justitia, Diss. VIII. , Art. 13, 7, iii.

f Ibid.
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oulv have to disavow the act of the state, and then we
might see the ed living example ol one of oiii own states

making war on a foreign nation while the I nion remained
at peace with it. This would lie a great injustice, because
the foreign nation could not retaliate on lite ho.-tile state

without making war on the I nioii. which it could not do,

because, according to the doctrine set up, the 1 nion would
have id veil it no

ju&amp;gt;t
cau.-e of war. It would be very con

venient tor us to cari v on our \\ar&amp;gt; in this wav ; the state

could do all the fiiditing. and the I nion would have nothing
to do but to employ the federal forces in holding the nation

attacked to the rights ol peace against us. Something like

ihis we have already seen, although the au iTi es-ors were not

a state, but it-- citixens. Our government has sullered these

citizen^ to carry on hostilities against Spain, and employed
its force, a- far as it lias with much effect employed it. at all,

in compelling Spain to defend herself against them without

violating the rights of peace; thus securinir to it.- citixens

the rights of war against her, and allowing her only the

rights of peace against them. Cnder the doctrine we op-

po&amp;gt;e.
a nation might remain at peace with a foreign power,

while through it.- citizen.-, acting on their own responsibil

ity, oiliciallv disavowed bv the irovcrnnient if vou will, it

robbed that foreign power of province after province, till it

had annihilated its independence, and annexed its whole

territory to its own dominions, as v/as .-ecu in the ease of

Texas. Our citizens literally stole that province from Mex
ico, as thev are hoping to steal some more provinces from
the same republic, and as they still hope to steal Cuba from

Spain. To &amp;gt;av that the crime of that theft is not impu table

to the nation is to outrage common sense. Who does not

know that the citizens of a countrv cannot be at war with

a foreign power and its government remain at peace with

it ( A rule that would allow one nation by the ho.-tile acts

of subjects to destroy a foreign state, without disturbing its

peace relations with it, is and can be no part of international

law.

We consequently reject the rule, which seems invented

only to give us all the rights of war against our neighbors,
while we hold them to tiie rights of peace against us, and
assert that an injury committed by the subjects of a nation,
which it might by the proper exercise of its power prevent,
but does not, is imputable to the nation itself, for which it

is bound to indemnify the aggrieved party. If we may be-



PIRATICAL EXPEDITIONS AGAINST CUBA.

licve our government itself, it could liave prevented the

injuries that Spain has received from the hands of Ameri
can citizens. It is therefore responsible for them, and
hound to make ample and just reparation to Spain for them;
and it will be guilty of gross injustice, and forfeit the re

spect of the civilized world and every decent man among
its own subjects, if it does not.

Thus far we have considered the ground, said to be taken

by our government, mainly as to its tenableness under inter

national law
;
but the question itself between us and Spain is

to be decided under the treaty of 1795. Under interna

tional law, even in the absence of treaty stipulations,we should
be bound to indemnify Spain for whatever injury she has

received from the piratical expeditions against Cuba, because

we could have prevented them with due diligence ;
but under

the treaty we should be bound to indemnify Spain, even in

case we had done all that a government could reasonably be

expected to do to prevent them, and perhaps, also, even under
international law in the absence of treaty. By the treaty
the government expressly stipulates, not merely that there

shall be peace between itself and the Spanish government,
but also between its citizens and the subjects of Spain, with
out exception of persons or places. It thus binds itself

specially, and under the express and solemn obligation of

treaty, for each one of its citizens, and pledges its faith for

the peace of each one of them. Neither the express nor

implied condition here is that, it will do it if it can. It

must do it, or if it fails, even though unintentionally and una

voidably, it must make just satisfaction to the party injured.
It has entered into an express contract, and the peace of all

its citizens, without exception of persons or places, is what
on its side it has contracted. This pence is a debt which it

owes and has bound itself to pay to Spain, and it must pay
it in the form stipulated, or the damage the creditor suffers

from its not paying it in that form. There is no escaping
this conclusion. We have broken the treaty, broken the

contract, and even if we have not done so designedly, we
must still repair the injury we have done, and make a suit

able apology for it so far as not reparable. The damage we
have done to Spain is only in part reparable; we can repair

only the pecuniary damage; we cannot repair the deprava
tion of those of her subjects we have seduced from their

allegiance. We cannot restore to life the brave officers and

soldiers, to mothers the sons, to wives the husbands, we
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have murdered for lova .lv defending her rights, and for

these ami other irreparable wrongs we ought to express our

deep regret, while we make ample indemnification for the

publie and private property we have destroyed, and tor the

verv heavy expense she ha&amp;gt; necessarily incurred in guarding
and defending her possessions against the machinations and

invasions of our citizens. It is in thi- way Spain herself

interpreted hei own obligation- to u- under the treaty, as is

evident from the case of the privateer I nieo. and hei 1 inter

pretation dt the tivatv obligations to her own disadvantage
deserves as much re.-pect as our interpretation of them in

our favor. She arrested the otVeiiders against us. punished
them, and indemnilied the injured party. She did this oi

her own accord, froiiy a sense of justice, and we all know

that our u overnnient would have heen &amp;gt;ati-tie&amp;lt;l with nothing
less. It would never have considered it a valid answer to

its reclamations au ain-t the fitting out or sailing ot tin-

Cnico. that the Spanish v;overiiment disapproved it, and

abandoned the hark and crew to their fate if taken hy one

of our cruisers. If we insisted, as we certainly should have

insisted, if Spain had i/iven u&amp;lt; a;i opp.i-i unity, on her

arrestinir the piratical expedition of hei- suhjects, punishing
the u uilt \- partv, and indemnifying our citi/ens tor the in

juries they siill -ivd from the oifenccs committed, or thr-at-

ened to he committed. -against them, we cannot understand

whv less is due from us to her. The obligations of the

treaty are reciprocal, and it cannot he to the credit of the

United States to hold a donhle balance, and to adopt one

rule for the interpretation of the obligations of Spain to us

and another for interpreting our obligations to her. Surely

the secretary of state is lawyer enough to understand that

when one of the contracting parties breaks the contract,

though b\- no fault of its own, it is responsible for the

damages the other partv has sutfered in consequence. The

only difference between the case of a breach of contract

through the moral fault of the failing party and that of a-

breach without any such fault is, that in the former there

is a case for vindictive justice, or exemplary damages, and

in the latter a case for simply commutative justice,
or re

muneration for the actual damage suffered, although the

peremptory refusal of the remuneration would give to the

party wronged the right of vindictive justice, which, be

tween nations, is the right of war. Xow, as the injuries

done were not only a breach of the general laws of nations,
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but of express contract, it is undeniable that our govern
ment owes Spain full indemnification for them, even sup
posing them to have been committed through no bad faith,

complicity, or remissness of our government.
The other questions arising out of these piratical expedi

tions need riot detain us long. These are 1. The injury to

the honor of Spain in the attack on her consul and the in

sult ottered to her flag in New Orleans; 2. The outrages
committed on sixty-seven shipwrecked persons seeking
refuge in the port of Mobile

;
and 3. The destruction of the

property of Spanish subjects by the mob in New Orleans
and Key West. A grave injury to the fame or the honor of a

nation has in all ages and countries been held a justifiable
cause of war, and even light injuries become so, if the

party committing them refuses to make satisfaction for

them; for such refusal is a denial of justice, and the denial

of justice is always a justifiable cause of war, at least as

against the party denying it.* A consul, indeed, has not
the inviolability of person or effects of an ambassador; but
in his official capacity he has in some sense a representative
character, and to injure him as consul is to injure his

nation
;
and the government granting him his exequatur is

bound to make reparation for the injuries he receives. The
national flag is the symbol of the nation, and to insult it is

to insult the nation itself. Clearly, in the attack on the

Spanish consul and the Spanish flag at New Orleans, the
honor of Spain was wounded, and our government owes her

reparation and apology. Nations are accustomed to guard
their honor with great jealousy, and it is proper that they
should. A nation that suffers its honor to be attacked with

impunity confesses thereby either her insensibility to her
own honor or her inability to vindicate it. In either case

she exposes herself to insult and invasion, which, since it is

an injustice to her subjects, she is bound to prevent, if in

her power. It is also against the general peace and welfare
of nations that any one nation should be constantly open to

insult and invasion from her neighbours, and therefore every
nation is bound to its own subjects and to the general fam
ily of nations to respect, and as far as in its power, to cause
to be respected, its own honor. Xo nation is more ready
than our own to resent insults to the national honor. Who
knows not, that, if the cases had been reversed, and our

*Vide Puarez, De Bello, Tract, de Chnriiate, Disp. XIII., Sect. IV. Et
II. Res;. X.
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consul ami ila^ had been insulted at Havana or Han-clona,
instant satisfaction would have been demanded, and, if re-
fux d or delayed, tlie whole press of the country would have
called upon t he ^overnment to declare war against Spain?
Tiie evils of \var are -real ; In it the los.-&amp;gt; of national honor is

.- cater. ^ et we may do well to remember that we may
fox our honor by refusing to respect the honor of others,
as well a.- by heinv; remiss in vindicating our own. It is well
tlp demand nothing hut justice, and to submit to no injustice,
but it is better to adopt for our rule, I )o no wron^, and
submit to none. This last i- the rule, not for individuals,
lor they are often

rcijiiired to submit to injustice : but, for

states, becaux- the mi.-sionof the state is to protect and vin
dicate the rights and interests of its subject.-.
The Spanish bri^antine Fernando Yil. was wrecked last

August on our coast, and the persons on board, to the num
ber of sixty-seven, sou-lit refuse in the port of Mobile, and
were there attacked by the mob, inhumanly treated, and, as
we have said, ex-aped being lynched only through the ex

traordinary exertions of the Spanish vice-consul. The out
rages upon them were in violation of the laws of humanity,
of the international law of all Christian nations, and of tlie

treaty with Spain. We will here simply cite the sixth and
tenth articles of the treaty of 1795, confirmed by that of
1819:

&quot;Art. VI. Kadi party shall endeavor, by all moans in their power,
to protect and defend all vessels and other effects belonging to tlie citi

zens or subjects of the other, which shall be within, tlie extent of their

jurisdiction by sea or by land, and shall use Jill their efforts to recover,
and cause to be recovered to the right owners, their vessels and effects

which may have been taken from them within the extent of their said

jurisdiction, whether they are at war or not with the power whose sub

jects have taken possession of tlie said effects.

&quot;Art. X. When any vessel of either party shall be wrecked, foun

dered, or otherwise damaged, on the coasts or within Ihc dominion of
the other, their respective subjects or cilizens .shall receive, as well for
themselves as for their vessels and effects, the same assistance which
would l&amp;gt;e due to the inhabitants of the country where the damage hap
pens, and &amp;gt;hall pay the same charges and dues only as the said inhab
itants would be subject to pay in a like case; and if the operations of

repair would require that the whole or any part of the cargo be unladen,
they shall pay no duties, charges, or fee on the part which they shall

relade and carry away.&quot;

What has our government to say to this? Will it pre
tend that it owes no satisfaction for these outrages?
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The government owes indemnification to the Spanish res

idents for their property destroyed by the mob. In justice,
and we believe, in most civilized states, in law, the state is

held to indemnify its subjects for the destruction of their

property by mobs
;
for the sta^e is held ex officio to prevent

all mobs and riotous assemblies of its subjects. This is one
of the principal ends of government itself, and its obliga
tion in this respect is the same to foreigners residing on its

territory and under its protection, as to its own subjects.
It will not answer for the government to say that it conld
not prevent the mob, and therefore is not answerable for its

consequences, for it was its duty to prevent it, and if it

could not, though free from moral blame, it would still be

bound, as far as able, to repair the evil, by pecuniary in

demnification of the sufferers. But the fact is, the govern
ment in the present case did not try to prevent the mobs.
No efforts were made by the authorities in either place to

prevent or quell them. In this case, it matters not whether
the authority bound as between ourselves to prevent or

quell the mob was the federal authority or the state author

ity; for the federal authority is the only public authority
in the country that foreigners are permitted to know, and
it is answerable to them for whatever the public authority
of the country can be held answerable for. For internal

and domestic purposes the public authority with us is di

vided between the federal government and the several state

governments, but in regard to foreign powers it is not di

vided, and the federal government is the supreme and only
public authority of the country. Hence Mr. Jefferson was
accustomed to say, internally and in relation to ourselves
we are many independent governments ; externally and in

relation to foreign powers, we are one government or state.

The federal government is as answerable to foreign gov
ernments for the public delinquencies of the states as if

they were its own. There certainly was public delinquency,
and therefore as to Spain, on the part of the United States,

though in fact, as a domestic question, chiefly on the part of
Louisiana and Florida. Then, again, is our government,
which, as we have said, proposes itself as a model to the
whole world, prepared to concede that it cannot prevent or

quell mobs, nor maintain either the external or internal
order and tranquillity of its subjects? The citizens of New
Orleans and Key West were no doubt exasperated, though
unjustly exasperated. But were not the Cubans also exas-
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perated ? Spain had iriven American citi/ens no cause of

e\a.-peration ; all the wroiiM; hud been done liy them against

her, and all the causes of exasperation were of their own

creating. Yet not eontmt with doing foul injustice to

Spain, tliev ri-o in wrath, and wreak their fury on unof

fending Spanish re&amp;gt;idents. How was it on the other side?

The press of this country was teeming with al&amp;gt;u.-e of Spain
nnd the Spanish authorities of Cuba. Men from this coun

try, enrolled under oflicers who had served in our army,
connected with men high in otlice inider the; federal gov
ernment, eheered on liy the press and the people of the

I nited States, were on the i&amp;gt;land murdering and plundering

Spanish subjects, without the lea&amp;gt;t right and without the

Ir.iM provocation. And yet there was no mob, no rising of

the populace; the laws were strictly enforced, and not a

single outrage was connnitted on the American consul or a

Millie American resident. 1 1 ad our goyernment le-s power
to enforce its laws and to protect the

Spani&amp;gt;h
consul and

Spanish resident against it.- cit i/.eiis, who had no cause of

exasperation but their own crime.-, than Spain had to en

force her laws and to protect the American consul and

American re.-idents au .iin-t her subjects, who had so many

ju&amp;gt;t
causes of exasperation against Americans? If so. pray

tell u&amp;gt; iii what consists the boasted superiority of American

republicanism (

We call the Spaniards cruel and bloodthirsty; but how

favorably does their conduct contra^ with that of the

Americans! The latter are willing, unprovoked, to carry

tire and sword into a country with which their government

professes to be at peace, to murder innocent people with

whom they have no cause of quarrel, and, when checked,

they wreak their un provoked wrath on the peaceable sub

jects of the unoffending country within their reach, plun
der them of their property, and threaten and endanger
their very lives. Turn now to your cruel and bloodthirsty

Spaniard s. The Spanish troops, it is proved to you on all

hands, after they had received orders to grant quarter,

treated the prisoners they took, whose; hands were still red

with the blood of their murdered oflicers and comrades,

with the greatest kindness and humanity, sharing with them

their humble pittance, and doing all in their power to solace

their sufferings. The sick and wounded were carried to the

hospitals and tenderly nursed; the others were imprisoned
in airy rooms, and every indulgence was allowed them



FIKATICAL EXPEDITIONS AGAINST CUBA. 319

compatible with their safety ;
their friends were permitted

to visit them, and all their little wants were carefully at
tended to. Surely words have lost their meaning when we
call Spaniards cruel, bloodthirsty, and vindictive, and our
selves mild, humane, and forgiving. A more cruel, bar
barous, and vindictive people than our own, when their

passions or interests are excited, it would perhaps be hard
to find among civilized nations. We are vain boasters, and

boast^ always of the virtues which we lack.
It is reported that our government has suggested that it

may be a question whether Spain herself has Hot ffiven us

offence, under the seventh article of the treaty of 1795,m executing Crittenden and his associates without the for
malities of trial, as secured by that article to American
citizens seized for committing offences against her within
her jurisdiction. We can hardly believe &quot;this. It is unde
niable that we had previously violated that treaty, and the
violation of any article of a treaty by one party dispenses
the other. We cannot suffer our citizens in violation of
treaty and of international law to wage war against her,
and hold her to the rights of peace against us. We cannot
own those who from our territory wage war against her,
and claim for them any rights secured

&quot;by treaty to Ameri
can citizens, without avowing ourselves responsible for their
deeds. Our citizens, when

&quot;they
turn pirates, cease to be

citizens, and when it is once evident that they have turned
pirates, our government can claim for them no right of

citizenship. If the fact of piracy is sufficiently established

against them, _our government, unless it would avow itself
their accomplice, has not a word to say, and no question can
arise under the treaty as to the formality of their trial, or
the tribunal befoiv which they are tried . Crittenden and
his party were undeniably pirates the moment they em
barked in the Pampero for the invasion of Cuba, or at
least the moment they landed on the island, and from that
moment ceased to be citizens of the United States; theywere outlawed by the law of nations, and Spain was free
to capture them within her own jurisdiction or on the high
seas, and to deal with them according to her own pleasure,
without offence to us or to any other state, because pirates
are of no nation, but the common enemies of mankind.
The most our government had any right to do was to ascer
tain the simple fact whether they did or did not land on the
island as a part of the piratical expedition, an inquiry not
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under the treaty, Init under the law of nat ions, and that

inquiry could be an&amp;gt;\vered affirmatively at once, bv t.l;i.-ir

own confession. That fact is certain, undenied, ami unde
niable, and nobody pretends to doubt it. The uovernment
can go no further. To claim tor them after this anv i irht
secured to American citizens bv treatv. is to make their

crime it- own. The go\ eminent, therefore, we must be

lieve, since it has disavowed their crime, has not suuuvMcd
the poihility of any quc.-tioii of the sort alleged.

Jt is also said that our government has interceded or is

interceding with tlie government of Madrii i to liberate the

|iirates. \\hose lives she has sjiaivd. but whom she retains as

convicts. 1 ln&amp;gt; \ve Mippo.-e mu&amp;gt;t be true, but \ve are .^orrv

to believe it. These convicts were criminals under our laws,
and we were ourselves bound to Spain to punish them

;
and

now we bf- Spain, against whom they have committed the

most uTie\ . PH.- oflelices know!) to the law of nations, to

oblige us by pardoning them. _\av. we ha\c, if 1 t portscan
lie tru.-ted, almost deniam eel their liberation as a ri^lit. bv
making it a condition oi our con.-entiiii^ to make some slight

acknowledgment ol our wrongs to her; Tins i&amp;gt; carr\-in^

impudence to its extreme, and placo our government in the

mot mortifying livjit. It
pro\e&amp;gt;

it deserving the scoi ii of

the civili/ed world, for it pi o\ e&amp;gt; that, whatever its profes
sions, it, sympathizes with their crimes. Indeed, we fear

that the government, though it would appear to he just,

really applauds their deeds, or would have done so if they
Lad been successful. For her own securitv and our honor.
we hope Spain will refuse to listen to the intercession. She
lias treated the pirates too leniently ;

and if she supposes that

by leniency she will make a favorable impression on our

countrymen, and make them less hostile to her, she entire

ly mistakes their character. Js she not a monarchy ? Does
she not profess the Catholic religion ( As long as she is the

one, or professes the other, and has any territory on which
we can speculate, or which we can annex to the Union, let

her be a .-Mired that her only security from piratical at acks
is in her power to enforce her rights, and in her not suffer

ing a single hostile invader of her soil to escape with impu
nity, we would say, with his life.

When we had written thus far, we received the annual

message of the president to both houses of congress, which
treats the Cuban question at some length. It confirms the

report of the intercession of our government for the libera
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tion of the pirates, and the insincerity or the imbecility of
the administration in regard to the proceedings we have
been discussing. We have, even taking the account of the

message as strictly correct, only one statement to modify.
We have stated that the Pampero cleared at the custom
house in Xew Orleans; the message says that it &quot;left New
Orleans stealthily and without a clearance.&quot; It was stated
in the journals at the time, and, as far as we are aware, has
not been before contradicted, that the steamer did depart
with a clearance, and that the collector of the port was in

consequence removed from his office, and a new collector

appointed.
The message throws no new light on the subject, and

relieves the government from none of the charges against it.

The president acknowledges the illegality of the expedition,
but seems to think there was nothing discreditable to the

government in it. and that the government has a scrupulous
regard for the rights of other nations, because we have very
good laws against such expeditions. With all respect for
the chief magistrate of the Union, we must remind him
that the complaint is not that the laws are not good, but
that they have not been enforced. We are well aware that

congress has enacted laws to prohibit, under severe penalties,
even the beginning to prepare or to set on foot such expedi
tions, and that under international law, and our treaty with

Spain, which is the supreme law of the land even in the
absence of special acts of congress, they would be prohibited ;

but we are not aware that those laws have ever been fairly
executed. The president knows far better than we do that

they have remained for the most part a dead letter, and that
our citizens have repeatedly, and in the most open and
shameless manner, violated them with impunity. The pres
ident would more effectually prove the American respect
for the rights and honor of foreign nations by showing that
these laws have not been violated, or, if violated, not with

impunity, than by simply showing that we have such laws.
The laws prove nothing, if they are not enforced.
The president expresses great sympathy for the relatives

and friends of the pirates, and for the criminals themselves,
but he expresses none for the relatives and friends of those

Spanish subjects murdered by these piratical invaders of the

Spanish possessions. We know no reason why he should
reserve all his compassion for pirates and their friends, and
have none for their victims. He tells us the government
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has interceded for the liberat on of the invaders whose
lives have been .-pared, but adds, with charming .-implicitv.
it it be not downright hypocrisv. &quot;It is to be hopeil that

-uch interposition with the ^oveniment of tint countrv

[Spain] may not be considered a&amp;gt; allordin^
1 anv ground of

e.\])ectation that the vj&amp;gt;\ rrnmeiit of the ( nited States will,

hereafter, fee! it-elf under anv obligation of dutv to inter

cede tor the liberation or pardo n of -uch persons as are tla

li rant offenders against the law of nation- and the laws of

the I nited State-.&quot; Wherefore did the government &quot;feel

itself under anv obligation ot dntv
&quot;

in the present case?

\\ as it not its dul\ to
puni&amp;gt;h

the-e flagrant offenders

against the law of nations and the law.- of t he ( nited States ?&quot;

&amp;lt;

&amp;gt;n what ground wa&amp;gt; it obliged in dutv to intercede for

their liberation and pardon ? \\ as it the first, the second,
the third, or the fourth time that American citi/ens had been

guilty ot the like offences? And what reason can the v;ov

eminent have now for interceding that it will not alwav.-

have in like cases ? It i.- not the tir.-t. nor will it. be the last

time the ^-o\ eminent will intercede tor flagrant ofTenders

a^ain-t t he law of nations and the laws of the Tinted States,

and it i- folly to
&amp;gt;uppo-e

that our citi/ens will not regard it

a- a pi
, cedent.

The president undertakes to throw the blame of the ex

pedition on foreigners, and to excuse our own citi/ens. This
i- ridiculous. The foreigners en^a^vd found on their com-
iiiLT here our own citi/ens preparing for the invasion of
( uba. and were rather e nli.-ted by American citi/ens than

American citizens bv them. Then, what class of foreigners
\vere those eiivjavvd in it ? They were the president s favor

ites, the Hungarians, the companions of that very Kossuth
whom he .-cut a

&amp;gt;hip
to briii^,

1

here, and who laughs at our

simplicity, or hopes to cajole us into active measures for the

dismemberment of the Austrian empire. It is cruel in the

president to undertake to throw all the blame on his dear

Hungarians. Does not the president know that foreigners
were- put ior\vard in the expedition as a screen to the shrewd
er and less open and frank Americans, who wished to secure
all the advantages of the expedition without exposing their

own breasts to Spanish bullets, or their necks to the halter?

No. for very shame s sake let us not attempt to make foreign
refugees, who have sins enough of their own to answer for.

the scapegoat of our own delinquencies. For the expedi
tious fitted out from our countrv the Anirlo-Americans are
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alone responsible ;
for if we had shown ourselves a law-lov

ing and a law-abiding people, foreign rebels and traitors

would never have dared come here and organize expedi
tions against powers with whom our government is at peace.
We must ourselves bear the shame of these piratical expe
ditions, and our wisest way is to suffer the shame to lead us
to repentance and reformation.
The president half hints, and the country generally, if

we may judge from the press, holds, that if the Creole popu
lation had been in a state of revolt, and really fighting for

independence of the mother country, it would have excused
if indeed it would not have fully justified the invaders.
Here is the root of the evil. The United States, govern
ment and people, hold that in such cases it is perfectly law
ful for who will to interfere in behalf of the rebels. .Nay,
they go further, and hold that they have a perfect right to

interfere to establish popular institutions wherever they
please, although they may be restrained from doing so by
prudential reasons; and the message clearly hints that the

government is preparing to enlist in a Jacobinical war for
the propagation of democracy, under the pretext that the

sovereigns of Europe are preparing to attack our principles,
a pretext without the slightest foundation. The sover

eigns of Europe have the right of self-defence, and our
conduct may force them to combine to resist our lawless
and revolutionary interference in their domestic affairs, but
not to make any attack on us. Mr. Webster s letter to the
Austrian charge d affaires was of course a declaration of

hostility to all continental monarchical governments, and
was intended to advertise them that this country and all its

influence would be thrown on the side of their rebellious

provinces and subjects. That was no after-dinner letter
;

it was the expression in an official form of the long enter
tained and settled hostility of its author to the monarchical
institutions of Europe, excepting always the quasi-monarchy
of Great Britain. The interposition of the administration
and of congress in the liberation of Kossuth, and the oppor
tunity thus afforded him of aiding the red-republican con

spiracy organized throughout all Europe, proves that the

government and people of the United States take that let

ter as the official expression of their convictions and resolu
tion. The conduct of the American minister at the court
of St. James, in relation to the reception of Kossuth,
although his opportune sickness prevented him from directly
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committing his government, and tlie speech of ex-Secretarv
Walker at tlie Ivoutli banquet at Southampton, indicate,
rhat tiie English government is expected to coop, -rate fully
\vith ours. Tins it is expected will provoke Austria and
Russia to take precautions against us, and these precautions
which we provoke are to be nude, as is more than hinted
in the message, pretexts for active interference in behalf of

European rebels, more, especially, we presume, in behalf of

Hungary, although the battle must be fought in France or
( ierman v.

Now, so long as both government and people hold these;

views and such a course just, it is in yain to expect that
our people will, any further than they deem it prudent,
re.-pecl the rights of nation.-. It is idle for the president,
avowing principles, as he does in his message, identical,

although less broadly expressed, with those of the letter of
the secretary of state to which we have referred, to talk

against &amp;gt;uch expedit ions as that against Cuba. lie must,
il IK- would speak with ell eet, condemn the principle on
which the American people justify it. As lonu; as he pro
claims, whether through his nies.se_re or theotlicial corre

spondence ,,t his &amp;gt;ecretar\ of state, that principle, he only
sanctions the expeditions he condemns. The y-rand error
of our government and people is that they outlaw, in their
own minds, all monarchical governments, and therefore
render it lawful for who will to make war on them or their

fiihjects, subject only to prudential restr;:i.its. Thisserves
our people as a pretext for any scheme of robbery and
plunder they choose to undertake. It is not that in gen
eral they care whether other countries are monarchical or
democratic, but that they must have some sort of a cloak
tor their depredations upon the possessions of others. The
real motive is the sordid thirst for gold, or the insane de
sire to extend the territory of the Union, for the sake of
the wealth that fortunate speculators may acquire. No
check to their land-stealing can be put till every pretext
is removed, and they are obliged to call their acts by their
real name. Then, perhaps, there will be found honest men
enough in the country to make them desist.

But we have exhausted our space. We have spoken
strongly, and have not spared our countrymen ;

we have
done so, because as a Christian and a patriot we could not
do otherwise. We love our country, but we blush for the im

morality of our countrymen. We have been severe on the
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government, but, culpable as it has been and is, we believe
it far better than the active and influential portion of the

people it represents. The active mass of our people, those
who influence public affairs, and give tone and character to

the country, we believe to be utterly destitute of all sense
of religion or morality, and capable of any iniquity de
manded by their interests or their passions. They are in

genious, skillful, energetic, but in transferring the property
of others to themselves. The boasted skill and energy of
the Anglo-Saxon race on this continent have been most

strikingly displayed in land-stealing. The word is hard,
we know it, but it is true. We started with fair and hon
orable principles towards foreign nations, for then we were
weak, and must solicit, not command. Now we fancy our
selves strong, and we are strong, and there is no nation
that could have a war with us without suffering severely.We are strong, and we believe ourselves even stronger than
we are, and we become overbearing and aggressive, espe
cially, to our weaker neighbors. We are strong, and we are

preparing to use our strength, in defiance of honor and

justice, against the peace of the world. We know that we
gain no friends by saying this; we know that \ve war
against our own interest in saying it

;
but it is true, and it

is true that it was said by an American, not in wrath or

exultation, but in true love and deep sorrow. It is not yet
too late to amend our faults, and to return to the paths of

justice and honor. At present both are abandoned
;
law

receives no respect ;
the most sacred obligations are thrown

off, and we are heedless of every duty that it does not please
us to perform. Can things continue thus with us, and we
not rush to speedy destruction ?

We claim to be an order-loving and law-abiding peo
ple ; yet no law here can be enforced that is not backed by
public sentiment. What you call your neutrality laws are

every day violated with impunity. Your fugitive slave

law, have you fairly executed it in a single locality, where
public opinion was strongly against it? Have you succeed-
ed in convicting a single one of those who have notoriously

conspired to resist its execution? Let us, my countrymen,
cease boasting, and endeavor to see ourselves, for once, as
we really are. Be assured that we have ample reason to

humble ourselves, collectively and individually, as really
the most lawless and shameless people on the globe, that
claims to be ranked among civilized nations. We have for-
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gotten (tod, we have howc il low at the shrine &amp;lt;f Mauiinon ;

and in vain do we trn&amp;gt;t to our Helms and mr material pros-

|irritv. The.-e will imt save us. Tlic pride and selfishness,

the insensibility to honor, the indiiVereiice to all lofty moiv. 1

principle, because so universal, are dangerous enemies, not

nieivlv to our virtue. lint to our national existence. Let us

remember that ju-t ice exalteth a nation, and sin is a reproach
to anv people. Let us remember that no nation can long

pro.-per tl Kit disregards virtue, and that u ive&amp;gt; loose reins to

everv ba^e or sordid passion of corrupt nature. It is to

recall these things to the remembrance of our countrymen
that we have written as we have, and it matters little what

thev do or sav to ns if they will only profit by what we have

written. Their own consciences will bear ns witness that

we have spoken nothing of them that, is not true, and which

may not be siid without malice.

Let not our readers, however, suppose that we believe our
countrymen are the only people in the world that deserve

to be censured. Other nations have their faults, as well as

we on r.-,, but it is our business to ascertain and correct our own
faults, not theirs. We are a young people, and seldom is it

that a people ^TOWS more virtuous as it grows older,

stronger, and wealthier. There are, no doubt, large num
bers of our countrymen who abound in the human virtues,

but, unhappily, they have; little to do with public affairs, and

it is the lawless, the grasping, the vicious, that give a tone

to our national character, and determine our public policy.

rOOPKK S WAYS OF TIIF HOUR.

[From Brownsou s Quarterly Review for July, 1S.&quot;&amp;gt;1.]

WK cannot characterize our government and institutions

by a single term, without misleading some as to their true

nature. They are not strictly democratic, for they include

monarchical and aristocratic, elements; they are not strictly
monarchical or strictly aristocratic, for they evidently in

clude democratic elements. It is always an error to denom-

*The, Way* of the, Hour: a Tu e. Bv the author of &quot;The Spy,&quot;

&quot; The
Red Rover,

&quot;

&c., &c. New York: 1850.
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imitc them from any one of the simple or absolute forms of

government, that is, from pure democracy, pure aristocracy,
or pure monarchy, the only simple and absolute forms

of government there are, or can be. Our government,
whether state or national, is properly speaking a mixed

government, and its characteristic is not in any one of the

simple forms of government, but in its original and peculiar
combination of them all in one harmonious and complex
system.
Our government is republican as opposed to hereditary

monarchy; it is democratic as opposed to hereditary aris

tocracy, and in that it recognizes equality before the laws,

makes its various olliccrs elective by the people at large,

and acknowledges general eligibility ;
but it is monarchical,

in that it establishes the unity of the executive, invests the

president with the command of the army and navy, and

gives him a conditional veto on the acts of the legislature;
and it is aristocratic, in that it vests the legislative power,
not in the people at large, but in the optimates, or those

legally presumed to be such, and recognizes in these, during
their term of office and within the limits of the constitu

tion, the legislative power in its plenitude, to be exercised

according to their own discretion, unfettered by any in

structions from their constituents, and with no other

responsibility than that which every man owes to God, the

King of kings, and Lord of lords, [t therefore includes

essentially, as essential principles of its constitution, the

elementary principles of all the simple forms of govern
ment, and its aim is, by tempering them one with another,
to secure what is good and to guard against what is evil or

hurtful in each.

The great political danger in this country arises from for-

getfulness or neglect of this mixed or complex character of

our government and institutions, and the constant tendency
to interpret them according to the principles of a simple
and absolute form of government. Simplicity is more easily
understood than complexity ;

the former is within the reach

of everybody, the latter is within the reach of none but the

few who make it a special study. The human understand

ing also loves simplicity, and naturally tends on all the mat
ters on which it operates to reduce all as far as possible to a

single principle, and to eliminate whatever is opposed to it,

or does not logically proceed from it. It craves unity and

simplicity, and looks upon multiplicity and complexity as
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defects. Tlic constitntioii of the continental governments
of Kurope is far moiv simple, and follows far more strictly

the law of unit v. than that of ( Jreat Britain, and hence, while

a cultivated Kn^li-diman readily comprehends a continental

trovernment. a Frenchman or a German cannot, without a

loiiiT and special &amp;gt;tud v. ?-peak for live minutes of the English
constitution without committing some egregious blunder.

Foreigners a 1 \vavs blunder, for the same reason, when they

speak of our complicated government, and so do the great
bodv of our own people, whenever they attempt to go be

yond the mere routine of practice to which they are accus

tomed from childhood. They do not take in the government
as a complex whole, but sei/.e it merely in one of its ele

ments, and seek to understand and explain the whole by vir

tue of that as its exclusive principle. Whatever docs not,

proceed from that as its principle, or is not logically recon

cilable with it, they regard as an anomaly to be cleared

away. Tin; single element seized upon is regarded as the

norHI a of the government, and whatever would oppose,
limit, res rain, or modify its practical operation, as repug
nant to the government itself, and therefore, not to be suf

fered to remain. Consequently. the tendency is always to

reduce the government as far as possible to a simple and ab

solute form of government, and therefore to pave the way
for tvrannv, since every simple and absolute form of govern
ment, untempered by some admixture of the elements of the

other forms, is always tyrannical.
The monarchical and aristocratic, elements, though essen

tial to our constitution, do not hold in it the most prominent

place. They are there, but they are there without eclat

and without development, and their real character and im

portance in our system are the very last that strike the

student of our peculiar civil polity. The democratic element

has apparently a much larger sphere than either of them, is

the most prominent, and that which first strikes the atten

tion. It accordingly is the element first apprehended, and

the one the majority take to be the exclusive principle, the

norma of the government. Hence the government is gen

erally taken to be in its principle and intention a purely
democratic government, to be interpreted and administered

on the democratic principle alone. This is a great mistake,

and involves the gravest consequences, consequences, per

haps, no less grave, in the long run, than the total destruc

tion of our government as a mixed government.
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This mistake is perfectly natural. The democratic ele

ment lias in our institutions too large a sphere, as Washing
ton and the more eminent statesmen of his time contended.
Let us not be misunderstood. When we say that the dem
ocratic element has too large a sphere, we do not mean that

the sphere actually assigned it in the constitution is too

large, providing it practically remains within that sphere.
It is too large in the sense that it has the power to make
itself larger, and to gain the absolute ascendency over the

other elements intended to restrain or temper it. If de

mocracy would he contented to remain and operate only
within the hounds prescribed, it would not have too large a

sphere ;
but as these bounds are to a great extent prescribed

only on the parchment constitution, and as they are not suf

ficiently defended by the power given to the other elements,
it is able to transcend them, and to operate beyond its con
stitutional sphere. The original defect of the American
constitutions was not so much in the too great power given
to the democratic element as in the weakness of the defences

provided against its usurpation. The framers of those con
stitutions gave a just proportion to the several elements so

long as each remained within its constitutional limits, and
in the exercise of its legitimate power; but they did not

guard sufficiently against democratic ascendency. They
were familiar with the abuses of monarchy and aristocracy,
and effectually guarded against them

;
but they were not so

familiar with the abuses of democracy, and did not fully an

ticipate and guard against them. They did not take into the

account the fact that every people, by a sort of instinctive

logic, labors incessantly to simplify its institutions, and that

in the process of simplification the stronger element gains
the ascendency, and tends to render itself exclusive by elim

inating or absorbing the others. They did not take suffi

ciently into the account the influence of popular theories, or

foresee the consequences which would be drawn from certain

maxims which passed current with them, and certain prin

ciples which they laid down as the basis of their own pro
ceedings. They had had no experience of the Jacobinical

revolutions which followed the establishment of our repub
lic, and consequently could not anticipate the facility with
which their own principles could be perverted to serve as

the basis of a system with which they had no affinity. They
did not see that the Contrat Social was already in Locke s

Essays on Government, and that the French revolution aiid
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all its horrors were in the &amp;lt; nn1r&amp;lt;it ^&amp;lt; ial, and that all moil-

cm red-republicani&amp;gt;m. socialism, and communism were in

the French revolution. They had no suspicion of the poison
concealed in the phiM-e mtcei c njtit &amp;gt;j of the people. a phrase
in their &amp;gt;ense so innocent and so just. Hence they did not

take all the precautions which \vere requisite against the per
version of the institutions they founded to a pure democ

racy, or which thev \\
rould have taken if they had had our

experience.
The whole history of the formation of our governments,

and the maxims we adopted, when seen in the light of Jac

obinical interpretation, were well calculated to induce the

half-learned, the *&amp;gt; ntidotti. as are always the majority where
education i&amp;gt; general, \vhose little learning is more dangerous
tlian none, to regard our institutions as purely democratic in

theory. The sovereignty of the people was loudly and un

equivocally aerted. This meant at the time, save in the

minds of a few speculators, whose designs were not suspected,

simply the right of the people in any given locality, when

finding themselves without legitimate government, and

thrown hack into a state of nature, to assemble in convention

and in&amp;gt;titute ^o\-ernment for themsel ves, and in such torm

as thev believed, under the circumstances, best adapted to

the public good. This was all that was really meant by this

phrase. lint when Jacobinism arose, the phrase assumed a

new and a terrible; meaning. It then came to mean that

the sovereignty roides permanently in the people regarded
as prior to government, after the institution of govern
ment, and during its existence, as before its institution, and

where there is no civil polity. The people were thus, in

stead of bein:j; in certain exceptional cases the medial origin.

or rightful in.-titutors of the government, the persisting

ground of its authority. They were then the real persisting

sovereign, and the so-called government was nothing but an

agency created by them, holding to them the relation of an

agent to his principal, and bound to obey its instructions,
which they could alter or revoke at will. This is pure de

mocracy. As our institutions plainly recognize the sov

ereignty of the people, the conclusion that they are purely
democratic became inevitable as soon as the sovereignty of

the people came to be understood in this sense. The fallacy
arises from the ambiguity, as the logician would say, of the

middle term, that is, the sovereignty of the people. Where
there is no government the people have the right to in-
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stitute government. This is nil the sovereignty our institu

tions recognize in the people ;
for as soon as the government

is instituted, their sovereignty or right to institute govern
ment no longer exists.

Precisely here lies the difference between the theory
of our institutions and Jacobinism. The theory of our in

stitutions is, that as soon as the government was instituted,
it became vested with the sovereignty, with full authority,

according to its constitution, to govern, an authority de

rived, not from the people, save as they wen; the medium
of its institution, but from the divine law under which all

legitimate governments hold
;
the Jacobinical theory agrees

with ours as to the origin of the government, but &amp;lt;&amp;gt; oes fur

ther, and maintains that the popular sovereignty does not

cease with the institution of government, but survives it,

and persists through all its acts as the permanent and inde
structible ground of its authority, that the government is

not only indebted to the intervention of the people as its

medial origin, or instrument of its institution, but actually
holds its powers from them, and is in all respects simply
their agent, bound by their instructions, alterable or revo
cable at their will. This Jacobinical theory of popular
sovereignty is much the most natural and simple, and is far

the most easily apprehended ; it demands very little practi
cal wisdom or strength and acuteness of thought to be
understood and applied, and places the wise and simple, the

learned and unlearned, on the same level. It is, therefore,
the very theory that the multitude, washed or unwashed,
must find the best adapted to their powers and attainments,
and the one we may be sure they will accept and insist on.

Having once entertained the Jacobinical doctrine of the

sovereignty of the people, it was easy to find it confirmed

by our own institutions, both state and national. As a mat
ter of fact, our political constitutions had been framed by
conventions of the people, and most of these constitutions

contain provisions for convening the people anew to alter

or amend them. These facts, rightly interpreted, afford no
countenance to Jacobinism. The rule for interpreting facts

is to draw from them no principle broader than is requisite
to account for them, and to interpret them as strictly as

possible in accordance with the principles generally re

ceived on the subject to which they relate. The first of

these two facts merely implies the right of the people, when
destitute of government, and thrown back into a state of
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nature, to institute government, -a right derived from the

riecesHtv of the ca&amp;gt;e. The second fact doe* not necessarily
warrant anv tiling more; for the people can come together
in convention, and alter or amend the constitution, only by
virtue of a le^al provision, and as legally convened. Some
of the constitutions provide for their amendment through
ordinarv legislative bodies, without an extraordinary con

vention, and all mijjdit have 1 done so. if it had been deemed

expedient by the framers of tin 1 law. Conventions called

for amending the constitution are. then, only a part of the

le^ il machinery of the government-, and rest for their author-

it v. not on the will of the people regarded as antecedent

to government, not on a supposed reservation of popular
^overeiirntv. but on the law. as do the several other parts of

the governmental machinery. But hardly had our govern
ment been instituted before the Jacobinical doctrine was
broached. Contemplated in its light, the convention was

no longer a part of the machinery of government, brought
into plav onlv on extraordinary occasions, but a resumption
bv the people of the power they had previously delegated.
It was an appeal of the agent to his principal for additional

instructions, or it was the principal calling his agent to an

account of his agency, and modifying or revoking his in

structions. This interpretation is more easy and less com

plicated than the other; it demands no acquaintance with

law or political science to be understood; and therefore was

held to be the true theory of the convention in our politi

cal system, making that system pure Jacobinism.

The fivquencv of elections and constant recurrence to

the people in t iic practical operations of the government
tend to produce the general impression, that our govern
ment is theoretically a pure democracy. The people are

constantly called upon, in consequence of general suffrage,
and the short term of all elective offices, to give their votes

in reference to all important measures, and are seen every
where acting, and deciding by their votes the most impor
tant questions of the country. The fact is, that the part

they act, is solely by virtue of positive law, which intrusts

them with a share in the administration of government, for

suffrage is a trust conferred by law on whom the will of the

legislator chooses, not a natural right. But the people and

their action are visible, while the law by virtue of which

they act, and to which they are responsible, is invisible,

save to the lawyer and statesman. Demagogues do not
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generally themselves perceive it, and when they do, it is

for their interest to keep others from seeing it. They are
in popular states what courtiers are in monarchical states,

and^flatter
the people as those flatter the kino;. In order to

be in favor with the people, they natter them, exaggerate
their power, as well as their wisdom and honesty, and tell

them that they are sovereign, that they have tile right to
do as they will, and that government and all institutions are
but the work of their hands and the instruments of their

pleasure. The elections being almost daily, at least follow

ing each other with such frequency that one is hardly over
before the politicians begin to prepare for another, and the
flatteries and adulations of the people being so unremitting
and so gross, the limitations or restrictions originally im
posed on the democratic element are lost sight of, and the

general conviction is naturally and almost
&quot;inevitably pro

duced, that our government is intended, and should be in

terpreted to be a pure democracy, a simple and absolute

government of the democratic form.
These facts and considerations show that the democratic

element had too many facilities for escaping its constitu
tional limits, and of making itself recognized as the exclu
sive principle of the American government. Certain it is,
that it is now so recognized, and democracy, pure, simple,
unlimited democracy, is now the general political doctrine of
the country. No man who seeks power or place dares

question the soundness of democracy, and all parties pro
fess to be democratic, and only vie with each other as to
which shall be the most thoroughly democratic. Whigs,
Democrats, and free-soilers all alike profess to be demo
crats, and to bow alike to the majesty of the people. All
consent to regard democracy as the law, and to be tried
under it. The consequence is, that there has come to be a
wide discrepancy between the political theories and the po
litical institutions of the country. In reality a democrat,
in the proper sense of the term, is false to our institutions,
as much so as is an aristocrat or a monarchist, and yet the
man who opposes exclusively what is called ultra-democracy
or radicalism is sure to be denounced, when not ignored, as
one who opposes the form of government our fathers estab
lished. We ourselves are so denounced, and ninety-nine
ont of every hundred of our political readers will hold ns
to be no loyal American citizen because we will not advo
cate exclusive democracy. They will accuse us of goina; to
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extremes, simply because we protest against all extremes.

Pliey
will pronounce the distinctions we have made vain

subtilties. the over-refinements of a metaph v.-ical mind,
and look upon u&amp;gt; as at heart the friend of tvrants and aris

tocrats, so little do they appreciate our motives, and so far
are they 1 rom comprehending and hein^ loval to the mixed
and complex character of the American government and
ins) itut ions.

This discrepancy is not only wide, but exceeding! v dan
gerous. When the people have the part they reallvand con

stitutionally have here, one of two tilings is necessarv.
either that

p&quot;pular political theories conform to the politi
cal institutions of the country, or that the political institu
tions conform to the popular political theories. In the lonir
&amp;gt; U i the institutions nni-t correct the theories, or the the
ories will undermine and revolutionize. b\- f,,rce or other

}\
M - tiie institutions. Our own experience proves this.

Tln^ jiopnlar political theory of the country is purelv demo
crat ic, that is. Jacobinical, although practically there are and
nm-t be by every party, when in power, manv departures
from it. the struggle is really to carry out this theorv.and
to reduce every thing to it as the )&amp;gt;&amp;lt;&amp;gt;r nt&amp;lt;t, or rule, to (dim
inate from our institution- every thinu

1

repugnant to it. or
that interposes any obstacle to the immediate and sovereign
action of the popular will. Xo man can have observed
with any care the course of events amongst us without hav
ing perceived that there has been, and that there is, a con
stant tendency to bring every thing in our institutions into
Mrict logical consistency with the democratic, principle as
the exclusive principle of the government. This is seen in

the constitutions of the new states, and more especially in

the changes introduced into the constitutions of the&quot; old
states by the conventions assembled from time to time to
amend them. The grand aim in all appears to be to re
move all the provisions which give to the government a
mixed character and restrict the action of the democratic
element, and to provide for the free, full, and immediate
action of the popular will, that is, the will of the majority
for the time, in determining every measure of the govern
ment. A revolution has been silently going on. Even Mr.
Jefferson, the father of American radicalism, to say noth

ing of Washington, Adams, Hamilton, or Madison, were
he to come back among us, would no longer recognize the
institutions he helped found, and which he so ardently
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loved. Even lie would now be regarded as a conservative,
as one of those men who are afraid of progress, who dare
not trust the people, and have their faces on the backside of
their heads, or. as Mr. Emerson expresses it, &quot;have their

eyes in their hindhead, not in their forehead.&quot; In several
of the individual states this revolution has gone so far as to

convert them very nearly into pure democracies, where the
will of the multitude, or the will of M hat the demagogues
make pass for the majority, reigns without a rival, unre

strained, as absolutely as reigns the Grand Turk in Stam-
boul.

The revolution effected by popular theories touches the
more important and vital interest of the community. The
great body of our people, with their half-learned leaders,
mistake the liberty of the multitude to govern for the lib

erty of the people under government and through its pro
tection. With them the great questions regard the election
of presidents, congress-men, governors, assembly-men, the
institution of government, the installation of i ts officers,
and special enactments relating chiefly to industrial and
financial matters. They do not reflect that government
with us is already instituted, and that the chief concern is

now as to its administration, and especially the administra
tion of justice. The state with us is constituted, and as orig
inally constituted well constituted, and nothing can be
more foolish or more mischievous than to proceed as if we
had rio state, and were called upon to constitute it, as if

the inquiry were not how to govern, but how to get a gov
ernor. The great business of a state is not to be ever con

stituting itself, but to administer the laws. The very idea
of a state (stat us) is of something established, fixed, and
immovable

;
and a nation by the very fact that it is a nation

lias already a body of laws, written or unwritten, and is not
called upon to make the laws. In no civilized state are the
laws to be made, or is any other legislation requisite than
the few enactments which relate to administration, or which
are demanded to adapt the existing laws to the altered cir

cumstances which time and events may have introduced.
To suppose that the laws are still to be framed in any
nation, is to suppose that it is either in the infancy or in
the decrepitude of its civilization. It must the a nation

just born, or a nation passed into its dotage, that has every
thing to learn and do, or that has forgotten all that it has
ever done or known, that has inherited nothing or that has



COOl KU S WAYS OF T1IK HOUK.

dissipated its patrimony, and in cither case the attempt to

make for itself u bod v of laws must alwavs prove no less

unsuccessful than ridiculous. The glory of a generation is

in having inherited a noble patrimony, not in having every

tiling to create anew for itself.

The glorv of our country is not in its own enactments,
with which it is seldom satisfied, and which it seeks to re

peal or niodifv as soon as made: but in the common law,
which we have inherited from our Knglish ancestors. &quot;What

is of most vital importance to us is an able and indepen
dent judiciary for its administration. We enter not here

into the controversy between the common lawvers and the

civil lawyers as to the relative merits of their respective
svstcms. Some might, perhaps, prefer the civil law, but

the common law, the law inherited from our Knu lish an

cestors, is a good sv-iem of law, and if the civil law prac
tice renders it less difficult for the guilty to escape detec

tion, the practice of the common law courts, we are inclined

to b -lieve. ail ords the best protection to the innocent. The
main principles of the two systems are substantially the

same, and it is easv bv statute to adopt those provisions of

tin: civil law which are thought to be superior to the com
mon law, if anv such there are. The common law is the

law of the land1

;
it is interwoven with all our habits as a

people; it is the life-blood of all our institutions, the con

science of the American state, the common sense of the

American community. There is no good reason for reject

ing ir, and everv lawver, if worthy of the name, knows
that the various modifications that have in late years been
introduced into it by statute have only marred its beauty,
broken its symmetry, and detracted from its efficiency.
&quot;What is wanted is not a change of the law, or a modifica

tion of the law, but courts independently constituted for

its administration.

But, unhappily, the independence of the courts of law,
or the judiciary, is precisely the thing to which the popular
theories of the country are the most directly and inveter-

ately opposed, because an independent judiciary opposes the

most effectual barrier to popular tyranny and oppression.
The radical movement of the country exerts all its force

to destroy the independence of the courts, and to make

them, like every thing else, mere agencies for executing
whatever may be the popular will, caprice, or prejudice for

the moment. It seeks to deprive the judiciary of every
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member competent to discharge tlie duties of a judge, and
to render the courts weak and contemptible. Under the

pretext of economy it cuts down the salaries of judges to a

point so lo\v
r

, that none but third or fourth rate men, men
who could not gain a competence at the bar, can afford to

accept a seat on the bench. Having got a weak judiciary
that will yield to every popular breeze, the movement seeks

to secure the fruits of its victory by making the judges
elective by the people for a short term of years, and re-

eligible. The independent tenure by which the judges
originally held their office is now destroyed in most of the

states, and soon will be in all. The popular theory declares

the multitude to be sovereign, and the multitude can toler

ate no institution not flexible to their will. So the judges,
on whoso competency, independence, and impartiality de

pend the vital interests of both the community and the in

dividual, must be selected from the class of inferior men,,
be made elective by the people for a short term of office

and reeligible, so that they will be impotent to resist popu
lar opinion or prejudice, and have every inducement to bow
in all obsequiousness to the majesty of the multitude.
Vive la -multitude !

13ut this is not enough. The same popular tendency,,
which distrusts whatever is supposed to rise above the com
mon level, attacks the prerogatives of the court, and claims
them for the jury. The court having, or being supposed to

have, some knowledge of the law, may still have some re

gard to its legal reputation, and insist on abiding by the

law, instead of yielding to popular clamor. So the office of
the judge must be reduced to that of a mere presiding of

ficer, and the jury, innocent of any legal attainments, must
be made judges both of the law and the fact. Being taken

immediately from the multitude, sharing all their prejudices
and passions in the given locality, the jury will be pretty
sure to gratify them, and render a verdict in accordance
with the decision arrived at out of court.

Yet oven this is too little to satisfy the democratic ten

dency. Law is both a science and an art, and can therefore
be understood and practised only by those who have made
it the subject of special study and preparation. These by
virtue of this special study and preparation constitute a
distinct class or profession, and have the exclusive privi

lege of practising law. Hence they, the lawyers, are a

privileged class, and exclusive democracy can tolerate no
VOL. XVI 22
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privileged classes. Every man should be free to make hate

or coats without ever having served an apprenticeship, or

learned the im&amp;gt;teries of the craft; and if he cannot do it,

then you have no business to have hats or coats, and you
must either dispense \vil h them, or else consent to have such

as anv one can make without any previous apprenticeship.
Such handicrafts as cannot without apprenticeship be pur
sued bv all are undemocratic, strike at the fundamental

idea of equality, and can never be tolerated by a free and

enlightened people. So the law mu-t be codified and sim

plified, so that every blockhead in the country can under

stand and practise it without previous study or preparation,
and the courts nm&amp;gt;t be thrown open to every miserable pet

tifogger whose impudence ifets the better of his sense.

Democracy cannot tolerate; any tiling that is not on a level

with every understanding. &amp;lt;r that demands preparatory dis

cipline, that would give science an advantage over igno

rance, wixlom over folly, intellect over stupidity. New York,
the Empire State, has taken the lead in this democratic

warfare againM science and skill, in favor of ignorance and

ineptness. She has codified her laws, altered the procedure
of her courts, and tin-own open the practice of the law to

every man who can obtain a client, and such thorough work

has she made that her learned judges no longer know how
to proceed, and are obliged to confers that in her courts the

erudite lawyer has no longer any advantage over the igno
rant iJou diman. Long life to the NY \v York law reformers

I o
and codifiers !

These proceedings, in which all our states are following
at a greater or less distance,, would be simply ridiculous, if

they did not involve the most vital interests of every man,
woman and child in the community, if they did not sweep
awav every u uaranty of personal liberty, poison the very
fountain of justice, and place life, liberty, property, and

character at the mercy of the mob. We may boast of our

free institutions as imich as we please, but let us at least

have the modesty not to boast of our freedom as individu

als, so long as the administration of justice is subjected to

popular opinion, prejudice, or caprice, and a man must be

acquitted or condemned, not according to the law and evi

dence, but according to the ignorant arid prejudiced clamors

of the multitude outside. There is not a monarchical state

in Christian Europe that would tolerate the direct and per
sonal intervention of the sovereign in the administration of
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justice. Tt was one of the gravest complaints of our an&quot;

cestors against several of the kings of England, that, in

stead of remitting the decision of causes to independent
and impartial judges, they usurped it to themselves. And
yet, this is precisely what we in our enlightened love of lib

erty are laboring to do. We are laboring to secure the di

rect intervention of the people, said to be sovereign here,
in the decision of causes. We have not yet wholly suc

ceeded in doing it
;
the judiciary, in some localities, still

retains its former character: but the tide is setting in

strongly and rapidly against it everywhere. Yet few take

the alarm
;
the majority clap their hands and exult, and if

one ventures to utter a warning, the mob exclaims, &quot;What,

you distrust the people, do yon? You are afraid to trust

your cause to the wisdom and justice of the people, are you ?

Do not be frightened. Vbxpopuli vox Dei. You are safe in

the hands of the
people.&quot;

If he remonstrates, he is de
nounced as no democrat, and nobody will venture hence
forth to furnish him wood or water. Every man who wants
office, or wants popular influence, must join in the cry of

retrenchment, low salaries, open courts, responsible judges,
a popular judiciary, and urge on the destructive movement
with all his might. It may be death to liberty, but it is

sport to the demagogues, and so no man must dare raise his

voice against it.

We have been drawn into this train of remark at the

present time by Mr. Fenimore Cooper s late work, the
title of which we have placed at the head of this article.

Our readers are aware of our estimation of our distinguished

countryman as an author. He undeniably stands at the

head of American authors of his class, and has done as

much as any other man, if not more, for the literary char
acter of our country. As works of mere amusement his

earlier works are superior to his later productions, hut for

depth of thought, solidity of principles, and high moral
aims and tendency, they are far inferior. To our judg
ment, and even to our taste, his later works, in which he

attempts to correct the foibles, errors, and dangerous ten

dencies of his countrymen, are far preferable to those of
his earlier works in which his principal moral aim was to

defend our character and institutions against the asper
sions and prejudices of Europeans. We &quot;will not say that
he has performed the delicate task he undertook with
as much adroitness, amiableness, and tenderness as was pos.
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Bible, but lie has labored at it in a free, noble, and inanh

epirit, and deserves tlic warm gratitude of his fellow-citi

zens. The press, as wa&amp;gt; to be expected, since it could not,

ignore, has availed him with a spite, bitterness, and mean-

ne&amp;gt;s worthv of itself and of him. To f,dl under the con

demnation of the American press, as it now is. with a very
few exceptions, is a hiu li honor, foi

1

it lias no appreciation
of manline or nohleiie.-s of cliaracter, and no real knowl

edge of the various subjects on which it pronounces its

judgments. Its conductors have ju.-t
that smattering of

knowledge which makes a man conceited, and fancy that

bevond what he knows there is nothing to be known, and

when thev commend aiivone we mav always j)resume that

he has said or (lonesome verv fooli.h or very wicked tiling.

Happv is the literary man in this country whose character

is established, and whose reputation can neither be en-

lianced nor diminished bv the new.-paper rabble. The edi

torial rabble have done their best to make Mr. Cooper un

popular, and to drive him from the place he originally held

in the hearts of his countrymen; hut, unless it be for a

brief moment, thev have labored in vain. No sensible man
heeds the newspapers in this country, hardly enough to feel

contempt for their tlippancy. conceit and impudence, and

Mr. Cooper will live in the hearts of his countrymen when
his newspaper assailants and their sheets are as if they had

not been.

Tiie work before us, the last of Mr. Cooper s that we
have seen, mav not be precisely to the taste of the young,
the giddy, the thoughtless, the sentimental, and the roman

tic, although it is by no means void of interest simply as a

novel, and contains scenes and incidents of great beauty and

power; but the grave and thoughtful, the cultivated and

refined, the Christian and the patriot, the moralist and the

statesman, will read it with pleasure and instruction. We
do not bv anv means claim perfection for it. It has some

slight defects; it appears to have been hastily written, and

not to have received so high a finish as the author was capa
ble of giving it. It contains some views with which we do

not wholly agree, and some exaggerations which will im

pair its efficiency. Lawyer Timms, one of the characters

introduced, is hardly a faithful representative of the class

of lawyers intended. Mr. Dnnscombe, his model lawyer,
is a noble character. We love and honor him as a man,
but one of our legal friends tells us that his management of
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the case of Mary Monson does not justifv tlie high praiso
awarded liiin as a counselior

;
arid tlie author seems to have

sacrificed his legal reputation to the exigencies of the

story. The author lias also exaggerated the feeling of the

people towards what they call the aristocracy. With all

our democracy, we are the most aristocratic people on earth,
and we do not think that, in any part of our widely-extend
ed country, a lady would lind the fact of her being young,
beautiful, accomplished, and very rich, likely to tell to her

disadvantage on a trial for murder. The difficulty, as far

as we know the temper of our countrymen, would not be to

obtain a verdict acquitting such a person as Mary Monson
is described to be, in case of her innocence, but in obtain

ing a verdict against her in case of her guilt. We are a

gallant people; and, though we are chary of hanging a man
for murdering a. woman, especially if she was his wife or
his paramour, we have, as a people, too devout a worship
for the sex to hang a lady, especially if young, brilliant, ac

complished, beautiful, and rich. All the young men would
swear to her innocence because they are young men, and
all the old men would do the same because they would be

thought young. Aristocracy as such, that is, wealth and

breeding, the only aristocracy we have among us, does not

generally excite hostility in our society, if modest and unas

sinning. Even according to Mr. Cooper s showing, the

hostility to his heroine grew out of her isolation, and appar
ent contempt for public opinion in Bi berry, rather than out
of her supposed connection with the aristocratic classes.

Had she been known in the outset to be connected as she
was with those classes, she would never, under the circum
stances alleged, have been put upon her trial.

There is no doubt a feeling of envy towards those who
have wealth and breeding very widely diffused through the

community, but this does not operate, except in the case of
the Antirenters, unfavorably towards them in the courts of

justice. We have nothing to say in favor of the Anti-

renters, nor in favor of New York justice so far as the

rights of the Van liensselaers and other landlords in that
state are concerned, and in the countenance New York has
shown and still shows to Antirentisrn, she has incurred a

disgrace that twenty generations wr
ill not wipe out. But

the tenants have votes, and no party can do without them,
and they must be permitted to refuse to pay their rents,
and encouraged to murder tlie officers sent to&quot; enforce pay-
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iiieiit. In cases like these, aristocracy is in the way ot

one s getting his honest dues, ami when justice is on one
side, and the majority of voter.- on the other, justice, of

course, must he allowed to kick the beam. \\ h:ir mighty
advantage would there If in votes, if they must he eon
trolled hy a sense o| ju-tiee, or if one ma !, heeaiise he has
law and ju-tice on his side, can withstand a whole com
munity No ; democracy goes for the greatest vjood of

the greatest nnmher. and when one man has rights that

conlliet with the interest- of numbers, the rights must yield

to the interests. 1 iii- is the beauty of a, ])opiilar govern-
ment, tinder which the interests of flu

/&amp;gt;,&amp;lt;&amp;gt;/&amp;gt;/&amp;gt;

are to he con
sulted before the interests ,,f the

]&amp;gt;atrooii,
and the iaw is not

to be enloreed when it do S not accord with public senti

ment. In the state of Now York they have carried out the

principle of popular government to its fullest extent, and

possess it in all its beauty. \\ e -hall have it so in all the
other states soon, and then the administration of justice*
will be wonderfully simplified, and the courts have nothing
to do but to collect and register the sentences pronounced
by public opinion, --perhaps not so much. I or.Iiidi^e Lynch

may be then the only administrator of justice retained.

\\ oe then to the man who has not the local press, the

demagogues, the old women, and boys of t he neighborhood,
on his side. A short shrift and a hempen tippet will be all

the justice he can expect. \Ve live in an a^e of progress,
and we make rapid progress, for our road is down hill. \Vc
shall be at the bottom soon, unless bottom there prove- to

he none.

Nevertheless, Mr. Cooper s work is sound and healthy,
and contains much matter that every American citi/en

ought to read and meditate daily. The purpose of the
author is. by means of an ingeniously devised and in gen
eral felicitously managed story, to draw the public attention
to the administration of justice as affected by the popular
theories of the country and the recent legislation and

attempts at law reform especially in the state of JS
rew York,

and to point out the dangers to which \ve are exposed from
the extraneous influences brought to bear upon both court
and jurv. His arrows are pointed more particularly against* *

tins outside influence, the want of independence in the
court and jury, and the recent law of the state of New York
with regard to the property of married women, what he
calls &quot;the Cup-and-JSaucer Law.&quot;
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Tin s outside influence is so strong, that the author thinks

the trial by jury has become very nearly a mockery, and
he would go so far as to abolish it altogether. With much
that he says on this point we cordially agree, and it is cer

tain that the jury in a popular government has a very dif

ferent signification from what it has under a monarchy, or

even an aristocracy. The jury was originally intended to

operate to the protection of the accused, by introducing a

popular element to temper the authority of the crown, rep
resented by the court

; and where the crown had an undue

influence, it was, no doubt, a wise and salutary institution,

especially in England, after the Xorman conquest had in

troduced a distinction of race between the governing class

and the people. But precisely for the reason that the jury
was needed in monarchical England, it is objectionable in

this country ;
for here the element to be guarded against is

the popular element, which is too strong, not the element
of authority, represented by the judge, which is too weak.
As in England the influence of the crown might defeat the

ends of justice, so here the popular influence is liable to do
the same. This danger is increased, not guarded against,

by the institution of the jury. Moreover, the jury lie re

often fails of its end, in consequence of the little care or

judgment employed in the selection of jurors. Men utterly

incompetent, morally and intellectually, often make up the

panel, and serve on our juries, men who cannot be made
to understand a single element of the cause they have to

try, and who are utterly unscrupulous as to the verdict they
render, who even consent to decide important causes by
tossing up a copper. These and various other objections
can easily be urged against the institution

;
but, neverthe

less, we are not prepared to go so far with Mr. Cooper as

to abolish it. It is an old institution, dear from old asso

ciations to our people ;
it is a part of our, general system

for the administration of justice, and we are unwilling,

especially in these times of change and innovation, to dis

turb it, We do not see what we could substitute for it, that

would be an improvement ;
and after all, we are iar from

being convinced that it does not even here serve a useful

purpose, at least the purpose of taking off a portion of the

odium of unpopular judgments from the judge, in these

times a matter of vital importance. Without it the people
would lose their confidence in the courts, and would at

tack still more vehemently the independence of the judi-
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ciarv. I .rt more care he bestowed in determining tlio

qualifications of jurors. and let the jurv more distinctly un
derstand that it is the province of the court to declare 1 the

la\y. and that their province is simply to judire of the fact,

and there \viil he little occasion to find fault with the jury.
( Vrtain we ai e, th:,t il would, upon the whole, he henelicial,

and ei|ually certain we are. that, if it should in the present

temper of the people he abolished, its place would be sup

plied hy some in-i iiut ion that would be little less than un
mixed evil. The av;e and country should ^o to school for

some t ime before attempting innovations, unless it he in the.

purely material world. IJecause the age has invented luci-

fer matche-. it does not follow that it can invent a useful

suh&amp;gt;titute for the jury.
The author shows al.-o this outside influence as it affects

the judges, in rendering them impatient, and afraid of wast

ing time. Not only our courts of law. but our legislative
aM-emhlie&amp;gt; generally, are afraid of consuming time, and
seem to fancy that t !i&amp;lt;-ir merit i.- in proportion to the celerity
with which they despatch the bii-iness before them. This
is a iiTeat mi.-take. and it, no doubt, ari.-e&amp;gt; from the ever

la-tin^
1 cry of &quot;retrenchment,&quot; and constant reference to

public opinion. Nothing is lost by taking full time, to de

liberate. The great defect, of our people is be always in a

hurry, to do every tiling in a hurry, and consequently to do

nothing well. It would he better to increase the number
of judges, and to have smaller judicial districts, than to

have our courts always in a hurry, and always reminding
the counsel, Time, is precious/ olten to the confusion of

their brains, and to the threat detriment of their clients.

Multiplying the judicial districts and appointing more judges
would remedy the evil, and be a great economy of time and

money in the end. even if the judges were paid, as they
should be. a liberal salary. High salaries, for all important
offices, are always commended by a wise economy. Offices

which do not demand much learning or talent, which any

body that is honest and has common sense can lill, should

have only a low salary attached to them, too low to make
it much of an object to aspire to them. Higher offices,

which demand a, high ord -r of intellect and attainments,
should always have liberal salaries attached to them. Un
happily, fancying ourselves wiser than all the past, and
called upon to open a new era for the world, we in this

country reverse this rule, give a liberal salary to a tide-
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waiter, and a meagre one to the chief justice and his associ

ates, to the president, heads of departments, congressmen,
and members of state legislatures. The consequence is, no
man lit to fill the higher olh ees can accept one of them with
out a ivat personal sacrifice, and half the country is

scrambling for the lower ones. Bui this comes from claim

ing to be wiser than our fathers.

The &quot;

Cup-and-Saucer Law deserves all the severity with
which Mr. Cooper treats it. &quot;We have no wish to see re
vived the old pagan doctrine, which includes a man s wife
and children among his goods and chattels; we thank God
for our holy religion, which has emancipated woman, and
elevated her to be the companion, though not the head, of
man. We yield to no one in our respect for the dignity of

woman, or in our appreciation of her appropriate sphere.
But we have no sympathy M ith the almost universal pru
riency of our age and country, and have long since ceased
to be a follower of Frances Wright, or a disciple of Mary
Wollstonecraft. Woman often suffers much from man, and
man often suffers, too, from woman, and the woman as
often ruins the man as the man does the woman. Neither
is, ordinarily, an angel nor a demon, though both are some
times the latter. In families where there is misery the
fault is not always that of the husband, and not un frequently
a man flies to the club or to the dram-shop solely because
his &quot;angel&quot; wife cannot make his own fireside pleasant to
him. We are willing that the property a wife has before

marriage should be settled on her. or at least a portion of
it; but we cannot endure a law which not only vests her
with it after marriage, but allows her the management of it,

during coverture independently of her husband, and to
make arid receive devises and bequests, precisely as if

.single. This separation of the interests of the husband arid

wife, this distinction of the unity of the married pair, mak
ing them two, and permitting them in hardly any respect to
be one, effected by the recent law of the state of New York,
and which all the other states are aspiring to imitate, is in

compatible with the true nature and meaning of marriage,
and is the most odious and immoral in principle of any
measure we remember ever to have seen deliberately
adopted by a civilized state. It is simply the first step tow
ards realizing the doctrines preached by Frances Wright.
Under this law, the wife may, if we understand it, as freely
buy and sell, sue and be sued, as if she were single. She is
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during coverture. ;is before i&amp;gt;r after, in tin- fullest sense, a

ite/ tmn in law. She mav dispose of her property to enrich

her paramour, if &amp;lt;1 ispi &amp;gt;-ed ; or she may receive troiii him

the li ift of a farm in a distant part of the country, and.

under pivtrnce of managing it. leave her husband s house,

and reside on it. to her husband s dishonor, and to the

neu lect dt all her duties as a wife. She may even charge
her husband with every cent she lets him have, and bring
a suit against him to recover pav for any cup and saucer of

hers he mav have accidentally broken when taking his tea.

If she is not pleased with his societv. she can leave him. if

she has propertv of her own, and reside where she pleases,

return when it suits her convenience, and go away when
she is tired of her spouse. Such is the legislation of a free

and enlightened people. The full elTects of this legislation

will not be immediately .-ecu, for as yet our men and our

women retain, to some extent, the views and habits formed

under a le.-s unchristian system, and our wives will not at

once avaii themselves of all the license the law gives them.

Hut our daughters, at furthest our granddaughters, will, and

then the beautiful eiTects of the A nt ichristian and immoral

legislation now insisted on will In seen and felt; but then

it will he too late.

It is not our design to enlarge, at present, on this topic,

for we confess tint we have not ourselves thoroughly ex

amined ail the bearings of t!ie law in (jnestion. It seems to

us to have been the work of ignorant, but well-meaning per
sons, who, seeing certain evils accrue under the old law,

undertook, without any just conceptions of their cause, to

reined v them, and adopted the first remedy that presented
itself, \\ithoiit ever once stopping to inquire whether the

application of that remedy would not produce a thousand

other evils, each a hundredfold worse. In this way most of

our legislative innovations are introduced. Their authors

have no bad intention, nay, they have good intentions; but

they are ordinary men, from the ordinary walks of lite,

with nothing but a superficial knowledge of the subjects on

which the\; attempt to legislate. A legislator was once

thought to be a rare character, and it was supposed no man,
unless divinely assisted, could be a competent legislator;

but now everv ploughman, blacksmith, shoemaker, tinker,

or shopkeeper has only to be chosen a member of a legisla

ture to be a Moses, a Minos, a Lycurgus, a Solon, or a

Numa. INo previous study or discipline is regarded aa
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necessary; learning, science, art, are superfluous, ami we

attempt to make ignorance and folly answer the purposes
of knowledge and wisdom, and with what ample success

is it n6\ written in our statute-books?

In the legislation that affects financial matters and purely
business interests, we respect public opinion, and the inter

vention of the people. In reference to this legislation, we
are as good a democrat as any of our countrymen, and in

this legislation we think our country compares favorably
with any other country. In this legislation the people are at

home, and we have always great confidence in the wisdom and

utility of those measures which command the general assent

of the people. Here we believe the judgment of the peo
ple is a safer guide than the judgment of individuals, how
ever learned, able, and distinguished. It is. indeed only on
matters of this sort that we need legislation, and it is prob
able that legislation on other matters was not contemplated
by our fathers

;
for all other matters, with a few trifling

exceptions, were already covered by the common law, which
contained |he condensed wisdom of ages. The error of the

country lies in claiming for the people a legif lative capacity

beyond these, in regarding statute law as the most impor
tant portion of the law, and in attempting to amend the

common law, or the lex non scr tpta. \\
r
e set out with the

false assumption that we are a new people, bound by noth

ing that was before us, and under the necessity of creating

every thing anew for ourselves. Hence, instead of confin

ing ourselves to such alterations in statute law, the lex

scripta, as our separation from the mother country and our

peculiar circumstances rendered necessary, we have under
taken to revise the whole law of the land, as it affects both
the rights of persons and things. We have unsettled every
thing, and in our ineptness have vitiated the administration

of justice, and rendered life, liberty, and property insecure.

by making them, as in Turkey, wholly dependent on the

will or caprice of the sovereign, there on the will or

caprice of the sultan, here on the will or caprice of the

multitude.

In purely economical matters the people are the best

judges, and in regard to those matters we would have the

democratic element felt
;
but in matters of justice, in the

respect in which law is ethical, and deals with ethics, we
want no popular legislation. In regard to rights, whether
of persons or of things, and the administration of justice,
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the people can intervene only to do injury. In regard to

these, save a.- t&amp;lt;&amp;gt; the organi/ation of the &amp;lt;-ouris. we needed
no further le.-jMation, and no 1 iinlier intervention ot the

legislator. The la\v had been settled from time immemo
rial, and onlv needed to be executed, and for its execution

the executive and judiciarv branches of the government
sulliced. [.east of all did wr need the intervention of the

popular element in the judgment of cause-, especially in the

shape of public opinion outside of the courts of law. The
habit of appealing to the public on all occasions is so nni-

ver.-al amount us, and the practice of discussing all qnes-
tions in public, and deciding tluMii by a plurality of voices,

ha- become so general, that nearly all manliness and inde

pendence of character have been lo-t amongst ns. There is

no cotmtrv on earth where public opinion isso powerful and
so intolerant as in these; United State.-, or where men s souls

are rcallv so en^-laved. It is not that dungeons and racks

are prepared foi
1 the body, which were, after all, but a trifle,

for it matters little what is done to the body if the soul be

free; but it is that the mind itself, the very sold, is fettered

and bound by the intangible tyrant called public sentiment.

We do n ( ,t dare act from principle, to follow the right from
oui- own personal conviction, whether \ve go alone or with

the crowd, but we are as a people continually asking, What
will people ,-av . We are so habituated to this, it has be

come so much a part of our American nature, that we re

gard it as the normal order of things, and are utterly blinded

to the evils which spring from it, and the gross injustice it

operates, and we little suspect its full influence in the ad

min i&amp;gt;t ration of justice.
Whether there is any probability of correcting the evil,

and excluding from our courts this outside influence, is more
than we know. Certain it is that matters are growing worse

and worse everv dav. The
ra&amp;lt;;-e

for innovation isso strong,
and the tendency to sweep away all the guaranties of indi

vidual rights is so irresistible, we have gone so far, and are

going with such an ever-increasing celerity, in a wrong di

rection, that we see little prospect of things becoming bet

ter. As long as radicalism confined itself to the constitution

of power and the financial concerns of the country, and let

the law, the courts, and the administration of justice alone,

we could suiler it to go on, without any vital injury to per
sonal liberty ;

but now that it makes these the special objects
of its care and solicitude, we see no hope for the country
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but in its conversion, which depends on God, not on man.
The whole tendency we deplore results inevitably from

Protestantism, which destroys the conservative influence of

religion, by subjecting it to popular control. Protestantism,
instead of being able to resist the evil tendency, and recall

the people to a just public sentiment, must itself yield to

that tendency, and be, as we every day see it, carried away
with it. In fact, there is no human help for us, and if God
does not in his providence specially intervene to save us from
our own madness, the country will ere long lapse into bar

barism.

Our political parties might do something if they would,
but they can do nothing so long as they all profess to be

democratic. Democracy is a stronger word here than Con

stitution, and the term cannot now be generally adopted ex

cept in its Jacobinical sense. If all parties accept it, then
all parties will only conspire to strengthen the destructive

tendency we have pointed out. Properly there are but two

parties in the country, conservatives or constitutionalists,
and destructives or radicals. The free-soil party is an or

ganization of the latter
;
and those not incorporated into

that party should lay aside the name of Whig and Democrat,
two names which refer to the constitution of government,
and inappropriate here, because here government is already
constituted, and rally around the constitution as a true con
servative party, both in regard to the general government
and the state governments. Were they to do so, the evil

could be arrested. But they will not do so; old party ani

mosities, personal rivalries, and petty jealousies will prevent
them from doing .-o. Things will go on as they have been

going, and those of us who sound the note of warning will

be unheeded, laughed at, or denounced, while the multitude
will continue to boast of the wisdom and progress of the age
and country. Be it so. AVe have done our duty as a loyal
American citizen in pointing out the evil, and the great

body of our Catholic brethren will do theirs, we trust, and
the responsibility must rest, where it belongs, on those who
have the power, and only abuse it.
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-. ou.irt. rly Hcvii-w for October, 1^.&quot;)2.]

IT is not so easy to comprehend American politics, and
to form a tolerable judgment of the respective merits or de
merits of tin- two threat political parties which have divided,
or no\v divide, the coiintrv. as inanv of our learned news

paper editors appear to imagine. We live under a compli
cated political svstem, a general irovernment for certain

,-pecitied piirpo-es. and state governments for all the remain

ing purposes of govern menf. I nder one aspect we are one

independent national sovereignty, with only a single gov
ernment; under another, we are thirtv-one independent
sovereignties, with thirtv-one independent governments.
Foreigners, and even manv native-born citizens, arc, verv

lialile to mistake the mutual relation of the Tnioii and the

stale-, and to as-unie that the general is in all respects the

supreme ii-overninent of the countrv. and that the states are

only prefectures or subordinate governments, dependent on

the 1 iiioii. deriving- their j)owcrs tVom it, and instituted bv

it for the purposes of local administration, lint such is not

the case. The iretiera! government, both in law and in fact,

is subsequent to t he states, and in all respects t heir creature,
It derives its existence, its constitution, and all its powers
from them, not rliev theirs from it.

The two ^overnments, a^ain. rest on different bases, and
demand different rules for the construction of their respec
tive power.-. The general government is founded by the

states, originates in compact, and has only the powers ex-

pressed in the compact, and such incidental powers as are

necessary to their exercise. The state governments origi
nate in that social necessity in which all governments, in tlie

last analysis, originate, and hold under the law of nature, or

more properly, under the law of God, from which all hu
man governments derive their legitimacy, their legal powers,
or their right to command and to coerce obedience. They
have all the rightful powers of government not denied them

by their own constitutions or expressly delegated to the

Fnion. The general government, before acting, must in

quire whether the power it proposes to exercise has been
350
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granted ;
the state government, before exercising a power,

has only to inquire whether it lias been forbidden.

The state governments have a character of their own, as

republican, democratic, aristocratic, free states or slave

states
;
the general government lias no character of its own,

and takes whatever character it lias from the states creating
it. It is not necessarily democratic or aristocratic, in favor
of popular freedom or opposed to it. True, congress is

bound to guaranty to each state a republican constitution
;

but whether the guaranty is to the Union that each state

shall be republican, or a guaranty of the Union to each state

of a republican constitution, if such be its choice, may per
haps be a question. If the latter interpretation be admis

sible, the states may, if they choose, adopt the monarchical
form of government, and the Union be thus a union of
monarchical instead of simple republican states, without

any change in its own character or constitution. But if this

interpretation, as generally held, and most likely correctly
held, be inadmissible, and it is obligatory on every state to

adopt and maintain the republican form of government, still

no state is bound to adopt a democratic constitution. A
republican government does by no means necessarily imply
a democratic government. Rome was a republic, but it was
never a democracy ;

Venice was a republic, but it was an

aristocracy, nearly, if not quite, an oligarchy; Switzerland
and Holland were both republics at the time of our revolu

tion, but neither showed any inclination to a democracy.
France, while we are writing, is a republic, but the whole

positive power of the nation is vested in the prince-presi
dent, and the people have, even with universal suffrage,
only a qualified negative on the acts of government, similar
in its nature, though not in its form, to the tribunitial veto
under the republican constitution of ancient Rome. Ac
cording to the usage of writers on government at the time
the federal constitution was framed and adopted, a republi
can government is any government without a king or em
peror. Under any interpretation of the constitution, then,
the states have reserved to themselves the right to adopt
any form of government not monarchical. They may vest
the whole power of the state in an hereditary aristocracy,
in the class of rich men, of poor men, in two or more classes

combined, or governing as separate estates, or they may
vest it in the whole people, whether noble or ignoble, learned
or unlearned, rich or poor, and whichever they do the gov-
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eminent will be republican, and perfectly compatible both

\vith the leil.fr and the spirit of the con-t itntion of the

Union.
Political pin-lies, con-equeiitly, under our system, arc to

lie con.-ideivd in ;i twofold relation, -in relation to the gen
eral government, and in relation to the state governments,
or. as we mav sav, to government in general. 1 lie two re

lations have no necessary dependence on one another. &quot;1 he

principle:- and policv of a party in relation to the constitu

tion and administration of the general government do not

iircessarilv determine its principles and policy in relation to

the con.-t itutioii and administration ot the state govern-

nients, nor the principle.- and policy of a party with regard

to the latter determine it- principle.- and policy with regard

to the former. The terms rejmbl i&amp;lt;-an. rfcnioerattCi nrtst&amp;lt;&amp;gt;-

cr&amp;lt;ili&amp;gt; . when applied to the general government, have no

meaning, a.- ihe term- fi ilerutixt and */&amp;lt;&amp;gt;/&amp;gt; nyltx have no

meaning when applie| to tiie ,-everal state governments. A
niit /iniiil &amp;lt;l&amp;lt; iiiomi/u- part v is under our system an absurdity,

lor all the que.-tions which pertain to the constitution of

government in general are re-erved to the several Mate gov-

enmients. Questions of aristocracy, of democracy, oligarchy,

of liberty or slavery, univer.-al or re.-trieted suffrage, social

eiuaiitv, and the like, belong to a party as a state party, not

a.- a federal or national party. To a national party can be

long only ,-uch (pie-lions ;i s relate to the respective power-
of the general and state irovernments. to foreign policy, to

commerce, finance, national defence, and the general wel

fare of the I nioii. It would save some confusion, and

many serious mi-takes, if the two classes of questions were

kept distinct, and parties were considered separately in rela

tion to each, and not as necessarily right or wrong in regard

to tin- one because right or wrong in regard to the other.

The parties in this country were at iirst, after the revo

lution, named in reference&quot; to the general government.
From 1787 to 171K they were named Federalists and Anti-

Federalists; from 17H8 to 1820, Federalists and Republicans;
from 18-JO to 182-1. Kepublicans only; from 182i to 1832,

National Republicans and simply Republicans or Demo
cratic lie publicans ; from 1832 to the present time, the two

great leading parties have been called Whigs and Demo
crats. Here the only party names in use since 1798 at all

applicable to a national party, or a party in regard to the

Union, are Federalist, and perhaps Whig. The other names-
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designate, if any thing, the views of parties in relation to

government in general, and therefore belong to the parties
only as state parties.
The names Federalist and Anti-Federalist originated at

the time of the formation and adoption of the federal con
stitution. When the colonies met in congress and declared
their independence of the British crown, they drew up and
adopted certain articles of confederation. These articles
were found by experience to be inadequate to the wants of
the

country,
and wholly insufficient for the purposes of a firm

and efficient national government. The several states, conse
quently, appointed delegates to meet in convention to revise
and amend them. The convention met in Philadelphia in

1787, and, instead of revising and amending the old articles
of confederation, drew up and proposed to the states for
their ratification a federal constitution, creating a union in
stead of a confederation of the states, a general govern
ment empowered to act, within its prescribed sphere, im
mediately on the people of the several states, instead of a

congress able to act on them, as under the old confedera
tion, only through the medium of the several state govern
ments, which it had no power to coerce into obedience.
Those who were in favor of ratifying this constitution by
the several states were called Federalists

; those who were

upposed^
to it, as Patrick Henry in Virginia and Samuel

Adams in Massachusetts, whether on the ground of its re

serving too little power to the states or o-iving too much
power to the Union, especially to the federal&quot; executive,
were called Anti-Federalists. The two parties, as parties
with regard to the Union, were appropriately enough named,
and the name Federalist designated a friend and supporter
of the Union. Happily for the country, the Federalists
were able to obtain the ratification of the constitution by
the several states, and to organize, in 1789, the government,
under George Washington as president, and John Adams
as vice-president. They continued in power, and to ad
minister the government, till March 4, 1801, when Mr. Jef
ferson and his party came in.

Under General Washington s first presidential terra party
spirited not run high in the country ;

but under his second
terra it raged with great violence, embittered by new ques
tions which had been raised by the French revolution, and
the war between England and Franco growing out of that
revolution. Mr. Jefferson took the lead in die opposition,

VOL. XVI23
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and in his private corre;

lionnced the admini-tra

.-]
ia rin^, it indeed he did

self. The o])]iositioii to the constitution had pretty

a|i|ieared : several amendments had been proposed and adopt

ed, which removed the principal objections &amp;lt;&amp;gt;1 Mr. .Idler-

son and the Anti-Federalists; but opposition to the admin
i.-t rat ion took the place of opposition to the constitution,

and in 1 7 -
ls

. after the election of Mr. Adam.- in-tead of Mr.

Jefferson to the presidency, it became formidable. This

opposition, oivani/ed under Mr. Jefferson s lead, took the

name of //&amp;lt;

j&amp;gt;nlJi&amp;lt;-&amp;lt;i

&amp;gt;,. a name that belongs, and under our

system can properly belong, to no partv in relation to the

I nion. The name was insidiously chosen, with the usual

di.-in^enuoUsiie.-s of partv. and designed to imply, not only
that the partv bearing il were in favor of the republican
form of government, which would have been well enough,
but that the Federalists, their opponents, were anti-repub
bean, and in favor of monarchy. Here was gross injustice.
M r. .1 effer.-on and his partv were undoubtedly republican.-,
if not democrat.-: but so also were the Federalists. There

never ha- been a monarchical partv in this country. 1 he

people, indeed, did not make the revolution and achieve

national independence because opposed to monarchy, or lor

the purpose of establishing a republic: but they were, and

from the tir.-t had been, republican. Fven the loyalists ot

the revolution adhered to the mother country from loyalty.

intere.-t. habit, association, hope.- or fear.-, not because they
were attached to monarchy and opposed to republican
ifo\-eminent : at least this was true of the great majority ot

them. Individuals in the Federalist party may have held

that a limited monarchy, like that of (ireat Britain, where

practicable, is preferable to a republic, but none of them
ever believed such a government to be practicable in the

Fnited States. Such was confessedly the case with Mr.

Alexander Hamilton ; but even he. as Mr. Jefferson him
self acknowledges, held that a monarchy was wholly im

practicable here, and that it would be the height of folly to

attempt to introduce it. (ieorge Washington, John Adam.-,

and some other eminent patriots and statesmen, no doubt,

agreed with him in his monarchical preferences, but they
were as firnilv resolved to sustain the republic, and as ready
to oppose every attempt to introduce monarchical institu

tions, as were- Mr. Jefferson and his partisans themselves.
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Individuals, also, there may be now, and not a few too, who,
when suffering some pique from the democracy, or alarmed
at the mad policy of our radicals, fancy themselves to be in

favor of monarchy ;
but there is not and never has been any

monarchical party in the country, and never have our poli
tics turned in any sense whatever on the questions between
monarchy and republicanism.

Mr. Jefferson and his party, however, saw proper to accuse
the old Federalists of being anti-republican, and of aiming at
the establishment of monarchy. They succeeded but too
well in making a large portion of the American people be
lieve it, and the prejudices they created still linger in the
minds of not a few of our citizens. He who should pro
nounce himself in favor of the old Federalists would stand
a very good chance of being termed by the infallible Amer
ican press a monarchist, and,&quot;

as such, of being held up to pub
lic- indignation. Yet the accusation was false, and known
by Mr. Jefferson, as well as others, to be false. He himself
confesses it, and says in his first inaugural address: &quot;We

have called brethren of the same faith by different names.
We are all federalists ; we are all

republicans.&quot; Wherefore,
then, had he charged his opponents with being monarchists?
It was party injustice, and has to be put down to the un-

scrupulousness of party spirit, from which Mr. Jefferson,
we are sorry to say, was not himself entirely free. Both
parties, then, agreed as to their general principles of govern
ment. Both were republican, both held, after the fashion
of the times, the origin of government in compact, in a
real or imaginary popular convention, and both asserted
the

^sovereignty of the people. Both, also, agreed, that the

Union, instead of a mere confederation, of the states must
be preserved. Wherein, then, did they differ?

_

This question requires a twofold answer
; first, in rela

tion to the general government, and second, in relation to
the state governments, or government in general. In rela
tion to the general government, the Federalists wished to
consolidate its powers, and to give it as much the character
of a supreme central government as could be done without
transcending its constitutional limits. Their tendency was
to develop and confirm the powers of the Union, rather
than the reserved rights of the states. Their policy was to
render the government strong and efficient at home, and
respectable abroad

;
to protect commerce and navigation, to

found a navy and to maintain an army to prevent national
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insults, and to protect our maritime and national rights.
Tlicsu were, in brief, tin- principles and policy of the Fed
eralists. The Republicans were more intent on the re

served rights of the states than on the powers granted to

the Union, were opposed to making the federal government
a .strong ^overiiMiriit, and in favor of restricting its s])here,
and diminishing the patronage; of the executive, as far as

possible under the constitution. They clamored for &quot;re

trenchment and economy.&quot;

1

opposed the accumulation of a

national di-bt. the general fundholding svstem, the creation
ol a navy, the maintenance of an armv. and the protection
of commerce and navigation, otherwise than l&amp;gt;v diplomaev
and bargain. I hey were in favor of leaving onr commerce
to foreigners, to be carried on in foreign vessels, and of

pocket in^ national insults, instead of going to the expense
ot guarding against them or of redressing them. Mr. Jef
ferson had no very lively sensibility to national honor, and
lived in mortal dread of war and national expenditures.
If lie had been a son of the cold, calculating North, instead

ol the warm, cliivalric South, of Massachusetts instead of

Virginia, it is probable we should never have heard the

last of his lameness, his meanness of spirit, and his fear of

expense ; and certain it is, that we owe to him and his

party much of that low national character which we still

bear abroad. that common belief among foreigners that

an American will do any thing and put up with any
thing for monev. Another war with Great Britain, per

haps, is needed to enable us to retrieve our character, and

prove that there is something that Yankees prize more
than money.
The natural tendency of the Republican party, pushed to

its extreme, would have too much restricted the powers of

the general government, made the Union a mere rope of

sand, and thrown the country back into that chaotic state

from which the constitution had rescued it. Its policy
would, if carried out, have rendered the government ineffi

cient at home and contemptible abroad, exposed our trade,
our maritime and national rights, to perpetual insult and in

jury, and prevented us from ever becoming a great commer
cial and manufacturing people. It was, therefore, a policy
which, with such a bold and enterprising people, and in a

country of such rich and varied natural resources as ours,

could by no human possibility be practicable, except for a

very brief period. The tendency of the Federalists, if
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pushed to its extreme, might have swallowed np the states
in the Fiiion, and deprived us of the advantages of that fed
erative element su essential in our system of government.
But the general policy of the party was unobjectionable, and
lias, with the exception of one or two particulars, been

adopted to the letter by the Republican party, and become
the settled policy of the country. There was, however,
never much danger of the centralizing tendency of the Fed
eralists being pushed to an extreme, and we have been un
able to tind an instance in which the party while in power
transcended its constitutional limits or usurped for the Union
any of the reserved rights of the states. The Republican
party, after all, was, when in power, more of a state-rights

party in profession than in practice. The Federalists may
have had the stronger tendency to centralization through
the legislative and judicial departments of the government;
but the Republicans had much the stronger tendency to it

through the executive department; which shows that the

Republicans were far more likely to develop into monarch
ists than were the Federalists whom they charged with being
in favor of monarchy. ISTo Federalist ever grasped more
power for the Union than did Mr. Jefferson in his purchase
of Louisiana, and his Embargo and Non-Intercourse Acts.
No Federalist document was ever issued containing stronger
centralizing doctrines than those set forth in General Jack
son s famous proclamation against the southern nullifiers,

while, on the other hand, the Federalists in the Hartford
convention pushed the state-rights doctrines to the very

verge of nullification. In fact, either party, when in power,
tended to magnify the powers of the Union, and widen the

sphere of the general government as much as possible, while

either, in opposition, fell back more or less on the reserved

rights of the states.

In regard to those principles of government which find
their application with us only within the sphere of the state

governments, there were also important differences, as well
as resemblances. Both, as we have said, were republican.
both asserted the sovereignty of the people, and the origin
of government in convention; but the Federalists inclined
to a republic of the respectabilities, and the Republicans to
a democracy. The difference between the two parties was

analogous to that between the Girondins and the Mountain
or Jacobins in France. Both agreed in rejecting monarchy
and decapitating the king; but&quot; the Girondins were for re-
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tain ing tlic power in the hands of the ItoiiJ^/eoisifl^^iG mer
chants, manufacturers, tradesmen, and property-holders, who
would supplv the place of the old nobility : but the Jacobins

insisted on placing the power of the state in the hands of

the *&amp;lt;i/&amp;gt;x r nl, &amp;gt;ff, .v i
&amp;gt;i the populace, where it would be more

irenerallv at the service of the demagogues.
r

riie Repub
licans professed ii reat confidence in popular instincts and

judgments, and were in favor of leaving them free lo man

age the government as rhcv should see proper, without any
but self-imposed restrictions on their will, passions, or

caprices; the Federalists held that the people might some
times deceive themselves, and still ofteiier be deceived by
the arts, intrigues, and declamations of demagogues, and

therefore that some restrictions should be placed on their

power, and some care should be taken to confine its exercise

to those who could give a pledge to the public that they
would not abuse it. The Republicans were intent on pro

viding for the free and full expression of the popular will

in the government ; the Federalists thought more ot provid

ing against the abuses of power, and obtaining a reasonable

securitv that the popular will in governing would govern

jtistiv. The Federalists loved libertv. and were as ready to

make any sacrifice for it as were their opponents; but they
and the Republicans did not mean the same thing by liberty.

The Republican understood by liberty the liberty of the

people, unrot rained by kings or nobles, to govern; the

Federalist, as distinguished from him, understood by liberty

the freedom of the .-ubject, or his free possession and enjoy
ment of his natural and vested rights as inviolable in the

face of political power. The Republican dreaded the tyranny
of the few over the people as the ruling power ;

the Fed

eralist. the tvrannv of the many, and of power in whose

hands soever lodged ;
the former sought the freedom of

the people as government to rule, the latter the freedom

of the individual to possess. The Republican would remove
all restrictions on the power of the people as sovereign, and

establish absolute, unlimited government; the Federalist

would limit their power as sovereign or as the state, and by
wise and wholesome laws secure their freedom as individ

uals; the former would have a free state, the latter free,

men. The Republican, perhaps without knowing it, sought
to establish social despotism, the Federalist personal free

dom, for the state is as despotic when the power is lodged
in the hands of the whole people, with full freedom to gov-
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ern according
1 to their arbitrary will, as when lodged in the

hands of a single ruler, under an absolute monarchy. Prop
erly speaking, then, the Federalists were the party of lib

erty, and the Republicans the party of despotism. The
Federalist placed the sovereignty in the people regulated
and restrained by law; the Republican placed it in the

people without law
;
and therefore made the government a

government of mere human will, which is the very essence

of despotism.

Undoubtedly, the pretence, and, we willingly concede,
the belief, of the Republican party was the reverse of all

this. They no doubt imagined that, if the political power
was vested in the whole people, and if all obstacles to the

free and full expression of their will in the government were

removed, not only the freedom of the people as the state,

but the freedom of the people as individuals, that is, the

freedom of the people distributively as well as collectively,
would be secured. But they forgot that power, in whose
hands soever lodged, is always liable to be abused ; that

there is always a large class of individuals, called courtiers

in a monarchy, demagogues in a democratic republic, who
make it their business to flatter and deceive the sovereign

power, and induce it to abuse its trusts; and that every
government of absolute will, whether the will of the many,
the few, or the one, is essentially a despotism, and wholly
incompatible with the individual liberty or the personal free

dom of the subject. The objections to the modern demo
cratic theory are twofold. One objection is, that it leads to

anarchy, because it derives the right to govern from a hu
man source, and denies the divine origin of all legal power.
Before the law of nature, and even before the eternal law,
all men are equal ;

and if all are equal, no one has any right
to govern another, and consequently every government of

man over man, or of men over men, must be founded in

usurpation, and every one has an indefeasible right to resist

it whenever he pleases, which is anarchy. But this is not

the greatest objection to the theory. The greatest objection
is of a contrary character, namely, that pure, unlimited de

mocracy is social despotism, and enslaves the people dis

tributively to the people collectively. Under a pure de

mocracy the individual has a certain nominal freedom as a

part of the governing body, but not a particle as a part of

the body governed. The will of the community, of the

majority, is unlimited, and governs as absolutely as the
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f an oriental despot There is no redress, whatever

gs it may intlict on the individual, because it is all-

j)o\verfnl, and has no conscience,- -as an individual despot
inav have, for conscience pertains to the individual, never

to the people as a collective body. Hence, democratic

eovenimnits are ahvavs the ino&amp;gt;t arbitrary of all govern-

inents, and the most oppivs-ive and merciless of all tyrants

in every land are always the democrats who happen for a

moment to liixl themselves in power, a.- was abundantly

proved in the old French revolution, and as has been fully

&amp;lt;-ontirmed bv the horrors of the recent red-republican rev

olutions. The world has no name for the complete demo
cratic rt yhm but the reign of terror. It must be so, be

cause th&amp;lt;- heart of man in every individual is naturally cor

rupt, and men in masses are infinitely more corrupt than

as individuals. Who knows not that men in crowds will do

acts without compunction, from which, if thrown on their

individual responsibility, they would shrink with horror?

The irreat objection to the old Republican party was its

tendency to establish the unlimited authority of the people
a^j the ^overninir power, and therefore social despotism. Its

activity was constantly exerted to render the government
a irove rnment i&amp;gt;f supreme popular will instead of a gov
ernment of law. It labored incessantly to abolish all the

restrictions it found established by law on the will of the

people, and to reduce all to a common level. It would

-ii tier nothing to remain inviolable, or above the power of

the people a- the state. Thus it attacked and sought to

abolish all vested rights. It, reduced all corporations to

the same category, and maintained that their charters,

for whatever purpose granted, might be altered, modified,

repealed, or vacated at the will of the
legislature^

And
because the common law protected vested rights, it pro

posed its abolition, and with it, that there might be no

power in the state to limit the omnipotence of the sover

eign people, they sought, and their continuators still seek,

to destroy the independence of the judiciary, by making
the judges elective by popular suffrage for a short term of

office, and reeligible. Their doctrine, carried out would

place all vested rights, and indeed the possessions of every

man, at the mercy of the sovereign people, or rather of the

unprincipled and noisy demagogues who for the most part

control them. The Federalists, on the contrary, asserted

the sacredness of vested rights, the inviolability of con-
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tracts, the whole common law doctrine of corporations, and
the obligation of the government to protect and vindicate
the rights of

property&quot; They contended for the common
law arid an independent judiciary, as the surest, and in fact

the only, safeguard for personal freedom against the en
croachments of power, and in so doing justly deserved

against the Republicans the title of the party of freedom.
Such were the two great parties, and such their respect

ive tendencies, principles and policies, their agreement,
and their differences. The Republican party, after a vio
lent struggle, came into power, as we have said, in 1801,
under the lead of the sage of Monticello, and they or their
successors have remained in power most of the time since.

The war with Great Britain, in 1812, compelled them to
abandon Mr. Jefferson s policy, his gun-boat system and

all, and to adopt substantially, as to the general govern
ment, the policy of Washington and Adams, the old Fed
eralist policy. In consequence of the adoption of their

policy by the general government, the Federalists, after the

peace of 1815, offered them but a feeble opposition, and in

1820, on the reelection of Mr. Monroe, disbanded, and have
since ceased to exist as a party. Under Mr. Monroe s sec
ond term, and during the election of his successor, in 1824,
there was, nominally, only one party, the Republican, in

the country. All the divisions claimed to be Republican,
and all the candidates voted for in the presidential election,
Mr. Crawford of Georgia, Henry Ohiy of Kentucky, An
drew Jackson of Tennessee, and John Quincy Adams of

Massachusetts, were all members of the Republican party,
and only the last mentioned had ever been a member of
the Federalist party. After the election of Mr. Adams, the
administration party began to be called National Repub
licans, and the opposition, who nil lied under the lead of
General Jackson, as a second Jefferson, were called simply
Republicans, and occasionally .Democratic Republicans.
Both parties continued to be designated by these names
till 1832, when, on the reelection of President Jackson, the
National Republicans assumed the name of Whigs, and
the Republicans became Democratic Republicans and sim

ply Democrats, as at present.
The Whigs are only the National Republicans, and the

Democrats only the Democratic Republicans, under other

names; but the Whigs are not precisely the same with the
old Federalists, nor do the Democrats continue in all re-
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&amp;lt;pccts
the old Republicans. In their principles and policy

as to the general &amp;lt;j;&amp;lt;&amp;gt;\
eminent the Democrats stand on the

old Federalist platform, except in one or two particulars.
which we shall soon mention; but in regard to govern
ment in u eiiiTal. thev are the old Republicans developed,
or come to maturity, that is, as we lind them in the north

ern, we.-tern, and middle states. The Whigs, in relation

to the general government, adopt in the main the old red

eralist policv. especially those portions of it not adopted
bv the Democrats; in regard to government in general,
thev are divided : a respectable minority of them adopt the

conservative views of the old Federalists, but the rest are

as radical as their Democratic opponents.
The Federalists originally represented the commercial,

and in jvneral the bu&amp;gt;ine interests of the country: the

Republican.-- the farming and planting or agricultural in

terests. The Federalists may be said to have been the

urban partv; the Republican-, the rural or country party,
and if the landed estate- had not in general been small

and nearly ecpiallv divided, they would have corresponded
to the Tory party in Fngland in the reign of (,)ueen Anne.

Thev were for an economical government, and opposed to

the fundholdinir and banking .-v&amp;gt;tem. and consequently to

the accumulation of a national debt. They wished the

people to live independently on their own lands, cared little

for trade and commerce, and looked with di&amp;gt;trn.-t on the

system of industry inaugurated by the treaty of L treclit in

171-&quot; , which has placed (ireat Uritain at the head of the

industrial world, and nearly ruined the agricultural class in

all western Kurope. This was the good side; of the Re

publican partv. that which gave it its preponderance, and

lias hitherto maintained it in power. The agricultural in

terests were, and perhaps still are, at the polls, the

stronger interests of the country. It was the fact that the

Democratic party, in IS )*, took decidedly its stand on tin-

side of the landed interests, and sought to arrest the growth
of the modern industrial system, which must sooner or later

ruin every nation that encourages it. that led us to give it

our own feeble support, although in most other respects we
had not, and never had had, much sympathy with it.

We have spoken o*f the good points in the Federalist

policy; but that policy, after all, had its objectionable feat

ures. The Federalists wished to consolidate the govern
ment, to render it strong and efficient, and to check the
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tendency to democratic excess. So far they were right.

But, unhappily, they were bred in the school of English
Whiggism, and sought to strengthen the government, to

consolidate the Union, and to guard against the excesses of

democracy, mainly by means of the moneyed, as dis

tinguished from the landed, interests of the country. Thev
were not the aristocratic party properly so called against the
democratic party, the party of the rich against the poor,
but properly the business men against the producers. They
were conservative, but they sought the conservative force
needed by subjecting the government to fundholders, bank

ers, brokers, traders, merchants, manufacturers, in a word,
to what we call the business classes of the community, and
in making it the instrument of their special interests. This

policy, avowedly the policy of Mr. Alexander Hamilton,
and a dominant tendency in the whole Federalist party,
lias been fully developed and adopted by the present Whig-
party, though the Democrats in the northern, western, and
middle states also adopt it, to no inconsiderable extent.
It is an exceedingly objectionable policy. The business
classes of society, merchants, traders, manufacturers, bank

ers, stock-brokers, &c., may be as honest and as intelligent
as the other classes of society, but they are not a perma
nent class, with always the same general interests. They
and their interests fluctuate with all the fluctuations of

trade, change with the ever-changing markets of the world.

They can never be relied on as an independent national

party, because their interests are rarely identical with those
of the nation. They are mixed up with the interests of the

corresponding classes of other nations, and affected by every
measure of government which affects the business interests of
a foreign country. In the revolution they were patriotic,

ardently devoted to national independence, because they
were the chief sufferers by the colonial policy of the mother

country; during the European wars growing out of the
French revolution of 1789, they urged upon congress the

importance of maintaining a navy, and protecting our mari
time rights, because it was their particular interests that

were exposed, and would thus be protected ;
but they would

be the last to support the government in case it had serious

injuries to redress against Great Britain, or any other na
tion whose business interests are intimately connected with
our own.
The grand error of the Federalists was not in seeking to
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restrain the democratic excesses, for that is what every

|&amp;gt;artv
in favor of liberty should seek, hut in seeking flu 1

necessirv restraints in the hn&amp;gt;inr&amp;gt;s classes and moneyed
intere-ts ot i he country, instead of seeking them in a pow
erful and permanent class of landed proprietors ; -not in

deed heeause landiiolders are wiser or more honest than

business men, hut heeause ihev are more independent in

their position, and their interests are less fluctuating, sul)

ject to fewer sudden changes, and more permanent. It

was natural that the Federalists should fall into this error,

for they were at the time, as we have said, the representa
tives of the business interests of the count rv. and were,

moreover, perverted by the urban svstcm of the English

Whigs. I Jut the error was none the less grave on that ac

count. The government can never be stable and perma
nent, save when it reposes on the stable and permanent in

terests of land, and perhaps one of the greatest mistakes of

American legislation has been in tin-owing land into the

market as a mere article of merchandise.

Kxperietice has stitlicientlv proved that no state can long
survive as a free and we II -ordered state, which makes no
account of families. A nation of isolated individuals, or

of families which in one generation emerge from obscurity
to fall into obscurity again in the next, stands on the brink

of ruin, if not ruined alreadv. We are in this country

rapidly approaching this state of things. We have no

families ; we are little more than a huge mass of individuals,

without familv influence, family ties, affections, or associ

ations. We have no ancestors ; we can hope for no descend

ants. We have no ancestral home or fame to preserve, and

can count on no posterity to whom we can leave our own
worth or glorv as an inheritance. Few of us had grand
fathers, few of us will have grandsons. Many of us are

early torn from the home of our parents, and live, though
in our own country, in the midst of strangers. Even the

very wite we press to our bosom not unfrequently was a

stranger to our youth, and has no early associations and

affections in common with us. The warm household feel

ings and the love of home are early withered or stunted in

their growth ;
we grow up cold and solitary, and seek in

demnification for the pleasures of the heart, in the gross
and loathsome pleasures of the senses. No fear of break

ing a father s or a mother s heart, no dread of disgracing
ourselves in the eves of the companions of our early life,
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restrains the great, active mass of our community; and we
find ourselves ready for any adventure that offers, open
to every vice or crime that tempts us. Such we are, or are

hastening to become, and therefore have we lost, or are

rapidly losing, all those family ties, family affections, those
moral elements of character, without which it is impossible
to maintain stable, permanent, wise, and efficient govern
ment.
The principal remedy for the frightful state to which we

are so rapidly hastening is in a speedy and ample provision
for the permanence and influence of families. Our states
men believed that they were doing wisely in abolishing
the old colonial laws which favored the growth and influ
ence of families, in passing statutes of distribution, and in

providing for the equal distribution of intestate property.
They saw that in so doing they prevented the growth of a
landed aristocracy ;

but they did not sufficiently consider,
that, in guarding against one evil, we not uiifrequently
open the door to another and still greater. A republic no
more than a monarchy, nay, far less than a monarchy, can
subsist without a numerous and permanent class of landed

proprietors, with a distinct representation in the state. The
consequences of the hostility to a landed aristocracy, early
manifested by our statesmen, have been, to subject the

country to what may be called the urban aristocracy, the

aristocracy of business, cotton-mills, and money-bags, and
to substitute soulless corporations for living and breathing
families. The effect has been to destroy the only tolerable

aristocracy, and to build up the most intolerable aristocracy
that is easily conceived. There is no use in making wry
faces at this, or calling hard names; the fact is as we state

it, and any man with half an eye can see it, if he will.

The true policy in such a country as ours, destined to be
a great commercial an^ manufacturing as well as a great
agricultural country, is not in universal suffrage, as the
Democrats hold, nor in restricted suffrage, as the Federalists
contended

; but, as we hold to be very certain, in separating
the business classes and the agricultural, and representing
them in the government as distinct estates, each with a

negative on the other. A proposition of this sort was
made by Mr. Gouverneur Morris in the convention which
framed the federal constitution. In a speech on the basis
of the federal senate, speaking of the business whom
he regards as the wealthy classes of the community, he
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remarked that we ntii-t expect them to abuse power if they
can get it. tor that i&amp;gt; in human nature, and Lfet it they

.-urelv will, if vmi leave them to mingle and vote with the

other and poorer classes. To prevent their undue influence,

you must form them into a separate interest, t hat is, in

principle, erect them into a separate estate, which would

prevent them from beino- en-laved bv the deinocracv. and
also from establishing their exclusive dominion and enslav

ing the rest.&quot;* The speech proves that Mr. Morris had hit

upon a principle both true and profound : hut it is verv clear

troni the application lie proposed to make of it. that he was
tar from having fullv mastered it. To have constituted the

federal senate on propertv with members for life would
have done nothing to restrain either tin; deinocracv or the

husiness classes in the several Mate governments, where is

to besought tiie source of both dangers. The danger in

either respect is to be guarded against principally by the

mode of constituting the several state governments, not by
the constitution of the Cuion, -a fact which too many of

our .statesmen overlook.

Some respect, we dare assert, is due to the experience of

mankind, and that experience in all countries and in all

ages has directed them to seek the independence of the

state and the freedom of the subject in organizing the

government as a government of estates. Nothing hinders

us. if we choose, from so organi/ing our own several state

governments. We have in the possessions, conditions, and

occupation.-- of our people, lying ready to our hand, the

elements of three estates, which we mav term respectively
the agricultural, the urban, and the proletarian, under

standing by this last term the laboring classes, as distin

guished, on the one hand, from the urban or business

classes, the Bourgeoisie, and, on the other, from the

landed proprietors, whether large $r small. The profes
sional classes may rank, the clergy with the agricultural
class, and the lawyers and medical practitioners with the

urban. These three estate s should sit, not in one house,
but each estate in a house of its own, with a negative on
the other two. Suffrage might still be universal, but each
class should vote only for members of its own house.

Representatives in congress might be chosen indifferently
from any one of the classes, by the concurring vote of all

*Madison Papers, 1018-10JU.
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Three estates: the president of the United States, and the

governors of the several states might be chosen by all the
classes voting in common, as now, and the other officers of

government, state or national, might be appointed by the
executive, the legislature, or the executive and legislative
branches in concurrence, very much as they have been
hitherto. Such a constitution would not be essentially
different from the one really intended by onr fathers, and
would have its root in what is the internal constitution of
American society. It would be only rendering significant
and practical the principle which led to the separation of
the legislature in all the states into two houses, and would
incorporate into our system of government the best features
of the English system, and of the constitution of ancient

republican Kome, while it would give to the laboring
classes a security, a protection, and an importance, which,
so far as we are informed, they have never yet enjoyed
under any system of government, Such a modification of
our constitution of government would protect the rights of
all classes, and restrain us from the excesses in either direc
tion into which we are now running. But we cannot ex
pect our statesmen to favor it, or even to entertain it for
consideration, and therefore, though we suggest it in pass
ing, we take good care not to propose it as something to be

seriously contended for. The framers of our constitutions,
placing an undue confidence in written constitutions, which
experience proves, in so far as they are only written consti

tutions, to be worth less than the parchment on which they
are engrossed, thought they might secure the great ends of

government in a different way. It is pretty &quot;evident now
that they erred. The Federalists erred in seeking to pro
vide for the preponderance of the urban classes

;
the Kepub-

licans erred still more in opposing a government of estates,
in laboring to prevent the growth and permanence of fam
ilies, and in seeking, as far as possible, the division and
the equalization of landed property. Equality of political
rights is, perhaps, practicable, but equality in property, in
social position, and in influence, is an idle dream, never
was realized in any civilized community, and never can be.
It is not. only idle, but undesirable, and the degree of equal
ity we have attained in this country has been attained only by
levelling downwards, and producing a lower general aver

age of manners, morals, intelligence, and worth. The busi
ness of life must go on, and if it does, some must be up
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and some down, some must be captains and ,-ome common
soldiers, ami M&amp;gt;me presidents, governors, and judges, and

POIIIC cook.- and shoeblacks, and those qualified tor the

higher stations will in- disqiia ified for the lower, and those

qualified for I he lower will not be qualified for the higher.

Place your whole community on a level with its topmost
round, and .-ocietv must come to an end through default of

cla.-M s to perform its lower olliees ; and place all on a level

at the lowest, and it must also come to an end through de

fault of da.-scs ijualitied
to perform its higher offices. In

government both property and men should be represented,
and so represented that the one cannot swallow up the

other. In order to secure; this end, you must classify and

represent both property and men, so that each class may
have the means of protecting it-elf against the other. It is

then alwavs rather the equality of classes we should aim

at than the equality of individuals, sivc in mere personal
ria hts, in regard to which the lowest should be placed on the

same footing with the highest. The sooner, therefore, we;

give up our dreams of an equality of social condition and

influence, tin. better for all concerned.

IJut the Federalist-, though they took in some respects a

wroni; direction, were not so exclusively wedded to the

biisine-s intere.-ts of the country as are the present Whigs.
The \Yhigs on purely constitutional questions are, as a fed

eral partv. at least as sound as the Democratic party, and we
find in their platform as drawn up by their late Baltimore

convention very little to object to on this head. The grand
objection to the Whig- is, that they seek to administer the

government too exclusively in favor of the business inter

ests of the country, to make it in some sense the slave of

the money power, or rather of that huge credit system
through which the Rothschilds, the Barings, and other

great bankers, principally Jews, become the real sovereigns
of the modern world, and bring the destinies of nations to

be decided on Change, the meanest and the most ruinous

system ever invented. the most fatal to the independence
of the nation and to the freedom of the subject, as well as

to public and private morals. We do not object to the

Whi^s because they are in favor of a protective tariff The

question of protection or free trade admits of no universal

solution. It is a practical question, to be decided by each

nation for itself, according to its particular interests and cir

cumstances at the time. Whenever its circumstances per-



POLITICS AND POLITICAL PARTIES. 369

init, it is no doubt the duty of every nation to encourage
and protect its own industry, so as to render its well-being
as independent of foreign nations as possible. We are not
in favor of copartnerships with nations for copartners, and
\ve look with as little affection on the commercial brother
hood of nations preached by Cobdcn, Bright & Co., as on
the Jacobinical brotherhood contended for by Messrs.

Mazzini, Kossuth & Co. Then, again, the Democratic party
do not on the question of a protective tariff differ in princi
ple from the Whigs. The protective system, or the Ameri
can system, as it was called, originated with the Republican
party, and was fastened on the country in opposition to the

Federalists, especially of jSTew England, who were, as their
interests led them to be, free-traders. The Democratic party,
when in power, with individual exceptions, have always
supported a protective tariff. The present tariff, imposed
by a Democratic administration and a Democratic congress,
is a protective tariff, and the only difference on the subject
between the two parties, at least in the northern, middle,
and western states, is merely a difference of more and less.

The Whigs would be satisfied with the present tariff, if

home valuation for foreign, and specific for ad valorem,

duties, were substituted, two changes which, we confess, we
are not prepared to oppose. No; the real objection to the

Whig party is that it is the business party, the party of the

fundholders, bankers, brokers, traders, and manufacturers,
in a word, of the modern credit and industrial systems,
against which we are bound to be on our guard.

But this same objection applies, at present, with nearly
equal force to the Democratic party, unless it be in the

slave-holding or planting states. The urban system, the

system of the English Whigs under the reign of Queen
Anne, so strenuously, but ineffectually, opposed by Swift
and Bolingbroke, has been adopted by both parties, and in

respect to this system the two parties are mere divisions of
one and the same party. The main question at issue be
tween them is, which shall get the lion s share of the spoils.
The country party, save in the planting states, has ceased
to exist. The agricultural interest has&quot; no representative
out of those states, and though it still counts for something
in the election of president, it has little power to influence
the general policy of the administration, or to determine the
action of congress. The policy of the government rests 011

the business interests of the country, and will, let which
VOL. XVI- 24
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partv may succeed in the election, be determined bv Bos
ton, New York, Philadelphia, I!. ill imore. New Orleans, St.

Louis, Mini Cincinnati. The present election, under this

point ot view, is &amp;lt;il comparatively little importance, and it

makes little dilTeivnce which partv succeeds. The reasons
which should decide us to vote for the one part \ rat her t han
the other must lie sought elsewhere.
A respectable minority of the Whir; partv, as we have

said, i- coiiser\ative in the vj&quot;&quot;d sen-e of the term; hut

these lire unaMe to decide the action of that partv. The
action ot the \\ hi^ partv will lie determined l&amp;gt;v the ma
jority, and tiiat majority adopt as radical views of a overn-
meni as the Democratic ])arty, and in some sections even
more MI. 1 he Democratic partv in their resolutions avow
the purely democratic theory, without a single qualification.
So here we arc. \\ hicli partv shall we support ( Ileallv.

it we were not in some sen^ 1 obliged to support one partv
or the other, or throw awav our Votes, we would support
neither. Indeed, t ho re is now no or^a nixed part v in the eoun-
i ry that a really intelligent and lo\;d citixen can t-up])ort
without v;reat reluctance. The Democrats proclaim in their

creed the whole Jacobinical theorv of government without

any iv-erve, ;ind in principle declare illegal and tvrannical

;dl tho governments of the world not democratic, that is,

all except our own, and. consequently, the riidit of the peo
pie, in every country except our-, to re&amp;gt;i.-t and overthrow
the existing government, and of our own government and

peojile to run, whenever we choose, to their assistance.

They lay down the principle that authorizes the Jacobinical

intervention preached by Kossuth. and as many jilihu^tcr

expeditions a^ain&amp;gt;t
( uba, Mexico, or any other (Country, as

the- desperadoes amon^ us, I orei^n and native, may find

themselves able or disposed to fit out. They also adopt a

resolution asserting the justice of the Jate Mexican war, so

that, whoever votes for the party candidates must subscribe to

the assertion that that most unnecessary and iniquitous war
\\ as just. The Whi&amp;lt;&amp;gt;- platform in these respects is less ob

jectionable, and asserts no abstract doctrines, or general
principles, that we cannot, without much difficulty, accept.
Both parties profess adhesion to the compromise measures,
which is well

;
but the fact is, that the professions of neither

party, save in so far as they favor radicalism either at home
or abroad, are deserving of much reliance. The Demo
crats will be radical from instinct, and the Whigs from

* D
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policy, in order to outbid the Democrats ami obtain the suf

frages of the people for themselves. The principal dan

gers the country lias to apprehend are such as result from
democratic excess or abuse of republicanism. They are, in

regard to the Union, on the one hand, the danger of con

solidation, and on the other, of dissolution; in regard to the
states or government in general, they are the tendency to

fanatical legislation, which, under pretence of checking vice

and promoting virtue, strikes at the rights of persons and

property, and establishes social despotism, and the clamor
for law reform, which would change the essential elements
of the common law, destroy its excellence as a system for
the protection of private rights, whether of persons or of

things, and with it the last conservative institution now re

maining in the country, the independent judiciary. Here
are the dangers we have to apprehend in regard to our do
mestic or internal relations. In our foreign relations, the

dangers to be apprehended arise from the spirit of demo
cratic or republican propagandist!!, manifesting itself in

piratical expeditions like those against Cuba, and in popu
lar and governmental intervention in the internal affairs of

foreign nations, to aid the red-republican revolutionists in

overthrowing monarchical institutions and establishing
the reign of terror. The question to be decided by every
loyal American citizen is, Which of the two parties will
afford us the best protection against these several dangers ?

or which is likely to do the least to increase them ?

As to foreign revolutionism, the
&quot;Whigs,

as a party, are

naturally the least dangerous, but being the weaker party,
or at least the less popular party, in the country, and the

general sentiment of the country being democratic, they
are constantly tempted to court support at home by encour

aging the popular party abroad. On nearly all domestic

questions, Mr. Webster is conservative, but no Democratic

secretary of state ever proved himself with regard to the

foreign revolutionists more radical than he has. The sec
tion of the party which has triumphed in the nomination of
General Scott is as strong in its sympathies with the foreign
revolutionists as is any section of the Democratic party.
Mr. Reward of New York, one of its most prominent and
influential leaders, is a thorough-going radical, domestic and

foreign, and was in 1820 and he boasted to us, not a great
while since, that he had not changed very much of a Fanny
Wright man, and a supporter of the wild schemes of what
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was called the &quot; Workin^men s
party.&quot; The leading Scott

papers in New York, the / r!l&amp;gt;n n&amp;lt; and 7V///,.
s&amp;gt;. are the or

gans of the Ko-siith party and policy. It was also under a

Whig administration that the piratical expeditions were
fitted out against Cuba, against which the government
took&quot; such inetl ectual precautions, and none of the actors in

which has it brought to punishment. It was this same ad
ministration that brought Kossnth here, and &amp;lt;&amp;gt;Teeted his

arrival with a national salute. It is this same administra
tion that is bu.-y. apparently, in irettini* up a quarrel with
Mexico aliout the right of way across the I.-thmus of Te-
h nan tepee, and preparing another war with that di&amp;gt;t racted re

public, and the annexation of another slice of its territory
to the I nion. \\ e cannot see, then, in the success of the

\\ higs any real security for a wise. ju&amp;gt;t.and neutral foreign
policy, although we are dispo-ed to think that, as it regards
the internal trouble- of other nation,-^, we should have, upon
the whole, less t&amp;lt;&amp;gt; fear from a Whig than from a Democratic
administration. A large portion of the Whig partv cer

taiidy retain a respect for the policy of Washington and
Adams, and we have seen in (ieneral Scott no Ko.-suth

tendency and no piratical propensities. He is said to be a

vain man, but he i&amp;gt; a gentleman, a gallant soldier, and an
able and accomplished military officer, and his military hab
its must render him aver.-e to all encouragement of disloy

alty and revolutionism, either at home or abroad. The
country, as a general rule, is safer under the presidency of a

real we do not mean a sham military man than under a

civilian, le&amp;gt;s likely to be involved in war, and less likely
to transcend the line of its duty towards foreign powers.
Other things being equal, we should in a country like ours,
where the deference to the mob is so great, and so few
have the habits of authority, always prefer an eminent mil

itary man for the executive, to an eminent civilian, for his

training is more likely to bring out the proper executive

qualities. For the candidate of the Democratic party we
have personally great affection and esteem

;
we know him

to be a man of ability, honesty, and warm feelings; but wre

fear that he will be a mere executive of the will of his

party, and that he will feel it his duty to follow rather

than to lead it. He has given in his unqualified adhesion
to the Baltimore platform, which, save as to the compro
mise measures, at least so far as it is any thing more than

abstract nonsense or unmeaning declamation, every Ameri-
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can citizen should abominate. We fear that his adminis
tration will accept the policy urged upon us by Ludwig
Ivossutli. alias Alexander Smith, the vice-president of the

American Bible Society. He is warmly supported by Sen
ator Douglas, the pet candidate of the filibusters, and by
that organ of the foreign radicals and revolutionists who
have iied hither to save their necks from the halter they so

richly merit for their deeds in their own country, -the

Democratic Review. We do not suppose Hie government
will send its fleet to Hungary, for Hungary proper, we be

lieve, has no seaport, or that it will declare war either

against Austria or Russia ; but all that it can do to support
the revolutionists of Europe, short of actual armed inter

vention, we fear it would do, in case of the success of the

Democratic party. All appearances indicate that a Demo
cratic administration would favor secretly, if not openly,
effective measures to revolutionize Cuba, and detach it from

Spain, and very likely kindle another war with Mexico, and
annex the greater part of its territory to the Union. It

would most likely seek to rival in this respect the Polk ad

ministration, and would, without any doubt, find the senti

ment of the country sustaining it.
ki

Expansive Democ
racy&quot;

would be in power, and the government would be
conducted on the &quot;manifest

destiny&quot; principle. We may
be mistaken in all this, we shall be most happy to find that

we are
;
but we fear we are not. Under this point of view,

a point of view of especial importance to us as Catholics,
for the red revolutions and filibuster campaigns are all

primarily directed against the church of (rod, we think
the danger would be somewhat less under a Whig than a

Democratic administration. We must also remember, and
we beg our Catholic friends not to forget, that it was not a

Whig, but a leading Democrat, Mr. I oik s secretary of the

treasury, who raised the cry of the &quot;

Anglo-Saxon Alli

ance,&quot; which if effected, would prove simply an alliance of
the Protestant world against the Catholic.

There is no question, if we turn from the foreign to the
internal affairs of the Union, that the tendency of the

Whigs is rather to centralization, and that of a section of

the Democratic party to an exaggerated view of state

rights. But this tendency of either can be pushed to a

dangerous extreme only by the financial measures of the

government and continued abolition or free-soil agitation.
The financial policy of the government, we may safely pre-
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diet, will be substantially tlie same-, let which party wili suc

ceed in the election, and therefore; calls here for no particular
discus-ion. The abolition or free-s &amp;gt;il agitation is a serious

a flair, and if continued will lead either t &amp;gt; a dissolution, or,

what is more probable, to a centralization, of the Union.

liotli pirties are indeed pledged against this agitation,

but.
]). rhaps both are nor equally likely to keep the

pledge. The abolition or free-soil section of the Whig
partv have u ot their candidate for the presidency, and an;

the controlling section of that party. General Scott per
sonally, no doubt, is opposed to the agitation, and in favor

of sustaining the fugitive slave law; but the tree-soil sec

tion of his party must be the principal recipients of the

executive patronage, and have the preponderating; influence

in his administration. lie will be obliged to administer

the government very much in accordance with their views,

and consequently there i&amp;gt; great danger of its being too fa

vorable to free .-oil agitation. The Democratic party,

though strongly tinctured at the North with abolitionism,

is le.-s likely, we think, to break its pledges than the Whig
party, (ieneral Pierce is well known to be; opposed to

abolit ioni&amp;gt;m. and in favor of leaving the whole question of

slavery to the states in which ,-lavery exists. His doctrine

was. when we- knew him personally, and we have no reason

to suppose that it has changed since-, that slavery is a ([lies

tion the disposal of which has ne-ver hern conceded to the

Uniein, therefore is iv.-erved to the states, and with it we:

who live in the free states have no more to do than we;

have with it in Cuba or Constantinople. His doe-trine

here- is sound, and so is the doctrine of the leading Demo
crat.- in all section- of the Union. So far as the question
of slavery is eonceTiied. we feel that the Union will be le.-ss

unsafe in the hand.- of the- Democrats than in the- hands of

the Whigs. In regard to foreign intervention or demo
cratic propagandist!!, whether officially or otherwise, we
should give the preference, under existing circumstances,
to the Whigs ;

and wiih regard to the domestic or internal

affairs of the Union, to the Democrats.
In regard to the principles and measures of government

in general, and which with us find their application in the

individual states, the minority of the Whig party are un

doubtedly the soundest part of our citizens, at least in this

commonwealth of Massachusetts. As it concerns fanatical

legislation, of which the Maine liquor law is a specimen,
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both parties are implicated, hut perhaps the Whig purty to

the greatest extent. Properly speaking, this sort of legis
lation is neither AVliijr nor Democratic, hut Puritanic. It

is only a revival of old Massachusetts colonial legislation,
and part and parcel of that policy which was adopted, and
so rigorously enforced in Geneva, hy John Calvin. The
system aims to effect by legislation what can be effected

only by moral suasion and the influence of religion on the
heart and conscience. It strikes at the first principles of

individual freedom, and establishes a most odious social

despotism. It is in perfect accordance with the political

principles of the Democratic party, but, as parties are rare

ly consistent throughout, probably, so far as it is concerned,
it makes not much difference which party is in power. In
both parties are men who oppose it; in both are men who
will support it from conviction, and a still larger number,
who, while despising it, will support it because they believe
it popular, or fear that it would be unpopular to oppose it.

With regard to law reform and the judiciary the Whigs
are generally less unsound and more conservative than the
Democrats. In this state the Whig party on these questions
takes the right side

;
the Democrats generally are as wrong

as men well can he. These questions are especially impor
tant to us as Catholics, for we are in the minority, and our

religion is odious to the majority. We could have no safety
under the Democratic doctrine of law, and the power of the

legislature over vested rights. The security of our interests,
our rights of property, our churches, and our burying-
grounds, depends only on the common law and the inde

pendence and purity of the judiciary, both of which it is a

part of the Democratic policy to sweep away, and which it

is as yet a part of the Whig policy to preserve. We must
be utterly blind to our own interests as Catholics, as well as

to the interests of the commonwealth, if we yield our sup
port to the Democratic party in this state as a state party.
As matters now stand, the Whigs, as a state party, seem to

us to deserve the preference. Of the party in other states,
as a state party, we are not qualified to speak.
As to the questions raised about Protestant test laws,

N&quot;ative Americanism, &c., we have little to say. Catholics
as such have nothing to hope from either Scott or Pierce,
and no more to fear from the one than from the other.

Neither is a Catholic, and neither is a bigot. Pierce is from
a state which retains for certain offices a Protestant test,
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which practically amounts to not hing : but lie is well known
to have &amp;lt;-\rrted him-clf to aboli-h it, though without success.

\s Catholics, we owe no irratitude to those xealoiis dema

u-o^iies who, in order to induce Catholics to vole tor Scott

against him. make him responsible for it. We think ju-t

;i s much of them a- we do of those other demagogues who

labor to enli-t Protestant prejudice again-1 Seott. becau-e

one of his daughter.-, and we know not but two. has received

the irrace to hecome Catholic. \Ve regret to see such things

brought into nnr political contests, and we despise the dema
M- i^iies who introduce them ; hut. alas! the loo!- are not all

dead vet. and a new brood is hatched every year. Scott

has been accused of native Americanism, and on this ground
it has been attempted to prejudice our citi/.ens of foreign

birth against him. and to secure their votes for his competi

tor; but we have no reason to believe him unduly Ameri

can. We are not at all disturbed by the pettish letter he is

-aid to have written some years ago. but which he has snt

tieientlv retracted. This question of native Americanism

is one that requires to be treated with great delicacy, and

our friends of foreign birth mil-! be careful how they touch

it. lest thev brill&quot;; about the very evil they seek to guard

;iLrain-t. We. as &amp;lt;&amp;gt;ur readers well know, have not the least,

conceivable svmpathv with political
native Americanism;

but. neverthele . we are American. American born and

reared, as uiir ancestors for a hundred and tit ty years before

us. We share largely in the American nationality, and we

are verv much deposed to believe that American interests

should dictate and control American politics. Now, there

are two classes of foreigner.- who leave their own country
to M-ttle heiv. toward- which we have very dilVerent feel

ings. The peaceful, indu-trioiis. and laborious foreigners,

like tlie threat ma-s of the Irish and (ierman emigrants, who
come here to seek a home for themselves and their children,

and who quietly study to learn and discharge their duties as

American citixens, we
&amp;lt;;reet

with a hearty welcome, and

would admit them at an early nioment to all the rights and

immuniiiesof native born citixens. I Jut there is another class

of emigrants, demagogue s, revolutionists, desperadoes, who,

after having failed to revolutionixe their own countries, fly

hither either to save their necks from the merited halter, or

to abuse the liberty granted them by our government and

laws, to renew their anti-social and liberticide projects, and

to carry away our government and people in a vain and
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misLhicvons attempt to rcnlize their mad schemes, either

hero or in the countries they have left behind. These un

principled and crazy spirits congregate in our cities, form

secret societies all through our land, affiliated to like soci

eties all over Europe, gather around our journalists, get the

control of newspapers, corrupt the public mind, and through
their own countrymen of the other class, naturalized here,

attempt to control our politics and shape the whole policy
of the government, foreign and domestic. They uniformly
attach themselves to the extreme radical party of the coun

try, and hurry it on in the most dangerous direction. For

eigners of this description have been the curse of this coun

try, from the miserable Callender, the foul-mouthed libeller

of the government under the elder Adams, to the Hungarian

speech-maker, Kossuth, and the radical writers for the Dem
ocratic Review. Now we grant our American spirit burns,

and our American blood boils, to be made in our country,
on our own native soil, the slaves or the tools of these for

eign desperadoes and cutthroats, who are controlled by the

greater criminals they have left in the Old World. If Gen
eral Scott s native Americanism strikes only at these, and

is intended merely to reduce this political rabble to silence

and insignificance, we share it with him, and instead of

looking upon it as an objection, we assure his opponents
that we regard it as a recommendation. In promoting such

native Americanism, we go with him with all our heart,

and so must every loyal American citizen, whether native

or foreign born. .But if he goes against the other class of

our foreign-born population, we go not with him. and very
few of the American people will. It is only in case they
suffer themselves to be formed into a foreign party, under

the lead of these political cutthroats, for foreign purposes,
that the American people will ever listen to political native

Americanism; then they may do it. and, of course, applaud
the guilty party, and punish the innocent. I&amp;gt;ut we have no

reason to suppose that General Scott is at all opposed to the

former class we have described, and his dry nurse, Seward,
is the bosom friend of the latter.

AVe sum up then. Of the old Federalist and Republican

parties, the Federalists were the party most favorable to

personal liberty and social order
;
of the modern Whigs and

bemocrats, the Whigs are preferable on the question of

foreign revolutionism and its accessories, and on the ques
tions of law reform, the common law, and the judiciary;
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the Democrats are preferable on the (jiie.-tions of abolition

ism, and, so far as there is anv difference, of the internal

policy of the federal v;. &amp;gt;veni men t ; while in all other re

spects the two parties arc about equal. Which upon the

whole is preferable, and should be supported in the coining

election, it is hard to sav. and we leave our readers to judi;v
each for him&amp;gt;elf. How we shall ourselves vote, we ha\ e

not. at the time of writing, made up our own mind. We
do not think much is to be hoped for the country from
either partv. It there were a party organized on really

constitutional and conservative principles, resolved to bring
the government hack to the principles and policy of Wash
ington and Adams. ---a party for the I nion without central

ization, for state rights without dissolution, for republican
ism without social despotism, for personal freedom without

disorder or anarchical tendency, for a uovernment of law,

not fora government of arbitrary will, whether your will

or mine, there would he a partv with which we could

unite, ami which we could conscientiously ur^e our friends

to support. I .ut such a party does not at present exist.

In conclusion, we would sav to our ( atholic friends, vote

tor the party you conscientiously believe to be the least

likely to injure the country, but do not wed yourselves tor

life to any partv. The salvation of the country and the

preservation of its republican institutions, under the provi
dence of God, depend in no small decree on yon. lit; on
your miard against the seductions of political revolutionists,
rebels, and radicals who have lied hither from the Old
World. You have nothing in common with them. Trust
them not till they have proved by their works that they
have ceased to be the enemies of your faith and the advo
cates of social despotism. Be on your j^uard also against
native-born demagogues. Turn a deaf ear to every one who
addresses you a- Germans or as Irishmen, or in any sense as

a foreign part\ distinguishable in your feelings or interests

from the political American people. Hold yourselves at

all times five to support the party which, here and now,

appears to you. after the best examination you arc able to

make, to be the most deserving- or the least undeserving of

your support as simply loyal American citizens. In time

yon will acquire an influence which you will be able to ex
ert for good, and have a decisive voice in determining the

policy of parties, instead of being the mere tools of party
leaders and managers. In all cases, however, remember
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that the destiny of nations as of individuals is in the hands

of Providence^ and that we can hope; for a good issue for

our political no more than for any
other efforts save as we

look to God, and invoke and receive his grace to assist and

prosper us.

WORKS OF FISHER AMKS.*

[From firownson s Quarterly Review for October. 1S54
|

FISIIKR AMKS, sprung from one of the oldest families in

Massachusetts, was born April 9, 1758, in the old parish of

Dedham, a pleasant country town about nine miles south of

Boston, and the shire town of Norfolk County. He
died July 4, 1SOS, in the prime of life, but he had lived

long enough to gain a distinguished rank among the pa
triots and statesmen of his native country. lie was a man
of fine natural ability, a good scholar, a fresh and vigorous
writer, and a chaste and eloquent speaker. He was bred to

the bar, at which he does not appear to have attained to

much eminence. His tastes and his studies lifted him to be

a statesman rather than a lawyer, and had his health been

good, and had he lived to a good old age, we cannot doubt

that he would have stood in the front rank, if not at the

head, of the eminent men of his generation.
Fisher Ames was a Federalist, and strongly opposed, as

were his party generally, to French Jacobinism, the red-re

publicanism of his day. and has shared the opprobrium cast

upon his party by their successful rivals who came into

power with Mr. Jefferson in 1S()1
;
but nobody can read

these volumes edited by his son, without feeling that he

was a true American in his feelings and convictions, a

thoroughgoing republican, and ardently attached to liberty.

He was a member of congress from the organization of the

^government under the federal constitution, in 1789, to the

close of Washington s second presidential term, in 1797.

His increasing ill-health required him then to retire Irorn

* Works of FrsriKR AMES. With a Se ecfion from hi* Speeches and Cor

respondence. Ediled by his Son, SETII AMES. Boston: 1854.
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public life, though his interest in public ;ill.iirs continued

is long as lie lived. llf retained to the la-t the confidence

,,f his partv. ami the alVection and admiration ol his

friends.

Mr. Anie.-j wa- in congress diirini: tiie m&amp;lt;&amp;gt;&amp;gt;t important
,nd the most critical period of our history, and \ve may
dmost sav, in tlie history of the modern world, for it was

iho period of the old French revolution. The eight years

that Wa-hinu toii was at the head of the new government,
ami when nothing hut his wi.-dom and prudence, his sober

judgment, and his immense personal popularity could have

arried it through the clangers and difficulties which beset

ir on either hand, from aln&amp;gt;ad and at home, have been but

Miperliciallv studied by the politicians and pretended Amer
ican state-men of the present generation, and have seldom

been studied at all save through the spectacles &amp;lt;d part\

prejudice. During that period the ^overnmcnr in all its

departments had to be organized. What the French call

organic laws had to be passed, a practical application ol the

ro ii-titution had to be made, a proper direction had to be

M-Jveii to the administration, an independent American pol

icy had to be adopted and sustained, and the fruits of the

war of independence to be secured. All this could not be

and was not done without opposition, and Washington in

.iTectinv; it overcame more &amp;gt;erious obstacles than he had

ncountered in conduct ing the war of independence to its

successful termination in the peace ol li s -
.

The supporters of Wa-hin-Mon s adminstration were called

Kederali-N. and thev were so called because they supported
the federal constitution, and a federal ynr.-rrt inent instead

,,f a ? f ttf/n, or rnntederiition &quot;f the states. The party op-

p,,sed to them, little numerous in ITS 1

.), were at first called

Anti-federalists; after 1 7 .S they took the name of Rfipuh-

Itcans. which, since l^:
1

.-- . they have generally exchanged
for that of 1) mocrats. Whatever we may think or say of the

Federalists of a later dav, we must all concede that to them

we owe the formation and adoption of the constitution, the

organisation of the federal government, and the adoption, in

regard to European states, of an independent American pol

icy. They, we may say, made the United States one people,

and consolidated the national government. To them we

owe it that we are one people under a popular, but strong

and efficient, federal government, instead of being an aggre

gation of hostile states, held together by a rope of sand,
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and tending constantly to separation, and to anarchy or

despotism, as would have been the case if at that early
period the views of the Anti-federalists had prevailed. That
the Union now exists, and the United States rank as one of
the great powers of the earth, it is not too much to say, is

owing to the fact, that during the first twelve years of the
federal government the administration was in the hands of
the Federalists.

We know perfectly well that nothing can be more unpop
ular than this assertion. The Federalists were in power
from 1789 to 1801, when Jefferson and his party triumphed
over them, by what ho called a revolution. Since then the
Federalists have had to bear the odium of a defeated party.
Their opponents before their defeat blackened them as

much as possible in order to secure their defeat, and have
blackened them as much as possible since in order to justify
it. Ever since, the easiest and cheapest way to prove one s

patriotism and to win popularity has been to declaim lustily

against the Federalists, and it has been and is now more
than any man s political reputation is Avorth, in the Union
at large, to attempt to soften the judgment pronounced
against them. Not a little of the indignation excited

against ourselves, by our recent article on Native American
ism, is to be attributed to our supposed sympathy with old
Federalism. The Federalists had in their day to fight the
battles of Americanism against foreign influence, especially
that of the French Jacobins and their American sympathiz
ers, who proposed to overthrow the administration of the
father of his country, and even to revolutionize the govern
ment. They had a hard struggle to prevent the country
from being virtually governed by Jacobinical France, and
to maintain an independent American policy. They were
opposed by all the partisans of the French revolution, and
owed their defeat in 1801 in no small degree to the hostility
of foreign radicals ; and from that day to this, the foreign-
born population of the country have been among their bit
terest opponents. We have scarcely ever known an adopted
citizen that did not suppose the readiest way to prove his
Americanism was to declaim in good set terms against old
Federalism and the Federalists.

For ourselves personally, we were brought up in the Re
publican school, and were early imbued with as strong
prejudices against the old Federal party as the sage of Mon-
ticelio could have desired. Whatever party associations we
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iiave ever had. have been with the Republican or Demo
I

cratic partv. The Federal partv was defunct years before

we wen 1 old eiioiiu li to ca&amp;gt;1 a vote, and the \\ hi^r party ol

to-day is. as a partv. further removed trom genuine Fede

ralism than the Deiii&quot;crat ie partv itself. We have never

had the follvof wishing to resuscitate the l etleral party,
and perhap.-, were it resuscitated and in power, we should

be far enough from supporting it. I ut we plead guilty to

a tendency to sympathize with defeated partie-. \Ve can

not accept the doctrine that victory is always a sign oi merit,

and defe;it of demerit. In this world, evil, left to the

natural coiir.-e of things, triumphs oftener than cfood, and
we alwav.- lind ourselves seeking what there was good in the

party thai ha- failed, rather than shouting pa-ins to the

victor. When a party has triumphed, we lose our interest in

it. and feel our heart, open to the victim. This may be very
undemocratic, unworldly, and very wrong, but it is a fact..

Hence our sympathies are usually Driven to defeated parties
and oppressed nationalities. When the revolution of ISIS

had the upper hand in Furope, we opposed it, defended the

sovereigns; but .^inee the sovereigns have triumphed, and

authority is vindicated, our sympathies pass to the camp, not

indeed of the revolutionists, but of the people, who suffer

manv wrongs that it is the duty of power to redress. It is

to the unpopular cause, to the forgotten or neglected truth,

to those who need help, not to those who are abundantly
able to help themselves, tiiat we feel instinctively drawn.

It, is. perhaps, a perverse tendency ; it certainly is constantly

getting us into scrapes with our own party and friends, and

prevents us from ever beini; popular, or relied on as a leader

or as a partisan. It was never in our nature to follow the

multinide. and of course we are never disappointed when the

multitude refuse to follow us.

The old Federalists were far enough from being immacu
late, and were they now in power, we feel pretty certain that

we should lind them full of faults. As a party, they are dead,
and we are far enough from wishing them to awake to life.

They were defeated forever in 1801, and the power has

passed into the hands of their rivals. Jefferson and his

party triumphed. That party continues, and, in a right or

a collateral line, it will continue, to administer the govern
ment, for weal or for woe, most likely as long as the repub
lic stands. The Whigs may now and. then attain to place,
but they have not and are not likely to have the confidence
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of the people in a sufficient decree to enable them really to

govern the country. We complain not of this. We com
plain not that the Federalists were defeated in 1801. We
are not sure that the reelection of the elder Adams would
have been for the best interests of the country. It is possible,
and we think not improbable, that the Federalists were
pushing their tendency to a strong government too far, and
that, if they had succeeded in their efforts to retain power,
they would have thrown too much power into the federal

government, and destroyed the nicely adjusted balance be
tween it and the several state governments. All we mean
to say is, that their defeat was not an unmixed good, and
that the joy felt at the triumph of their opponents should
be mingled with regrets ; for if by that triumph some evil
was prevented, some good Avas lost. The Federalists had
errors from which the Republicans were free, but they had
certain tendencies and principles which the Republicans
want. We think, the danger, if danger there really was,

having now passed away, it is time for the Republican party
to do justice to the Federalists, and to profit by liberal loans
from their principles and policy. Our motive for calling
attention to them is not to displace the Democratic

party&quot;,

but to induce it to correct its own exclusive tendencies by
the sound principles which they held. All parties are more
or less exclusive, and none of them embrace the truth under
all its phases. Each has its dominant idea, true enough if

you will, but incomplete and dangerous if taken alone, and
pushed to its last consequences. The true and accomplished
statesman is an eclectic, and above all parties, and never the
slave of any, because all wise and wholesome civil govern
ment is founded on compromises, or in the nice adjustment
of mutually opposing principles.

The great danger against which every real statesman has
to be on his guard is that of leaving the practical for the
theoretical or speculative. In teaching, we are always to
aim at first principles, and to push our principles to their
last consequences. Theoretical truth knows no just medium,
no compromises, because all truth is homogeneous and one,
and what is not truth is falsehood. Here we must seek
logical unity and consistency. But in government, which
is a practical affair, we have to distrust strict logical unity
and consistency, because they invariably lead to &quot;despotism.

Every simple government is despotic. Hence, your Euro
pean republicans, who adopt the simple democratic idea,
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and seek to conform the whole political and social order to

it, always establish, ;is far us they establish any tiling, not

lilierty, but social despotism, the most intolerable of all des

potisms. 1 he ^Ta\e.-t error of Mr. Jefferson and his partv
was in their fcndenev to render the democratic idea exclu

sive. Mr. Jetlerson was a great man, but he was a philoso

pher after the manner of the eighteenth cent ury, and, though
a brilliant theorist, was imt a Matomaii in the highest sense
o| that word. A &amp;gt;tatesman i&amp;gt; not merely one who knows
the various t heorie- of u overnment, and is able to select one
ot t hem and give it a .-cien i lie exposition, bii t one who com

prehends the irenius of his coimtrvmen, and knows how to

adapt the government to them so a- in its practical work
in^ s to M-ciire the pub IK- u ood.

Mr. Jeflerson, like the philosophers ol his time, made no
account ot the genius of a people, but looked upon them as

wax, which take.- readily any impression that it is thought
best to give it. lie overrated the powers ol government in

the formation of national character, and believed it quite

possible to torm the American people to the ideal model
framed by theinlidel philosophers of I

1

ranee, and to change
them li om an English to a continental people, lie hate&amp;lt;l

(ireat Britain, and adored inlidel France, tor France in his

day wa- regarded a&amp;gt; infidel, and he wi.-hed to make ns sub-

Mani ially Frenchmen, alter the pattern &amp;lt;&amp;gt;! the revolutionists.

In this lie proved his want of statesmanship. &quot;We are no

worshippers of the English social system, and, as distinguished
from the political system, we think it far inferior to that

of mo.-t continental states, (ireat Britain is the richest

country in the world, and she stands undeniably at the head
of the modern industrial system, but in no continental state

can you Jind that social degradation and that squalid misery
that appall you in her larger towns. But the statesman must
take as his point of departure the social system he linds ex

isting, whatever its merit compared with that of other states,

for the life of every people is indissolubly connected with
their social system. Destroy that, and you destroy them. You
may develop, modify, improve it, but you must always pre
serve its essential character, and proceed according to its

essential principles.
We do the memory of Jefferson no injustice when we

say he overlooked this important fact. He was a materi

alist, and ignorant of Christian philosophy. lie knew not

that in nations, as in individuals, there is something substan-
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tial, persisting, and unmalleable, mightier than the might
iest despots, and against which the best-devised theories,
are sure to break. Yon cannot alter this essential genius
of a people without destroying it. We were essentially
an English people, living essentially an English life. AVe
had grown up under and with the English social system.
Whether the Federalists understood this in theory better
than ]Mr. Jefferson and his friends, may be a question, but.

they certainly understood it better in practice. They ad-

hered^
more closely to the English model, and wished, in

their interpretation of our institutions and the administra
tion of the government, to depart as little from the English
type as possible. They were therefore, in our judgment,
the truer statesmen. They sought not to change thiT social

system or the genius of the American people, but to con
form to it, and to make the best of it. They indulged no
dreams of ideal perfection, imagined no Utopia, and were,
content to draw from fact and experience. They were as

strongly republican or anti-monarchical as their opponents,
even more so; but they were less democratic, they were
more English and less French, more American and less

foreign, more practical and less speculative, more disposed
to be satisfied with the existing order, and less disposed to

try new experiments.
The American genius is republican as opposed to mon

archy, but it is not democratic. Democracy as an exclu
sive element is in American society an exotic, imported
originally freni the philosophers and speculators of conti
nental Europe. The American people did not throw off
their allegiance to the British crown because they wanted
to establish a democracy, or because they wanted to get
rid of monarchy, but they did it because they wanted na
tional independence. With all the talk to-day about de

mocracy, the American people at bottom remain as they
were under Washington and Adams. Democracy is a

speculation with them, not a life. At bottom, in their in
terior political life, they are, as we have so often con
tended, constitutionalists, and cling to Magna Charta. A
struggle is no doubt going on in our country between the
constitutional order, inherited from our British ancestors,
and the democratic order, imported by the Anti-federalists
from France, and reinforced by the foreign radicals natural
ized or resident amongst us, and on the result of this strug
gle depends the life of the American people. If the efforts
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made to conform cur life to the foreign democratic theory

sneered, the 1 iiiteil States of Washington and Adams, the
&quot; Model

Republic,&quot;
is no more, whatever muv take its place.

\vhether anarehv or despotism.
Whether the democratic order he the he.-t of all possible

orders or not, thi&amp;gt; much is certain, it is nut ihe A meriean
&amp;gt;v&amp;gt;tem. and \vhoever labors to introduce it, or to secure its

triumph, labors to destroy the verv life; of the American

people. A&amp;gt; vet. democracy is with us oidv a theorv, a false

interpretation of our system. We are more American in

our practice than in our dortrines. and act far better than
we speculate. I!uf how long this will continue to he the

ca&amp;gt;e it is not easv to sav. The manliest discre[)ancy be
tween our speculative theory and our interior habits, in-

,-tinct&amp;gt;. and inherited constitutionalism, is certainly fraught
with danger, and if we do not before a great while conform
our theory to mir political and social svste.m, we may be

sure that, with the influence of unprincipled demagogues,
aided by the ma of foreign radicals pouring into our

larger town&amp;gt; and cities, and who. a&amp;gt; we have elsewhere
shown, confound republicanism with democracy, we shall

eoiitorm our practice to our theory, and not so much
change as utterly de.-trov American life.

Names have great influence. It is very unfortunate,&quot;

.-aid one evening to us, in a long conversation on this sub

ject, the great southern statesman, Mr. ( alhoiin, &quot;that the

[Jepublican party calls itself /ct/tor/ i

t(t;&amp;lt;-.&quot;

! That party does
and will rule the country, for, as a partv, it is the most truly

national party now in exigence. The Federal party has

long since ceased to exist : the Whig party numbers a

great many excellent individuals in its ranks, who have cor

rect view.- of government, but the\ do not determine the

policy 01- the action of their party. As a party, it has no

principles, no definite policy, and seeks success by courting
almost any and every temporary or local excitement, which
is undoubtedly a proof that it is weak, and feels itself weak.
In former times it did good service to the country as a

check on the excesses of the dominant party ;
but since

1838, when the Boston Atlas denounced the Aristocratic

Whigs,&quot; claimed the name of Democrat for the Whig
party, and recommended its party to descend into the

forum and to take the people by the hand, it has attempted
to outbid the Democratic; party, and has served only to push
the country into a wilder and more excessive democracy.
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It may have some local and temporary successes, but, as we
have said, when it attains to place, it possesses in too feeble
a decree the confidence of the people to be able to govern.
As a general rule, the government of the country will re
main in the hands of the Democratic party. TTe do not.

complain of this, for it is not that party we are opposing
in what we call democracy, as so many fools imairine. and
so many knaves pretend. That party, though from the
first inclining too much to the democracy of the European
school, is not, properly speaking, democratic, and ought not
to call itself by that name. The fact that it has so called
itself does harm, for we cannot bring out and insist on
American constitutionalism, in opposition to exclusive de

mocracy, without seeming to many to be making war on
that party itself, and not without being represented as doing
it by a much larger number. If we warn the country
against the dangers of democracy, a hue and cry is raised

against us. as if we wished to displace the party in power,
and put in some other party. Such, however, is by no
means onr wish. What we want is, not to turn out the
Democratic party, or to throw any obstacle in the way of
its success, for, faulty as it is, we prefer it as a national

party to any other organized party in the country ; but
we do wish to impress upon that party itself certain whole
some lessons, lessons which it would readily accept if it

had adhered to its old name of Kepublican, and had not
suffered itself to consecrate by its new name certain un-
American speculations. The safety of the country requires
it to develop and render more prominent its conservative

elements, and to restrain within more moderate limits its

ultra-democratic or radical tendencies.

^Unquestionably in a country like ours popular sentiment
will in the long run have its way, but men who really love
their country will take as much pains to form a wise ancl

just popular sentiment as they will to ascertain and follow
the popular sentiment for the time. The will of the peo
ple constitutionally expressed is law for us in all civil mat
ters, but it does not follow from that that the will of the

people is always just, or that popular sentiment is infalli
ble. The statesman, if worthy of the name, has something
more to do than to ascertain the wishes of his constituents
and to conform to them. He is bound, indeed, to consult
those wishes, but he is bound also to go back of them, and
to ascertain whether they are wise and&quot; just ;

for there is for
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umc*. We can onlv s;iv, that they are full of just thought,
of deep rejection, of sagacious remark, and of patriotic

warning, clearlv. fiv*hlv. and vigorously expressed, in a

t-t \ !c of rare puritv and elegance \\ e mu*t add, that they
arc- *eiit out ii\ I he publishers in a ca.-ket not unworthy ol

the u ems thev contain. Thev are printed in a Myle ol

cha*te beauty and elegance thai \ve have never seen equalled
bv anv production- of t:ie American

pr&amp;lt;-&amp;gt;s.

\\ e are happy
also to learn from the publishers that the work meet* a ready
bale. This i.- encouraging, and indicate* that, whatever the

external appearances, the American people are *till politi

cally sound at the heart, ,md that it is yet too soon to de

spair of the republic. \Ve hope much 1rom the younger
educated men v.Towinu up in all part* of the country, \\hile

we tru-t the\ will avoid the rock on wliich the old Federal

ists split. We hope they will V.TOW up wedded to genuine
Americanism, readv to *acritice themselves to defend it,

u^ain.-t all attacks, whether made from the -ide ol democ

racy, from that of monarchy, or that ot aristocracy. The

destinv of our country is bound up with constitutional re-

publicani*m, in which the will of the people constitution

ally e\piv**ed i* law, and i* endangered alike by etlorts

to convei t it intcj a monai chy, an aristocracy, or a pure

democracy.

CATHOLICS OF KNCiLAM) AM) IRELAND.*

[From Hrmviisoii s t,)iuu-trrlv Krvic\v I DI- January, 1853.]

As far as we can jud^e, at this distance and with our very
limited information, England is rapidly verifying the old

Baying, (J&amp;gt;
n&amp;lt; l&amp;gt;&amp;lt; ux cult peril &amp;gt; /&amp;gt; , pn. u* deincntat. She re-

ceived from God, with the Catholic religion, a most excel

lent political and civil constitution; but she seems to be re

solved on dohi!4 her best to destroy it. The so-called refor

mation in the sixteenth century, which followed close upon
the destruction of the old nobility in the wars of the Roses,

by uniting in the kini both the temporal and spiritual sov-

* The Quarterly IlecictD. Art. VIII. Parliamentary Prospects. Lou-

doii: October, 1832.
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ereignty, disturbed the proper balance of the estates of the

kingdom, and made once free and merry England, under the

Tudors and the Stuarts, virtually an absolute monarchy ;

the rebellion in the seventeenth century, which beheaded
Charles L, and the revolution which placed Dutch William
on the throne, and more lately the elector of Hanover, un

duly depressed the authority of the crown, threw too much
j)0\ver into the hands of the aristocracy, and converted the

government into an oligarchy; the reform bill of 1832, and
kindred measures which have since followed, have in turn

broken the power of the aristocracy, given predominance to

the commons, and subjected the government to the fluctuat

ing interests and passions of the business population. A
further change, which shall (dear away both monarchy and

aristocracy, and favor the British empire with a Jacobinical

reign of terror, would seem to be only a question of time.

The reform bill established the supremacy of the com
mons, and introduced the elementary principle of democ

racy; the free trade policy, which Sir Robert Peel found
himself unable to resist, places the nation under the control

of the trading and manufacturing classes, to the serious

detriment of the agricultural interests, and to the ruin or

emigration of the rural population. To remedy the evils

which necessarily follow, new political reforms are demand
ed, and these, if obtained, will demand others still, and thus

on to the end of the chapter, because each new politi
cal reform will only aggravate the evil it was intended to

cure. English statesmen have been applauded, and have

applauded themselves, for the wisdom with which, dur

ing the convulsions of continental Europe, they have
staved off revolution and civil war by well-timed conces
sions to popular demands ; but concession to popular de
mands is a more temporizing policy, and a temporizing-

policy seldom fails in the end to be ruinous to every gov
ernment that adopts it. It deprives it of the moral strength
which is derived from fixed and determinate principles, and
reduces it to a mere creature of expediency. A struggle

immediately commences between it and its subjects,

they to get all they can, and it to concede as little as pos
sible, in which they are sure to come off victorious at

last. The fact that the government yields at all, is a con
cession that it holds its power rather by sufferance than

right, and gives an air of justice to the popular demands

against it.
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umes. We can only say, that they are full of just thought,

of deep reflection, &quot;of sagacious ivmark, and of patriotic

warning, clearly, freshly, and vigorously expressed, in a

style of rare purity and elegance We must add. that they

are sent out
l&amp;gt;y

the publishers in a ca&amp;gt;ket not unworthy ol_

the avius they contain. They are printed in a style of

chaste beauty and elegance that we have never seen equalled

l&amp;gt;y

anv production- of the American
pn-&amp;gt;s.

\\ e are happy

also to learn from the publishers that the work meets a ready

sale. This is encouraging, and indicates that, whatever
tjie

external appearances, the American people are still politi

cally sound at the heart, and that it is yet too soon to de

spair of the republic. We hope much from the younger
educated men growing up in all

part&amp;gt;
of the country, while

we trust they will avoid the rock on which the old federal

ists split.
We hope they will irrow up wedded to genuine

Americanism, readv to sacrifice themselves to defend it

against all attacks, whether made from the side of dcmoc-

racv, from that of monarchy, or that of aristocracy. Hie

destiny of our countrv is bound up with constitutional re-

]Uihlicanism, in which the will of the people constitution

ally expressed is law, and is endangered alike by efforts

to convert it into a monarchy, an aristocracy, or a pure

democracy.

CATHOLICS OF ENGLAND AND IRELAND/

[From Brownson s Quarterly Review for January, 1853. J

yAs far as we can judge, at this distance and with our ven

limited information, England is rapidly verifying the ol&amp;lt;

saying, Quern Deus vuliperdere, prius dementat. She re

ceived from God, with the Catholic religion, a most excel

lent political and civil constitution; but she seems to be re

solved on doing her best to destroy it. The so-called refor

mation in the sixteenth century, which followed close upon
the destruction of the old nobility in the wars of the Roses,

by uniting in the king both the temporal and spiritual sov-

* The Quarterly Review. Art. VIII. Parliamentary Prospects. Lou-

don: October, 1852.
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ereignty, disturbed the proper balance of the estates of the

kingdom, and made once free and merry England, under the

Tuciors and the Stuarts, virtually an absolute monarchy ;

the rebellion in the seventeenth century, which beheaded
Charles L, and the revolution which placed Dutch William
on the throne, and more lately the elector of Hanover, un

duly depressed the authority of the crown, threw too much

power into the hands of the aristocracy, and converted the

government into an oligarchy; the reform bill of 1832, and

kindred measures which have since followed, have in turn

broken the power of the aristocracy, given predominance to

the commons, and subjected the government to the fluctuat

ing interests and passions of the business population. A
further change, which shall clear away both monarchy and

aristocracy, and favor the British empire with a Jacobinical

reign of terror, would seem to be only a question of time.

The reform bill established the supremacy of the com
mons, and introduced the elementary principle of democ

racy ;
the free trade policy, which Sir Robert Peel found

himself unable to resist, places the nation under the control

of the trading and manufacturing classes, to the serious

detriment of the agricultural interests, and to the ruin or

emigration of the rural population. To remedy the evils

which necessarily follow, new political reforms are demand
ed, and these, if obtained, will demand others still, and thus

on to the end of the chapter, because each new politi

cal reform will only aggravate the evil it was intended to

cure. English statesmen have been applauded, and have

applauded themselves, for the wisdom with which, dur

ing the convulsions of continental Europe, they have

staved off revolution and civil war by well-timed conces

sions to popular demands ; but concession to popular de

mands is a more temporizing policy, and a temporizing-

policy seldom fails in the end to be ruinous to ever} gov
ernment that adopts it. It deprives it of the moral strength
which is derived from fixed and determinate principles, and-

reduces it to a mere creature of expediency. A struggle

immediately commences between it and its subjects,

they to get all they can, and it to concede as little as pos

sible, in which they are sure to come off victorious at,

last. The fact that the government yields at all, is a con

cession that it holds its power rather by sufferance than

right, and gives an air of justice to the popular demands

against it.
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The ell ects of the past policy of tlio British government,

may be seen in the uncertain movements of the present
nominally conservative ministry. It is a ministry without

anv mind of its own. It lucks morality, if lacks principle,
and seems to have no other plan of government than to

keep itself in place. It has no hiidi and commanding pol

icy, no comprehensive or far-seeing statesmanship; and, in

fact, does not ri.-e above the lowest forms of mere temporary

expediency. It sinks to the common Whig level, and even

below it. and stands on a par with our own AYhig party,
who seem ioiii; since to have abandoned all principle in

order to be able to triumph over their Democratic oppo
nents. It seems prepared to accept with hardly a wry face,

the free trade policy of Sir Robert Peel, which its members,
when out of power, denounced as ruinous to the country.
Whether the ministry could do otherwise and retain its

place, may be a question ; but they ought to be aware;, that

the adoption of that policy commits the government to a

series of measures which cannot fail to subvert the British

constitution, and thev should leave to others the sad

privilege of consummating the revolution. It they ac

cept that policy, thev must go further. grant a new reform

bill involving the principle of universal suffrage, and

change the commons from an estate to the people, or give
\vav to the accession to power of Messrs. Cobden, Bright &
Co.; and in either case they can only prepare the way for a

democratic revolution, and consequent anarchy and military

despotism.
The ministry seem to us to be hastening on this deplor

able result, -deplorable for England, and of no advantage
to us, by their madness in renewing the old Protestant

persecution of Catholics. Henry and his daughter Eliza

beth, unhappily for their own country and the world, made

England a Protestant Mate. The 1 most shameful and bar

barous persecution of Catholics preserved her as such down
to 1S-J1), when the Catholic relief bill, reluctantly conceded

by Wellington and Peel, in order to avoid the horrors of a

threatened civil war, changed her in principle from an ex

clusively Protestant state to a state professing no religion
in particular, and leaving its subjects free to be of any

religion they choose, providing it be nominally Christian.

Great Britain then threw open the imperial parliament
to Catholics, as she had already done to Dissenters, and

recognized them as subjects and free citizens of the em-
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pire. In so doing, she made her Protestant church a mon
strous anomaly in her constitution, and really committed
herself to its annihilation as a state religion. A party
resolutely opposed to it, strong enough in spite of its influ
ence to recover their liberties as electors and senators, could
have no disposition to sustain it, and could hardly prove
unable, in the long run, to withdraw from it the support of
the state. G^est le prcnn^i jxi* qni &amp;lt;-oyf,\ They could
more easily, after having gained admission into parliament,
go further, and overthrow the establishment, than they
could gain that admission itself. They could not be ex
pected to stop with that achievement. Logical consistency,
if nothing else, would require them to ^o further, arid
eliminate the anomaly from the constitution. The neces

sity of logical consistency might not, indeed, be strongly
felt by the adherents of the establishment, who generally
contrive to

dispense with logic, and to utter much solemn
cant about via media, or the middle way between truth and
falsehood; but the party opposed, and whom this solemn
cant only insults and disgusts, could not be stayed by so
feeble a barrier. They must have consistency ;

either the

consistency of dissent with the non-conformist, or the con
sistency of truth with the Catholic. In opening her parlia
ment to Dissenters, and in signing the Catholic relief bill,
Great Hritain, whether she intended it or not, gave the
death-blow to the Anglican establishment. She committed
herself to what was for her a new policy, and from wlrch
she cannot Henceforth retreat without shame and ruin. The
Anglican establishment, or C/mrc/i of England, it is well

known, is a creature of the state. It was made 1 bv the
crown and parliament; and now that the crown counts for

little, and the royal prerogative, yields to the majority of
the house of commons, it is idle to suppose that, a. parlia
ment in which Catholics and Dissenters have seats will not,
sooner or later, exert its power to unmake it, especially
since

^it
is no longer in harmony with the other parts of the

constitution.

The late ministry, probably for the purpose of breaking
up the tenant league that was forming in Ireland and bod
ing no

g&amp;lt;&amp;gt;&amp;lt;d

to Irish landlords, made a show, in its ecclesi
astical titles bill, of reestablishing Protestantism, and gov
erning as if the state were still a Protestant state. Its suc
cess threw it from place, and secured it the contempt of the
Christian world. The Derby ministry, seeing the em bar-
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rassment tin- English and Irish Catholics might cause them
in carrying out Mich policy as they have. &amp;gt;cein to he in

earnest to restore deposed Protestantism, and to administer

tin; ^overnmeiit as if the ( atholic relief bill had neyer been

granted. This \ye regard as a proof of its madness. It is

too late to threaten the, disfrancliisement ot Catholics, or to

hoj&amp;gt;e
any tiling for the state from the persecution of the

church. Statutes may he
pa.-.-ed airain.-t Catholics of the

most oppiv.-sivt: nature, the old penal codes of England and
Ireland may lie ivviyed in ; dl their satanic rigor, hut all in

vain. England can ni, ver become again an exclusively
Protestant state. The ( atholic element in both England
and Ireland is stronger than it was in lSi&amp;gt;!&amp;gt;, when it wa;i

strong enough to force Wellington and Peel to concede

emancipation, and irraver consequences would follow the

repeal of the Catholic relief bill than were apprehended
from a refusal to grant it. Neither English nor Irish Cath

olics are now the timid and depressed body they were then
;

they have a tinner and a bolder
&amp;gt;pirit.

a higher and a more

thoroughly ( atholic, tone; and are. in England at least,

more numerous and better organized. They are cheered

now with visible tokens of (iod s ^race. The Lord seems
to have withdrawn the rod of chast i.-emcnt foi

1 the present,
and to permit l\\&amp;gt; eoimtenance once more to shine upon
them. In the light of hi&amp;gt; countenance they rejoice ami are

strengthened. The day of their deliverance, and of his

vengeance on their oppressors, is apparently nigh at hand.

IVr.-ecut ion cannot now break their spirit: it will serve

oiilv to give them fre-h courage and /eal, and to add daily
to their numbers and influence

;
for the present seems to

be one of those seasons when in the divine providence

judgments are not delayed, and punishment follows close

on the heels of the oU euce. This may be seen in the results

of the late red-republican revolution.-. They were got up
and directed primarily against the church, the only solid

basis of MX- iet \ -, and they swept as a tornado over more than

half of I ] u rope. They have all failed, and their only not

able result has been that of breaking the bonds with which
intidel governments and paganized statesman had bound
the church, and i^ivin^ her a freedom and independence of

action she has hardly enjoyed before since the breaking-
out of the Protestant reformation. Even the republic of

France, with General Cavaignac at its head, found itself

obliged to send its troops to restore the Holy Father, com-
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polled by tlie very party that made that republic to fly

from Rome.
It seems to us that the time for reviving- the old persecu

tion of Catholics is exceedingly ill chosen. Such persecu
tion will nntnrally force Catholics to seek the means of self-

defence. The ecclesiastical titles bill has destroyed their

confidence in the Whigs, who can never again count &amp;lt;n

their support as a bodv. Thev never had much confidence

in the Tories, and will certainly have less if the
r

r&amp;lt;)ry
min

istry continues to persecute them. They will be driven,

then, to unite with such as are opposed to both the Whigs
and the Tories, and therefore with the Manchester politi
cians

;
that is, with a republican party. Tf you turn both

crown and aristocracy against them, they will, however re

luctantly, combine their force with the party from whom
crown and aristocracy have nothing to hope, but much to

fear. The accession to power of the Manchester school.

commanding as it does the sympathies of both the people
and government of this country, would be virtually the ac

cession of democracy; and Great Britain cannot become a.

democracy without descending from her present proud
eminence to the rank of a third or fourth rate European
power. Catholics are loyal and patriotic, and would not

join with the party whose views are so hostile to the tem

poral interests of their country, without a severe struggle ;

but thev do and must place their religion before their poli

tics, and thev know perfectly well that the prince who per
secutes their church forfeits his right to their allegiance.

Our obligation to obey the temporal ruler is restricted to

obedience in those things which are not repugnant to the

law of God. as interpreted by the Catholic Church. When
the prince commands that which is contrary to that law, so

interpreted, we are released from the obligation of obedi

ence
;
for we must obey God rather than man. How, then,

count on the support of Catholics for a government that

persecutes them? or not expect them to oppose such gov
ernment by all means in their power not in themselves un

just? If the temporal interests of their country suffer by
the course they adopt, let it be so. Tiie church, of God is

more to them than country, and they can never hesitate to

sacrifice the interests of the latter rather than the rights of

the former, when you place them in a position in which they
must sacrifice one or the other. You have no right to seek

the temporal interests of the state at the expense of the in-
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terests of religion. If you do not, you will find Catholics

among your most loyal and patriotic subjects; if you do,
you must expect them to oppose you. You have no ri^ht
to complain of them, for you, not they, are the party in the
wronof. It seems to us, then, a verv mad policy, in a pro
fessedly conservative P&amp;gt;riti&amp;lt;h ministry, to force the Catho
lics of the empire into a union with radicals or democrats as
the only means of securing the freedom of conscience.

(^eat Hritain is, at the present moment, not only threat
ened with a democratic revolution, but also with a formid
able foreign invasion. We have no doubt that N&quot;apoleon
III. wishes for peace, and will seek it. if by it he can effect his

purposes; but we cannot suppose him afraid of war, placed,
as he just has been, at the head of an empire whose chief
recollections are of military glory. He not unlikely wishes
to repair the defeat of Waterloo, and we cannot presume
him unwillinirto return at London the visit paid by the Brit
ish troops to Paris in |Sir&amp;gt;. lie appears to be preparing to re
turn that visit, and the attempt to do so we can well believe
would not be at all distasteful to the French army, or to the
French people. Appearances certainly indicate that at no

distant day the haughty island queen will be visited by a
French army, and that she will have to fi^hr. -not to annex
new kingdoms to her Indian empire, not merely to save; her
distant colonies in Africa or America, but in defence of her
own fireside, against an enemy her equal in bravery, her
superior in military science, and urged on by the enthusiasm
&amp;lt;&amp;gt;f a new dynasty, the memories and rivalries, the victories

and^ defeats, of seven hundred years. England s insular

position has saved her from being the theatre of the prin
cipal foreign wars in which she has been eiiira^ed; but we
recollect no instance in her history, from Julius Cresardown
to William Prince of Orange, in which she has been in

vaded, without being obliged to succumb to the invader.
If the new French emperor should effect a landing on her
shores, as it is thought he may without serious difficulty,
she will rnid it no child s play to prevent it from becoming
another Norman conquest. She is strong, we grant, but she
is also weak; strong abroad, in a war carried on at a dis

tance, but weak at home, for her possessions are so scattered
over the world, and require for their preservation such a

dispersion of her forces, that she cannot concentrate her

strength there in defence of herself. All commercial and

manufacturing nations, however strong they may be abroad,
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when they c;in subsidi/e otlier powers, are always weak
when attacked in their own centre.

In tin s no improbable struggle where is England to find
friends and allies? Not with us, certainly, though allied to
her by blood and language ;

for the great body of our peo
ple would far more willingly fight against than for her.
and are only waiting a. fair opportunity of measuring their

strength with hers/ Moreover, we have certain designs on
Central America which she is the only power likely to
thwart. She is also our most formidable rival in the mar
kets of the world, and we shall be quite willing to find
ourselves able to supplant her. We have now no secretary
of state disposed to form an &quot;

Anglo-Saxon alliance,&quot; and
are not likely to have one again for some time to come. Our
cotton, and California gold mines, render us in the main in

dependent of her money power, and able to withstand the
shock of a conflict with her. She can find no friends or al

lies on the continent, if Napoleon takes ordinary care not
to excite the apprehensions of his neighbours, and abandons
the old French polio.y, so long and so fatally pursued, of

humbling Austria. She has by her pride, her arrogance, her
intermeddling with the affairs of her neighbours, her sup
port

of revolutionists, and her readiness to stir up rebellions
in all the continental states, alienated from her all these

states, unless perchance Sardinia; and there is not one of
them that would not willingly see her fall, and utterly
ruined, providing that it could be done without rendering
France too formidable. If the new French emperor takes
the pains to give ample security on this head, he may count,
in a war with Croat Britain, on the sympathy of very nearly
the whole world.
We do not say that Great Britain, in such a contest as we

suppose, would be beaten, but we do say, that to sustain her
self she would need the cordial and loyal support of her sub
jects. The Catholics constitute about one-third of the pop
ulation of the United Kingdom. Can she afford, in the pres
ent juncture of affairs, to alienate the affections of so large

abortion of her population? Can she dispense with their
aid ? Or can she, if she disfranchises and persecutes them
for conscience sake, count on their support ? Will Catho
lic Ireland, whom she hardly keeps tranquil by one-half
of her regular army at home, consent to shed her blood in
defence of her tyrant and persecutor? Ireland is indeed
somewhat apt to disappoint the calculations of her friends,
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and by her internal divisions, or hv often deceived hopes
ol conciliating a hostile government, to secure tlie triunipli
of her aggressors ; hut \ve can hardly believe that she will

support in peace or war any ministry mad enough to at

tempt to deprive her of her religious freedom. The church
is all that .-he ha- left of her ancient national greatness, and
it is only in the independence of her church that she re

tail^ any vestige of her former national independence.
|)estn&amp;gt;v the independence of lier church, by subjecting it

to the state, or even to the Catholic hierarchy of Kngland,
and you extinguish the last

spark&quot;
of her national life, anni

hilate the Irish as a distinct people, and absorb them in the

Anglo-Saxon and Anglo-Xorman population of the empire-.
That conquest, which you have in vain been trying for

seven hundred vears to comj)lete, \vould tlien be consum-
mated. Ireland lives only in the freedom and indepen
dence of her church of all authority save that of the Holy
See. Her faith and piety, her

&amp;gt;troiig
national feeling, and

her dee]) sense of wrong and insult, of unheard-of oppres
sion, mid unrelenting persecution continued for centuries,
witli all the malice, the cruelty, and cunning of hell, as

well as all her old &amp;lt; eitic memorir-. associations, and affec

tions, must indi.-pose her to support a govern men t that

makes war on her church, and the most that you can hope
the influence of her clergy will be able to effect will be to

restrain her from acts of open hostility. There are, also,

the Irish settled in England, to the number, it has been

said, though we can hardly believe it. of three hundred
thousand men able to bear arms, Can a ministry hostile

to their religion, and determined to deprive them of the

rights of conscience, count on them 1

support, or even their

neutrality? Will they shed their blood for the power that

is gorged with the spoils of their church, that oppresses
the land of their fathers, and deprives them of their dear

est rights ?

Great Britain is the main stay of the enemies of God
and his Christ ; she is drunk with the blood of martyrs ;

and in the approaching contest the prayers of two hundred
millions of Catholics throughout the world will daily and

hourly ascend for her defeat. Of English descent, a warm
admirer of many traits in the character of Englishmen,
speaking the English language for our mother tongue, and
nurtured from early childhood in English literature, we
have personally no hostility to England, and certainly
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should regret to sue her become a French province; but

we cannot deny that we should not grieve to see her hum
bled, for till she is humbled we cannot hope to see her re

turn to the bosom of Catholic unity. She is and has been

the bulwark of the Protestant rebellion against the church,

and of all the nations that broke the unity of faith and dis

cipline in the sixteenth century she his been the most cruel

and barbarous in her treatment of Catholics. How, then,

should we grieve to see her weeping in sackcloth and ashes

her apostasy and cruelty to the people of God ? Sorry are

we that she needs punishment, but since need it she does,

we cannot be sorry to see it inflicted, and warmer sympathy
than ours she need expect from no Catholic heart. These

prayers of Catholics she may, indeed, make light of, but

they will not ascend in vain. They will be heard in heav
en. Not notions any more than individuals can always
go on sinning with impunity. They must at length fill up
the measure of their iniquity, and when they have done it,

vengeance is sure to overtake them, and they fall, to rise no

more for ever.

Considering, therefore, the present temper and strength
of the Catholics of the United Kingdom ; considering that

the country is threatened with a democratic revolution on

the one hand, and with formidable foreign invasion on the

other, we cannot but wonder at what seems to us the folly
and madness, even in a political point of view, of the Brit

ish ministry, in attempting to reestablish effete Protestant

ism, and to revive the old policy of penal enactments

against the faithful members of the Catholic Church. We
can account for such folly and madness only on the ground
that the term of indulgence granted to this haughty island

power has well-nigh expired, and that the day of her exem

plary chastisement is at hand. To us the statesmen of Eng
land seem struck with a preternatural blindness.

The Quarterly Review for last October, in its article on

Parliamentary Prospects, shows even more alarm than

virulence. It appears to be fully conscious of the critical

state of the ministry, if not of the empire. It sees very

clearly the embarrassment the Catholics of England, and es

pecially of Ireland, mav produce by their determination,

partially carried into effect in the recent elections, to use

their politico! power as electors and senators to force the

government to repeal the acts repugnant to their religious

freedom, and it seeks to arrest their action, well knowing
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their scrupulous fidelity to their oaths and engagements, by

pretending that in so using their power they are violating
the declarations and oaths on the strength of which the

Catholic relief hill was granted. It assumes tliat their de-

termination is an act of aggression on the Protestant con

stitution and the church as by law established, which they
had sworn not to (list urb, and makes out what appears at

first sight rather an awkward case against them. l&amp;gt;ut who
cannot make out a strong case when he is free to invent

premises to suit a foregone conclusion (

It is not our province to criticise the declarations and

oaths cited by the reviewer. We presume them to be such

as a Catholic can take without heresy or schism, otherwise

they would have been condemned by authority; but, we
sav lor ourselves, personally, that we would be hung,
drawn, and quartered before we would sub.-cribe to them.

Our Catholic friends, no doubt, deemed them not only al

lowable, but also prudent; and they may have judged wise-

Iv. We, houever, are no friend to liberal concessions of

what, is not our own, and we regard it always as highly im

prudent even to appear to restrict the power or province of

the papacy in favor of the secular government. The argu
ments of our London contemporary only confirm us in this

opinion. When hard pressed, men naturally concede every

thing that they can in conscience, and if we cannot ap

prove, we can at least excuse them
;
but the concessions

they make seldom fail in the long run to return to their

serious embarrassment. They narrow the ground we stand

on, and if they leave us less to defend, they leave us less

with which to defend it. When the question is an open
one, we always prefer the higher and more comprehensive
view as the more politic. It is sure to prove so in the end,
whatever it may be for the moment. We have an invin

cible love for freedom, for that freedom which none but a

Catholic can enjoy, or even understand
;
and we can never

consent to give up one iota of it to Caesar, let him storm

and threaten as he may. His storming and threatening
never frighten us, for we know that he has no power to

harm us. lie may bind or torture our body ;
he may

hang, behead, burn, or cast it to the wild beasts to be torn

and devoured
;
but that is no injury to us. It is rather a

bench t, nay, the greatest possible favor to us, if we remain

steadfast in the faith and charity of the Gospel. So we

always make it a point to defend even to the last the
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most distant outworks of the church, sure that we have
yielded too much if we have permitted the enemy to
attack us in the citadel, although we know that to be im
pregnable.
The tendency of English Catholics, as well before as at

the period of the so-called reformation, was to regard the

pope as an Italian potentate, rather than as their own chief,
and to restrict, as much as possible without falling into ab
solute heresy or schism, the papal authority in favor of the

temporal sovereign. Indeed, what is termed Gallicanism

might with far more propriety be called Anglicanism, for
France borrowed it from England, as she subsequently bor
rowed from her her deism, incredulity, and sensist or sensual-
istic philosophy. This tendency prepared the way for
Protestantism in England, as it did subsequently for infidel

ity and Jacobinism in France. The English Catholics cher
ished it, after the reformation, not only as in accordance
with their national traditions, but as likely to render them
less offensive to a Protestant government. Protestantism,
is simply the assertion of the&quot; supremacy of the temporal
over the

^piritual; consequently, Catholicity, which asserts,
the precise contrary, must be regarded by the Protestant

sovereign as high treason. It necessarily denies the roval

supremacy, and Catholics in England, fora long series&quot; of

years, were charged with treason, arrested and executed as

traitors, simply because they were Catholics. It is not

strange, then, that English Catholics should have sought to

stay the hand of persecution by professions of loyalty, by
disclaiming as far as they could their obligation to obey the

sovereign pontiff, and asserting in very strong terms their

subjection to the temporal prince. They seem to have im
agined, that all that was needed to put a stop to the perse
cution they suffered was to prove that they could, as Cath
olics, be loyal subjects of a non-Catholic sovereign ;

and
they went so far in the way of proving this as to

&quot;support
their prince against their spiritual father, as, for instance,
under St. Pius V. and Sixtus Quintus. Hence we find,
even down to the period of Catholic emancipation, English
Catholics generally asserted the independence of temporal
sovereigns; and in the spirit of a miserable Gallicanism,
which, as we have elsewhere shown, conceals the germs of

political atheism, they drew up or accepted the declaration
and oaths cited by the Quarterly Review as the condition
on which the Catholiv relief bill was conceded.
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r.tit the concessions of the Knglish Catholic- to the tern

poral prince did not -ave them from persecution; they
weiv still lined, imprisoned, exiled, outlawed, beheaded, or

liiniU , drawn, and quartered, and their concessions seem to

have served ii&quot; other purpose than to deprive tliem of the

merit of eonf --ors and martvrs. Thev \vereleft with such

a weak and sicklv ( at holieit v as could not sustain them,

and ersecution, in- i-ad &quot;I strengthening them, as in the

ive ai^es. well niuh exterminated them. The church

ll on Peter, and fho-e who love not Peter always wilt

before per-eciition. I .a 1 1 er! v, Kngl ish and Irish Cath-

for oven Iri&amp;gt;h (
1

atliolie&amp;gt;. after the establishment of

Mavnooth College. Itecaiue infected with the same spirit

appear to have discovered this, and a striking change lias

come over them, which &amp;lt;_MVCS them fiv&amp;gt;h lite and vigor.

There are proposit ions in tlie illustrious Dr.
Dipyle&quot;s

evi

deuce I ic fore parliament, which few ( atholics in Kngland or

h-flaiid to-dav would accept without important modifica

(ions. Kn^li-h and li i&amp;gt;h ( atholio have turned with re

ne\\ed atVection \ IJ iiiie, and have drawn closer the hands

which hind them to the chair of Peter. The pope is not

for them now a foreign potentate; he is their chief, their

loving father, to whom thev wi-h to comport themselves

as dutiful, suhmi.-sive, and loving children. Hence their

recent pro-peril v. and the irreat accosion which has heen

made to their ,-treii^th. I he cur.-e of h;ann(. ss with which

the I-!n^li&amp;gt;h Catholic.- scjem for so many aijvs to have Ixsun

.-truck for their distrust of the papacy, their coldness to

Peter, and their -ervilitv to the temporal power, seems to

have leen at length reviked. and we know no country in

which ( atholie.it v is more healthy, vigorous, or flourishing,

than the iiohle old land of our forefathers. The secret of

this change is, we firmly helieve, in the fact that British

Catholic- are hecomin^ hearty, uncompromising papists.

Hence the alarm of Protestants.

The Protestant ascendency, after the extinction of the

house of Stuart, and of all pretender* to the crown to the

prejudice of the present reigning family, came to the con-

elusion, that it had no longer any plausible pretext, tor

maintaining the disabilities of Catholics, as it could have

no fears of such Catholics as wen; content to subscribe to

the four articles accepted by the French clergy in lti*&quot;2.

Protestants know perfectly well that Catholics of that

stamp are quite harmless to them, that, they make few con-
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verts, have no dangerous zeal, and will seldom, in case of
conflict, hesitate to support the temporal authority against
the spiritual. They may think them very silly, from a mere
point of honor, to adhere to an old and proscribed i elision,
wholly incompatible with the lightand spirit of the modern
world

;
but upon the whole they think them, though a fan

tastic, a very good sort of people, not much inferior to Prot
estants themselves, at least not at all more dangerous to
the state. But their feelings are very different towards the
bold, energetic, and uncompromising papist, who asserts,
without any reticence or circumlocution, that the spiritual
order is supreme in all things, and that princes as well as

subjects are hound to obey the law of God, and, if Catho
lics, are bound to obey that law as interpreted by the
Roman Catholic Church, especially as interpreted by the
pope, her supreme pastor. Catholics of this stamp they
respect, indeed, but dread, because they are evidently in

earnest, and present Catholicity in the sense in which it

is the precise contradictory of the essential principle of
Protestantism.

The pretence of the reviewer, that Catholics have violat
ed the conditions on which emancipation was conceded, is

unfounded. It is a mere pretext. The real thing that he

\vishes_to oppose is this free, fearless, hearty, and
&quot;vigorous

Catholicity; for he knows that this is a Catholicity that
does and will march from victory to victory, and that where-
ever it plants its foot Protestantism must&quot; disappear. The
real aim of the Quarterly is to weaken the power of Catho
lics, by sowing divisions in their ranks, and frightening them
out of this high-toned papal Catholicity. What it means to
tell us is, that it was the low-toned Gallicanism which the
relief bill emancipated, not the high and uncompromising
ultramontanism in which English and Irish Catholics now
glory, and therefore that in exchanging the former for the
latter they have broken their engagements. He will not
succeecl There are, no doubt, in England and Ireland, as
well as in this country, some timid Catholics who retain their
old prejudices, and who would feel themselves insulted if
called papists. These may think such Catholics as Cardinal
Wiseman and the archbishop of Dublin, with their true Ro
man spirit, are pushing matters too fast and too far; but
though at times seemingly half prepared to give up Peter
for Caesar, they are after all Catholics, and will follow those
whom they would never have the pluck to lead. They may
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grumble a little, but thev will remain united -,vith their

brethren. AS for frightening the others buck into ihe

Catholicity of tin- (iallican school, that is nmply out of the

question. TIn V love, a.- well as oliey, Koine. They know
she is the centre of iinitv. and that the elo.-er their union

with her. and the deeper and more unreserved their sub
mission to the IIolv Father, the fresher, the morn vigorous,
and the more inexhaustible their ( atholie life. Thev are

and will I HI It ahKtn ( atholics. lloth the Knirlish and Irish

hierarchies are stronirlv attached to Koine, and will remain

so, Itoth from principle and affection ; and all the more iirm-

ly attached, the more violent the persecution they have to

suffer from the mini&amp;gt;trv. The pastors will follow Peter,
and the lloek&amp;gt; their pastors. There are not many Xorfolks,
I Icaiimonts, and Anstevs, thank (iod. remaining in the Urit-

i.-h l.-les. and the few there mav le are of no account, for

thev caii lind
&amp;gt;vmpathv only in the ranks of Anglicans,

where. aft&amp;lt;T all. thev are despised.
This change, on which we congratulate our transatlantic

brethren, dors nor in the least violate the conditions on
which the ( atholie relief bill was granted, for it must be

presumed to have; been a contingency fore-een and accepted
bv the ^overnment. The government mav have hoped, and
even believed, that Kn^lish and Irish Catholics would, as a

matter of fact, remain (iallican, but it knew that neither it

nor anv declaration.- of Knglish or Irish bishops could bind

them to I emain so, because it knew that the ultimate; author-

itv in the ca&amp;gt;e is Koine, not the national bishops, and that

no declarations of the latter could bind, against the appro
bation, or even permission, of the Roman pontiff. Ultra-

montanism, as it is called, if not precisely of faith, is yet, as

all the world knows, not only permitted, but favored by
Koine, as the verv name implies, and no Catholic can be for

bidden to hold it, or censured for insisting on it. The gov
ernment could not, therefore, grant Catholic emancipation
without conceding to every Catholic the right to hold and
insist on it if he chose. The whole question is a domestic

question, with which those outside have nothing to do. To
them ultramontanes and Galileans an; alike Catholics, and
Catholic relief necessarily implies the relief of the one class

as much as of the other. The attempt of the Quarterly to

prove that Catholics have violated the conditions on which
the relief bill was granted, because they do not in all respects
coincide with the views set forth in certain declarations made
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at the time the question was under discussion, fails, because
those declarations were not put forth by the highest Catho
lic authority, and because, if they were put forth by any
authority, it was by an authority which the government
knew was subordinate to another, which might at any mo
ment reverse its decisions.

But passing over this we meet the Quarte/ Iy Review
on its own ground. Even supposing the Catholics of

England and Ireland are not acting now in accordance
with the conditions on which the relief bill was granted,

they cannot be censured. Suppose they are using the polit
ical power accorded them by that bill to disturb the Protes
tant establishment, the government has not a word to say
against them

; because, since that establishment is only a

creature of the civil government, they are only exercising
their rights as freemen and British subjects in disturbing it,

and because the government has been the first to violate its

engagements towards them. The conditions on which the
relief bill was granted contained reciprocal engagements,
and bound the government to Catholics, as well as Catholics
to the government. It promised them the free profession
and exercise of their religion, and they in turn promised it,

by oath if you will, in consideration of this freedom, to use
no political power which they might acquire by emancipa
tion to disturb either the Protestant settlement or the Prot
estant establishment. We need not tell the reviewer, that

the breach of a contract by the one party releases the other
;

for ho assumes it throughout his argument, and on the

strength of it seeks 10 justify the government in reenacting
the civil disabilities of Catholics. Now the government
ha.j been the first to break its faith, and in its ecclesiastical

titles bill it lias violated its promise of freedom to Catholics
;

for that act is incompatible with the free exercise of their

reli.-non. The act of Catholics which called forth that bill

was no violation of their engagements, declarations, or oaths;
for it was authorized, by the act of 1829, which granted them

religious freedom, and it was in contravention of no law of
tiie realm, as is evident from the fact, that it was necessary
to pass a new law to meet the case. The government, hav

ing by this act broken the compact, by its own act released

Catholics iYvjin their obligation to keep it, and threw them
back on ilieir rights as freemen and .British subjects, and
left them necessarily the same right to use their political

power against the establishment, that others have to use
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their&amp;gt; in its favor. \o partv can stand on its own wrong.
The wrong of the vjovermnent rrlrascd the Catholics from

all their special ohli^at ion-, and however thev inav use their

power against the establishment, it cannot complain.
The. truth of the ca&amp;gt;e. however, is, that ( atholics are not

(loin^- what thev are accused of doin&amp;lt;^ ( or any thin IT really in-

compat ihle witli their declaration- and oath-. The govern-
meiit in flu 1 ecclesiastical title- Mil ha&amp;gt; declareil the protes
t-ion and e\erci-e ot their religion illegal in the ( nited

K iniidom, and thev have uierel v coin hined, in their own de

fence, to ii.-e what political power they have, in a le^al way,
to vvt that hill repealed, and the freedom of their religion

acknowledged. That i-. thev.-eek hv le^al means to defend

and -eciire the freedom understood to be conceded hy the

relief hill of 1^ J!&amp;gt;. Tiii&amp;gt; is the simple fact in the case, and

we should like to know what there is in thi.- which conflicts

wit h an v eii^a^ement thev have entered into. Xo Catholic

in the realm dreams of disturbing the Protestant settlement,
or disputing the ri^ht of the present reigning family to the

crown ; and no one, as tar as we have seen, proposes by any

political or le^i.-lative action to de-troy the Anglican
Church, if church it can be called. The oath taken b\

Catholic electors and t-enator.- hinds them to be loyal sub

jects of the queen, but it does not bind them to use their

political power to uphold the church establishment, or tor-

hid them to withdraw from it the patronage oi the state.

Catholic- as members of parliament have the same rights as

anv other member.- have : thev sit there on term.- ot perfect.

e&amp;lt;pialitv
with the rest, and nobody can pretend that it is not

competent for parliament, if it sees tit, to withdraw all sup

port from the establishment, and sever all connection be

tween it and the state. There is a difference between not

usinn
1

a power to disturb, and using it to sustain, the Angli
can Church. To the former a Catholic might, perhaps, un

der peculiar circumstances, lawfully pledge himself: to the

latter he could not, for he can never
ple&amp;lt;fge

himself to sus

tain a false church without forswearing his own.

In anv li^ht. therefore, that we choose; to consider it, tlu;

complaints brought against English or Irish Catholics are

unfounded, and thev are made only for the purpose; Oi u.-

vertiniz; attention from the just complaints which Catholic,.-;

themselves make. The Quarterly &amp;lt;&amp;gt;nly

renews the vid

Protestant trick, that of wronging Catholics, and then in

tending that it is Catholics who have wronged Protestants;
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of provoking Catliolics by gross injustice to acts of self-

defence, and then turning round and accusing them of

breaking the peace. The trick has been repeated too often,
and has become rather stale. As far as \ve can see, our

English and Irish brethren are onlv using their political

power in their own defence, and we are right thankful
that they have the spirit and the energy to do it. They
and we are one body; their lot is our lot, and their victory
or defeat is victory or defeat for us. One of the members
cannot suffer but the whole body suffers with it. They have
their &quot;Irish Brigade&quot; in parliament, and we trust it will

lack neither courage nor firmness, neither ardor nor unanim

ity, and that it will steadily and unitedly oppose every min

istry that refuses to repeal the ecclesiastical titles bill, and
to guaranty to Catholics full and unrestricted freedom to

profess and practise their religion, in all fidelity and sub
mission to their spiritual chief. We expect this from the
&quot; Irish

Brigade,&quot;
for their sakes and our own. This much

they owe to the Catliolics of Great Britain and Ireland and
of the world. We hope they will make the Catholic ques
tion their first object, to be postponed or subordinated to

no other, for the rights and interests of the church, though
politicians are apt to forget it, are paramount to all others,
and in securing them all others are virtually secured. These

secured, it will be easy to carry such measures of temporal
relief as may be necessary ;

for the merit of securing these
will secure the blessing of God, and his assistance. The
children of this world are wiser in their day and generation
than the children of light ;

but this need not discourage us,
for the folly of the children of light is wiser than the wisdom
of the world. God has a voice in human affairs, and takes
care that it shall always be seen that his cause does not stand
in human wisdom or in human virtue. Whoever would
wish to prosper in that cause must rely on him, and not on
himself. Prayer is better than numbers or strength. We
presume our friends of the &quot;

Brigade&quot; know this, and there
fore we count on their success.

The prospect for England is not bright, but what is to be
her fate we know not. We owe her no personal enmity,
and we wish her well. But she has sinned greatly, and has
a long account to settle. There are many in heaven and on
earth that cry out, &quot;How long, O Lord, how

long?&quot;
Her

ages of misrule in Ireland, and the multiplied wrongs which
she lias inflicted upon the warm-hearted Irish people, her
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long-continued persecution of Catholics, and the blood of
tin 1 saints n-d yd on her hand, all arc registered against her,

and demand vengeance, and, it there lie justice in heaven,
will ohtain it. Siie did a noble deed ill receiving and cher-

i.-hing I * i \i!ed I

J rend; cler^v, and in reward she has had
l lie 1 1 tier i

&amp;gt;i re I n i ii i nu to the bosom o I Catholic un it v. Man v

of IHT choicest children have heard the oll er. and have re

turned. 1 lie- ( at iiolic wi &amp;gt;rld is pra vi iiu tor her con versli in.

If &amp;gt;he listens to the oiler, and returns to her old faith, once
her glor f

\. and to which she is indebted for all that is noble
or iiM-liil in her institutions, she may hope for pardon ;

but

it she remains obstinate and deaf, if she continues to be

pulled up with pride, tru&amp;gt;tin^ in her own wisdom and

strength, in the multitude of her ships, her merchandise,
and her riches, let her reflect on thi fate of TV re, the

han^litv Island n leen of antiquity, or at least of the once
brilliant spou-e of the Adriatic, now the humble slave of

the Au&amp;gt;trian kaiser.

Till-: ITRKISII WAR.*

[From Brownson s Quarterly Review for.July, 1351.]

WK have no intention of reviewing these works, each of

which in its wav i&amp;gt; worthy of more than ordinary attention;
we have merelv cited their titles as a convenient introduc
tion to some re-narks which we cannot very well avoid

making on the interminable Eastern Question, and the war
between the western powers and Uu.-sia, which cannot fail

to affect, if continued, the interests, of the whole world.

The eastern question is now the eastern war, and noth

ing is more natural than that impartial &amp;gt;pectators
like our

selves should ask. What are the parties lighting for? The
western powers, France and England, tell us that they are

fighting to sustain the independence and integrity of the

Ottoman empire, and to maintain the balance of power

*1. Ttnaxin a* it i*. By COUNT A. DE GcnowsKi. New York: 1854.

2. Turkey and the Turks. P.v ADOM HUS SI.ADE, Admiral of the
Turkish Fleet. New York: 1854.
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threatened by Russian aggression. But as to this there is

evidently sonic mistake, for the fact of Russian aggression
is not made out; and as to the policy of sustaining Turkey
in her independence and integrity, and maintaining the

present territorial adjustment of Europe, there is no differ

ence between them and Russia. She tells them that she has

no designs against the independence of Turkey, that she is

as much interested in sustaining the Ottoman empire as

they are, and that she believes that the peace and interest

of Europe require it to be sustained in its independence
and integrity as long as it can be. There is as to this no

dispute, no difference of opinion, no conflict of claims, and

therefore neither cause nor occasion of war. What then

are the parties fighting for (

Are they fighting for the holy places in Palestine, to

settle whether they shall be restored to the Latins, to whom
in right of property they belong, or be held by the Greek

schismatics, who have usurped a part of them? Not at all,

for the question raised with regard to them by the French

embassy at Constantinople in 1851 has been settled to the

satisfaction of Russia by the &quot; moderation &quot; of France. The
conduct of France with regard to the holy places has dis

appointed all her friends, and has done more than any other

one thing to weaken confidence in the religious character of

the present government. It was dastardly, and proves that,

when the interests of religion are supposed to conflict with

those of politics, they weigh not a feather with imperial
France. She yielded every thing Russia demanded, even

after having obtained a decision from the porte in her favor,

and she is very careful to have it understood that religious
interests enter for nothing into the present contest. That
Catholic interests can count for nothing is evident from the

fact that she and Great .Britain, the anti-Catholic power
par excellence, are acting in perfect concert. Certain it is,

then, that the original question as to the holy places, in

which England takes no interest, or, if any, an interest on

the side of Russia, is not the matter in dispute, and there

fore not about that are the parties fighting. What then,
once more, are they fighting for?

It is certain that the pretended answer of the western

powers to this question is not the real answer. The secret

of the war is not to be found in their manifestoes. Prior

to tiie proffers of assistance to the porte by France and

England, against Russia, in case of need, no act of Russia had
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menaced either the balance of power or the independenceand integrity of tin- Ortoinaii empire, as the British minis
try have more than once avowed in their own jiistilioatiou
lor not having oifered an earlier resi.-tance to the czar,
riireats, it \.n will, had Item tin-own out to intimidate the
porte. but

thi.^was only the usual way of treating with the
independent Turkish government. England on manv oc
casions had done the same; France had done it in the case
of

thejioly places : and Austria had juM done it in the mission
ol Prince l.einin^en. Justice can be obtained of the faith
less ami procrastinating Ottoman porte onlv l.v intimida
tion. Russia had. or pretended she had, certain causes of

complaint again&amp;gt;r Turkey, and she made, if von will, cer
tain demands ot the porte. in a very peremptory manner.
Wt were the-e demands just as between Russia and
Turkey* \\Yiv they &amp;gt;uch as Russia could enforce, or

Turkey could concede, without danger to the European
balance of power* The western powers France, (ireat
Britain. Au-tria, and I ru.-Ha, in the Vienna conference,
have settled these questions, and rendered it unnecessary
for us to reopen them. The Vienna note was drawn up b v
the French court, amended by that of St. James, and &amp;gt;uh-

niitted by them conjointly to the conference of the four
power.-. That note conceded in substance all the demands
of Rus-ia. as is obvious on its face. Here was the solemn
judgment of the four powers, including France and Eng
land, the allie.- and protectors of the Ottoman porte, that
the demand.- of Russia could be accepted without disturb
ing the balance of power, or destroying the autonomy, the

independence, or the integrity of the Ottoman empire; and
beyond this they had no right to .intervene in the dispute
let ween Kus&amp;gt;ia ami Turkey. By that judgment these

powers are bound, and they cannot now go behind it, and al

lege that the demands of Russia were dangerous either to

Turkey or to Europe. They have on that i&amp;gt;sue closed their
own mouths, and must allege a new cause of action, and
commence a new suit, or desist from all further proceedings.The conference of the four powers submitted their ad
judication in the case between Russia and Turkey, and
Russia without a moment s hesitation accepted it. What
further fault had they to find with Russia* She accepted
their judgment, and was ready to comply with the condi
tions they prescribed. Nothing more prompt, more fair,
more honorable; and what remained but for Turkey to do



THE TURKISH WAR.

the same ! But Turkey refused. Was this the fault of

Russia? Was it not the fault of Turkey? and was it not

the duty of France and England, her allies, either to force

her to accept it, or to leave her to her own responsibility, to

settle her quarrel with Russia as best she could, without

their assistance? But strange, but incredible; as it may ap

pear, these same western powers, France and England, recede

from their own terms, and prepare by armed force to sus

tain the Ottoman porte in its rejection of them ! Was the

adjustment agreed on in the diplomatic note of the confer

ence unjust to Turkey and dangerous to Europe? If it

was, why did France and England propose and assent to it?

If not, with what face could they sustain Turkey in reject

ing it?

,But it is said the note was ambiguous, and susceptible of

an interpretation more favorable to Russia than was in

tended. If so, whose the fault ? Will it be believed that the

French and British courts submitted to the conference of

Vienna a note, the purport of which they did not fully

understand, and the natural and obvious interpretation of

which they did not foresee? Believe that who will; we
believe not a word of it. But suppose the western powers
did make a blunder, Russia offered to bind herself in the

most solemn manner to take no advantage of it, for she of

fered to bind herself to understand the note in the sense

contended for by the conference. This seemed to remove

every difficulty. The conference appeared to be satisfied,

and it was supposed that the eastern question would be

solved without war. But in the mean time Turkey, ^em
boldened by the proffered assistance of France

and^ Eng
land, prevents it by declaring war against Russia. What is

the course of the western powers now? Russia has com

plied with their terms, consents to all their demands as made

through Austria, the mediating power. And what do they
do? Do they say to their proteyee, You must make peace
with Russia on the terms agreed upon, or we withdraw our

protection, and leave you to your own resources? Not at

all. They sustain her, and order their fleets to pass the Dar
danelles and to anchor in the Bosphorus. Who, in view of

these facts, will believe that war from the first was not a

foregone conclusion, that the anxiety of the western powers
for the peaceful solution of the eastern question was not

all a pretence, and that negotiations were not protracted

merely to gain time and make preparations for hostilities?



THF TKRKTSU WAR.

That such \v;is the fact, at least so far as Franco was con
cerned, in case she could make SUIT of the cooperation of
&amp;lt;ireat Britain, we have not the &amp;gt;hadow of a &amp;lt;loiil&amp;gt;t.

\\ e an- told that then- was the a^ression of Russia in

occupying with her army the Dannbian principalities, and
hat al ne was a ju-t iliahli cause of war on the part of

F.urope. We doiiU that. Whether as between Russia
nid I urkey that occupation was justifiable or not. we shall

nit undertake to decide; hut as between Ru.-sia and the
western powers it was no ju-i iliable cause of war. because
Russia declared po-itivelv that the occupation was not in

tended \ be permanent, that she had taken possession of
them only temporarily, a&amp;gt; &quot;a material giiarantv.&quot; and that,

she would evacuate them as soon as Turkey had complied
with her demands. demand- conceded, as we have seen, bv
the we-tern powers, in the Vienna note, to be compatible
with the independence of Turkey, and the safety of Ku-

rope. Kven Turkey had not her-elf regarded this occupa
tion as a (V/.w/.v

/&amp;gt;&amp;lt;//;, and the Vienna conference make no

complaint of it, and do not even hint that evacuation of the

principalities must be regarded as one of the conditions of

settlement. Moreover, that occupation did not take place
till France and Kugland had pn.lVered the porte the assist

ance of their fleets While the English and French ileets

were in Turkish waters, or ready at any moment to enter
them, with ho&amp;gt;tile intention.-, to Russia, and Turkey refused
to comply with the demands of Rus&amp;gt;ia, or to accept term.-

proposed by the conjeretice in their note, nobodv could ex

pect her to consent to evacuate the principalities. The
primary airgres&amp;gt;ioii was not in occupying the principalities

by the Russians, but in the menace of force against her by
the wotern powers; and had it not been for this menace,
which preceded the crossing of the Pruth by the Russian

army, the principalities, we may rest assured, would not
have been occupied. Powers like Russia, France, or Great
Britain are not very ready to yield what they consider their

rights at the menace of force by a third party. It comports
neither with their honor nor their interests, neither with
their self-respect nor their autonomv.

Uut when the western powers had made their prepara
tions, filled the .Baltic and the Euxine with their formidable

fleets, thrown oft the mask, and declared war against the

czar, he does not lose his moderation, or his manifest desire

for peace. He makes new overtures of peace, which are
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wise, liberal, honorable, and just. Tie offers to withdraw

his troops from the principalities, where as yet they had

acted only on the defensive, providing the western powers
withdraw their armaments from the Baltic and the Euxiiu:,

and obtain from Turkey, under their joint guaranty, the

recognition of the religious and civil rights of the Chris

tians, of whatever denomination, subjects of the Ottoman

empire. This was perfectly fair, and would have settled

the present difficulty, and removed all occasion of similar

difficulties in future. It would have secured what all par
ties professed to have at heart, and maintained undisturbed

the so much talked of balance of power. But the western

powers contemptuously reject these overtures, and will hear

of nothing but the unconditional submission of Russia, a

submission which would not only be humiliating to her, but

destructive of that very balance of power which they profess
to be armed to sustain.

Having failed by their threats to terrify Kussia, having

rejected all her overtures of peace, and having declared war,

the allied powers seek now an issue not previously hinted.

The issue which they now make, as far as they make any,

is,
in words, the resistance of Russian aggression, and the

maintenance of the independence, the autonomy of nations,

which in reality means forcing all the other nations of

Europe to unite with them in a war against the independence
and integrity of the Russian empire, that is, to suffer no

free and independent national action in any nation except
themselves. This is the aspect the question now assumes.

France and England have formed, apparently, a league be

tween themselves for the adjustment of the affairs of the

whole world, which is, under pretence of maintaining the

balance of power, to secure to them the universal dictator

ship of both hemispheres. AVe may be mistaken, but we
cannot help thinking that this would throw the balance alto

gether on one side
;
and we .are not able to see how the

supreme dictatorship would be more compatible with the

autonomy or independence of nations in the hands of Eng
land and France than in those of Russia. The equilibrium
would be as much disturbed in the one case as in the other.

One thing is certain, the independence of the Ottoman

empire has not less to fear from the French and English
alliance, and from French and English protection and ad

vice, than it has from Russian aggression. To regenerate
the Ottoman empire, and sustain its independence and in-
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tegrity, bv innovation-; in the sense of European lihenilistn,

i-. we t ikr ii, an utter impossibility. That empire is founded
&quot;ii til. Koran, an.l can sub.-i-t only as a Mahometan state,
with Mahometan laws, manner.-, and custom-. To detach
it fr the Koran, to seek to separate the Turkish state from
thi religion of the Prophet, and to uovern it according to

approved European political atheism, is .-implv to dissolve

it. Turkey, we arc told. i&amp;gt; entering the path of European
civilization : but all accounts go to prove that she has thus
far borrowed from European civilization, saving, perhaps, in

regard to militarv organization, onlv its wor.-t features. In

polit ics the progress consists in centralization, in t he de-t ruc

tion of the great hereditary fiefs of the empire, and making
the pachas and all the local authorities immediately depend-
on! on the will of the sultan, a change bv which corrup
tion and oppression have been multiplied a hundred-told, and
the empire is hurried on to its destruction. In private
morals and manner- the pro^iv.-- consists in sneering, before

Europeans, at the Koran, in travestying the European cos

tume, ami in u euinv; trloriouslv drunk. The &quot;Old Turk&quot;

i- a fanatic, but he has certain principles of natural integrity
ami good faith. If he has the vices, he has al.-o t he virt lies,

of his race : but your
&amp;gt;%

Young Turk.&quot; your liberalized Turk,
ha- the vices of the European and the Asiatic, without the

virtues of either. He is the most false-hearted, faithless,

unprincipled mortal v&amp;lt;m can find. And vet it is bv en

couraging these liberalized Turks, and sustaining them in

po\ver. that England, especially, hopes to regenerate; Turkey
and make her a European state !

The Lontfon I^im*. evervbodv knows, is a very amusing
journal, and throw.- I

%
nn&amp;lt;-h quite into the shade. We need

not therefore be surprised to find it arguing, apparently
quite irravcly. that Turkey is to be sustained and invigorated,
not as an exclusively Turkish state, but by elevating the

Christian population of the empire, and calling them to par

ticipate in the affairs of the state and to swell the ranks of

it.- armie.-. Its plan seems to be to mould the Turks and
Christians, without regard to difference of religion or race.

into one homogeneous people, under the paternal rule of a

descendant of Othoman. A wise plan and a practical, in

deed ! Does this British journal need to be informed that

the distinction of race is indelible in the East? Has Eng
land, after a seven hundred years experiment, succeeded in

moulding the Anglo-Saxon and Irish into one homogeneous
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people? arid has she with all her efforts succeeded in estab

lishing harmonious political action between the Protestant

Saxons and the Catholic Celts? Well, the difference of

race between the Turk and the Christian is broader and

deeper than that between the Saxon and the Celt; and the

difference of religion between Christians in the East ex

cept a few Protestant converts and Mahometans is far

greater and more difficult to leap than that between Catho
lics and English Protestants. Can any man in his sober

senses believe it possible, without his conversion to the Cath

olic faith, if even then, for the haughty and domineering-
Turk to regard as his fellow-citizens and equals those whom
he has conquered, and for four hundred years regarded as

slaves and treated as dogs; or that the Christians, who have

the memory of the conquest dee]) ifi their hearts, who are

smarting under four hundred years of wrongs, slavery, and

degradation, will ever use their power, if they get it. in any
other way than to revenue themselves on their former op

pressors ? lie who thinks the contrary knows little of

human nature, and still less of the populations of the East.

The political amalgamation of the two rac.es and the two

religions is wholly impracticable and out of the question.
Either the Turks alone or the Christians alone must consti

tute the political people of the empire, the ruling race. The

attempt to amalgamate them will only render all autonomy
of the empire impossible, and the constant intervention o1

foreign governments in its internal administration indis

pensable.
The Turkish government in its weakness and embar

rassments will concede whatever is demanded, and it is

said that it has, at the advice of the western powers,
granted to the Christian population throughout the empire
equal religious and civil rights with the Mussulman popu
lation. This may be so, but it is only so much waste

paper, unless some Christian power or powers be present
to watch over the execution of the grant, prepared to en

force it, if necessary, by fleets and armies. If left to the

Turkish authority, it will prove to be a mere sham. How
is it to be carried into effect? Are the Christians to be

governed by Mahometan, or the Mussulmans by Christian

laws? Is justice to be administered in mixed courts, ac

cording to the sapient recommendation of Lord Stratford-

de-Redcliffe? These mixed courts have already been tried

in a few localities, and found to be impracticable. Chris-
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tians might administer Turkish law fur Turks, hnt Turks
can never administer Christian law for Christians. If

the internal administration is managed by the oilicial ad

vice of foreign ambassador.-, what bee- inu&quot;&amp;gt; of Turkish auton

omy or Turkish independence, which you profess to have

it so much at heart to sustain? Ib&amp;gt;w much more indepen
dent would Turkey be, compelled to follow tin; advice of

the English or French, or the English and French ambassa

dors, than if compelled to follow that, of the .Russian or the

Austrian ambassador, and ho\v much less the disturbance of

the present balance of power . Nothing is more certain

than that, if the allied powers succeed against Russia, Turk
ish autonomy is no more, and the administration of the em

pire falls into the hands of their ambassadors at Constanti

nople. Neither England nor France is blind enough not to

see this, or not to see the blow struck at the; solidity of the

empire in the recent confiscation of the property of the

mosques; and therefore we look upon their profession of

enu agini;- in war in order to sustain the independence and

integrity of Turkev as so much moonshine. They may
wish to keep Turkey independent of Russia, and in a condi

tion to be used against her, but only by keeping her depend
ent on themselves. Their object would seem to be to

nullify Russian influence over the porte, and exclude her

entirely from all intervention in the management of orien

tal affairs. But while a just policy would, no doubt, re

quire that no one of the great powers should have an ex

clusive and all-controlling influence at Constantinople, we
cannot understand why England and France, any more

than Russia, should have such an influence.

15ut Russia, we are finally told, is too powerful for the

safely of Europe, and it is necessary to weaken her power,
and to erect barriers against her further expansion. That

Russia is powerful, and tends to become more so by absorb

ing the whole Sclavic family in Europe and
uniting

all its

members under her sceptre/and that in this there is some

danger to other European powers, we are not disposed to

deny. The Sclavic family is, we will not say the most

powerful, but the most numerous, of all the great European
families. Its numbers are variously estimated, but are

probably not far from eighty millions, while the German,

the next largest family, reckons only about forty millions.

These, if they had one common country, and were capable
of acting as one bodv under one head, would be abundantly
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able to defend themselves against any possible Sclavic ag
gression, but they are divided, separated into different

states, and incapable of acting in concert, while the Sclavic

population, as to its immense majority, constitute a single-

body, under one and the same chief. But the Sclavic race

is the least aggressive in its character of any of the Euro

pean families. It has from the remotest antiquity been
devoted principally to agriculture, and distinguished for its

peaceable habits and dispositions. Brave indeed in its own
defence, it has seldom, if ever, attempted foreign conquests.
It has, since its original settlement in Europe, never sub

jected an independent nation of another race, and it is to

day very far from possessing all its original territory.
We do not choose to lose ourselves in ethnographical

speculations or conjectures, but the oldest inhabitants of
northern Europe were probably the Letts and Fins, more

especially the Fins, who at a remote period possessed, not.

only the eastern shores of the Baltic and the present Fin

land, but all Scandinavia, together with the British isles.

The Sclavi were probably the earliest emigration from Asia
after them, and, driving them before them, took possession
of the whole of Europe from the Oural mountains and the
Oural river on the East, the Caspian and the Euxine Seas T

the valley of the Danube, and the right bank of the Rhine
on the South, and the Baltic provinces and Finland on the

West, where, not being a maritime people, they left the

aborigines, who were subsequently expelled or subjected by
the Scandinavians and Germans. They were prior to the
Teutonic wave, and possessed originally nearly all the terri

tory now occupied by the Germanic confederation. The
German tribes were undoubtedly conquerors, and obtained
their territory by conquests from the Sclavi on the one
hand, and from the Celtge on the other. The original pos
sessions of the Sclavi, if our conjecture is well founded,
were far more extended than their present possessions, with
all the acquisitions made by Russia under the Romanoffs,-
a. mixed Scandinavian and German family. This may
prove that the Sclavi are not really an aggressive race, that

they are disposed to content themselves with their own
homestead, and have not the elements of a conquering peo
ple. We are not aware of their having, if we except the

aborigines, ever subjected any foreign family, or founded
states which ruled extensively over any other race. The
seat of empire has shifted, but whether it was in Servia, at
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Kief, in Poland, or at .Moscow, its subjects have bet n of

tin; .-ame Sda\ ic race. Russia has iieeii conquered by the

Tartar.-, ami su!i jugated by Poland, bur it lias never subject
ed an independent state of another family, for the Baltic

province.- and Finland \vere not independent stair- when
thev came under her dominion, and the barbarians .-he has

subjected in tin 1 Caucasus were no more states than are our
Indian tribes. Poland was of the same race, and originally
an integral part ot Ru-sia ; afterwards she became an inde

pendent kingdom, and twice subjected Russia, even in the

seventeenth century. Besides, the partition of Poland and
her extinction as an independent state were not the work of

Riis-ia alone. It- chief instigator and prime mover was
Fredrri&quot; the Great of Pru.-.-ia. and Russia only shared the

spoil- with that most unscrupulous prince ami the house
of Austria. We do not approve the act. we condemn it;

but its li iiilt is less that of the Sclavic power than of the

two (ierman powers. The comjiie.-ts of Russia in the

Fa-t are only a
jn.-t retaliation on the Turks and Tartars,

and have really done little more than recover the po-se.--

sions of her irraiid duke.-. wrested from them by Tartar

and Tiirki.-h azures-ions. The Black Sea was in the tenth

and eleventh centuries known a- the .}/&amp;lt;(/( IiUHHtrttm, and
(icoi ina in Asia voluntarilv became a lief of Ru.-.-ia in tin 1

sixteenth cent ury.
The.-e considerations jirove that the Sclavic race is not a

conquering race, and that Russia is bv no means to be singled
out as an ag^re-sivc power. Her eastern conquests and

she sho\v- no disposition to extend her dominions west-

\vardiv- -ha\ e wardetl oil from I iurope a greater danger
than i.- to be apprehended from her. P.v them she has chas

tised the Tartar hordes, and sived Kurope and southern

Asia from tin- dread of new Timours and Genghiskhans, as

well a.- broken the terrible Ottoman power, and opened the

wav to the redemption of the Christian populations of the

Fast. The Catholic powers of Europe had been false to

their mis-ion. France above all the rest, and notwithstand

ing the shock given to the Turkish power at the battle of

Lepanto, it did not cease to be formidable to Europe;, espe

cially to Austria, weakened by the divisions of Germany in

troduced by Protestantism, and constantly obliged to defend
herself against French a^ression, till liussian policy and
arms had conquered the Crimea, and gained the command
of the Black Sea. Russia for the last hundred and lifty
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years and more has really been lighting the battles of
Christendom against the followers of the&quot; Prophet, in con
tinuation of the old crusades preached by the popes ;

and if

God gives her her reward, it is not for those to murmur who
neglected the interests of Christendom to light one another.
We are sorry that the madness and folly of the Catholic

powers of Europe should have left these battles to be fought
by a schismatic power, but Christian Europe ought to&quot; be

grateful that they have been fought, and places itself in a

very contemptible light when it makes her having fought
and won them the pretext of fighting her. Schismatic as

Russia is, we should be glad to find a single Catholic power.
that during the last hundred and fifty years lias not proved
itself less Christian in its foreign pol itics.

We are no apologists for Russia, but we deny that she is

a peculiarly aggressive power, or that she shows any re
markable disposition to turn her power against the rights
or possessions of her neighbors. Since the time of Peter
the

Great^she may have added by conquest and policy some
twenty millions to her population, counting her share of
Poland. During the same time, by sheer conquest, without
a shadow of a claim, without any pretence of a right, Great
Britain has added to the number of her subjects at least one
hundred and twenty millions, and her protectorate in Cen
tral America and the Spanish peninsula will more than offset
the Russian protectorate in Moldavia and Wallachia. The
czar reigns probably over about seventy millions of people.
Queen Victoria, counting the colonies, reigns over more than
twice that number, and as a maritime power is more for
midable to the independence of nations than her northern
rival can be. Whatever the faults of Russia, Great Britain
is the last power on earth that has the right to call her to
account for them. Let her look at Ireland and India, and
at her colonies wrested from France, Spain, Portugal, and
Holland, and blush to accuse Russia of aggression. It is not

seemly for Satan to rebuke sin.

France has hands not a whit more clean, though she has
been less happy in retaining her conquests. How long is it

since she invaded and subjugated all Italy, not excepting
the Papal States, and annexed it virtually, if not formally,
with the exception of Venice, to her empire? How long
is it since the Italian peninsula, Spain, Portugal, Belgium,
Holland, Rhenish Germany, the duchy of Warsaw, &c.,
were governed either by vassal kings or prefects of France,
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and a French army swelled by recruit- from twenty tribu

tary nation- invaded Bussia, and penetrated to Moscow, her
ancient capital? We are only a middle-a^ed man, and we
have seen all Furope twice in anus to prevent France from
establishing a univer.-al monarchy, and extinguishing tin-

last spark of liberty and national autonomy in the ( )ld

World. Never since the great Tartar robbers. Tamerlane
and (ieiighiskhan, has the

spirit of ag^res-ion and conquest
had so brilliant a representative as the world saw and felt

in Napoleon the Fir-t, but not the la-t. How long is
it,

again, since France took possession of A l- iers. a tributary
of the Turki-h sultan, and which she still holds, notwith

standing her talk about maintaining the independence and

integrity of the Ottoman empire? Let her recall these
fact-, and the acquisition of Bretagne. French Flander.-, and
Lorraine, let her re Hue t on her present longings to absorb

Savoy and Belgium, perhaps to restore and extend the limits

of the Napoleonic empire, and .spare the world her moral
lecture.- on the grasping ambition and aggressive spirit of

liu-ia.

We do not accept the reasons or the reasoning set forth
in the manifestoes of France and Filmland. We do not be
lieve that either ha- anv re-pect for Turkey, or anv wish to

maintain the exi.-tin^ balance of power. The prime mover,
we take it, is the emperor of the French. His policy we
think is patent enough. To conciliate France and the

European powers, he consented to waive in his personal
case the hereditary principle, and to succeed to the empire
by popular election ; but he considers himself, we cannot
doubt, fhe heir of the empire of hi- uncle, and bound in

honor to do his best to restore the limits it had in 1S1.2,

prior to the disastrous liu.-.-ian campaign. Why has he
married into a private family and proclaimed himself a

]&amp;gt;&amp;lt;i/-r&amp;lt;

/, if / Why does he delay his coronation ( Be assured
that there; is significance in ajl this, and that he is resolved,
as tar as in him lies, to revenge the disasters of the French
arms, to wipe off the disgrace of France, to realize the dream
of his uncle, and to ree-tabli.-h the empire of Charlemagne,

to which possibly he intends to add or prepare the

way for his successors to add, the empire of the East, so

that imperial France shall be more than coextensive with

imperial Rome in her proudest days. Two powers only are

capable of preventing him from binding his brows with the

crown of Charlemagne. These are Jtussia and Great Brit

ain, and these he must, if possible, place Jiors de combat.
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In 1S.VJ. Great Britain was in ill odor on the continent.
She had,

l&amp;gt;y

her course in the revolutionary movements of

IS-tS, gained the ill-will of every continental state, except
Sardinia. The first thought of the prince-president, soon
to be his imperial majesty, was, under cover of this conti

nental ill-feeling, to invade England, and either make her
a French province, or s. cripple her power as to disable her
from interfering with his future proceedings. In this he
was defeated by the conciliatory continental policy of the

Derby minstry, and by the union and good understanding
of the Russian and English courts at Constantinople. He
must then divide these two powers, and use Great Britain
to help him to dispose of Russia. His present policy is, wo
presume, by the aid of Great Britain and such other Euro
pean powers as they can coax or bully into a coalition with
them, to reduce the power of Russia, by stripping her of
her maritime provinces and shutting her out from the Baltic
and the Euxine, to raise, him up a powerful ally in the East,

strengthened by the restoration of the Crimea and the Asiatic

provinces conquered by Russia, and a good friend in the

North, by the reannexation of Finland and the Baltic prov
inces to Sweden, and then to divide his allies and beat
them in detail. The war with Russia, is intended to confine
the northern bear within his hyperborean regions, so that he
will be unable to afford assistance to the German powers
when the time comes to attack them, and to exhaust in a

war in his interest the resources of Great Britain, so that he
can have no fear in his future operations of her hostility.
These two powers crippled or exhausted, he can easily dis

pose of Germany. By the aid of Italy. Hungary, and

Turkey, he can bring Austria to terms, and then it will be
but child s play to dispose of Prussia and the LowCountries,
Spain, and Portugal. Then he may go to Rome and de
mand of the Holy Father the crown of Charlemagne, and
start on his conquest of the East.

This is extravagant, no doubt, but not too extravagant
for a Bonaparte clothed with absolute power, and seated on
the throne of France. That it will be accomplished, we do
not believe; but if Russia is worsted in the present war, it

may not be impossible, and we have not the least doubt but
that Prussia and Austria, whether they join with the allies

or remain neutral, will be reduced to a deeper humiliation
than they reached under Napoleon I., and Germany, like

Italy, will become a simple geographical expression. As
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long as Napoleon was at war with the revolutionists, Ger

many had nothing to fear from him; his and her enemies

were the same. But by espousing the cause of Turkey,

allying himself with England, and making war on Russia,

he makes her enemies his friends, enlists the revolutionists

on his side, and becomes their leader against her. Do you
hear him any longer denounced by Kossuth, Mazzini, or any
of the red-republican chiefs? What means their ominous

silence? AVhat means it. but that they regard France and

England as lighting their battles? The only European
statesman who seems to have foreseen the danger to Europe
from the reestablishment of the Napoleonic dynasty was

the Emperor Nicholas, who, at the earliest moment, at

tempted to form those diplomatic combinations which might

preserve the peace of the, world. His confidential conver

sations with the British minister at his court in the begin

ning of last year, so shamefully misinterpreted, are brilliant

proofs of his foresight, his statesmanship, and his loyalty.

But Napoleon has contrived to hoodwink the English court,

and to induce it to treat those conversations, so frank and

so loyal, as proofs of the c/ar s ambitious designs against

the Ottoman empire.
Great Britain, we think, did not originally wish to en

gage in a war against Russia; she has been drawn into it

bv France, partly to escape the threatened French invasion,

which we believe was seriously intended, partly to save

her commercial interest in the Ottoman empire, and partly

to prevent the advance of .Russia, not to Constantinople,
where she has no wish to go at present, but to the Persian

Gulf, which would transfer her commercial supremacy to

her northern rival. If Russia should advance to the Per

sian Gulf, she would, till rivalled by us, be the first com
mercial power in the world, and reduce England to a third

rate power. It is, if any one considers in what direction it

is the tendency of Russia to advance, and the routes her

trade takes, a far more important position for her than Con

stantinople, and Persia is likely to fall under Russia much
sooner than Turkey in Europe. England, whose soul is in

trade, and who has a quick eye to every commercial advan

tage, no doubt sees this danger to her commerce, and has

wished to avert it, by undertaking, in concert with France,

to prevent Russia from becoming a great maritime power,
and getting command of the southern routes of the trade

of Asia, as she already has of the northern. Looked at
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close! v, it is a question of no little importance to England,
for whom trade is the breath of life, and who would cease

at once to l&amp;gt;c one of the great powers of Europe were she

by any accident to lose her maritime and commercial su

premacy. If she can check the further advance of Russia

eastward, shut her out from the Black Sea and the Baltic,

and restore the Asiatic provinces now held by her to the

porte, she secures for some time to come her present great

ness. On the part of France, we apprehend the motive of

the war is the reestablishment and consolidation of the

Napoleonic empire, or rather that of Charlemagne, which

was the dazzling dream of the Corsican. On the part of

England, it is to destroy Russia as a maritime power, which

she has latterly bid fair to become, and to maintain her own
commercial supremacy ;

which, however, let her do the best,

if our government will shake off the remains of our colo

nial dependence, will before long be peaceably wrested from
her by our growing republic.
The moral and religious interests involved count for

something, we think, with the czar; for he is, we believe,

sincerely and earnestly religious in his, way, which is more
than we would venture to affirm of either of his western

opponents. As to France and England, we do not believe

any motive but that of territorial aggrandizement with the

one, and commercial supremacy with the other, has the

least weight. We believe that there are millions of good,
sincere, devoted Catholics in France, much true, ardent

and enlightened piety amongst the French people, but we
have not the least confidence in the religion of the French

government, with its Gallican traditions. Under Louis

Philippe, and especially under the republic, the French
chnrch spoke; with a free, bold, earnest, and commanding
voice. She was the admiration and glory of the Catholic

world. She has been dumb since; the coup d etat, or elo

quent only in eulogies on her new master. At least, we
hear her voice at this distance only when raised in glorifi

cation of France and her new emperor. The three years
of the republic did more for the church in France than is

likely to be done in half a century by the empire. Better

the persecution of a Diocletian, than the courtly favors of a

Constantius. The church in France prospers most when
thrown back upon its own resources, and grows weak and

helpless in proportion as nursed and petted by the secular

government. The emperor may be a sincere Catholic in
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his faith, and far be it from us to question if ; but he has

shown no quality that would induce us to rely on him as a

&amp;lt; atliolic chief. lie is the last sovereign in Furope, in com
munion with the church, that we should rely on to make

;mv sacrifice for religion, or to promote ( atliolic interests

;mv further than he can make them subservient to his own
secular ambition.

We are well aware that many Catholics at home and

abroad regard ihe present war as a sort of holy war against

Kiis-ia. and think we ought to pray for the success of the

allies. We do not agree with them. If Uome speaks offi

cially on the subject, we shall know the part we are to take;

but an unotlicial voice even from Rome would not weigh
much with us at the present moment, for we remember

Koine is held by French troops, and we are not sure that

people there are more free than they are in France to ques
tion French policy. We should be glad to be assured that

the French troops are not at Koine to protect French r/tt&amp;lt;&amp;gt;)

-

,.s7.v, as much as they are to sustain the Holy Father against

the outbreaks of the red-republicans. We are not surprised

that, in (ireat Ilritain and France, our brethren should

express sympathy with the allies. Loyalty in the former,

and the jnttei )i(il character of the government, in the. latter,

are sufficient to account for it. Moreover, the success of

Kussia would bode no good to the Catholic cause, and we

believe that so far as Catholic, interests in the Fast are con

cerned, they would be better protected under the sultan

than under the czar. So far we agree with those of our

brethren who side with the allies. lint the sultan s inde

pendence is an empty word, and the success of the allies,

will place Turkey under the administration of the ambassa

dors of the western powers, and Catholic interests will be

sacrificed by France in order to secure, the cooperation of

Protestant England, as we have already seen in the recent

interference of the P.ritish ambassador at Constantinople to

prevent the Ottoman porte from conceding the demand of

the French ambassador in favor of a certain number of

Catholic Hellenes. The French ambassador was firm, in

deed, and obtained his point, at least partially, but^if
the

papers may be believed, was instantly recalled by his gov
ernment, who wished no religious question to be allowed to

interfere with politics. The fact that France is acting in

concert with England, or rather the fact that France has

urged and induced England to act in concert with her, not
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only proves that Catholic interests are not consulted in the

war, hut that, whenever they come up, they must he sacri

ficed on the altar of the English alliance; and we do not

think them one whit safer under Protestant England than

under schismatic Russia.

A great injury is done and will he done to the Catholic

cause in the East hy the allies. The schismatic Greeks
and Armenians were beginning to manifest dispositions
favorable to unity; hut the decided stand taken hy France,
and even Austria, against the independence of the Chris

tian nations subjected by the Turks, will turn all their na

tional feelings and love of liberty against Catholicity, and
in favor of Russia and schism. Russia appears on the scene

as the defender of religious liberty and oppressed national

ities. The representative of the Catholic world appears as

the enemy of those nationalities, and as the friend and ally
of the oppressor. The scandal to Catholicity thus occasioned

is not easily estimated. France in old times appeared
in the East as the defender of the Cross against the Cres

cent. She appears there to-day as the defender of the

Crescent against the Cross. She may deny it, but so will

the eastern Christians, deprived of the opportunity of re

covering their long-lost nationality by French forces fight

ing on the side of the Turkish, believe, so they will feel,

and no declaration of hers will suffice to disabuse them, if

indeed they are disabused. We do not think Catholic, inter

ests had any thing to hope from Russia, but we think they
have much to fear from the allies.

What will be- the issue of this unjust and unprovoked
war, it is as difh cult to foresee as it is to get any reliable

information as to its present condition. While we are

writing, the report is that Austria and Prussia have taken
a decided stand against Russia. It may be so, and they

may join the western powers ;
and if they do, they may

possibly turn the scale against Russia, but not, we appre
hend, in the long run, to their own advantage, for the suc

cess of the allies will render France a more dangerous
enemy to Germany than Russia&quot;. If Austria turns her
arms against Russia in the present crisis, she will not have
Russia to sustain her when France has armed all Italy and

Hungary against her. Nothing could justify Austria in

making war on Russia but a determination on the part of

the czar to take permanent possession of the Dannbian

principalities, of which we have as yet seen no evidence.
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We hope Germany will maintain an armed nontrality, but
not take any active part on either side, unless to step in at

the concluMon to make; heivelf heard in determining the

disposition to he made ot the remains of the Ottoman

empire.
It left to themselves, France and Filmland may possibly

prevent Russia from
cros&amp;gt;ing

the Balkan, may destroy her

fleets, Lombard a few of her towns, and injure her trade

and maritime coasts; but thev will not subdue her, or ma
terially weaken her power. Russia we do not think is so

powerful for foreign conquest as she has been represented ;

but she is able to defend herself against all Europe. The
western powers will not conquer her, or make her sue for

peace. She can protract the war till their resources are

exhausted, and in the mean time she may find a not insig
nificant ally in the I n ited States. The Anglo-French
alliance bodes us no more good than it does &quot;Russia, and it

is as hostile to onr interests as to hers. &quot;We can never
consent to let a European power have possession of Cen
tral America, destined to be the key to the commerce of

the world. Yet if the alliance continues, and succeeds

againM Russia. Great Britain will, in spite of us, get com -

mand of that important part of the New &quot;World. It will

not answer for us to sillier Ru&amp;gt;sia to be annihilated as a

maritime power. Our policy should be close alliance with

Russia, Spain, and all the American states. When alli

ances are formed against us, we must form them in our fa

vor. &quot;With Russia we can have no conflict of interests, and

we ought to have none with Spain and Spanish America.

We are not in favor of proclaiming what is called the

Monroe doctrine, but we are in favor of acting on it, and
we are very likely to have occasion to act on it against

England and France. This opinion is rapidly spreading

throughout the l&quot;nion. If reports may be credited, we
shall settle our difficulties amicably with Spain and Mexico,
and prepare the way for the combination of interests not

precisely in accordance with those of the Anglo-French alli

ance. In this combination Russia will be included.

Our army and navy make at present no great show, but

we could in a short time have a fleet afloat that would ob

stinately, and not unsuccessfully, perhaps, dispute with

Great Britain the empire of the ocean, if necessary. We
are glad to see that congress has voted an increase of the

navy. We hope it will vote a much larger increase. Our
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merchant marine is second only to that of Great Britain,
and we ought as a naval power to lie second to none. Our

great battles will all have to be fought on the ocean, for we
have no powerful neighbors on land. The time has come
when we must assume our proper place among the great

powers, and we can do it only by a navy that enables us to

cope with that of the greatest maritime power.

RUSSIA AND THE WESTERN POWERS.

[From Brownson s Quarterly Review for January, 1855.]

A DISTINGUISHED Scottish gentleman, with an historical

name, and for whose character, intelligence, and noble pur
poses we entertain the highest respect, has written us a

long letter, complaining of our supposed Russian partiali

ties, and endeavoring to convince ns that, as a Catholic in

religion and a conservative in politics, we ought to sympa
thize with France and England in their efforts to resist

.Russian aggression. We attach so much importance to his

communication, and are so willing to listen to all that can

be said against Russia from the Catholic and conservative

point of view, that we most cheerfully comply with his re

quest, so modestly and respectfully presented, to lay the

copy of the communication made to Cardinal Antonelli, which
he incloses, and the more important passages of his letter,

before our readers.

&quot; LA RUSSIE UNE PUISSANCE KEVOLUTIONNATRE.

&quot; Le sons -sij^ne ne donte pas que plusieurs des considerations suivau-

tes n aicnt deja fixe 1 attcntion dc cenx qui occupent des places erai-

nenles lans les differents etats de 1 Europe. Mal^re celail croit remplir
un devoir en venant exposer brievement ses convictions sur ce sujet.

&quot;II commcncera par faire mention de ses propres experiences.

&quot;II y a environ 15 sins que 1 Angleterre fat ouvertcment menacee

d un mouvement revolutionnaire dans les villes manufaeturieres, clans

le pays de Guiles, dans d autres districts qui abondent en mineraux, et
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A Londres in erne. Lc mouvemcnl cut lieu dc part dcs CJmrtixIcx, c est

A dire dcs ultra libcraux parmi la cla-se ouvrierc. Subitcment partout

les preparalifs ec-&amp;gt;crent sans arrivcr a aucun requital exccpte dans quel-

ques parlies du p:iys dc Gallcs. La conspiration tut rcnduc value par
1 intlucnce d uu ties petit nombre dc mc^Meurs qui .-Y-taient familiarises

avec la nalure dc Faction Rus&amp;gt;c en GnYe ct en Orient. Ils ( tail-lit ron-

vainciis que non s(-uli nieiit le-- trouble-- de l ( )eeideiit ( -talent 1 avorables

A la Hu-sie. Ulnis qu ils elaiellt foinelltes par elle, et ils soupcoillioient

mcme que dans cc cas-ci il t allail reeonnaitrc 1111 exempli de son

aelivite.

&quot; Pleius (l ini|uietude ees ihdividus inircnt dc cote loule repugnance

personnelle et \ iMlereut les principaux chefs (, liart istes. Ils leur parliV

ri iit franelieinent du caraetere et de I etenduc de I ambition Kusse, et

reiis-irent a intcresscr leur patriolisiue et leur intelligence. Le chef des

( hartistes de Loudn -, fut lc j)reinier A partairrr leurs sentiments,

qiichiucs autrc- du Nord Miivirent son excmple, et c est ainsi (juc toute

la cnn-piration se trouvait paralysee. En un mot plusieurs d entre eux

remirent a cc- messieurs (pielq lies port ions dc leur correspondance seereto,

&amp;lt;&amp;lt; ur i-liijj
i t

.
it *i i &amp;lt;-! f.

&quot;

I/ori ine RU^M- &amp;lt;}&amp;gt; cc mouvement etait ainsi bien claire. Le chifTre

etoit Ic meine que eclui dont - etaicnt scrvis les a^ens Russes en Grfice,

i t eclui qui avait foiirni le chilTre avait etc quelijues aiinecs nnparavanl

un airent Rus^e en Grcee, en ftgypte, et en I ologne.
&quot;

(, cs messieurs n ont pas ecssc de suivre le sujct alin de le eonnaitre

plus A fond. I.e sou- .siuiie presente (juelijues uns dcs rdsultats de leurs

tildes, de leurs voyages, de leurs (U-penses, (,-t de lcur&amp;gt; travaux.
&quot;

11 aflirme (pie la revolution de la Hongriofut, foment^e par la Russie

avee 1 intenlion d afTaiblir rAulriche afin de la mettre ensuite sous le

jong d obligation* imaginaires, et avee d autre.s vues qu il serai t impos-

^ible de detailler ici.

&quot;On ticnt aussi les preuves que les agitations politiques de I ltalie

sous le rcgne de Gre&quot;goire XVI. furent foment^JS par les instruments de

la Russie, et qu a une date anterieure elle avait les Carbonari a sa dispo

sition, au moins depuis 1813-14.
&quot; L alliance dc TAngli-terre el la France meme apres 1830 a dt4 rendue

-rapport a son but principal qui ^tait d arreter la Russie presque nulle.

L attention de ees nations fut attiree a des objets erronement choisis, la

Russie ayant prepaid d avance des tentations sufflsantes. En Europe
le principal de ees champs d action fut la Pe ninsulc. La France et

1 Angleterre tantot separemeut, tanlot ensemble, furent engages dans

r Intervention et en chaque cas comme pr^vu le re&quot;sultat fut la dissen

sion mutuelle.

&quot;Or une telle chose n etait possible que par un grand developpement
de certains elemens de discorde dans 1 Espagne et le Portugal. Ce s est

effectue par un principal evenement, c est & dire, par le souliivement

militaire et liberal de Vile de Leon en 1819. II y a des preuves suffisan-
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te.s que ce commencement des troubles de 1 Espagne fut entierement le

fruit des intrigues et des depenses de la Russie.*
&quot; L Occident etant ainsi occupe de lui-mOme et ses gouverneraents

affaires et affaiblis, tout ce qui conccrnait les buts de 1 ambilion Russe

fut lais-e libre pour elle, et, pire encore, fut abandonne eutre ses mains

par ccux qui etaieut en connivence avec elle.

&quot; Le sous-signe pourrait bien faire mention d une autre serie de resul-

tats, mais il n en parlera maintenant. II se coutente dc diriger 1 atten-

lion II n entrera dans des explications siir le role de plusieurs

Anglais qui, generalement supposes d etre stimulus par le zele liberal,

n ont ete en verite que les instruments du Cabinet Russe.

&quot;

II n est done pas de peril plus grand pour un gouvernement que celui

de croire la Russie une puissance qui craint Ve&prit revolutionnaire dau*

tesautres etats. Dans son action exterieure le contraire la caracterise

uussi decidement que 1 autocratie le fait dans son systeme intdrieur.

L emphase de ses declarations dans uu sens oppose e^t simplement un

voile jusqu tl present impenetrable du moins pour I Angleterre. Par ce

double caractere son profit est en meme temps grand et facile. En

secondant les factions, en organisant les conspirations elle occupe les

peuplcs, et en meme temps rend les cours ses clientes parses professions

amicales et conservatives.
&quot; On prend facilement en bonne foi ces professions, puis qu ou la voit

elle m6me despotique. Mais elle a bien caleuleson jeu, elle connait bieu

sa race, differunt tant des autres peuples de 1 Europe en langage, en

religion, en degres de culture, et en espoir de domination. Les serfs ne

sont pas susceptibles des influences qu elle emploie pouragiter 1 Europe,

et c est dans son calcul qu ils resteront ainsi jusqu a ce que 1 Occident

sera devenu, non un exemple qui attire, mais uue k9on qui detourne.

c est a dire, corrompu, epuise, et vassal.

&quot; Le sous signe ne pretend pas donner des conseils. II vient simple

ment deposer ses experiences et ses convictions aux pieds de

&quot;II n est pousse&quot; que par la connaissance qu il a de cette conspiration

dirigee conlre la vie des nations et par la certitude qu il a que tant que
!e pouvoir Russe ne sera rompu il n y aura ni paix pour les sujets ni

securite pour les trones.

&quot;(Signed,)
&quot;

Juin, 1854.&quot;

*&quot;After creating tbe revolt, all her efforts were bent towards the French

intervention, which she carried despite the opposition of Louis XVIII.
What he feared and what Russia desired was almost accomplished, the

reopening of war between France and England. When the Due d An-

goulC-me entered Spain, the liberals in both houses offered to stand by
the ministers in a war with France on the Spanish question. The
temptation was great, and nearly yielded to.&quot;
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&quot;ftpt. 8, 1854.

Snv On my return irom :i lengthened touron the continent, I have
addressed myself to a lusty review of soni -

portions of the Catholic lit

erature pro lueeil during my absence. You \vi;i not. I trust, tl:ink that

I liatter. wlieii I say that your Review \vas turned to hv me with eagcr-
ne&amp;gt;s.

ll is seldom indeed that I find any occasion for hesitating to follow
the path chosen I iy you. On one matter only do I venture to do so,

and that is a subject to which I happen to have devoted very manv years,
and in connection with \\ Inch I have made many sacrifices.

&quot; A conservative in polities, and, by (lod s good grace, a Catholic in

religion, and personally acquainted with many eminent persons in van-
on- states, I trust you will listen to me with more patience than it is in

general very easy to accord to the representations () f a stranger. I put
forward, however, my acquaintance if mi^ht almost say more than ac

quaintance) with Dr. N rwman as a claim to consideration more likely
to tell with you than tip- intercourse which has been allowed to me with

many statesmen, from Hie late Sir Robert !Ve! and others in Kiuland,
to Cardinal Antonelli and various diplom itists, either at this moment or

lately in important otliee in England or on the continent. Finallv, asan
Emrli-h University m m, von will perhaps allow to my few words that

tentative acceptance which you mij;ht possib.y refuse to an unknown
person speaking on a class of subjects beyond the, as yet, familiar matter
of polit iev

&quot;

I allude to your estimate of the character of Russia.

\&amp;lt;ni. like the majority of my count rynvn, think her rmixrrrafirr, an
element among the nations of obedience. of perm ineiicc, of respect
between man and man, of faith and worship, and all that is warred
against by 1 he revolul ion.

I kii ur her to liave laboured in the opposite sense.

Schivms, heresies, false and wild speculation civil and religious, dis

contents, conspiracies, outbreaks, revolutions, these have been the
familiar wcap &amp;gt;ns for her u-e and profit, for at leant twentv years pre
vious to the great French revolution down to the present hour. I repeat
with confid -nce tin the corruption of Europe has. more than any other

department of activity, been pursued without cessation, and with scien
tific judgment, by the power to which we were complacently conde

scending to impart what we thought a boon, our polish, our civili/.a-

t ion.
&quot;

By siilli -i-nt research you will find that she it was who ripened the
seeds (certainly of themselves sufficiently vigorous) of the French rev
olution. I am myself personally cognizant of somy p &amp;gt;rtion of her share
in various subsequent convulsions. But it is vain to enter into such a

subject by any ordinary correspondence.
&quot; Permit me to send you a miserably meagre outline of some only of

its branches. It is a paper very slightly modified and curtailed from
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one which I drew up for Cardinal Anfonolli some time ago. From him
I received in return the most positive confirmation of its accuracy so far
as concerns Russia s share in several of the great conspiracies ao-ainst

igion and order in Italy during the last twenty years.
This, sir, is a very serious and weighty subject. It lies at the very

root of modern events, and is the key of history for many years If I am
wrong, how greatly and how perversely so ! If ri-ht, how fatal to Europeand to more than Europe the error that interior despotism and a hHi

e of absolutism are a guaranty that the great Russian power is a de
fence to m of order and of traditions? If we think so, while she is in
reality industrious and inventive on the other side.-while she is in real
ity labouring for the dissolution and mutual collision of states -she is
mistress of the game, and can scarcely fail to work out of it her objects
of national ambition.

&quot; There is. sir, only one element tending to mould events which Rus
sia has not taken thoroughly and justly into calculation. She has not

lieved in. and therefore not appreciated as an element, the Church of
e has not believed in th-j supernatural working for the chair of

eter -using insignificant instruments-turning the moments of the
church s apparent defeat into the occasions of her success

&quot;But for this, were it only the human material of opinions, passions
x&amp;gt;rms of government, conspiracies, armies, the press, and all the rest!
Russia would be right in all her hopes, her immense designs would be
very far from insanity. And it is not tlial Catholics any more than
others see and understand her; it is simply that God s good providencemust in the ecclesiastical field secure her defeat, though whether before or
after the further downfall of nations, I ,n no degree pretend to calculate

1 w.ll not enter into the question of the justice or injustice of lid-
present attack on Turkey. Most sure I am that it is unjust, but it must

st und.scussed. Nor will I touch on the question whether the Turk
,s at present the power against whom the church and the state of Chris
tendom have to be specially on the alert, or whether his past and present
sins directly concern us in the same way, and to the same decree with
those of Russia, whether it is the Turk or the Russian who is braced to
.eeply laid designs against the independence of states,-against the
;ecurity of Rome.-against the order and the strength which would op

;e vast aspirations for dominion; for I know that the most perfect ex
posit.on of these topics would give but a barren result in the way of
convincing a mind which had honestly set itself to the contest with revo-
ution, and at the same time fancied that Russia had hithert* been a fel
low-labourer in the same cause. The erroneous sympathy would practi
cally prevail over all logic and all facts.

&quot;Allow me to suggest one consideration. The line upon which youhave entered is in opposition to what I know of the thoughts of many of
best Catholics and wisest men. It is in opposition to that of most

worth naming in Rome, I may almost venture to say of the Holy Father
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himself. It is in opposition to that of the majority of (lie French bish-

nps Mini :i vast 11 u in her of I lie clergy. I should suppose of far the trrealer

mi 11 ilier. It is thoroughly in opposition to that of the Itisliops of Austria

and Prussia. I!ul von are in tlte -ante line with the ultra Prti/i xfmit and

ultra HIIXXI .I,, oriratt of I .erlin. the l\r&amp;gt; /:-:, / /&amp;gt;//,// wit h that of the pre-

eisdv similar ortran in Holland. with thai of the extreme revolutionists

of Italy, Fiance and Spain. That all the.se K/K&amp;gt;I/!I/ take the line which

they take i&amp;gt; no .surprise to inc. That the true leader of the Greek schism

should Mir heaven and earth against the Latins is natural, that he

should try to weaken ami corrupt that Kurope which otherwise would

he tenfold too .strong and too clear-sighted and upriirlit for him, all this is

natural ;
it i- natural, too, that the other enemies of the Latin^ and of

the exiMinij order of slates should he his instruments and allies.

Russia would not enter Constantinople to morrow if the Turk wished

him She knows that Kurope would not hear it. Europe therefore

must he brought to the condition where she will hear it, that is, after

more wars, more revolutions, more exhaustion, more dreams, and more

despair. This H the simple key to Russian policy.
&quot;

It would oblige me if you would read the enclosed paper. It, or

aneailv similar document, has licen received with interest hy more than

one personage of some experience in European alTairs. 1 Would almost

ask you to print it in your Ke\iew as a fair tribute to opposite views,

and as a paper which, as a fact, has been respectfully acknowledged in

hiuh quarters. Any passives in further illustration of this side of the

question from my letter are aKo very much at your service

&quot;

I remain, sir, verv respect fully, your obedient servant.&quot;

We think our Scottish correspondent has not quite uir

der&amp;gt;tood our position with regard to Russia. We arc not,

and never have been, the partisan of the autocrat, and who

ever will do us the honor to read the article on &quot; Christi

anity and Heathenism&quot; pul.lishrd in our Rcviciv for Jami-

ary. 1852. * will perceive that resistance to the further ad

vance of Kuia was a leading feature of the policy we ven

tured to recommend to the Catholic statesmen of Europe.
That article, we may remark by the way, was written andjn
type before Louis Napoleon s t oujt &amp;lt;l

&amp;lt; fat of December, 1851,

when the more immediate danger seemed to be from the

temporary triumph of dema&amp;lt;;o^y,
of which France was the

focus. The policv we recommended had for its object to

resist, on the one hand, the advance of the demagogic des

potism, or centrali/ced democracy, -what in this country we

call radicalism, and on the otlier, centralized royalism, or

* Brownsoii s Works, Vol. X., p. 357.
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the monarchical absolutism represented by Russia. Tin s

end, we contended then, and contend now, can be secured

only by strengthening Austria as the great central power,
so as to render her able always to mediate between Russia
and the western powers. &quot;We made Austria we should
have said Germany, if German unity had not been lost

the pivot of our European policy, and not Tnrkev, an in

fidel and barbarous power. We are, then. Austrian rather
than Russian. But we are Austrian only in the respect
that Austria happens to occupy a central position in Europe,
and is for that reason fit to mediate between the East and
\Yest; not because we prefer Austrians to Frenchmen or

Englishmen, or have any partiality for what has been the

genera! poliev of Austria for the last hundred years.
We have never relied on Russia as a conservative power

in Europe, or as a bulwark against the demagogical party ;

for she inherits the old Byzantine politics, and carries with
her that imperial despotism or caesarism, wherever she goes,
which we hardly prefer, perhaps which we do not prefer^ to
Jacobinism itself. We have always been aware that Russia
is a schismatic and strongly anti-Catholic power; but we
have never regarded the Greek schism as worse than Eng
lish or Scottish heresy, or Russia as more decidedly anti-

Catholic than Great Britain, or than even the French gov
ernment has often proved itself. Every absolute or des

potic government is hostile to Catholicity, and in regard to

religion even the English government, through its intense

nationalism, is despotic. Indeed, we hope nothing for

Catholicity from any European government, for the secular
courts have long since ceased to be governed in regard to

religion by any other views than those of state policy, and
religion suffers nearly as much from those whose policy
leads them to protect it, as from those whose policy lead s

them to oppose it. They will all sustain the church so far
as they can use her ; none of them will do it any further,
if they can^help it, or hesitate to oppose her if they find
her in their way. Catholicity, we therefore considered,
could gain nothing in the struggle, whichever party might
triumph, and would suffer about equally whether the west
ern powers or Russia were defeated.

_
We, of course, treat with great respect the opinion of the

bishops and clergy of Europe, which our correspondent
cites against us, but we suppose the question is one on
which we are free to form our own opinion. What the

VOL. XVI 28
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opinion of the IIolv Father is. we do not think is known
bv aiiv one. and till it is ollicially expressed, we can make
no u.-e of ir one wav in

1 another. His position is a delicate

one. There are ( at hoi ic interest- to lie looked after in Riis-

sia as well as in France and (ireat l&amp;gt;rilain. and it is not the

pail of M-ood Catholics to do or sa v any tiling that ini^ht em-

barra-s him in regard to them anywhere. \\ e have not nn-

derstood that a eru.-ade has lieeii preached against Russia.

;md we do not think (ireat I .ritain likely to enlist in a war

for the proinot ion of ( .it ho lie interests ; we a^ree. however,

that at the present nioinent Ru-sia is a more formidable

t liemv of the church than Turkev. hut whether slie is more

so than Turkev would be under the tutelage o| the Ilritish

a;o\ eminent, and administered by the I ritish minister resi

dent at (
1

onstaiitinoj&amp;gt;le, may well be a question. The worst

enemies of the ( atholics in tiie Fast are the Protestant mis

sionaries, and these are under the special protection ol the

iJritish government. The policy ol the Uritish irovernmeiit

in the Ka&amp;gt;t i&amp;gt; to protestaiiti/e it. or. what is nearly the same

thiiiu . to render it. indilTerent to all religion, whether

( hri.-tian or .Mahometan. The rii il i.;tifi&amp;lt;t it is ur^in^

upon the Turk- places the I ibleand the Koran in the same

cateii orv. and rt ject- both as of no more value than the last

vear s almanac. The I- reiich ^o\crn merit, t hroii^h tear ot

di&amp;gt;t u riling t he &amp;lt; n tint- &amp;lt; ,!/&amp;lt; lint, I n t ween V.\ inland and I ranee,

will favor the same policv. \Ve have vet to find an in&amp;gt;tance

in \\ hich the I Yeiich government ever supported Catholic

intere.-t&amp;gt; at the iia/.ard of political interest.-. It sacrificed tin-

,le&amp;gt;uits and their mi&amp;gt;sion&amp;gt; amoiiu our North American In

dian&amp;gt; to its political policy, as it favored them only as a

means of extending 1 Yeiich inlliience with the Indian tribes.

( Mir correspondent :_dves us ,-ome c videtice ot Mussian in

trigues with the re\ tilutioiiary party in I hirope. which had

Hot reached us before; but in so doiu^
1 he only proves that

Ru-&amp;gt;ia is in this re.-pecf no better than Kn^land or France,

which we are not disposed to dispute;. If Russian intrigue
has produceil maiiv of the troubles in Italy during the last

twenty years, Knjrlish and Frencdi intrigue has probably pro-

(luceil maiiv more of them. Our correspondent should not

forget Lord Minto s mission to Italy in iS-iT, designed, by

a|peals to tin- revolutionary party, to thwart, the efforts of

France under (iitixot to introduce the political reforms

needed in the continental states through the legitimate and

ordei ly action of the sovereigns, nor that England is the
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homo of Kossnth and Mazzini, whence they organize their

revolutionary plans against the peace of Europe. Ever
since 1822, Great Britain lias been the well-known ally of

the revolutionary party on the continent. The Russian in

terference in Spain was doubtless intended to disturb the
union of France and England, formed, avowedly, in an in

terest adverse to Russia. Why she attempted the Quixotic

enterprise of revolutionizing England through a contempti
ble Chartist insurrection, we do not know. If she did any
such thing, she acted without her usual shrewdness. If she
interfered in Belgium, and induced the Belgians to revolt

against William I., she did what we as a Catholic dare sav
was a good act. Our correspondent cannot approve the act

of the congress of Vienna that annexed Belgium to the
Dutch Netherlands, or really think that the Catholic inter

ests of Belgium have suffered by being emancipated from
the oppressions of the bigoted Calvinistic king of the
Netherlands. For our part, we think the Belgians needed

very little urging from Russia to seek to throw oft an op
pressive rule, which had been imposed upon them without
a shadow of right, by a most arbitrary exercise of power.

Indeed, we cannot but suspect that our correspondent at

tributes to Russia too large a share in the revolutions of

Europe, and has seen her hand sometimes where it was not.

We would as soon believe that she induced the British min

istry to adopt the policy of raising a revenue from the

colonies, and then stirred up the colonies to resist, and thus

brought about our independence and the establishment of
American republicanism, as that she by her intrigues brought
about the French revolution of 1789. The French revolu
tionists were no more moved by the instigation of Russia,
than ours were by the instigation of France. In both cases

there were internal causes operating adequate to the effect

produced.
That Russia has at the present moment a good understand

ing with the ultra revolutionists of Italy, France, and Spain
is very probable, as it is equally probable that the western

powers have a good understanding with the revolutionary
party in Germany, and the disaffected among the Poles ;

but in the beginning of the struggle, the sympathies of the
revolutionists were everywhere with the Turk. If not,

why did they flock to his support, and seek service in his

armies? That, since liberty is crushed in France, and then-
is some prospect tluit Austria, whom the liberals hate far



liii.-si i, will make common cau-e with
- the revolutionists have been willing to

I itis-i m
Iv u --i &amp;gt; c houl 1 &amp;gt;eek through then to imp

inst her. i- n . mdik
l&amp;gt; :m

&amp;gt;

s * ie of war, ;.n

allies t hemselve.s w. &amp;gt;\\l&amp;gt; i do. were they
111 theirs. The first aim of 1 talian liberals, and that in which
&quot;early

all Italians are agreed. i&amp;lt; to drive the Austrians out
&quot; I ;ilv. and to re erve ital\ for the Italians as an ind -p n-

I Mil state. I
i- a patriotic aim, and could we see any

I

i ospect of a uniie&amp;lt;l Italy under native rulers, competent
to protect really Italian inten nst Kraiice and Aus-

i ia, and. above . nst the ant i-( atholic dcmngogue- of
the

penin&amp;gt;ula,
\\ e -hoidd approve it with all our heart, lint

-H 1

:it| Italy ; an imprai ilream. Italian iinitv has
I &amp;gt;i;i t hat 1 1 ilian.- -hoiild be iinpatienl of for-

nge. and in the presenl aspect of affairs
iviisM ; i- the only p .wer to which they ran look for RVIII-

|&amp;gt;:ithy.
I- ranee, anxious to i n go,,d terms ju.-r now \\ith

\ n-J ria. \\ ill no

Would onl\ be to .-iipplan: Aii.-triah ii\

not to liberate the Italian.-.

1 lni&amp;gt; much we ha\c said, to &amp;gt;how, e\ en conceding all

hel in the coiiiiniin icat \&amp;gt; m sent us,

Russia, it not much better, is not mm-li worse than her
neighliors. It must not be forgotten that there has been
among the western powers, since Riis-ia advanced to the
I5lack Sea. much intriguing against her. and therefore that
it is natural that she should intrigue again.-t them; and the
&quot;iily difference we can see between them is. that she has for
the most part been more successful in her diplomacy than

they in theirs. That she had something to do with the in-

xnnvction of the (-1 reeks which re-ulted in the establish
ment of the kingdom of Hellas, we do not doubt, but that
insurrection is one which we cannot condemn. And we
believe Kn^land also had something to do with it. Her
ships took part in the destruction of the Turkish fleet at
N&quot;avarino. That Russia has long contemplated the destruc
tion of the Ottoman empire maybe true; but France, in

1824, agreed with her on a plan for the division of a large
portion of its territory between themselves and Austria, and
it is well known now that Russia and England had, in 1844,
a mutual understanding that, when the time should come,
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there should be a friendly ;m&amp;lt;l peaceful agreement between
them as to Hie division of Turkey. That an end ought to

he put to the Ottoman empire we fully believe, and we have
&quot;no fault to lind with Russia for seeking to do it. That

Turkey is not to-day a formidable power to Christian Eu
rope, we owe to the successes of Russian arms against her.

But we see as clearly as any one the danger to the rest of

Europe in allowing Russia to annex the principal parts of

the Turkish dominions to her already overgrown empire.
In the present war, the western powers, as between them

and Russia, appear to us to be in the wrong. They may
have suHicient reasons for desiring the power of Russia to

be weakened, but they have not, as far as we can judge,

alleged a justifiable cause of war against her. They profess
to he at war with her as the allies of Turkey, for the main
tenance of the independence and integrity of the Ottoman

empire. But the maintenance of the independence and in

tegrity of that empire is not, of if self, an object that Chris
tian powers may lawfully undertake; for Turkev is the

common enemy of Christendom, and can be supported only
as a means of accomplishing an end that may be lawfully
sought independently of her. The allies cannot plead her

quarrel in their justification. They may use her, if they
Hi ink proper, but only against an enemy with whom on
rhcir own account they would have just cause of war.

The merits of the dispute between Turkey and Russia can
not enter into the question between them and Russia. Even
if they could, it would avail them nothing, for both France
and England have acknowledged that Turkey played false,

and that Russia had just cause of complaint against her.

But, aside from that dispute, the aliies have no legitimate
cause of complaint. Russia has done them no injustice,
violated none of their rights, broken no obligations con
tracted with them, and shown no hostile disposition towards
them. They are really fighting her, not to redress injuries
received, but to prevent injuries which she has the power
to do them on some future; occasion, although she has shown
no intention of doing them. They are acting on the prin
ciple of the Connecticut deacon, who called up his sons one

Sunday morning and flogged them, not because they had
broken the Sabbath, but because he foresaw that they might
break it during the course of the day.
The fact is, that in the race for empire Russia threatens

to come in ahead of the western powers, or to be too strong
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for theii interests or policv. \&quot;&amp;gt;\\\ \ve liave no more riirl

TO to war with a nation because it is too strong, than because

ii is too weak. However formidable may be the power of

Kii--ia, the western powers cannot lawfully declare war

a nin-t her, mile-- -lie abuses her power in regard to them,

breaks her ol.H-- it ion- to them, and invade- their rights, or

proves bv her conduct that she disregards international law,

iind will be bound bv lio faith .if treaties. Mere power, how

ever ijreat it mav be, cannot outlaw a nation. llussia may
have di-plaved on v.irioii- occa-ioiis an airn ressive .-pint,

but

not more so than the we.-tern powers themselves; and since

the accession of the pivs.-Mt emperor &amp;gt;he has manifested

verv little di-position to extend her territory at the expense
of her neighbors, far le-s than has been manifested by

either ! ranee or Knejand. If Nicholas aims to be supremo
on the land, (Jreat Britain aim.- to be -upreme on the sea,

and we know not whv it i- not as lawful for him to extend

his possessions in Tnrke\ and IVr.-ia. as it is for her to ex

tend her- in India, or for Krance to eoloni/e Africa. 1 cw

acts of Ku--ia can be alleged more in violation of the laws

of nation- thuu the dot ruction of the I )ani.-h fleet at ( ..pen

ha-eii bv Knirland when professedly at peace with Denmark,
orlhe

|

&amp;gt;art -he took in the de&amp;gt;truction of the TurkislMleet,

at Navarino. when she wa&amp;gt; professedly the ally ol the Turk.

If the pa-t act- of KII ia are to be cited, the past acts ol

( ranee and ( treat P.ritain iiiu-t al.-o be cited
;
and the ag

gressions on land of the former, specially under Napoleon
I., and the air-Te--ion.- of the latter on the &amp;gt;ea for a hundred

and tit tv vears, will fully oil -et those of the Muscovite.

That Uu.-.-ia has attained to an enormous growth, and

threaten- to exercise a dangerous influence on the internal

and external atl airs of tin- re-t of Kurope, we have no dis

position to denv ; we are neither her admirer nor her apolo

gist. I Jut we think thi&amp;gt; i.- le her fault than the natural

re-ult of hei ad vanta- eoii- position, and the divisions, politi

cal and reliii ioii&amp;gt; dissensions, and national and commercial ri

valries, of tlie other Kuropean powers. We see not how. wiHi-

out a self-restraint, and a chivalric .sense of justice, which

no nation has the ri^ht by its own practice to exact of her,

she could help acipiirii^ir
a prepon ieratin- influence in IMI-

ropean atl airs. (ireat Britain is ^roii&quot;; enough on the K-a,

but not on the land, and I- rance is too remote to torin a &amp;gt;ut-

ficient connterpoi.-i to her power. \\ e regret it, for Iviissui

couples with her temporal amiiitioii a fanatical xeal for the
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Greek schism, and is apparently determined to carry it with

her wherever she goes, and to make her national church

universal. The czar aims to be pope as well as autocrat,

and supreme in spirituals as well as in temporals, and hence

his iniluence is and cannot but be inimical to religious liber

ty, the first of all liberties, and the basis and guaranty of

all others.

Since Ivan ITT., wiped out the last traces of the Tartar

conquest, and Ivan the Terrible completed the subjugation
of the church in his dominions to the state, Russia has been

steadily developing her internal resources and extending

her power and influence abroad. She now embraces, we

are told, one-seventh of the whole territory of
the_ globe,

and a population of sixty millions, the great bulk of whom
are of one and the same race, and speak, with slight varia

tions of dialect, one and the same language. On the North,

her empire very nearly belts the globe; on the West, hhe

touches Norway, Sweden, and Denmark ;
on the East she

touches China, and from Khiva is supposed to menace Brit

ish India; on the South, she borders on Germany ^and
Aus

tria, and menaces the Bosphorus and the Persian Gult.

She lies, so to speak, in the roar of both Europe and^ Asia,

and may assail either, without being liable to be assailed in

return, save at a fearful disadvantage. She has, or threat

ens to have, by means of the Baltic, the Euxine, the Cas

pian, the Aral, the Persian Gulf, and the rivers flowing
into them, command of the shortest and most desirable

routes of the commerce rif Europe and Asia. Already has

she reduced Sweden and Denmark to mere ciphers, absorb

ed Poland, broken the Ottoman power, humbled Persia,

and almost obtained the tutelage of Germany. Hitherto

she has advanced uninterruptedly, and every effort made to

check her progress has turned to her advantage, as in tin-

case of the advance of ancient Rome to the empire of the

world.

A glance at the map of Europe and Asia will show at

once how advantageous is the position of Russia, and how

menacing her attitude. Let her become, as she has since

Peter I. been laboring to become, a great maritime power,
as formidable by sea as by land, and she governs the poli

tics, the commerce, and, aside from the Catholic Church,

which she persecutes, the religion of the world. She would

be M hat Charles Ar . and Phillip II. wished to make Spain,
and Louis XIV. and Xapoleon I. aimed to make France.



and \vli;it ( j rent 1&amp;gt;! \\ ain has for nearly a crnt nrv bron and is

;i- 1,1 the -
!. We are -troiiir v

(i|)])iisi
(l td tliis. not because.

it\ power would lie more dangerous in her hands

liiaii in those of France. Austria. Prussia, or ( ireat l&amp;gt;ritain,

! ieca ii-&quot; I! cannot hut In- dangerous, in whose hands

soever il may In-. We arc oppo-ed to the maritime suprem-
acy of (ireat Uritain, and we have always hailed with pleas-

n re the -Towth of the French and liu.-.-ian navies, as a

oimterpoi-e to her. The aetual ma fit line preponderance
of (ireat Britain i&amp;gt; i-callv as hostile to the best iiiterests of

tlie human race. a- the threatened preponderance of Ku&amp;gt;sia.

The |!riii.-h mercantile sy.-tem, .-u&amp;gt;tained by her naval

po\ver. is more hostile to the freedom and independence of

nation.-, than anv preponderating inilnenee that can be loni*

e\erc;-ed b\- !Ju-.-ia. It enslaves the world to Mammon,
the meanest of the angels that fell, and is more corrupting
to the soul, and more perilous to it.- salvation, than any
system of secular despotism ever devised. Though, there

fore, we have in thi.- conte.-t ii i symjiatliy with Kn-sia, we
have ju-t as little \\ith (Jreat Uritain, ti^htinir .-imply to

maintain her mercantile sy.-tcm, and to keep the world en

slaved to her low and uTovell inu system of materialism,

threatened bv the ad\atice of Uu ia to a command of the

irreat rmite.- of commerce. We like ii&quot;t the attitude ot

Kn--ia. and for religious rather than political or commercial

rea.-ons \\c \\i-h her permanently humbled, and are a- nn

willing as our Scotti-h friend and coi ivspondent to sec her

m tluence exteiidei I.

Hut we cannot regard the attitude of Ku ia as the result

&amp;lt;&amp;gt;f anv extraordinary fault of hers. A^irre.-si ve she may
have been; but the other power.- of Kurope are more to

blame than she. for she ha&amp;gt; but availed herself, for her own

a^-randi/ -ment. of their crimes and blunders. It was their

national rivalries. s-hi&amp;gt;m&amp;gt;. heresies, and wars with ono

aiiothei-. that ira\ e her the opportunity, and invited her to

become what she is. They abandoned the defence of

&amp;lt; hri-tendom against the Turk, quarrelled with the pope,

despoiled the church, made war on religion or on one

another, and left Ru&amp;gt;-ia to li^ht the battles of Christian civ-

iii/atioii against .Mahometan barbarism, and to strengthen
herself bv so doin;. England, under pretence of protect

ing the Protestant
here&amp;gt;y, joined with her in jireparin^ the

wav for the partition and suppression of Poland, that i^reat

rime as well as great political blunder : France, by an alii-



RUSSIA AND THE WESTERN POWKR3.

ancc \vitli tlio Tnrk first, and afterwards with Gustavus

Adolphus and the Protestant princes of the empire, pre
vented the restoration of German unity, broken by Luther s

reformation, and thus destroyed the only European power
that could impose an effectual restraint on Russian ambi
tion in the West. These powers, therefore, must blame

themselves, not her, if she avails herself of the advantages
they have afforded her, and leaves them to reap the fruits

of their own madness and folly.
The real object of the allies in the present war is, no

doubt, to restrain the power of Russia, and to prevent her
from obtaining those commercial advantages over thorn,
which seem to be all but within her reach. &quot;Are thev likelv

to gain this object* We think not, for they cannot strike
an effectual blow at the heart of her power, and we can
conceive no practicable political combinations by which
they can render permanent any advantages they may ob
tain by the fortune of war. We would not exaggerate her

military strength, or underrate theirs. The allies may gain
the victory in battle, they may take Sebastopol, the whole
of the Crimea, Finland, the Caucasian and Transcaucasian

provinces, and for a time close to Russian ships the com
merce of the Baltic and the Euxine. but Russia will not
even then be essentially weakened. She may In: thrown
back upon herself for a time, but that will not harm her.
She will turn her attention to the development of her in

ternal resources, to the construction of roads and railways,
and to completing a system of internal communications,
which, will prepare her for carrying on any future war with

greater ease and expedition. No arrangement that will be
made will prevent her from ultimately recovering the prov
inces that may be wrested from her. and standing before

Europe, after a brief delay, stronger than ever.
If no territory be taken from Russia, and if she at the con

clusion of peace retain all her present territorial advantages,
nothing will have been gained by the war. If she is to be
dismembered of a certain number of her provinces, the

grave question comes up. What is to he done with them?
The allies cannot annex them to their own respective states,
because they are not contiguous and their defence would
cost more than they are worth. They could be retained

only by keeping their fleets and armies all the time on the
war footing, and rendering war the permanent state of

Europe. They cannot, or will not, annex them to any ad-
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joining state El roni; enough of itself to retain them. They
may restore to Turkey the provinces taken irom lier by
Russian arms, but thi.- would not form a bulwark against the

future advance of Russia. The allies cannot expect to re

duce Russia lower than she \vas at the accession ol Peter tin;

( ireat, or to render the Ottoman em
pi

re stronger than it was

at the same period. Turkey will therefore he no more able

to retain them, than she was to prevent their original loss.

l!e&amp;gt;ides, if Turkey, a Mussulman power, were rendered

strom r enoii&quot; h to stand alone against her northern neighbor,
sin; would her-elf lie, as &amp;gt;he was hut recently, a more for-

midahle enemy to ( hristian civilization than Russia, tor the

lowest form of Christian civilization is infinitely superior to

the highest Mahometan. France and Filmland might, in-

&amp;lt;leed. guaranty the possession of the restored provinces, hut

such a uuaranty would he vexatious to them, and would after

all prove inett ectual. Russia might sei/.e the opportunity,
when they were at war with one another, or otherwise suffi

ciently employed, to recover those provinces. Finland,

Livonia, and F-thonia nii^ht he ^iveii to Sweden, hut Sweden
would not he strong enough to keep them, any more than

she was formerly to pi-e\-eiit Ruia from taking them.

The allies, supposiiiij
1 the fortune of the wai 1 favorahle tiv

them, miu ht reconstruct the kingdom of Poland, provided
thev could, which i&amp;gt; not likely, irain the consent ol Prussia

and An&amp;gt;tria; hut they cannot recoii-triict a Poland strong

enough to stand alone even av, am&amp;gt;r the Russia that would

remain. You cannot reconstruct a Poland that will he

sti on^er or more united than was the Poland ol the he^in-

nint;- of the last century, certainly not strong i-nou^h for the

purpose, as expci ience has proved. There is no Poland

now. except with the Poles abroad. Russianized, prussian-

ized. and au&amp;gt;trianized as the Polish people now are, they
cannot form a united and independent kingdom, able to

stnnd alone. If Russian Poland is detached from the czar,

it must he annexed to SOUK; German power. But this

would he a source of weakness rather than of strength, he-

cause the Poles, though they love not Russia, hate the Ger

mans, and. if they cannot he independent, would prefer being
an integral element in a great Russian empire to being a

part of a German t-tate, alien to them both in blood and

language. It would always he a field for Russian intrigue,

and afford an opening not only for Russia to recover it, but

also to subject the German power to which it was annexed.
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Even if the allies should succeed in arms, which it is pos
sible they may do, it would be 7icxt to impossible so to re

construct a map of Europe as to prevent Russia from

speedily recovering the provinces taken from her, and re

pairing her losses
;
for she is an agricultural rather than a

maritime power, and has her resources within herself. Her

present position and strength are not an accidental result,

due to a temporary policy or to brute violence. They are

less the result of violence than of the natural course of

events. No doubt she could and even ought to have re

sisted that course, but that she has not done so is no more

to be censured, than that the absorption of India by the

British East India Company was not resisted by Great

Britain. In modern times, at least, nations consult their in

terests, not what a high sense of justice or a nice sense of

honor would dictate. Eew, if any, of the wars which have

resulted in the aggrandizement of Russia have been begun

by her, or if so, without as plausible pretexts as conquering
or growing nations usually have. Most of her acquisitions
have been either the recovery of old territory possessed by
her before the Tartar conquest, or made from barbarian

tribes with whom peace was impossible. She is the natural

centre to which gravitate all the members of the great
Sclavonic family, and has been for a long time in a position
in which she could hardly help profiting by the divisions,

wars, and rivalries of the other European nations. Her

growth being in the natural course of European and Asiatic

events, a natural, not a forced growth, it is no easy matter

for the rest of Europe, by any new political or territorial

combinations, to prevent her from recovering whatever she

may lose by the fortune of war, or from ultimately obtain

ing those commercial advantages which would enable her to

reduce France and Great Britain, especially Great Britain,

to the rank of second or third rate powers, leaving for the

first rank only herself and the United States. She is a vast

centralized power, animated by a single spirit and moved by
a single will; they are divided into separate nations and

states
,
distracted by diversities of race, religion, and interests,

and led on by various and conflicting counsels and policies.

In the actual state of things, she is stronger than any one

of them, and it is out of their power to form a permanent
league against her. The,v might about as easily form them
selves into a single federative state, and each give up its

autonomy. They can never agree among themselves to do

any thing ot the sort.
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The attempt to resi.-t effectually the natural progress of
Lrreal living national po\\er l.\- leagues, coalition-, or

alliances lie.tweeii I eehlei 1

.-tales, has ne\ cr vet succeeded.
^ here the end is to o\erturn a dynasty, or to dethrone a

prince, no longer national, or to etfect a purpose \vliich can
he gained hy a hatile or a campaign, coalitions mav an-wer.
1 hey answered in the ion&amp;lt;_c run airain-t Napoleon I., for

thoii_:h he attracted the admiration of the I rench, he was
not the living impersonation of the French people : he was
not rooted in the national heart, and could count on liein^

supported only so lonf as In wa- siicce.--ful. He hecame
natioiiali/.ed. so to -peak, only after his death, hv the con-
tra-t of hi- reimi with that of the effete Bourhoii-. But
where the lorce need.- to he con.-tant and permanent, it must,
in order to he effectual, he that of a single nation, strong
enough to ,-tand alone. If (ireat Britain were as st ron^ hv
land as .-he is hy sea. and if her dominion?, lay alongside of

Ru-sia. or il Russia \\ ei e merely a commercial power, she

would, perhaps, he ahle single-handed to cope with her. If

France adjoined Ru.-sia. she would also, we think, he ahle
to cope with her. But neither i- the case, and no single

power contiguous to Ru--ia is or can he made strong enough
t&quot; i nid alone against her. unless it he Au.-tria.

1 he danger t roin Russia to t he \\ e.-t is on 1 v as hv her ad
vance in the Fast .-he deprives the western powers of the
commerce ot Asia. She cannot advance with advantage to

her-elf any further westward than she has alreadv done.

Germany prevent.- Ru--ia from laving her empire alongside
ot the I

1 rench, as much a- &amp;lt; ierman \ prevents 1 ranee from la v-

1111: he rs alongside of Russia. The t wo empires cannot, even

hy the conquest of (iermanv. in come contiguous. Napoleon
I. had the command of all (icrmaiiv, hut France did not,

leap the Rhine, as he found to his hitter discomfiture on his

treat from Moscow. The autocrat of the Russias, were he
T&quot; command all (iermanv, would iind that Russia would no!

leap the (ierman frontiers, (iermanv would he in his wav
as much as she was in Napoleon s. The ^rcat danger is to

Austria, regarded as separate from (iermanv. The German
element is not the strongest in her empire, and she lacks

unity and compactness. Half of her population have more

sympathy of race with Russia than with her, and it would
not he diih cult to detach from her Bohemia, Galicia, Hun
gary. Croatia, and her Italian possessions, leaving her only
the Tyrol and her hereditary duchy. Throunrli the disjoint-
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ed nature of the Austrian dominions, and the heterogeneous
character of her population, she is not able to stand alone

against Russia, who can in spite of her continue to advance
in the East, swallow up Armenia, Anatolia, and Persia in

Asia, and the whole of Turkey in Europe, and the greater

part of her own empire, in case she attempt? resistance.

Here is the danger.
ls&quot;ow it is idle to think of galvanizing the dead carcass of

the Ottoman empire into sufficient life and activity to afford

a safeguard to Europe. The only power to be relied on is

Austria; and the true policy for the western powers is to

strengthen her, and render her powerful enough to check
Russian advance in the East. If any thing effectual is to

be done, she must be permitted to extend her territory

through to tlie Black Sea, by annexing to lier empire Mol

davia, Wallachia, and the greater part of Bessarabia. To

pacify Italy, and soothe the jealousy of France, she might
be required to exchange her Italian possessions, which should

become independent under native prince s, for Servia, Mon
tenegro, and all of Turkey north of the .Balkan. As a large

portion of the population she would thus receive would by
religion and race sympathize with Russia more than with

her, she must, in addition, enter the German diet with her

non-Germanic provinces. Since Turkey must fall, transfer

the Hellenic kingdom to Constantinople, and annex to it all

that would remain of Turkey in Europe and Asia, to the

borders of Syria and Palestine, which last might be formed
into the Latin kingdom of Jerusalem, in the house of Savoy,
the heir, we believe, of the title.

Something like this would raise up a barrier to Russia
without reconstructing the map of western or northern

Europe, or creating in the East a power strong enough to

harm the legitimate commerce of the western powers.
But we are not so silly as to suppose that European states

men will entertain such a project for a moment. They
would fear the predominance of Austria. We therefore see

no prospect of the war terminating to the advantage of

Europe. One thing is certain, that Russia will not yield
without an obstinate struggle. If Austria and Germany
do not engage in it, the western powers will be worsted,
and if they do, they will have to bear the brunt of the war,
and all western and central Europe will become in addi
tion the scene of a civil strife with the revolutionary party,

encouraged and sustained by Russia, from which Italy and



Au-iria will lie the chief ~u iTetvr: . In the former case

I!u-&amp;gt;ia u ain- the victory, ninl re-iimes with redoubled

ardor her policy of Bellini: the control ot the Fast, and oi

hostility to the church. In the latter, (iermany will be

ruined. ;ind . \iiMria disabled, and hoth will tall a prey to

Napoleon III. or hi&amp;gt; successor, and France will become
once more the terror of Fumpe on the land, while V.\\&amp;lt;r-

land will cotitiinie with more in&amp;gt;olence than ever to
&amp;gt;ini;,

\Ve ilo not wish to see Austria and the (iermanic states un
der the tutelage of ku&amp;gt;sia. a tutelage as iiicoin pat il ile with

their true interests a&amp;gt; with their dignity, and we should he

mo-t hapjtv to &amp;gt;ee them escaping from it, and recon&amp;gt;truct-

ini: a unit ed and independent ( ierman v, so essential to their

own well bein^ and to European society. Hut. alas! it

is
impo&amp;gt;sihle

i , I i i-ii
/&amp;gt; f/rfirncfiix. (ierman umtv hecotnes

every dav inure and more diflicnlt. and is \vcll-Tiiuli as im-

|&amp;gt;ract
ica! ile as Italian unitv. The sovereigns do not wish

it. li!i&quot;ia isoppd-ed to it. ! ranee and Knixland will
]&amp;gt;rote&amp;gt;t

a^ain-t it, and the (iermaii people, separated hv political
ami religion- diflerences. have no power to ell ect it. It is

j)o&amp;gt;-ihle
that an alliance with I

1 ranee and (treat Britain

would emancipate them I mm liussia, hut it could only he

I&amp;gt;v making of her an eternal enemv. in a critical moment,
more dangerous a&amp;gt; an enemv than she is as a friend. It

does not do to overlook the internal state of (iermanv.or to

forget that there i&amp;gt; a powerful and increasing revolutionary

party in her hoi-oni. holding the mo.-t frightful principles
of socialism and atheism, a party alnio.-t strong enough In

1^1^ to overthrow all authority, and introduce the satuina-

lia of Jaeohinism. (&amp;gt;nlv hv the utmost, vigilance of the

i^overnnients and hv strong repressive measures a i-e they

|irevente&amp;lt;l
from open insurrection. The danger from them

is not over, and we have not seen or heard the last of

them. Thoiiii h Russia may appeal to the revolutionary
element apiin-t powers hostile to her, we know not where
hut to her the ( ierman ^overnnients could look for aid in

case of a revolutionary outbreak, (ireat I ritain could not

he relied on : she is half a democracy already, and her irov-

ernment must ohey popular opinion, and popular opinion is

and will he on the side of the revolutionists. France would
render no aid. hecause she would hope, to find in the revo

lution the means of reestablishing the empire of rharle-
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magne, tlio dream of tlio founder of tlie Xapolconic dy
nasty. a dynasty that establishes itself bv professing lib

eral ideas and practising despotism.
Looking at the subject from this distance, and as impar

tially as we can, we see nothing hopeful for Old Europe.
She has thrown away her opportunities, and we see no happy
issue for her. Let the present war terminate as it may, we
see no good likely to result from it. Indeed, wars under
taken from policy never end well, and then 1 is no country
that politicians will not sooner or later ruin, if abandoned
to their lead. Tt is lone; since the European courts aban
doned principle, justice, good faith, and religion, for simple
state policy, and order is now nowhere maintained on the

continent but by armed force. There is hatred between
nation and nation, and war between the ruled and the rul

ers. There is no reliance to be placed on the courts, none
to be placed on the people. The courts became corrupt,
and have corrupted the people, as the demagogues are cor

rupting them here, and there is only one point in which the

people and their sovereigns agree, and that is in hostility to

the church, the only source of help for either. The one
shows its hostility in trying to make her a tool of their

despotism, and the other in seeking to crush her, and to sub
stitute for the worship of (4od the worship of humanity.

Nevertheless, we may take too desponding
1 a view of

European affairs. Who knows the designs of Providence,
whose prerogative it is to bring light out of darkness, and
order out of confusion ? AVho knows but the celestial

Spouse of the church is about to interpose for the joy and

glory of his bride? It, may be that Providence has suffered
Russia to grow up and to become strong as an instrument
for punishing the nations of central and western Europe
for having abandoned him and betrayed the trust he con
fided to them. If so, we can only say the judgments of God
are just, and his chastisements salutary, tie may use Russia,
as the instrument of his justice, and dash her in pieces when
he has served his purpose with her. She may cause much
suffering to Europe, much injury to religion, but she will

never realize the dream of universal monarchy. If she
should overrun western and central Europe, she could not
hold it in subjection, and her triumph would probably be as
short-lived as was that of France under her &amp;lt;rreat Napoleon.
She may plant herself on the Bosphorus, and command for
a, time the Mediterranean Sea, and the Indian Ocean, the



-SI A AM) I II K W l.-l i.K.N ]
,

&amp;gt;\\ !.|;s.

ndia and ( hina. but she will not he able \,,

nder her sway fo -

many uvnerat ions. Her
itirs, i- weakened by e.xpan.-ion. and she will

enough rising up in even
&amp;lt;piarter

to com
pel a divi.-ion of her territories. Moreover, her advance
southward and \\c-t\vard may iperate through then-race of
God her conver.- on, and \\\\\&amp;gt; what forebode- onlv ruin be
come the mean.- oi inlii.-mn fre-h blood, voiinn- and vi^or-
&quot;H-, into the veins of tho-e old population.- that have so

l&quot;ng proved them elves un\\ orthy of the pri\ ilc^e.- be-to wed
upon them. 1; may be, that Almighty (bid intends visit

ing these old nation.- in mercv. and that he intends to use
Great Brit-iin. -o long the bulwark of the I rote-tant here-v.

i the (ireek sclii-m, and to deliver \\\^

I

&amp;gt;

erhaj)s he remembers he! 1

ho-pitaiit v to his bish-

prie.-l-. exiled from j- ram-e i

i_\
his Jacobinical ein

a noble ho-pitaiitv. hardK ever
e.juall&quot;d

in the aii-

any nation, and n arvelloiis in an heretical and com-
nafioii, well nigh devoured bv materialism, -and is

determined to lead her by a way she kiio\\&amp;gt; not back to
1 hoiic iinily. and to make her oin-e more an in-nl,i AV///.--

torn/n. \\ ho eaii tell what may be the ell eet of her alii

ance with France, and the union of their arms in that old

my-i.c !. ,-1 . Man propo-e- but God di.-poses ;
and as the

union ol these t \\ o powers a^ain.-t the cre.-cent failed, .-o

their union to uphold it may also fail, and re.-ult in the
restoration oi thecro--. We are shortsighted mortal&amp;gt;. We
see hut a little \\ a \ before us. and that but dimlv. \\ hat

we are ready to exclaim is anain-t u.-. ma\ , as in the case of
the patriarch, turn out to be for us. S/,, ,-,/ / // I)ro. We
have alwa\s this consolation in the wor.-t of times, that the
Lord (iod reigneth, and can make the wrath of man praise
him, while i! we are faithful to him, no evil can befall us,
lor the onh real evil in God s universe is sin.

Our correspondent will perceive that we are not the

strong parti-aii of Ru.-.-ia he supposes, and that we do not

regard her a.- a peculiarly conservative power. But he must
bear in mind that we are American, and as much attached
to our country as he is to his. JS ow his country. Great Brit

ain, is the one whose supremacy is likely to prove the moft
olleiisive to Americans. We trust we have no uncatholic

feelings towards his country, the land of our ancestors, and
with which, through our literary recollections, we have so

many and so dear associations, but we must tell him that we
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Americans are as much disturbed to see Great Britain mis
tress of the seas, subordinating every thing to her commer
cial and manufacturing- interests, as he can be to see Russia
mistress on the land. We have more to apprehend from
Great Britain than from Russia, and we have, looking to
our own interests, no wish to see Russia weakened as a mari
time power. Great Britain will no more suffer, if she can

help it, a great maritime power to grow up to dispute her
naval supremacy, than Russia will a great empire by tin-

side of her own, able to interfere with her projects in tin-

East. Great Britain is our rival, and now that she and
France act as one, Russia is our natural ally, and the onlv
first-class power in Europe that is. Naturally, then, should
we Americans incline to the side of Russia in the contest
now going on. We wish no harm to England or France-,
but we wish, for our own sakes, just as little to Russia.
We cannot hope that what we have said will satisfy our

highly esteemed correspondent, but it will prove to him and
our friends in the United Kingdom, who we hope are many,
that we are willing to let those who think differently from
us be heard, and that it is not rashly that we differ from
many excellent Catholics and intelligent gentlemen on the
Eastern Question. In point of fact, we are on neither side,
and we dread the success of either party, of one just as much
as of the other, unless it be that, if one side must get the

better, we would rather it should be the western
&quot;powers

than Russia, especially just now, when the odds seem to be
against them, and their army is struggling so bravely against
superior force.



Till- 1 MIOLY ALLIANCE.*

;i rnni HnnviiMMi sViiiirUTly Review for July.

A TIM:ATY of peace lift ween Russia and flic allies \vas

signed al Paris on the .&quot;&amp;gt;i&amp;gt;th of March last, and the eastern

war, \vliicli has ravvd for the last two years, may he regarded
a.- over for the prc-ent. The precise provisions of the treaty

have not at the moment we write tran.-pired ; hut itsgen-

eral provisions are sufficiently known, and we may. there

fore, without anv impropriety, olTer our reflections on the

war, the poliev of the allies, and the probable results of the

peace.
( Mir readers know that we have always regarded the east

ern war as unnecessary, impolitic, and unjust, at least on the

part of the western powers. We have not and never have

had an v Russian sympathies, hut we have some regard to jus

tice, and all the official documents published by the western

powers in their own justification prove to us that they had

no plausible pretext even for declaring war against Russia,

ami we cannot find it in our heart to approve of injustice

even to a power we di-like. and from which we apprehend
mtiiv or le.-&amp;gt; evil to our religion. Russia violated no treaty

obligations with the western powers, she invaded none of

their rights, and gave them no cause of oll eiice. She even

invaded no 1 iirht of the Ottoman porte. and gave even Tnr-

kev no justifiable cause of war. The occupation of the

Danuhian principalities by Russian troops was no violation

of Turkish territory, tor tho~e principalities are not. and

never were, anv portion of the Turkish empire. AVallachia

and the same mav be said of Moldavia was in the thir

teenth, and down to the end of the fourteenth century, an

independent state, governed by its own laws, under its own

princes elected by the clergy and the boyards from na

tives of the country. It was not conquered by the Turks,
but by a free act of the prince and the people, either fear

ing subjection, or wishing to avoid a calamitous war, placed
itself under the protection of the sultan, by a treaty with

*Tltc Unholij AHi intce; An American \ iew of tfie War in the Eaxt . By
W. G. Dix. New York : 1856.
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Bajazet I., signed at Nicopoiis in 1393
;
a treaty renewed

in 1400. By tliis treaty the sultan binds himself and his

successors for ever, in consideration of a tribute, the amount
of which is lixed by the treaty, to protect Wallachia in the
full possession of all its rights as a sovereign state. The
padishah was bound to leave the state its own internal

constitution, its own religion, its own customs, usages, laws,
and administration, under princes, or hospodars, freely
chosen by the people from natives of the country. Its ter

ritory was to be maintained inviolate
;
no Turkish army

could enter it
;
no Mahometan could reside in it

;
no Tur

kish fortresses could be erected, and no Turkish authority
of any kind could be exercised within it, or over it. The
state parted with none of its rights as a sovereign state. It

became a protected but not a dependent state; and all the

rights acquired by the padishahs were simply the rio-ht to

the stipulated tribute, in return for the promised protection.

They acquired no right of suzerainete, and in no sense what
ever was Wallachia incorporated with the Ottoman empire.
The sublime porte, so late as 1826, acknowledged that

the treaties of 1393 and 1460 are the sources of all its rights
with regard to the Danubian principalities, and confesses
that their stipulations have still the vigor of law. The sul

tans had violated these treaties in every possible sense, and
in order to prevent their further violation, they were placed
under the protection of Russia by treaty between Russia and

Turkey. Whether their occupation by Russian troops in

1853 was an offence against them or not depends on the fact,

whether it was with or against their consent
;
but be that as

it may, it certainly was no violation of the Ottoman terri

tory, and none that the sultan had the right to resent, unless

at the request of the principalities themselves. lie owed
them protection, but if they chose to forego his protection,
the most he could claim was the payment of the stipulated
tribute. Omar Pacha committed an offence against them

by crossing the Danube, and even against Russia, to whom
the padishah had transferred the protectorate. We deny
that the Russians by crossing the Pruth violated Ottoman
territory, or gave to Turkey a justifiable cause of war.
Some of our Catholic friends have been favorable to the

war, because they have supposed that it was undertaken

by France in defence of the holy places which had been

usurped by the schismatic Greeks, under the protection of

Russia. But this is a mistake. The dispute about tin;



holy place.- wa&amp;gt; settled before the dispute which led to the
war was opened, and settled by the

\vitlulrawalby Franc.;
of the treaty negotiated by Lavallette, and by her disclaim-
m

.- al
|
pretension to the, protectorate of the Catholic Chris-

Mans in tin- Ka-r, and yielding, with hardlv a diplomatic
struggle, all that the emperor of Rus&amp;gt;ia demanded, giving
Hie schismatic (Jiveks access to nine or ten holv places
from which they were previously excluded. The question
of the holy place.- had been settled to the satisfaction of
Russia anuMlreai liritain. at that time her ally and bosom
fi i^ id. The notion entertained bv some persons that
Fi anee is. has been, or claims to i.e. the protector of the

9 ;lt Ii ( -s in lie Kasr. is a givat mistake, and to look to her
lur ;m

.

v protection of this Sori is to forget rhar France,since
Francis I., has no longer been the France ,,! St. Louis.
The only complaint that the western powers had to make

of Russia was that she was too powerful in the Fast, and
could make her diplomacy at Constantinople triumph over
their.-; and from her taking part in favor of t he ( hristian

subject- ..i the porte, she secured a preponderating inilu-
ence over them. We do not deny these facts, nor dissem
ble the danger to their policy it involved; but we have as

yer seen no reason for supposing that Ku.-ia used any ille

gitimate mean- to ^ain her pre])ondei-arin^ inlliieiice either

oyc-r
the Christian population of Turkey, or over western

diplomacy at Constantinople-. The Christian population of
I in-key has been abandoned for three hundred years by the
Christian powers of the \Vest. especially bv France and
England, and there has been no one of them on which they
could rely. Francis I., of France, in his insane rivalry
with Charles V., departed from the Christian policy of the
West, allied himself with Solynmn the Magnificent, and
called in the Turk against the emperor. From that time to
this the policy of France has been to bring Turkey within
the pale of the international law of Christendom, and to
use her against Austria or Russia, as the case might be.
She has never hesitated a moment to sacrifice the interests
of religion to state policy. Why, then, should the Chris
tians of the East, especially those- not united with the Ro
man church, turn with any affection or hope to France?
France has never rendered them any service, and for more
than three hundred years, except at brief intervals, has

prided herself on being the friend and ally of their con
querors and oppressors.
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The eastern (
1

hri.-ti;m.s have received nothing from Great

I ritain except insult and injury. By an &quot;untoward event&quot;

she aided in destroying the Turkish fleet at Xavarino, but

she used all her influence to pi-event Hellas from becoming
an independent state, and succeeded in restricting her to

the smallest possible dimensions, for fear of having in her a

rival commercial state. The worst enemy the Christians of

the Greek schismatic communion have had has been the

Knglish resident minister at the Ottoman court, who used his

influence with the sublime porte to strip their bishops and

priests of important civil and political rights which they
had held and exercised from the time of the conquest, be

cause he found them in the way of the Exeter Hall policy
of protestantizing, or rather rationalizing the East. Aus
tria had done something occasionally for the Catholics of

Bosnia, Albania, and the bordering provinces, but nothing
for the mass of the Christians of the empire. Since rolling
hack the Mussulman hordes from Vienna in 1(&amp;gt;83, she has

had as much as she could do to defend herself against
I Yance, Prussia, and her own revolted subjects, and has

done little to meliorate the condition of the Christian popu
lations of the East. Our own country, at an early day in its

national existence, chastised the Barbary powers on the

coast of Africa, and refused to pay tribute to be protected
from the Algerine corsairs, but it has done nothing for the

Christians of the East, save to annoy and vex them with a

few Protestant missionaries.

It is not the fault of Russia, then, if the Christians of the

Hast regard her with more affection than they do the west

ern powers, and hope more from her than from them. She
has been their only friend among Christian powers, and it

has been owing to her continuation of the war of the cru

sades against Turkey that their condition has of late _years

been much ameliorated. Nobody can deny that her protec
tion of the Danubian principalities has greatly served their

material condition and promoted their social prosperity,

and, if she had not been interfered with, the whole of an

cient Greece Thessaly, Macedonia, Epirus would be now
independent of the Ottoman despotism. It is with an ill

grace, that the western powers complain of Russia because

the Christians of the East love her better than they do them
;

and to go to war with her on that account is hardly just or

magnanimous. If they had done their duty, treated them
as brethren, and used their influence for their emancipa-
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tion, thev iniirlit have gained their affections, and prevented

them from throwing themselves into the arms of Russia, or

hoping their deliverance from Russian intervention.

These, and oilier considerations, have made us look upon
the war from the tir&amp;gt;t as a war of aggression on the

part^ol

the western powers. The pretence set tip,
in the first in

stance, that it was a war for the maintenance and integrity

of the Ottoman empire, was futile, and could deceive no

one of ordinary information on the subject. I low could

France honestly contend for the independence and integrity

of the Ottoman empire, while she held Algeria; or England,

while she held possession
of Aden i Still more futile was

the crv of the English press, that it was a war on behalf of

ci\ ili/ation against barbarism. None but Englishmen,

we should sav English editors, -we should suppose, could

have the face to assert that a war to sustain the Ottoman

rule over the fairest region of the globe is a war on behalf

of civilization, and we doubt if many Englishmen even

could be found to believe it. liussia may include bar

barians within her vast dominion-, as does England, but

she is not a barbarous power: and, probably, there
is^no

e\

istinu- nation that has made &amp;gt;udi rapid advances in civiliza

tion during the la-t two hundred years as this same Mnsco

viu3 nation : no sovereign ever labored more diligently and

indefatiirahlv for the civilization of his subjects than the

late Emperor Nicholas; and. if we may judge from the con

duct of each in the late war, the Russians are far more civil

ized than the English, who seemed at times to have retained

all the barbariHii of their old Norse ancestors, and to have

been no unfit comrades of the 1 urks.

The purpose of the war, we suppose, was that of repress:

inr Ru-sia. and bringing Turkey within the pale of the

European system of international law, as avowed by the

French writers. Russia was too powerful, and seemed to

threaten, not by her aggressive spirit,
but by her natural

expansion, the liberty and independence of western and

southern Europe. She had already obtained the protecto

rate of the Danubian principalities,
and could easily obtain

their consent to incorporate them into her empire any day

she chose. These principalities
are the key of eastern and

central Europe, and, possessing them, she could hold

Austria in check, and advance on Constantinople, and ab

sorb, by the aid of the Christian population, all European

Turkey, almost without the necessity of striking a blow.
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From her new acquisitions in Manchonria, on the North of

China, she could overawe and gradually absorb the Celes

tial empire, while from Circassia and her trans-Caucasian

provinces, she could, without much difficulty, extend her

dominion over Persia, Khiva, Bokhara, Afghanistan, Be-

loochistan, and subjugate all Asia to the North of India, to

the Indus on the East, and the Persian Gulf,. Arabia, and

the Mediterranean on the South, and thus establish an em

pire larger than that founded by Gengiskhan, larger than

that founded by the Saracens, indeed larger than any em

pire that has hitherto existed. With this vast empire Kussia

could aspire to universal monarchy. It seemed, therefore,

desirable to European statesmen to erect, in season, a bar

rier to her further extension.

We can understand, and, thus far, approve their
_
policy,

and we admit that the power of Russia was becoming too

great for the perfect safety of western Europe, in their pres
ent divided condition. But many things might intervene

to prevent the realization of the dream of a universal mon

archy by Russia, if, in fact, she entertained it, and there

were other and more efficient means of preventing it than

war, or the attempt to make the Ottoman empire strong

enough to hold the Russian in check. The danger will

exist so long as the principalities are regarded as Ottoman

territory, and the vast countries likely &quot;to be absorbed by
Russia are subject either to Mahometan or to pagan princes.

China will inevitably be absorbed either by England from

the South, or by Russia from the North and West. Not all

the power of the western nations can revive Turkey and

Persia, and make them efficient barriers to a Christian

power like Russia, planted on their northern frontiers
;
and

if it were possible, it would create a greater danger to west

ern civilization than can be apprehended from Russia, for

Russia is a civilized power, and belongs to the Christian

family of nations. The power of Islam is broken, and

there is no hope for the Mussulman nations. They cannot

be made to suffice for their own defence. Granting that,

the end the allies proposed was laudable, their policy as to

the means or mode of securing it was singularly short-sighted
and inefficient.

We are confirmed in this conclusion by the results of the

war. We do not know the precise terms of the treaty, the

exact extent of the conditions imposed upon Russia, or; if

the reader prefers, of the concessions made by her
;
but it
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is evident that no serious damage has been done to her
power, and sin- comes out of the struggle, perhaps, really

stronger than she went into it. The war has thus fur proved
that I- ranee and (ireat Britain alone are not an ei|iial match
lor L us.-ia. They have had again-t her. hoides their own
forces, the whole force of the &amp;lt; Htoman empire, the valuable
aid ot Sardinia, and t he diplomatic inline nee of Au.-tria, and
yet. without the active accession of the Aii.-trian army and
the cooperation of Sweden, it is doubtful whether thev could
have made the campaign of 1 &amp;gt;:&amp;lt;; without losing the game.
It does not appear that Ku.-.-ia solicited peace, although she
wa- willing to make considerable concessions in order to
&quot;htain it. The party, after Au.-tria. most solicitous for

peace, undoubtedly was the Fmperor Napoleon, who could
derive no advantage by continuing the war fora longertime.
Russia seems to n- to have Io-t none of her

pre.-ti&amp;lt;n-
in this

war. and we confes- that we appreciate more highly her
civili/ation. her cultivation and humanity, and her power
and resources, than we did before -he en- a- ed in the &amp;gt;t ru^-
gle. Nothing has been done by all the force arraved against
her to exhaust her resources, to diminish her power, or to

damp her courage. Vet it is not every dav that such a

lorce^can
be arrayed again.-t her. Die alliance of France

and Kngland cannot be counted on as a permanent alliance.
It will most likely be dissolved in a very few years, and
may not occur again for a century. Without that alliance.
or one &amp;gt;till nioi-e ditlieult of France with Austria, there can
hf no combination a-ain-t K n.-.-ia ,-ti-oii^ enough to hold
lief in check.
We take it for granted that the Black Sea i.- neutrali/ed.

that K u-sia ha- bound herself not to rebuild her Meet, or

relortily Sehastopol, to abandon her coast defences, and to
educe Nicolaief to a commercial port: but this for the
moment i.- rather to her advantage than disadvantage. In

closing the Black Sea to her fleets and naval armaments, the
allies have closed it to their own. which will save her the

expen.-e ot reconstructing her fleet, rebuilding Sebastopol,
and keeping up her naval armaments and coast defences.
The neutralization of the Black Sea leaves her free to com
plete her M.-tem ot internal communications, and to con
nect Sevastopol. Odessa, Cherson.and Xicolaief by railroads
with one another and with .Moscow and St. Petersburg.
The peaee may last long enough for her to do that, and
having done it, she will be prepared to disregard anv im-
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pediments to the expansion of her po\ver in tlie Enxine the

treaty may contain, in defiance of any opposition of the
western powers. All she wants is time. If she had had
these railroads, tlie allies would never have been able to

pass a winter in the Crimea, The agreement not to recon
struct the fortress of Bomarsund, or to fortify the Aland
Isles may be a mortification, but it does her no injury. Her
defences on the Baltic and the Gulf of Bothnia are much
stronger than at the breaking out of the war, and she is at

liberty to open channels of communication, which, while

they serve the purposes of military defence, will develop
the industry and material resources of her western provinces.
I ll a word, the war seems to have shown Russia wherein
lies her disadvantage in the face of the allies, and the peace,
without really weakening her, leaves her free to remedy it,

and to put herself in a posture, whether of defence or of

attack, far more formidable than that in which she stood in

1853.

The allies, it seems to us, have done too much or too lit

tle. They have done enough to irritate Russia, to throw her
back on herself, to stimulate her to develop her resources,
to consolidate her power; but not enough to weaken her

effectually, and to make it difficult for her to recover from
the losses she has sustained. If they really wished so to
weaken her as to prevent her from being able for a long
series of years to threaten the balance of power, they should

not, unless compelled, have made peace. They should have
continued the war till they had effectually crushed her, and
with the principalities and her southern provinces consti
tuted an independent Christian state;, capable, with moderate
assistance from the West, of resisting her advance towards

Constantinople. The fact of their having made peace when
they did, and on terms so little unfavorable to Russia, cre
ates a suspicion that they felt themselves unable to prosecute
the war further without greater loss to themselves than they
were likely to inflict on her. and also that they, as well as

the late Russian emperor, had got involved in the war with
out wishing or intending it, It is very possible that the

strong desire for peace manifested by the late Emperor
Nicholas, and his obvious reluctance; to engage in the war,
deceived them, and encouraged the?n to Vise in their de
mands. The readiness with which he accepted their first

propositions made them believe, perhaps, that he would
accept others still less favorable to him, rather than go to



war. They possibly were caught in their n\vn
tr;;p. ;m&amp;lt;l

wished to -vr on I of it at the earliest moment they could
without ab-olute disgrace.

Russia lia&amp;gt;. \\-c repeat, suffered no -erioii.- hiss. What,
then, have the allies really gained ( Turkey is recognized
as a member of the Kuropeaii family of nations, and plaeed
under the European &amp;gt;y&amp;gt;tem

of international la\v. a policy
which I ranee has pur.-ued steadily f,,r over three hundred
years; l.ut she is weaker, more distracted, and if possible,
more corrupt than at the breaking out of the \var. and

really count- for less in the lalan&amp;lt; f power against Rus
sia. France has. perhaps, secured the Napoleonic dynasty,
made her emperor acknowledged as a legitimate sovereign.
and Drained him personally a hi^li rank amon^ contemporary
tnonarehs. In revenue, she has createl a ruinous -pecula-
tive

sjiirit at home, entered into the material sv.-tem at the
hea&amp;lt;l of which stands (ireat llritain. and burdened herself
with a heavy national delit. \\hicJi for years to come, will

place her interests al the merc\ of .lews and &amp;gt;tock johl.ers.
I .n^land ha&amp;gt; ,-ucceeded for the moment in dot roving the
lilissian fleet in the Ulack Sea. lull she has not (jestroved
Itussia as a maritime power, a&amp;gt; was her intention. She
has not .-tripped Ktissia of Circassia and her trans-Caucasian

provinces or influence ; -he ha.- not v;ot po.-.-essioii of the
inland route of trade with the Ka-t. op, ned new outlet- to

her manufacture.- in upper A-ia. or gained any additional

security for her Indian empire, and has largely t
increased

her national delit, and the taxes, already greater than her

people were willing to hear. Austria ^ets the free navi^a
tion of the I)aiiule, hut is olili--e&amp;lt;|, as -he was not hefoVe.
to .-hare ir with all the nation.- of the world, and has lost

her northern ally, on whom she can no longer depend to
&amp;gt;u^tain her in the fearful Italian que.-tion which, if not,

now, must sc&amp;gt;on lie rai&amp;gt;ed. Sardinia, pei haps, may boast of

having obtained the protection of France and Knidand in

her anti-Catholic and tyrannical domestic policy, and per
haps the hope of one day adding to her states the Loin
bardo-A enetian kingdom,- -a hope which may prove an illu

-ion. 1 he balance of power remains as far as ever from

being adjusted, and the questions of the Danubian princi
palities and of the Christian population of Turkey are, \\c.

suspect, by no means definitively settled. Russia abandons
her protectorate over the principalities, but she has not lost

their affections, nor have the allies gained them. Russia
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lias, perhaps, abandoned her quasi-protectorate of the schis

matic Greeks of the sultan s dominions, but the allies have

only strengthened their attachment to her, and made them
even less disposed to look to them for their deliverance than

they were before.

We place no confidence in the edict issued by the sultan

proclaiming the civil and religious equality of his Christian

subjects. The edict does not by any means establish perfect

equality between the Christians and Mussulmans of the

empire, and it contains clauses which reserve, if such is the

pleasure of the sultan, the predominance of the Mussul
mans. But even if the edict did proclaim eiitire equality,
it would amount to nothing, because the government is and
must continue, till it ceases to exist, in the hands of the in

fidels, who will have every facility of using its power against
the Christians. Equality between the two classes is impos
sible. The Turkish state, as far as it is a state at all, is

founded on the Koran, and is and must be a Mahometan
state. The Koran contains not only its religion, but its

legislation, and the government must be administered, so

far as it is legally administered, in accordance with its prin

ciples. The Mahometan law must rule the courts, and reg
ulate all political and civil transactions not subject to the

arbitrary will of the sultan or his officials. In fact, all

Turks are the slaves of the; sultan, and we cannot see what

liberty the Christian acquires by being placed on a footing
of equality with them. They are relieved from the capita
tion tax, but in revenge they are compelled to perform mil

itary service. The policy of the measure is to make the
Christians and Turks a single people, and to destroy the

separate nationality of Christians; that is, to absorb the
Christian nationality in the Turkish. Hitherto, the Chris

tians, though conquered, have retained their religion and
their nationality. Despised and ill-treated by the Turks as

a conquered people, they certainly have been, but when
they had paid the capitation tax, which was of the nature
of a tribute, they were, in theory at least, left free to live

under their own laws, and to observe their own religion
and their own customs. Their bishops and. priests were
their ecclesiastical and civil rulers and magistrates. The
new arrangement destroys at one blow their nationality,
which has survived the conquest, sweeps away their national

organization, deprives their bishops and clergy of all civil

functions, and leaves them all to be governed by Mahometan
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la\v. or hv a sort o! mixed commission;?, which, as far as

they have been tried, liavr proved complete failure-. I nder
the pretence ot liberating tin* Christian population, the

polic\ adopted bv the sultan at the recommendation ot the

we.-tern
power&amp;gt;.

seems to u&amp;gt; tov;i\e the la&amp;gt;t tinishing stroke

t&quot; t he conquest l&amp;gt;v Mahomet I I.

l!nt waiving this. the\ who know anv tiling of Turkev,
kiio\v tin; the edict, if favorable to the ( hrist ians. will not

be carried out. Who is to carrv it out Turks, who regard
Christians as intidel do^-&amp;gt;. Thev know that it is contrarv

to the Koran, contrarv to the religion and the constitution

ot the empire, and i&amp;gt; not willed bv the sultan, except as

a poiicv forced upon him bv the Christian powers. I nder
.

the eve ot the representatives ot the&amp;gt;e powers at Con.-tan-

tinople, thev niav eari \ it out. but what is to induce them
to do so elsewhere Snppo.-e thev fetu&amp;gt;e. what are the

( lirirttians to &amp;lt;\i&amp;gt; . What power have thev. or can they ac

quire to force it- execution ( Thev have no \otes. they till

none ot the otlices, are neither pachas, airas. nor cadis, ami
wield none of the phv.-ical force ot the empire. The exe

cution re-N solelv on the ^ood will of Turkish officials, \vlio

dete&amp;gt;i it and them. Ali eadx we hear of disturbances and
maacre&amp;gt; of ( hri&amp;gt;tians who ha\ e attempted to assume the

rights it prolees to irive. and as soon as the allied armies

return home, \ve may expect to hear of one of the most

frightful massacres of the ( hri-tian population that has

overtaken place. If not. the onlv practical efl ect of the

measure will be the greater oppreioii of the ( hristiaiis,

and pressing the ma of their voini^,
1 men into the army

and navy of the sultan. It i&amp;gt; in vain you declare the

( hristians free. imles&amp;gt; \on put into their hands the means
of defending their freedom. You declare the Christians

eipial to the Mussulmans, but leave in the hands of the

Muulman&amp;gt; all the power of the government, and u ivethe
Christians no power in the state. What then have you done
for t hem .

The ( hristians and Turks, each retaining his own religion,
cannot possibly be fused into one social body, or made, even
in a political sense, one homogeneous people. They are

separated and rendered mutually hostile by all their ante

cedents, and by their difference of race, religion, morality,

laws, manners, and institutions. The Christians know that

the country called the Ottoman empire is theirs, that its

government should be in their hands, and they hate the
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Turk as their conqueror, as the invader of their rights, the

usurper of their authority, their brutal master, and for four

hundred years their cruel oppressor. On the other hand,
the Turks despise the Christian as an iniidel dog, as a vile

slave, mean-spirited and cowardly, whom they have for four

centuries spurned, and treated with all possible scorn and

contumely. They and the Christians have mutually oppos
ing moral and political systems, and no common moral or

social objects. How can you possibly fuse them into oiu-

political or social people, without converting either the

Turk to Christianity, or the Christian to Mahometanism .

The thing is impossible. The Franks and Gallo-Romans
never became one people, and the Gallo-Romans had no

freedom, no protection, no rights, till the Franks became
Christians. The Italians had no rights, were an oppressed
people, till the Longobards became Catholic. Lssue all the

edicts you please, and the Christians and Mussulmans will

remain distinct, two hostile peoples, till one or the other is

exterminated, or converted to the religion of the other. No
force on earth can make them feel and act as a single people,
or make them live together in harmony on the fooling of

reciprocal equality, under the same government, if that gov
ernment be in the hands of either party, especially if in the

hands of the Mussulman party.
The allies, perhaps, have dreamed, that by inducing the

porte to recognize the equality of the Christian population,

they would render Turkey internally more harmonious, and

externally more powerful ; but, if so, they must have had a

very silly dream. You cannot sustain a great, united, and

vigorous empire, without patriotism and loyalty. The Turk
is attached to his race, not to the soil. He has a race, but

properly speaking, no country. He is merely encamped in

Europe ;
he has never settled there, and though he may

have a fanaticism of race or of religion, he has and can have
none of that patriotism which was so powerful with the old

(irseco-Romans, and which renders modern Christian nations
so invincible when fighting on their own soil. The eastern
( Christian has a strong attachment to his race, and, unhap
pily, a repugnance equally strong to every race not his own.
This was the great fault of the eastern Christians before the

Mahometan conquest, that which constituted the weakness
of the lower empire, and ultimately caused its ruin. He-

ligion itself was unable to subdue it, and the Greek chose
rather to give up the unity of the church than to surrender
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the prejudices of race. .But notwithstanding this prejudice
ofrace^the ln-sertinir sin of the Kast. and not vet wholly
extinct ill the West, which is every \vhere a relic of barbarian
heathenism, and which the Human civilization repelled, as
does the Catholic religion, the eastern Christians mio-ht be
patriots. They have a strong altachinent to the soil, and
could he. and perhaps, sifter the lessons of the la-t four hun
dred year.- would I.e. sincere and devoted patriots, if they
had a country to love, and to defend; hut they have anil
an have no country so Inn-: as the Turk hears rule. Thcv
cannot look upon the padishah as their legitimate sovereign,
they can teel no love or esteem for him. or understand how
r ( ;in he their duty To he loyal to him; and whatever of
patriotism may still hum in rheir hosoms mu&amp;gt;i prompt them
to dethrone him. and expel him and his Mahometan siib-

j ( cts I 1 &quot;
1 &quot; the land. A&amp;gt; long as the Turk has dominion in

he empiiv. and rules the native land of the eastern Chris-
tians. patriotism, on their part, must array Them a^ainsT
m &quot;- ; &amp;gt;&quot;d lead them to make common cause with the Chris-
nan power that lahors to ov.-rthn.w him and liberate them.
They owe no loyalty to the territorial government, do not.
will not. and cannot, recognize a legitimate sovereign in the
successor of Mahomet 1 I. and the lieutenant of the Prophet.
&amp;lt;&amp;gt;! ah1

ahsurd dreams, that of raising up a ])owerful state in
the Kast, composed of ;t mixed population of Chri-tians and
Mussulman.-, under a Mahometan ruler, is the ahsimlest.
I he policy could have heen conceived only hy an English

&amp;gt;tatesman. like Lord Palmerston, or Lord John&quot;Enssell^ho
has never learned that oil and water will not mix. who takes
no account of religious principle.-, or natural incongruities,
and supposes that when he has ohtained an act of parlia
ment, or an order in council, nothing more is needed. Yet
the ill success of his experiment in Ireland, which he has
tried under the most favorahle circumstances, would have
taught him Letter, if he had heen capable of learning in the
school of experience.
The allies, therefore, as far as we can judge, have done

nothing for the Christians of the Ottoman dominions,
whose condition it is fair to assume will, as soon as their
armies are withdrawn, if withdrawn they are, be worse than
it has been before for a long time. Tliey have done noth
ing towards restoring the &quot;sick man &quot;

to health and vigor,
or to strengthen Turkey against Russia, They have sus
tained in power what we will call

&quot;

Young Turkey,&quot; or
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what it pleases English politicians to call
&quot; The Reforming

Party ;&quot;
but in this they have rendered her, they have ren

dered civilization itself, no service. We have heard much
of the reforms introduced into Turkey during the last

twenty or thirty years, and the progress she is making in

civilization, or in approximating the civilization of &quot;&quot;&quot;the

West, and we are willing to admit that some progress has
been made at Constantinople in rejecting the least objec
tionable portions of Mahometanism, and in adopting the
vices and frivolity of our western civilization. But we
see in this nothing to encourage us. Western civilization
is at bottom a Christian civilization, and can be adopted in
its essential and living principles by no nation that rejects,
or does not adopt, the Christian religion. No nation can
adhere to the Koran and enter into the civilized order of

Europe or America. Even if a Mussulman people were to

reject the Koran, without accepting the Bible, it could not
enter that order. It could adopt only what is anomalous in it.

accidental to it, or exists along with it, in spite of it
;
for what

constitutes its life, its soul, its vigor, is Christianity, and
not an abstract or disembodied Christianity, but the church.
We have seen no advance towards Christianity by these re

forming Turks. The West they imitate is not the Chris
tian West, but the unbelieving, immoral, degenerate West,
which in many respects is below even the old Mussulman
East. The Turks who have been educated in France, Prus
sia, England and other western states are among the very
worst specimens even of Turks. They believe neither in
Christ nor in Mahomet

; neither in the Bible nor the Koran,
neither in God nor the devil, and have neither hope of
heaven nor fear of hell. They have neither religion nor
loyalty, neither patriotism nor wise policy. They are

pure egotists, and the last people in the world to regenerate
or even preserve a state. The reforms introduced by
Mahmpud and the present sultan into the organization and
administration of the empire are copied from the worst
features of the European bureaucracy, and tend only to

exaggerate the previous despotism of the state. The old

hereditary fiefs and governments are all abolished, and the

pachas and other officers of the administration of the prov
inces are all appointed immediately by the central gov
ernment, and can count on holding their places only for a
brief term. Hence the aim of each is not the honest dis

charge of his duty for the good of his people, and the
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strength of the em pi re. but to turn his office for the brief time
he may hold it. to the hot possible account for himself.
Peculation and robhen prevail from the grand vizier down
to (he lowest olliciai. Tip- revenues of the empire seldom
tind their way into the imperial treasury, and the people
are pluntlered by each successive .swarm of otlieial.s to the
1:i - cent. I Here i- no security for lif propertv. The
sultan is the &amp;gt;ole landholder in hi- dominion.-, especially
since the confiscation of the property of the mosques, at
the advice, we presume, of Kn- laiid and France, well ex

perienced in despoiling religion of its ^oods. The property
&quot;I&quot; he mosques had hitherto been counted sacred and iii-

violable, and amounted to a considerable portion of the
landed property of the empire. The Turkish proprietoi
could count with no certainty that his property would de
scend to his children, and he was accustomed to irive it to
the mo-qiie. and lease it hack at almost ;l nominal rent, and
thus secure to his children its IM;. I .m even this means ,,|

providing for one s iamiU after his death is now taken

away. 1 he war has stimulated M o industrial activity annm-
the Mu.-sulman popuiation. which visibly diminishes alme-i

daily. It is then idle to expect any thing from the pjv
tended reiorms favored by r he government. They are con
trai-\ to the geniusof a .Mahometan state, an&amp;lt;l can only tend
to hasten its downfall.

I he allies have placed the Danubian principalities under
the .sovereignty of Turkey, and treat them as a part- of the
&amp;lt;&amp;gt;ttoman empire. This we regard as an outrage upon the
Chri.-tian conscience. Turkey never had and was never en
titled to the smeraincti ofthuse principalities, and nothing-
is really addeil to her .strength by its being acknowledged.
Their future government is not left to themselves, and
must be arranged between them and Turkey, with the ap
probation of the live powers, instead of &quot;Russia. Thevgain
nothing as Chri.-tian states, and will most likely lose in their
material prosperity. Nothing appears to have been done
to detach them from Russia, or to organize them into a
state with a political interest in accordance with those of
the allies. In any point of view we can consider the ques
tion, we are therefore unable to see any thing gained la
the war or secured by the treaty of any real importance in

preserving the balance of power or really advantageous to

the Christian populations of the East.
We do not mean to say that good may not grow out
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of it. Protestants have gained, probably, the freedom to

prosecute their missions in the East, without hindrance

from the civil and political power of the Greek bishops
and clergy, and this they will consider a gain, though we
consider it none, for we prefer the Greek schism to any
form of Protestantism. The non-united Greek church is

not a church under excommunication, and none in its com
munion are to be accounted schismatics, except by their

own voluntary act or adhesion to tiie schism. The com
munion itself, since the council of Florence, is not, unless

we are misinformed, schismatic, and only those members of

it who personally reject the supremacy of the Holy See in

cur the guilt of schism. We can easily believe that great
numbers in that communion may be saved, as they have the

priesthood and the sacraments. We must therefore prefer
the Greek church to any of the Protestant establishments.

Besides, Protestant missionaries only make those they de
tach from the Greek church infidels, or men of no religion.
The Catholic Church, we presume, has also gained the same
freedom that is accorded to Protestants. This is a real

gain, and may open the way to the regeneration of the East.

Ff, as we have seen asserted, but are not sure, the sultan has

granted freedom to Mussulmans to become Christians, and

renegades to return to the Christian faith, some progress
has been made. An edict to this effect has indeed been

published, granting freedom to the renegade to return to

the Christian faith, which before could not be done with

out incurring the penalty of death, and even to Mussulmans
born .such to become Christians; but it may be revoked at

any moment. What is really wanting to the regeneration
of the East, and disposing forever of the eastern question,
is the reunion of the eastern schismatics with Rome, and
full liberty of propagandism for the Catholic Church. The
former effected and the latter conceded, the church would
deal with the Turks as she did with the Franks in Gaul, the

Goths in Spain, and the Longobards in Italy. She would
send her religious among them, and in a brief time convert
the majority of them to the Catholic religion. Turkey be
come Catholic, would become a power able to stand alone,
and to resist any advance of Russia towards Constantinople,
or the Persian Gulf. What is really wanting to preserve
the balance of power is a Catholic East. Under a Mussul
man or a non-Catholic East. Russia or any civilized power
occupying the position of Russia, must always be menacing
to it, and likely to disturb the balance of power.

VOL. XVI 30
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And it is here we tirni our only fault with tin; admirable
work of Mr. Di\. placed at the head of this article. Mr.
Dix understands well that Turkey was never within the pale
of the international law of ( hristendoiii. and that the attempt
ol the allie&amp;gt; to bring her w thin ir is in violation of what has
hitherto been the pulilic law of ( hristian nations, as well as an

outrage upon the ( hristian conscience. He understands well
that Christian nations ought nr tor the purpose of maintain
ing a balance of power, or for anv other purpose, ro 14-0 to

war to sustain and perpetuate the Mussulman power, and
that to do so i&amp;gt; to complicate, not to settle the ea-t ern ques
tion. He properly contend.- that the allies, if the\ inter-

po.-ed at all in ea&amp;gt;tern affairs, should have interposed on the
side of the Christians against the Turk:-. not \&amp;gt;\ anv means,
a&amp;gt; thev have done, on the .-ide of the Turks against the

Christian-. The right to the empire, he justlv maintains,
is in the Christian population of Turkey, and that true policv
,i- well as justice wa&amp;gt; to ,-eek the adjii.-tment of the balance
of power. ly restoring to them the eastern empire. Thus
tar we agree with him in principle; hut he thinks that the
Ka&amp;gt;t might he regenerated hv mean,- either of the (ireck
schism or his own favorite Anglicanism. But neither will

an-wer. though either is certainly preferable to Mahoinetan-
ism. Anglicanism has no regenerative power, and it is un-
alile to prevent England herself from lapsing into hcathen-
i.-m and liarharism. The (ireek schism. professed bv ltii-&amp;gt;ia,

i.- precisely that which lo.-t the (ireek empire, and deprived
the (ireek church of the power to convert its barbarian con

queror.-. ( nt off from the centre of unity, and deprived of
the means of renewing its life at it- central fountain, it was

powerles- before the Turkish conqueror,-, and has done noth

ing for four hundred year.- towards christianizing them,
or even winning their respect for the Christian religion. It

is idle, therefore, to suppose that it would have any power
to regenerate the East, and maintain in its vigor a new Chris
tian empire, composed, as it would necessarily be, of a mul
titude of jarring and conflicting races. Neither Anglicanism
nor the (Jreek schism has of itself sufficient vitality to sus
tain a state, and neither affords any bond of union. The
Russian is better than the Turk, but his conquest of the
Turk would not settle the eastern question, because he
would sustain only a schismatic religion, which would place
him in hostility to the West.

It is this fact that a schismatic or non-Catholic religion
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will not regenerate the East, and that Russia can give it only
a schismatic religion, which constitutes the principal com
plication in the case. The interposition of the allies in favor
of the Christian population of the Ottoman empire, instead
of the interposition of Russia, would not have removed the
difficulty, for the great mass of that population are schisma
tics, and cannot furnish the necessary elements of a united
and homogeneous Christian state. There is no real redemp
tion of the East possible, till the Greek schism is healed, and
the patriarch of Constantinople returns to his duty. The
reunion of the schismatics of the Greek rite, which would
be soon followed by that of the Armenian rite, and the con
version of the Nestorians and Jacobites, would prepare the
way for the reestablishment of the eastern empire at Con
stantinople, and the regeneration of all Asia. To this re
union Great Britain is more opposed than even Russia, and
we have no reason to suppose that France is very earnest for
it. The Holy Father is laboring for it, and if the allies
favored it in good faith, and showed that they sympathizedwith the Christians rather than with the Turks, it could be
easily effected. This effected, and the Greek church restored
to its

vitality, and strengthened by its union with the West,the lurks would be converted, and the beautiful regions
they have desolated for four hundred years would once more
teem with a rich and flourishing Christian population, and
assume their original rank in the Christian world. A new
Christian empire would arise, like that of the Franks in the
West in the eighth and ninth centuries, which would be a
sufficient counterpoise to that of Russia,
Whether this will he effected or not, is more than we are

able to say; but this much we will venture to say, that till
it is effected the eastern question is not settled.&quot; As lonu-
as Russia has the sympathy of the Christians of the East and
as long as she can appear to be fighting for the cross against
the crescent, she will extend herself in the direction of the
Ottoman empire, and threaten the European balance of
power. The present peace we apprehend will prove only a
truce Russia believes that it is her mission to drive out
the Inrks and restore the cross on St. Sophia; and unless
others tulnl that mission, she will continue to prosecute it
She wdl be right in doing so, for the Turk never has ac
quired, and never can acquire, by the law of Christendom
so ong as he remains a stranger to the Christian faith, the
right to hold a Christian people in subjection. As against
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the Turk Iln i;i is Chri-tian. ;inl has the riidit to in

terpose in behalf of tin- sub juirated Chri-lian population.

As regards tin- Fa-r. tin- war has, therefore, in our view.

settled untliin^: :unl a few vein s may see tlie s;une complica

tion reappear. In the West nothing is settled, except the

personal position of the emperor of the French. Filmland

ha- lost Ru-ia MS lie-rally : she had already lost Austria : and

.-he can. in a war with France, count upon no Furopean

allv. Austria has also lost Ru&amp;gt;sia as her ally, and will find

it no easy matter to sustain herself between France and

Prussia. We .-ee not how Au.-tria i&amp;gt; to sustain herself in

Italv. or what is to prevent Napoh-on III. from adopting
;indCarrvinir out the Italian policy, shadowed forth in his

famous letter to Colonel Fd.i:ar Ney. She cannot rely on

Ku--ia to come to her aid ; and that policy so much accord-,

in so tar as it is hostile to Catholicity, with the policy of

Fii-land. that -he can rely ju-t as little on the a.-sistance ot

(ireat Mriiain. If the ne\\ .-paper report- of conversations

held hv the plenipotentiaries
at the close of the peace con

ferences, on Italian alfairs. are woithy of any confidence, an

Italian question is likely soon to ari.-e of far more diflicult

solution than that of tlie Fa-t. I -ut we are not disposed to

credit these reports; and \ve can hanlly believe that Austria

consented to assume her altitude toward.- Rus&amp;gt;ia without he

ini;- rea-&amp;gt;ured as to her Italian possessions by I- ranee and

&amp;lt; I real 1 ritain.

There are questions enough in regard to the Fast yet re

maining, to make the allies chary of raising Italian questions.

Since the foiv-oin-- part of this article was written, we have

seen the treaty, as pulli.-hed in the newspapers.
^

AVe see

that the government of the D.muliian principalities
is not

settled hv the treaty; and tliere is room for a very pretty

|uaiTel. as to what it shall he. We perceive also, that the

hatti-houmavoun. coiicedinir equal civil rights to the Chris

tians of the empire. tlioiiu h communicated to the congress,

is not placed under the protection of the five powers, and

that these (lowers disclaim all ri.irht
to the protectorate

of

the Christian population, or to interpose between them and

the sultan. Tims thev have sacrificed the Christians, and

left to Russia all the reason for interposing her protection

she ever had. The two irreat questions which led to the

war. that of the principalities and that of the Christians of

the Ottoman empire, remain in fact open questions,
and

questions on which the allies them.-elves. are not unlikely to
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disagree. &quot;Russia will hardly escape being drawn into the

-quarrel ; and we may in a very few years find Turkey flying
to her for protection against her present occupants.

But it is idle to speculate on the future. Just at present
much depends on the emperor of the French, whose policy
or conduct it is never easy to foresee, because he avails him
self of events, and never shapes them. Lie uses men and

events, but has not the order of intellect that controls them.

We confess we have little confidence in him, and always

apprehend more evil than good from any policy he may
adopt. Wre do not oppose his dynasty, for France cannot

be a republic, and we prefer the Bonapartes to the Bour
bons. But we do not believe it wise for Catholic journal
ists to eulogize him. Wr

ere we a Frenchman in France, we
should support the emperor ;

for there would be there no

alternative. As an American, and a Catholic, we believe it

would be incompatible with our duty both to our church

and to our country to eulogize him. Catholicity is opposed
to revolutionism, to anarchy, if you will, to red-republican
ism

;
but she is not the friend of ccesarism, or despotism in

any form. She accepts in every country the political order

she finds established, and does the best she can with it;

but then; can be no doubt that the order most agreeable to

her wishes, and most consonant to her principles, is the

order which is established in this country. To eulogize
Louis Napoleon, and to declaim against American democ

racy in the name of Catholicity, does not become a Catholic

journalist in America, and is simply justifying the Know-

nothing movement. Men placed in responsible situations,

in times like these, should weigh well the words they speak.
The church is conservative, but she is not a ceesarist.

In conclusion, we must say, the eastern war and the

recent peace alike prove to us, that European statesmen

take no enlarged views, and act only in reference to tempo
rary questions. Liberal and religious considerations have

no weight with them
;
and they seek only the material in

terests of the moment. Louis Napoleon is laboring with

great success to materialize France, and to destroy the in

terest of Frenchmen in great moral, social, political, and

spiritual questions. If his policy succeeds, we shall in a

few years see France as engrossed in material interests, as

is England herself, and with just as little sense of religion.
The forms of religion and the pomp of worship may be

preserved, but religious thought and religious life will have
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passed away, nor to return till a new calamity befalls the
nation. This will iv-ult from the fact, that the only free
dom tint policy allow,- is freedom to live, and labor for the

goods ol the body. France may. like Filmland, become rich
in worldly goods, but she now bids fair to become poor in
all that which has hitherto con&amp;gt;tituted her irlorv.
^ intended, on commencing this article, to speak of the

Anglo I- rench alliance in it- prohal)le relations to this we.-t-
ern

hemisj&amp;gt;hei
fe : bur event.- succeed one another with such

rapidity, and the aspect of risings changes so often and so

suddenly, tint what we should say today would he obsolete
to-morrow. \Ve have no belief in the permanence of that
alliance. The

.jiie&amp;gt;rion- likely to ari&amp;gt;e in Turkey, the prin
cipalities, and Italy, will most probably di&amp;gt;solve it ; if not,
rival commercial and industrial interests will prevent its

long continuance. Mut even it- permanence has nothing
vt-ry alarming for u-. l- rance will not in mere wantonne,
or in a spirit of imperial propagandi&amp;gt;m, make war upon us ;

and drear Britain cannot all ord to do it, because the injury
she might do us would beat least an eijual injury to her
M lt- A commercial and inanutacturinr nation, like (ireat

Britain, must be mad to --o to \\-\\- \\ith her best customi-i 1

,

and without whose custom she must shut
ii]) slujp. The onli&amp;gt;t-

ment (|iiestion by the energetic acrioii of our ^&amp;gt;\crnment.
we pre-ume, is &amp;gt;eftled ; and the Central American jiiestion
is in a fair way of .-.ettlinu- itself. AIM flagrant attempt: of
I ranee 01- Mn^laiid to ^ain an undue control in Mexico will
be followed by the annexation of that distracted republic to
the I nion. a thin^ which we do not desire, but which
mu&amp;gt;t come, if Kuropean power.- attempt to interfere in the
ma-tter. Mexico, and es]ecially the church in Mexico,
would fjain by the annexation, and \ve could not oppose it

on ( atholic grounds.
\\ e are of course unprepared for war; and as our policy

is peace with all the world, we always shall be unprepared
for war. till war comes. France and Kn^land combined
could do us serious injury, if they were to attack us, but

they would by no means be able to subdue us. The third

year ot the war would be fatal to them. On our own soil

we are invincible; and the trial, were it to come, would dis

prove iJulfon s theory, that man degenerates in the New
World. Cpon the whole, old Europe had better attend to
her own affairs, and let us on this continent alone. AVe
wish Europe well

;
we acknowledge her superiority in
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many things over us; but we hold ourselves independent
Americans, ready to take advice, and to spurn dictation ;

we feel that we have certain advantages which she wants,
and is not likely to secure. Here we are not cursed by
being overgoverned. Here man is man, and accustomed
to rely on himself. Ho is not in perpetual leading-strings.
He is not, as in old Europe, impatient of authority, and yet
unable to govern himself. Here he can be manly ;

and in

proportion as he gets rid of Calvinism and his European
servility, and becomes Catholic, a member of a church that

gives his nature fair play, he will prove himself the admi
ration and envy of the world. Let old Europe beware how
she attempts to interfere with his natural development.

GREAT BRITAIN AND THE UNITED STATES.

[From Brownson s Quarterly Review for January, 1S5G.
|

A FEW weeks since the steamer brought us news that

our English cousins were in a great ferment through appre
hension of a war between Great Britain and the United
States. Such a war might well strike them with conster

nation, for a war with this country would be a far more
serious affair to Great Britain than that which, in conjunc
tion with France, she is now waging against Russia, not
so much on account of our military and naval strength or

preparations, indeed, as on account of the vast commercial
interests involved between the two countries. Great Brit

ain, especially while at war with Russia, has to depend on
us for no inconsiderable portion of the breadstuffs and pro
visions needed for her operatives, and at all times for the

cotton to supply her mills, the best market for her manu
factures, and at present, for bullion to sustain her credit.

The bare news of a declaration of war against this country
would bankrupt half or two thirds of her trading houses,

stop her mills, prostrate her finances, break up that net

work of credit by which she holds in thraldom the whole
industrial and commercial world, and render it impossible
for her to raise the taxes necessary to carry on the war, or

to meet even the ordinary expenses of her goverment. She



47l i.KKAT BRITAIN AM) Til K I MIKD STATICS.

would timl her.-elf. without a blow being struck. virtii;illy

reduced to a second t&amp;gt;r third rate Hiiro pean power. The very
existence of Knu land as a first-class power depend^ on her

keeping the peace witli u&amp;gt;. and cultivating with us (lie

nio.-t friendlv relations. We cannot Hippose her statesmen

ignorant of this iact.and therefore we have felt on this side

of the water none o| ihe apprehensions which appear to

have been -o distressing on the other.

( )ur policv is peace, for we want no
con&amp;lt;piest&amp;gt;

hut those

which are be.-t secured hv peace and friendly intercourse.

We iv&quot;-;ird (ireat Britain and ourselves as rivals, but we
wish for our sake and for her.- the rivalry between us to be

one of trade and industry, not one of arms. ^ et we are

not likelv to tremble or turn pale at the thought of the lat

ter sort of rivalrv. if the protection of our legitimate inter

ests, and the vindication of our national honor, render war

necessarv. We have a larger maritime population than

(ireat Britain, our naval constructors and our sailors are at

lea-t
e&amp;lt;|iial

to her.-, and in an incre&amp;lt; libly short space of time,

if rec|iiirei] to put forth our ener^v, we could construct, lit

out, and man a licet which would command the respect &amp;lt;&amp;gt;i

even Briti-h admiral-, so -parinu in their respect tor any
tiling not British. Our military and naval ollicers and com
mander.- \ve are ijiiite willing to match au ain-t those of any
other nation, for their .-cience. skill, intellia cnce. bravery,
and uvntlemanlv deportment, and lor men, we can recruit

half a million in le-.- time and with less trouble than (ireat

liritain can thirty thoii.-and : men. too. who have all the

activitv of the Frenchman, the reckless bravery of the Irish

man, and the pluck of the Englishman, or the German, with

an intelligence and enterprising ireniu&amp;gt; peculiarly their own.

We have all our re.-oiirces within ourselves, and nothing

prevents us from beinu the first military power in the

world, but the want of powerful neighbors and a battle

field. In spirit the American people are essentially a mil

itary people, combining the peculiar military excellences of

the several European nations from which we have sprung.
A war with Great Britain would, no doubt, cause us severe

losses and much suilering. but we should come out from it

stronger than we went into it. while she would come
out sufficiently humbled to satisfy her bitterest enemies.

We do not court war with her, but we do not fear it. We
do not want it, because a few years of peace will do for us

all that we could hope to effect by the most successful war.
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Groat Britain is destined one day to pale before ns as Tyro
paled bofore lior daughter Carthago, and when tlioro will

bo no &quot;Rome to avenge her. or to ingulf us in onr turn.

Tho latest TIOWS that has reaehod ns at tho titno of writing,
is that onr English cousins aro less alarmed, and begin to

IVol assured that there will bo no war between them and ns.

We can tell them that there certainly will be no war at pres

ent, that none has for a moment been contemplated by our

^overnmcnt, and -wo believe none even by theirs. Whatever
was the motive of despatching an English fleet to the West
Indies, we feel quite confident that it was sent without any
hostile intent towards ns. Lord Palmerston could not have

been so ill advised as to suppose that the presence of a fleet

would aid his diplomacy, and tend in any decree what

ever to induce onr government to modify its demands, or to

change its settled policy with regard either to this continent

or the European. It may be that the fleet was sent there in

consequence of some false reports as to the fitting out, in

onr ports, of &quot;Russian privateers to prey upon British com
merce ; it mav be that it was sent there to intercept pro

posed filibustering expeditions from New York for the

coast of Ireland ;
or it may be that it was sent there merely

to keep the fleet in a state of efficiency for renewing it s

brilliant exploits and achievements in the Baltic, on the re

opening of navigation next spring ;
but AVO cannot believe

that it was sent there with a view of overawing our govern

ment, and preventing it from carrying out its policy with

regard to Central America. Of such folly and madness, wo
do not believe oven Lord Palmerston to be capable.

But though there is no danger, at least no immediate

dansrer of a war between Great Britain and the United

States, there are some grave questions between the two gov
ernments not yet settled, and apparently not as yet in a

train of being settled. Something more than a simple

apology is due us for the recent outrage on the part of tho

British ministry, in undertaking to enlist recruits for their

meagre Crimean army on our territory, in violation of our

municipal laws. Tho fact is proved, is conceded even, and

the excuse that instructions were given to the British agents
to be careful not to wound our susceptibilities, and in doing
the thing which our laws expressly forbid, to be careful not

to come within the reach of those laws, is justly represented
by Attorney-General Gushing as an aggravation of the of

fence. No doubt our government feels that it can afford to



&quot; forbearing with Oreat Britain, nit th.- dismissal or re-
&amp;lt;-:ill ot the British minister at Washington, under whose
auspices, and with whoso advice, the outrage was committed

;

&quot;&quot; m
;&quot;

v
|

]i: &quot; the case demands. The silly attempt to
&quot;mv tllr hlameon General (

n&amp;lt;hing. and to ask of our o-ov
t-nimont t.,apol,,-ize for his calling Hritish agents, ongi^ed
&amp;lt;in ()llr &quot;w &quot; territory in violatin-r our laws, nialefaci,,&quot;. \?

^rthv only
of the /,,/ Tin,,* and the M,W y] ir/

.

lll( irroun.l taken bv (ionoral rnshiiur j s ^ &amp;lt;}n{ ] ; n
law an&amp;lt;l morals and the oonmion sense of the country will
s M;im lm &quot;- &quot;i- letter, so M1U ch eomplained of has elo-
v;it( (1

.

1| &quot; 11 - ; &quot; 1( 1 th.- adminf&amp;gt;tration of which he is a dis
tinirnished rnomher. in pnMir ostimatioii, whatever Wall
Ktrcel irentlemeii may say

to th.
ntrary. ( hie thin-- is eor-

t

;

11 &quot;- tll:lt &quot;..administration can stand in this rnimfrv tint
i*s1 disposition to truckle to (ireat I .ritain

;and nothing will rondor one more popular than its readiness
rmnoss in maintainin- the national di a-nitv and inde-

pondence apiinst her arro&amp;lt;ran( pretensions and ovorhearinff
Hint word malefactor was well applied to the

HjrniN
ot a foreign troyernmont kn.\vin-lv an. I mtentiou-

&quot;

.&amp;gt;

&amp;lt;|(
&quot;&quot;- &quot;&quot; n

&quot; r territory what the laws make a crime
and we thank ( leneral ( u.-hini:- for it.

:nt :l Mil1 irraver matter i&amp;gt; the f|uestion concorninir (&quot;eii

f

ral America. \\ e do not protend to be able to decide what
is the. true interpretation of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty, hut

1 &quot; 11( 11 u ( ;IIV s| i v of, namely, that this country can
K vt-r consent that Central America &amp;gt;hall pass under the

nii; &quot;&quot;-

;

t ( &quot;&quot;&quot;- (&amp;gt;l of the llritish, or any other Kuropean
power. \\ e never approved the proclamation by onr o- vern-
mentol what is called the Monroe doctrine, but we expectthe country expects, the government to acton that doc-
inne whenever the occasion occurs. There must bo no more
Kiiropean colonization oil this continent. W(-do not inter
fere with the nations of the Old World, and we leave them

[o
adjust the balance of power, an. 1 settle their disputes at

home as best they can. or as best suits themselves : but here

yn
tins continent we must have our say, and can sulfer no

European power to interfere in settling th,. international
elationsoi American states. We have as much rM,t to
ok after our own interests on this continent. a&amp;gt; Kii.--land

and France have to look after theirs in Kurope, Asia? and
I hey are now at war with Russia to protect their

trade and possessions, and to .secure commercial advantagesO
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to themselves; and we see no reason why we should quietly
suffer them to regulate the affairs of tin s continent, and se

cure to themselves the control of its commerce. The Ameri
can states have interests of their own. and are as competent
to the management of American affairs as Europeans are to

the management of European affairs. Tin s is a fact- which

European statesmen would do well to bear in mind.
At the commencement of the eastern war. the sympathies

of this country wore very ircnerally with the allies ; now
they are as generally with Russia. &quot;Whence this change in

less than two short years? Tt comes from our regard to our

own interest, which would lie more or less compromised by
the success of the allies, and from our perceiving that the

success of Russia would work us no injury, however it

might affect western Europe. The success of the allies

against Russia would give to France and England an undue

preponderance in both worlds, and throw the balance of

power quite too much on one side. We need the preserva
tion of Russia as a formidable European power, in order to

have a balance in Europe against France and England. So

long as the war appeared to be only for the protection of

the Ottoman empire against the aggressions of Russia, this

country generally approved it. for it is for our interests that

the independence and integrity of that empire should be

preserved. But now, when it is manifest to all. as in the

beginning it was to a few who had studied the subject, that

the maintenance of the integrity and independence of

Turkey was but a pretext, when that independence and in

tegrity are already lost and no longer heard of. and the al

lies are pushing on the war for purposes of their own, quite

irrespective of the object for which they professed to com
mence it. the American people see that they must in self-

defence shift their sympathies. They see that the interests

of the New World as well as the Old are involved, and that

were Russia to fall, our American policy would be more or

less compromised. Tn the success of the allies we see the

success of the British policy, which, as it affects this conti

nent, is hostile to ours. Here is the secret of the change in

American feeling in regard to the allies and their cause.

For ourselves, personally, we have opposed the eastern

war from the outset ; and the masterly speeches of Lord

Grey, Mr. Bright, and Mr. Cobden, in the British parlia

ment, against the war before its declaration, we have all

along regarded as the speeches of statesmen, and unanswer-
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1
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able, as certainly they have not hem ans\vnv&amp;lt;l. As a re

publican, and especially as a f atlx
&amp;gt;}]&amp;lt;. we have and can have-

no sympathy with Russia. We detest, and have alwavs de
tested the miscalled &quot;Holy Alliance.&quot; founded hv .\le\an-

I 1 Weahhor Ru--ian despotism, and are as willing to
S( (1 it hlimhled as any Fu^li-lnnaii or Frenchman can he.
lint we do not consider that liherty or religion enters for

any tiling into the motives of the allies. The war is under
taken and carried on for purely secular intere-ts. and when
rlie (jiiestion is .if secular interests &amp;lt;&amp;gt;nlv. the secular interests
ot our &amp;lt;&amp;gt;wn r-oiintry are those which nni-I determine our

sympathies. Great I .ritain is as strongly and as bitterly
anti-Catholic as Ru-sia : and France, in lea^uin-- with

Turkey and the present ^overnnients of Spain and Sardinia,
shows herself any thiiiir Imt a friend to the IIolv See. We
r &quot;i find no rea.-on. as n Patholic. why we should sympathixe
with tlie allies, and as we have many rea-on&amp;gt;. as an Amei i-

can eitixeii. wii_\ we &amp;lt;!ioii!d not. we confess that we have no
W isll I or t lien 1

&amp;gt;ucees&amp;lt;.

^\ e are not disposed to deny that Cireat Hritain ha- done
milch tor the cause of civil freedom, and we trn-t that we
shall never forget how much that i- excellent in our laws
and institutions we have h..rrowed from liers : hut her pres-

&quot; war can do norhin-- for the advancement of civil free

dom, or the consolidation of liberal institutions. AVe have
none of the red-re])uhlican ho.-tilitv to the emperoi- of the
I I ench. and \ve have ne\ er heen amon^ those who traduced
liis character, or depreciated his ahilities. He lias not dis-

appointed us. and ha- done no more than justify the hi^h
opinion we had formed of him hefore his election as presi-
dent o| the I rench i-epuhlie. I Jut we do not lib- his impe
rial policy, for we regard it as hostile to the hest interests
ot religion and society. We helieve the interests of Euro
pean society demand the entire freedom of religion, and the
gradual introduction and consolidation of liheral institutions.
I lie success ,,( the allie- will, however much it inav redound
to the irlory of France, tend to consolidate a system of cresar-
ism whicli hinds hoth religion an&amp;lt;l society in one common
slavery. We helieve civil liherty and religions freedom
have much to fear and little to hope from the success of the
allies. Germany U ill become more and more despotic, and
France will lose all the fruits of her century of revolutions
and sacrifices. A\

r
e arc; no Bourbon ists, we are no democrats

for France : we are firm in the belief, that for that conn try
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the Bonaparte dynast}
7 is the

l&amp;gt;est;
we should most deeply

deplore any movement against the present emperor ;
we

only wish to see the senate and legislative body he has cre

ated becoming real institutions, and developing themselves

into really independent and coordinate branches of the na

tional government. We want no change but such a change
as the emperor may himself concede, and which the inter

ests and permanency of his dynasty require that he should

concede. A. great nation like France cannot be long de

prived of all effective voice in the management of its affairs,

and it will rebel against the attempt to do it, unless first re

duced to a state of moral and intellectual imbecility. Men
must become weak and servile in their souls, before they
can be governed as slaves, &amp;lt;&amp;gt;r as children. While the horror

of red-republicanism, or of socialism lasts, Napoleon III.

may govern France by his arbitrary will ; but he must take

measures to make the new generation grow up a race of

slaves, or he will not be permitted to govern her one moment

longer; the new generation will neither feel nor remember
that horror. The modification of the law of conscription,

changing the admirable constitution of the French army,
and converting it into an army of mercenaries instead of an

army of citizen soldiers, the strict surveillance of the press,

the rigid control by the state of education, and the prohi
bition of all free thought and free discussion, silencing alike

the voice of the good and of the bad in all political matters,
would seem to indicate a systematic effort to stifle the last

flame of liberty in the French heart, and to train up the

new generation to be the slaves, the instruments, and the

tools of an unmitigated imperial despotism. The word
seems to be,

u Order at any price,&quot;
which to us is as odious

as that other word,
&quot;

Liberty at any price.&quot; Believing that

such is the policy of imperial France, we own that we have

no wish to see it consolidated, and therefore dread the suc

cess of the allies. In this respect we carry with us the great

majority of the American people, whether Catholic or non-

Catliolic.

But to return. We well know the policy of Great Britain.

It is to maintain for herself the supremacy of the sen. and

to command by her ships and her colonies all the chief

points or routes of commerce, so as to make the commerce
of the world pay toll to her. Her present war has for its

object the destruction of &quot;Russia as a maritime power, by the

destruction of her fleets and harbors
;
to protect her own
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K;l h &quot; li:l &quot;

!&quot;&amp;gt;s&amp;gt;e&amp;gt;si,,ns;
to possess herself of the inland

&quot;&quot;&quot;

;
&quot; lr; &quot; l &amp;lt; &quot; &quot;I IVrsi:.. Tartarv. and western China

now 1M
,

I

1

,

I
HO,; of Russia; to he able to annex the

&amp;lt;

|&amp;gt;r&amp;lt;&amp;gt;&amp;lt;lucing province., of the Chinese empire to
li.-m

pos&amp;gt;ri,,ns. and to secure a supply of corn for

!&quot;

ir |^l &quot;lation iron, the I Mack Sea. so as to be independent
! ,

n - :ini
t&amp;lt;&amp;gt;l&amp;gt;^adstuirsboth of Russia ami the ( nited States

1 h( sl :1

.

&quot;

&quot;l&amp;gt;.i&amp;lt;

-ts for which she is carrying on the war
H&quot;-v in regard to this continent, is equally patent.
republic expand, westward and southward, &quot;and her

llrv * &quot;

r l:1Ilt I erself in ( uba and in Central America
s &quot; ;|v l(&amp;gt; &quot; ;|M &amp;lt;- f &quot;

&amp;lt;-&amp;lt;&amp;gt;lk &amp;lt; t a toll o,i that portion of our corn-
em- which debouches ,, the (^ueen of tl,,. \ntilles or

S!l &quot;

&quot;;

across the isthmus. She wishes to surround

&quot;7

s
.

!ts r &quot;
&quot; :illlr &quot;

|&quot;&amp;gt;inice upon us at any moment, on
l(|( s : &quot; &quot; I1(

-

( - (
&quot; at any particular point where we hap-

1 &quot;
&quot; r

j&quot;

ast invulnerable. H,-,- wish is, by the ad
- ^

&quot; ll( r
|&amp;gt;&amp;gt;sition,

to neutralize, as much as possible,
&quot; r F^fnl dependence on ,,, for cotton, rice, tobacco bread-

stulls, and provisions. This is her American policy which
through the negligence of our government, she has well
rngli consummated, but which we must defeat at all haxards.

&quot; tllr ( &quot;ban question, .ur government has long been
vv;l

.

kr -

&quot;.

ir &quot; ( Central American (piestion it took little
&quot;&quot;&quot; ( (l

I&quot;

1 &quot; 1 &quot; tll( requisition of California and our settle-
&quot;^nts cm the Pacific. \V,. have, on more occasions than

iven our views of the Hlibustering expeditions againstCuba, which nothing can justifv or excuse, and need
ssiy no

&quot;lure now. There is, no doubt, a strong desire on the part
the American people To annex Cuba to the Union; not

s &quot;
&quot;&quot;&quot; ^ &quot;use thev wish to wrest that beautiful island

from Spam, nor ,,o much because they crave; its possession
for themselves, as because thev wish to prevent it from fall

ing into the hands of (-ire.it Britain. It would be no positive advantage to us to possess Cuba, which is worth more
us in the hands of Spain than it would be in our own

but Spam has fallen from her former irrandeur. She is a
tmi ol English protection, and can give us no sufficient

guaranty that it will not one dav become a possession of the
ish crown. This is what we fear, and what we are de-

ermmed to guard against. We have no wish to see Spain
deprived ot that valuable possession of her crown

;
but we

cannot consent that it shall fall into the hands of any other
European power. We cannot consent that the commerce of
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the great valley of the Mississippi shall debouch upon Castle
Moro surmounted by English guns; or that the transit of
our traffic and passengers across the isthmus shall be subject
to British regulation. We must have access to either ocean
without having to pass under the guns of our great com
mercial rival. Such is the settled conviction, the fixed de
termination of the people of this country. We have no
wish to dispossess Spain, or Nicaragua, but we will not let

Cuba or Central America become British possessions. In
British hands they might be dangerous to us, inasmuch as

they^
would bring the two nations into frequent collisions,

and interrupt peaceable relations between them.
It is the erection in front of the San Juan of a new colo

nial government by Great Britain, and the refusal to aban
don her assumed protectorate of the Mosquito coast in

violation, as our government contends, if we rightly under
stand the matter, of the Clayton-Bulwer treaty, that create
the difficulty now between the two countries, and this diffi-

culty_may not be speedily settled. But of this we may be
certain, that our government will recede from no around
that it has taken. No administration will dare aijain suffer
itself to be bamboozled as Mr. Clayton was by Sir Henry
Bulwer. Whether a ship canal across the isthmus is prac
ticable or not we are unable to say; we fear that it is not;
but if so, how a man like Mr. Clayton could be persuaded
that Great Britain would join us in opening such canal, is

more than we can understand. Great Britain would give a

hundred times more to prevent its being opened than it

would cost to open it. Open such a canal, and nothing but
the opening of a similar one across the Isthmus of Suez,

connecting the Tied Sea with the Mediterranean, could pre
vent this country from commanding the commerce of the
world. The opening of either, if free to all nations, would
deprive England in a short time of her relative commercial

standing, by the changes in the course and centre of trade
that \vould inevitably follow. Venice and Genoa lost their
commercial superiority by the opening of a passage to India

by the Cape of Good Hope, and the opening of a ship canal
across either isthmus would have a similar, though not so

speedy effect upon Great Britain
;
for in the one case we,

and in the other, the Mediterranean nations, Spain, France,

Italy, Austria, Greece, and Turkey, would derive the prin
cipal advantages ;

and we should not wonder if France,

among other reasons, had involved England in a war with
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Linssia. in order to prevent her trom hindering the opening
ot the final across the Isthmus of Sue/.. It would be wort h

t&amp;lt;&amp;gt; 1 ranee, who o! course nifins to hold Constantinople, tnul

annex southern and central Italv. far more than the cost of
tiie Uiissian war. Kuglaiid mav \ et see cause to regret the
I reiich alliance of which she .-eem- so fond, but \\ hich must

gall severely her proud heart. But be all thi- as it mav.
Central America is the commercial pivot of this continent,
and it is idle to think that Knirland will help us open a .-hip
canal from the Atlantic to i he Pacific. Such a canal, if

practicable, will have to be opened bv American capital.
American skill, and American enterprise, not to our own
commerce only, but to the commerce ol all nation.-. We
wain no exclusive advantages; the natural advantages of
our po.-ition are sullicient lorn-. It was a great blunder on
the part ol (Jeiieral Taylor s cabinet to reject the excellent;

treaty concluded \\itii Nicaragua by Ml 1

. Sipiiers. Had that

treaty been submitted to the senate ;md ratilied. it wo
have secured to us all we ask. and greatly abridged o

trover.-ie.- with (ireat Britain. Now the matter wil

settled without dilliciilty: yet -ettled it will be. and
tavor. and without war. if our ^overiiment onlv
Us attitude o| firmness and determination. England, im

portaiit as the (pie-lion is to her, cannot ail ord to v;o to war
with us for its settlement. \Ve ,-hoilld be the last person
in the world to urge the government to take advantage of

England s embarrassments to obtain anv thing from her not

strictly ju-t : but we certainly would urge it to take advan

tage ol them io obtain a just settlement of all our diflicul-

tie.- with her, and to gain that security for our trade which
is neces.-arv.

1 here are some other things which we might complain of.

We are not much pleased with the treaty which France
and Fn-land have end-red into with Spain, guarantying
to her the possession of Cuba against, us. A portion of the

residents, not always natives, of this country have, we grant,
certain filibustering proclivities, and pay little respect to

that precept ot the Decalogue, which forbids us to covet our

neighbor s property. We do not defend these, and we offer

no apology for them. But the charge brought against us

by the British press of being an aggressive people, except
in the legitimate way of trade and industry, happens to be

totally unfounded. Our government has never admitted

conquest to be a valid title, and certain it is, that we hold
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not one foot of territory by that title. We may have made
good or bad bargains, but we hold not an inch of territory
that we have not purchased either from the aborigines, or
from foreign governments who held the right of domain.
We can show the title-deeds of every inch of territory over
which we claim the right to extend our laws, which is what
no other nation on earth can do. We have greatly ex
tended our territory, we grant, but in no instance by con

quest. We obtained the Louisiana territory from France,
but by purchase from her sovereign ;

we&quot; have obtained
Florida from Spain, but by purchase ;

we have obtained

California, New Mexico, and the Mesilla Valley from the
Mexican republic, but also by purchase ;

we have annexed
Texas, but Texas was an independent republic, acknowl
edged to be such by both France and England, and we an
nexed her by her free consent, and indeed at her own re

quest, not by conquest. We enter not into the merits of
the controversy between Texas and Mexico, or into the
conduct of individuals from the United States and other
countries who took an active part in asserting Texan in

dependence, for at the time of the annexation Texas was
an independent state, and we had the right to treat with
her as such. It is well known that she was admitted into
the Union by treaty, by the joint act of the two govern
ments, not by the act of ours alone. We committed no

aggression on Mexico, for Texas was no part of Mexico;
we committed none on Texas, for we only complied with
her request, and in admitting her into the Union we admit
ted her on terms of perfect equality with the other states.

We did not subjugate her, or force her into an unequal
union, as England in 1800 did Ireland.

The territorial aggression we are charged with does not

exist, has never existed, for we acquire and have acquired
no territory by force. We govern not a single inch of ter

ritory, or a single individual by right of conquest, and no
portion of our people is in the position of a conquered or

subjugated people. The population acquired with our ac

quisitions of territory from France, Spain, Mexico, Texas,
are American citizens, and possess equal rights with the rest.

The French or Spanish creole is an American as much as
the descendant of the pilgrim fathers of Massachusetts or

Maryland, and stands on a footing of perfect equality with
him. Where, then, is our territorial aggression \ Where,
tnen, is our disposition to dismember or oppress our weaker
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neighbors . \\ c mav have committed fault.-, we iu;iv have
connived at transactions which we could not in &amp;gt;in ct justice
defend; luit there is no state in the hi&amp;gt;toi-\- of t lie world
that, in its relation-* with foreign power.-, and the popula
tion.- o| other states, can compare with u- either in the ju.-tice
or the generosity of our dealings. I { we have annexed bv

treaty or purchase loiviv.-n territory, we have extended over
it the protection id our law.-; it we have aci piired a foreign

population, \ve have -i\en them eijual ri^ht- \vith ourselves.
^ hat other nation can -a\ a&amp;gt; much . ( an Kn^land say as
niiich o| Ireland, or of India . ( an I- rance sav a.- niiich

with regard to Lorraine, lirittany. l- rench Flander.-. and
Airier- . \\ e have treated all our neighbors liherallv. and
we have opened oin- bo-om to the cordial reception of
exile.-, refugees, and emigrants fioin all nation-, and placed
them, alter a brief prohation, on the same footing with oiir-

selves. \Vhatotherstateeverdid as much . What other

people ever .-howed eijiial justice ;nn| liheralitv in their
treatment oi their neii^hhor.- and of -tranters

It will not do |or lorei^n power.- to foi-ni their e.-iirnate

ol n- I ron i \\diat some of u.- no\v ;md t hen -a\ to &amp;lt;&amp;gt;\\ r own coiin-

M-\nieii. for the purpo-e of ele\ atinir the &amp;gt;tandard of our
inoralitx, and

pro\o|&amp;lt;m^ etl orts for a higher perfection.
More i.- exacted o| u&amp;gt; than ol other nation-, and an ardent

patriotism often assumes the tone of relmke with u-. where
in other nation.- it would a nine that of applau-e. \\ e tell

our Kuropean friend- that tliey do not know u-. and that

they form a very wroiii; estimate ol n-. \\ e are not all that

&amp;gt;\ c should he. \\ e ha\ e iiiaiix vice-. inaii\ fal-e notion.-,
and many dangerous tendencic.-; we admit it. ami

deplor(&amp;gt;

it : hut the.-e things are chietly dangerous to oiir.-el \ e-. and
no lorei-n Mate ha.- the ri^ht to relmke us. In the face of

foreigner:-, and in comparison with an\ other people on the

-|oin&amp;gt;, we are- immaculate. We demand respect for this

assertion, lor we have amply proved that we are not hlind

to the faults &amp;lt;d our coiintrvnien. nor backward in itointini;
them out. \\heii we compare our countrvnien with what

they mi^ht be and should hi-, we han^ our head; but when
we compare our government and it- conduct with the gov
ernment and conduct of other nations, we thrill with honest

pride in feeling that we are an American citizen, the most
honorable title, after that of Catholic, we know on earlh.

\\ e assure our friend- abroad, and we are happy to think

they are many, and such as it is an honor to have, that those
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Americans who are most ready to toll their countrymen of
their faults, are precisely those who will he the most ready
to defend them when assailed by the foreigner. It is their
sensitiveness to the honor and glory of their country that
leads them to iind fault with their countrymen, and the
same sensitiveness must make them equally quick and brave
to resent any insult from ahroad.
Whatever filibustering proclivities a portion of our poo-

pie mayjiave had. or may still have, we have not yet fallen
so low in the scale of nations as to justify the treaty of
France and England with Spain to prevent their develop
ment, or to prevent us from regarding such a treat v as a na
tional insult, very likely to defeat its own aim. We are not
fallen so low as to listen to lectures on morality or interna
tional law from the English press, especially from the Lon
don Time*, which is independent only in its recklessness
and inconsistency; which advocates and opposes hy turns
all sides of the same question, and which is as remarkable
for its moral obliquity as for its pompous arrogance. We
are not among the enemies of (ireat Britain, nor among
those who would like to see her reduced to a second or third
rate power. Our personal feelings towards her, as is natural,
are kindly rather than otherwise. We wish her great and

prosperous. The world is wide enough for her and us too.

We do not like her government of Ireland, but we see not
how Ireland would gain by becoming independent of her;
we do not like her rule in India, but wre see no public ad

vantage that would result to the people of India by the sub
stitution of some other power for hers. We see nothing
that the world, as things now go, would gain by a dismem
berment of her empire. Her downfall would pull down
with it more than we care to contemplate. She has yet a

mission among the nations to fulfil, and we are nyt among
those who think she has passed into her decline, although
we think she has reached the zenith of her power. But we
place our own country in our affections far before her, and
must defend it, whatever be the consequences to her. If

she is wise, she will resign herself to the growth of our re

public and the expansion of our trade and industry. In at

tempting to head us off, or to interpose obstacles to our nat
ural extension, she will not materially check us, but will

hasten the day when she must share the fate of Tyre and

Carthage. That day will come, unless she returns to the

bosom of Catholic unity; but a wise and just policy with



liUKAT HIM IAIN AM) HIK I MTKl) STATKS.

regard to this country tn;iv delay it fora lon^
1 time. Now

she and we arc rival- luit imr enemies, and it depends mi her
whet her we continue so Hi

1

not. There wa&amp;gt; a dav when we
were extremely sensitive to the judgment entertained of us

ly Kngland and Englishmen, when t he old feeling of colonial
d

-pi
ndfiicc was not yet worn oil . \\ c. in Fact, looked up

to h T a&amp;gt; our superior, and in many roped s as our model.
\\ e were wounded by her sarcasms, ami di&amp;gt;turlied bv her
frown, I Jut that day has gone hv. \\ e laii^ h now at tilings
which u-ed to \v.\ u-, and the arrogant tone, in whicli .John
Midi indulges a little too much. m&amp;gt;w amuse- in&amp;gt;tead of irri

tating us. The rca-oii of tiiis is. that we feel that we lia\e

grown to man s otate, aixl ai-e really a powerful nation. We
arc conscious oi our Mivn^th. We no lon^vr re^ai d 1 ln^-
land as 0111- .-.iipcrior. \\ , ha\ e no impalieiice to try our

stroii^t!) with her. for we feel i hat we are able to defend oiir-

selves. Peace is theretore ea&amp;gt;ilv maintained between the
two states, and will be interrupted oniv liv the, attempt of

Kn^land to Lrra-p advantages which it does not comport with

our inten-t to yield her. Ilei
1 wisest wav is (jidetlv to

\vit lid raw from ( en t nil A merica. and to I orbear to iiitei
-

v; !ie

between us and Spain. She mii&amp;gt;t do it sooner or later, and
the sooner and with the better urace she doe- it, tin; more
will it be to her honor and to her inteiv.-t. We speak not,

thus hecau- 1 \ve think li^hflv of the Ivi^ lish militarv and
naval po\vei\ for we do not so think

;
nor because we think

very highly, in it-- actual state, of our own ; for we have uo

army or navy that is really worth counting, save as the

nucleus of an armv and navy to be formed. I5ut Great I&amp;gt;rit-

ain is essentially a manufacturing and commercial nation,

and commerce make.- at once her strength and her weakness.
She is weaker in a war with us than with any other nation,

because we are the larv;ot consumers of her manufactures,
and the largest producer of the raw material that supplies
them, an 1 which she cannot obtain from anv other source.

Here is what constitutes her weakness towards us, and our

strength towards her. A war between the two nations would

interrupt the trade between them, and this interruption we
could endure, but she could not for any great length of

time.

This trade is, no doubt, of mutual advantage. It is prof
itable to us. and it is profitable to Great Britain. It has

built up New York and Liverpool. But it is of less

vital consequence to us than to her. With our ingenious
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population, with our immense extent of territory, and
variety of soil and climate, -we can produce and manufac
ture for ourselves. We could provide for all the wants,
and

yearly all the luxuries of civilized life, without any
foreign

_

commerce at all. We have within ourselves the
mean-, if we choose to use them, of providing for all our
wants, of living in entire independence of allforeign com
mercial relations. England cannot do this, even by taking
in all her colonies. A war which should interrupt our
trade with Great Britain and her colonies, and throw us
back on ourselves, would prove, in the long run, advan
tageous to us. as the present war it, likely to prove advanta
geous to Russia, by forcing her to a more full and rapid
development of her internal resources. But England lias

developed to the fullest extent her internal resources, ai d
she cannot light her battles without foreign mercenaries, or
a subsidy to foreign states, or employ or feed her population
without foreign commerce. Every year of the war would
weaken her. while it would strengthen us. The two na
tions cannot, therefore, go to war on equal terms; for the
one has to draw its supplies, in a great measure, from
abroad, while the other draws them from its own resources
nt home, increasing in proportion to the drafts made.
We can lose our foreign trade, not without present injury
of a very serious nature indeed, but without ruin, and even
with some ultimate advantage, while the loss of her foreign
trade would be the inevitable destruction of England.We are f;ir i mm believing that the modern industrial and
commercial system, inaugurated by the treaty of Utrecht,
1713, and at the head of which is Great Britain, is a system
really advantageous to the world, or destined in

fact,&quot;
to be

a permanent system. We believe it impoverishes more than
it enriches nations, while it favors their moral degradation.
It multiplies luxuries to an enormous extent, as we can see

by simply looking about us in our own city, but it docs not
render a people really wealthier, or render it more easy for
them to obtain a living. Expenses are increased at a greater
ratio than gains. The general style of living requires an in
come larger than can possibly be obtained in the slow and
regular way of business or industry. Hence the rage for

speculation, the reliance on a lucky hit, in which few can
be successful, to make a fortune. &quot;Hence the innumerable
failures, bankruptcies, insolvencies, frauds, dishonest con
trivances which are the disgrace of modern states, and are
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fast destrovinir all confidence of man in man. We some-

tiini s think that &amp;lt;ireat I .ntain. bv carrying \vith her every
where this demorali/.iiiir s\-tem. more than overbalances, the

&amp;lt;rood she &amp;lt;locs hv her advoeacv of the u l eat principles ot

civil freed mi ami constitutional vj &amp;gt;\ eminent. A war with

her that should break up this system, and torn- us to be

come less a commercial and more an agricultural people,

would. \ve have no doubt, in the Imi^ run. prove an advan

taii e In us. both under ;m economical and a moral point ot

view. Hut as loiio- a- th&quot; svsteiu remains, each nation

must in self-defence adept it. defend it. and draw from it

all the advantage it can. Therefore, though disliking the

system, we -til! uru e our government to -aiard it with vigi

lance.

\\ r had hoped bel ore coii(dudin; ihi- article to have re

cci\ed the
]ire&amp;gt;rdeiit&quot;&amp;gt;

messaire : but the delay in ori^Jini/ilii:

the house has prevented us. \Ve Lim\\- imt what measure-

the pre.-ideiit
will recommend, &amp;lt;&amp;gt;r what measures the new

eonirre mav be disposed to adopt ; liiit \\c tru-t tliat eon-

jrress will not ad jotirn without providing for a
lar&amp;lt;;e

increase

,,f the arm\- and navv. tor both are no\\ far below what we

need for all elferl i\ e peace establishment. The e\telit ot

our terriioi-\-, the various point- needing protect ion. and the

nece-sitv of a national police, so to speak. e\cry year be

c.ominii
1 more and more necessarv, reipnre a lar^e increase &amp;lt;&amp;gt;\

our re^ulai- arniv. even if we paid no attention to the rule,

in time of peace prepare for war. &amp;lt; Mir extended and rapid

Iv extending commerce requires still more imperiously lor

its protection a larire inciva-e ot our navy. We are not

likelv to need ativ verv lar^ e land forces, for we have no

powerful neighbors. Mexico is too weal&amp;lt; and distracted to

ii ive n- an\ trouble, and Kn^land would never undertake to

defend ( anada against us. any further, perhaps, than to hold

the citadel of (Quebec, while Canada hersidf, as much as we

respect her -pirit. and wish her prosperity, could brin^ no

force, worth naming, against us. Whatever forces we are

to t^uard against are and will be naval forces. The hostile

powers we mav have to encounter can reach us, or be

reached bv us. onlv bv sea. It is therefore always to the

sea we must look, for on the sea is our onlv serious battle

field.

This fact determines what should be our policy. We^know
not whv there is in many parts of the country a prejudice

against creating and sustaining a respectable navy. It is
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true. Mr. Jefferson was .-aid to ho opposed to it, although
ho maintains to the contrary in his correspondence with
John Adams; lint even if he had hcen, and justly so, it

would not follow that we ought to he now. for times and
circumstances have much changed. We rememhor well a

conversation with Mr. (&quot;alhotin, certainly ono of our great
est and most enlightened statesmen, in which he maintained
that we ought to rely chiefly on our navy for the defence
of our coasts, and that our true policy is to keep in commis
sion at all times, a ileet large enough to cope with any that

( Treat Britain can ordinarily bring against us. This he

thought would require a naval force one-third or one-half as

large as hers. \Veagreed with him then, and we; agree with
him now. The true policy of the government, in our judg
ment, is to provide for the annual increase of our navv, fill

it is equal to any naval force which the &amp;lt;rreato&amp;lt;t maritime

power of Europe can detach against us. With our three

thousand miles and more of sea-coast, we are a maritime

nation, and must he a maritime power of the first class.

We must have a large navy to secure us the rank and

respect abroad to which we are entitled, and which our
commercial interests demand. We cut now a sorry figure
beside the maritime powers of Europe. Kven Sardinia has

a naval force? superior to ours. It is mortifying to be obliged
to say this, but so it is. We hope this subject will re

ceive the attention from the administration and congress
that it deserves. If we had had such a navy as we ought to

have, our offer to mediate between Russia and the allies

would have been treated with respect ;
the British minister

at Washington would never have said that the failure of a

single house in Liverpool would make the whole Union
tremble, and (Jreat Britain would never have undertaken to

recruit her armies on our territory. Lord Pal merston, most

likely, would not have sent the British fleet to winter in the

West Indies. We should find such a fleet saving us from

many insults and mortifications, and tending strongly to

the maintenance of peace between us and all nations. The

expense of such a fleet is not worth mentioning, and we
should be a hundredfold indemnified for it, by the effect it,

would have on the national spirit, and character. We can

now afford to do something for the national spirit, for the

promotion of high, chivalric, and noble character, to which

nothing more than a good military and naval education and
command will contribute.
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In connection \virli this subject of the navy, it would bo
well il tlic i_

r
&amp;lt;&amp;gt;vernmeiit would c;ist :iu eve over oiii

1 mercan
tile marine, and take some HUM-ID , -, if anv arc practicable,
to induce a larger number of native Americans to take up
,i -ea faring liic. \\Y ha ve nothing to say against the foreign-
1 TS in our mercantile marine. Thev arc no doubt u ood
sailors, and were llie^ to enter the Cnitcd Stall s service
would, we iear not, be true to our lia-\ Hut it doe- not

oin|)ori with our national character, or national interests,
to depend mainU on foreign sailors. At piv.-eiit the irreat

&quot; i\ &quot;1 the sailors in our mercantile marine, if we are

ri^htiy in tormed. a re foreigners, and while it remains so,

compar.ttively tew native.-, of the countrv. hardlv enough to

Ilieers. will enter (iur ships. Something must he done
; &quot; remedy tin- evil, or our own people will lose their mari
time character, and we -hall lie eiitii elv dependent on

lorei&amp;lt;;ners tor the defence of our coiintrv. for manning
&quot;in- Meets a.- we are now tor tilling

uj&amp;gt;

t he ranks of our arm v.

I hi- coiiie- I rom the tal-e e-timate in wliich we have of late

year&amp;gt;
held the army and navv. and the &amp;gt;enseless cant of the

pea einell a^ain-t war and the militarv character. The evil

will soon he past remedy, and we shall MOII, if we do not
i e-tir olll selves, ha\e onlv the virtue- of -!iopkee|)ei s left.

The rural population ou^ht alwav- to atl ord recruits for the

army, and would do so in ca-e of war; luit whej-e, if we
pur-lie our present policv, ai e \\-e to ohtain recruits for our
navv. and our men-untile marine? We mu-t do ,-omet hiut&quot;O
to elevate the common sailor, to render the sailor s life

more honorable and more attractive, or all we have been

-ayinLr of our national character and strength will turn out
i vain hoa.-t.



MONTALEMBERT OX

[From Brownson s Quarterly Review for April. .1850.]

TIIKKK is nothing that we have been more accustomed to

hear from our youth up than predictions of the speedy ruin
Jind downfall of England, and some of our friends do not
hesitate to say, that she lias already lost the high rank which
she held a few years ago, and must now be regarded as a

second-rate power. In most cases the wish, we apprehend,
has been father to the thought. We are as strongly opposed
to British preponderance as any of our friends, but we are
not able to detect at the present moment any sure signs of
the approaching downfall of the British empire. In the be

ginning, we were foolish enough to think that she had been
drawn into the eastern war by France, although we never
doubted but she would be the chief gainer by it, in case the
allies were successful; but later developments prove that
the war is principally hers, and that she lias had the address
to make Napoleon fight her battles, and to pour out French
blood and French treasure for the promotion of her in

terests. &quot;We shall be much mistaken, if the French alliance

does not turn out to have been formed in British much more
than in French interests

;
and if we do not find, providing

the allies succeed in humbling Russia, England in a few
years more powerful than we have ever before known her,
and standing still more decidedly at the, head of modern
commercial and industrial nations.

Napoleon, we take, it, wished to be emperor, and to estab
lish his dynasty on the throne of Fiance. He could accom

plish this latter object only by means of an alliance either
with Russia against England, or by an alliance with England
against Russia, backed, or not opposed by the rest of Europe.
We suspect he preferred the former, but was defeated by
rhe coldness of Russia, and the efforts of British diplomacy ;

nothing then remained for him but the latter. The Derbv

ministry conciliated Austria, and iSncholas preferred union
with England, the last power in the world he wished to

* Df r Areitir Politique de VA.n(jletc,rrt. Par M. Le Comte DE MON-
TALEMHKKT. Paris: Le Correspomlant, 1855.
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tiidit. -to union with France. Hut (iivat liritain desired
nothing more than an alliance with France against Kn-&amp;gt;ia.

the only Kuropeaii |M,
\v ( .|- [ha! could endanger either her

I rade or eastern
po&amp;gt;sessioii&amp;gt;

ami coin plots. A n alliance wit h

I ranee ai:aiii-t Ku.-.-ia Woii d rnaMc her. if not to combine
all Furope ai:ain-t tlic c/ar, at iea-t to i-ohite liini. and per
haps to \\eaken ellect nall\ hi- po .vi 1

, to destro\ hi- na\v
and port-, and to prevent him Irotn interfering with her in

teiv-t- and project.- in Turkey and Asia. Napoleon needed
.the alliance, because, un le--

-upp&amp;lt;
&amp;gt;rted li\- Rnia and coiiti

neiital I .urope, he cmild not maintain liinisclf. or if himself,
not hi&amp;gt; dynasty, or the imperial throne of l- rance au ain.-t her
intliietice and iiiacliinatioii&amp;gt;. She ha-d recentl\- depo-ed
Louis Philippe. !&amp;gt;ecan-e hi- policy in Spain and Italv \va&amp;gt; not
in accordance with her

plan&amp;gt;
: and if he Mood alone, she

could a.- easily depo&amp;gt;e
him. of piv\e;it hi&amp;gt; d\ iiast\ from

taking root. lie could not .-n-tain him-elf and provide for

hi- d\na.-ty in failure of the continental alliance, without
her consent, and the war with Kn-&amp;gt;ia i&amp;gt; the price lie ha.- had
to pa\ tor that consent. lie prohaMv ha.- secnre&amp;lt;] tin-

1 renc 1 1 throne for him-elf and ! amil\ . which mav he a u rcat

advantage Im I ranee an&amp;lt;l continental Kurope; hut lie oii^-ht

to make an addition to hi- title, and sav :

&quot;

Napoleon III..

l&amp;gt;y

the ^I ace oi (iod. the will of the nation, and tin ? &amp;lt;/&amp;gt;/,,

&amp;lt;&amp;gt;t (iT ilt Until in. emperor ol the I Velieh.&quot;

\\ e know it is -aid. that Kn^land ha.- lo.-t in the piv-eiit
\\ar the pre-ti^-e of her old renown, and that the ^lorv of all

the successes obtained bv the allie- re&amp;lt;|oiind.- to I

1

ranee; but
\\ e think tin :- ma\ be i ea&amp;gt;onabl\ ipie-tioiied. The war ha.-

^i\ en her no opportunity for anv bi illiant achievements on
the water, her proper element: but we have never known
her etiuauol in a European war on land, in which she has
tor tin- first two campaigns put forth more ener^v, or gained
more ci eilit. \\ c are no militai v man. but a- far as we art-

capable ot jnd^-inu . she ha- de&amp;gt;er\ ed. in propoi-tion to the
number o| troop- -he ha.- employed, as much credit as the
I l ench. I I the Frencli saved the Kn^li-h at 1 nkerniaii, the
I ln^ lish sa\ ed the I Vench at Alma. In the fir.-t bombard
ment of

Seba&amp;gt;topol.
it was the French, not the Kn^lish, that

were defeated : and if the\ could have carried out their part
ot the combined attack a.- well a.- the Knu li.-h did theirs, it

is not improbable the city would have been forced to sur

render, and the losses, sufferings, labors, and expenses of

the ten months sie^e would have been spared. The French,
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indeed, sustained themselves hi the Malakoff, at a loss which
will never he acknowledged : but they performed no act to

surpass in bravery or in brilliancy the storming of the

Redan by the English. It is unjust to give all the glory,
whatever it be, of the war in the Crimea to the French.

But it is probably the policy of England to let them claim

it, for she is willing that they should have the empty glory,
so long as she is aide to reap all the solid advantages of the

war. The Englishman looks to the main chance, gain is

his idol, while glory is the Frenchman s. We confess, that

England has surprised us by the power and energy she has

displayed in the Russian war. We did not believe her

capable of the efforts she- has made. Never have we seen

her stronger, more living, more energetic; we were about

to say, more youthful ; and never have her nobility and gen
try, as well as her common soldiers, done themselves more
honor. The clamors raised bv Mr. Lavard and the English

press about the incapacity of the British aristocracy, and for

a reform which shall put
&quot; the right man in the right

place, seem to us at this distance perfectly ridiculous, if

not something worse.

It is a great mistake, in our judgment, to think that Eng
land has lost any thing of her real power, and to represent
her as playing a part subordinate to that of France. The
war is really an English war. undertaken and carried on

primarily for English interests; and if successful, it will

raise the power of England far higher than it ever was be

fore, and compel France henceforth, at the peril of her in

ternal peace, to subserve the policy of the haughty island

queen. It is true, she cannot carry on alone the war against

Russia; but Napoleon cannot, unless backed by the conti

nent, withdraw from that war against her consent, without

losing his throne. She, however, can withdraw from it

without having any thing to fear from France, or losing any

thing of her rank or power. As between France and Eng
land, the controlling power is on the side of the latter.

The war is not popular in France ; it drains her of her best

biood, and is creating an enormous national debt, which

tends to bring the government into subjection to the bank

ers and stockjobbers, whose centre of operations is London,

and will be, till the mercantile system is broken up, or its

seat is transferred, as it ultimately will be, to New \ ork.

^Napoleon would have made peace last May, if England had

consented to it ; and he is perfectly willing to make peace
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i &quot;\v. and &amp;lt;&amp;gt;ii term&amp;gt; \\hich Uuia can accept, hut she is not.

and he iiloiic cannot force her to no so; tor he is not lirmlv

enough seated mi hi&amp;gt; throne to bid defiance to her intrigues
ami inacli iiiations. the disturbances she could create liv en

couraging the red-republicans, perhaps the Bourbons, and
terrible embarrassments tor his ^overnnient \vhich &amp;gt;he

could create li\ !ier coiilrol of the credit &amp;gt;\&amp;gt;tcm. in the

meshes o| \viiich she lia&amp;gt; -nceeeded in entan&amp;lt;dinu all mod
ern Elll ope. except lill--i,i.

Napoleon i&amp;gt; \\o\ lilind to the danger tor France in con-

tinning the war. and evidently &amp;gt;ee&amp;gt; the nece.-sitv ot break

ing at the earlie&amp;gt;t nionieiit po-sible the English alliance,

^liile \ve are writing, negotiations for peace are proceed
ing at Par!-. What their result will he. it i&amp;gt; inipoihle for

n- at this nionieiit to tore-ee ; hut we are inclined to be
lieve thai peace will he made, hecaii.-e we think Napoleon
has succeeded in convincing IkU-&amp;gt;i:i and .\u-trn, that it i^

safer tor Kurope to include him in a continental alliance

auain-t (ireat I .ritain. than it is to force him into an alli

ance with ( i reat llritain a^ain.-t the continent, which would
secure I!i it:&amp;gt;h prej^onderanec, far more to lie dreaded l&amp;gt;v

them than even that ot France. The events ot the war
have proved, thai l{u&amp;gt;&amp;gt;ia and Austria can defend themselves

a^ain-t France, and France aiul Austi ia airainst Russia, and

prevent her from -eating heiv-elf on the Iiphorus. The
r rue

pi iliev for these thi ee po\\-er.- i-. t hen. to form a friendly
alliance, and isolate (treat I ritain from the continent ; or to

force her to acquiesce in their continental &amp;gt;v-tem. If the

French emperor ha&amp;gt; sati&amp;gt;tieii. as we think he has, Austria,

lviiia, and the secondary (ierman states of this, peace will

lie made, and lie will have gained even more bv the war
li in Fn^land. He will tlien have taken hi&amp;gt; proper place
amoim Furopcan sovi rei^rns : and if wise at home, have
closed for a hm^ time the era of revolutions in France.

Filmland s onlv continental all\ . if peace now he made, will

henceforth he Prussia if even I rus.-ia. In a certain sense,
this, undoubtedly, would he a triumph over (ireat Britain;
but she would still remain the first naval, commercial, and

manufacturing nation in the world. It would rob her of

none of her real power ; and would only prevent her from

extending that power a? much as she had hoped by engag
ing France to aid in fighting her battles, because her power
depends on her trade? in the East, with this continent, and
her own colonies.
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But if peace is not made, and the allies succeed in hum
bling Russia as much as England wishes, Great Britain gains
all the advantages of the war, and becomes, for a time, the
mistress of the Old World, if not also of the New. If the
war goes on, and terminates unsuccessfully for the allies,

which nothing yet proves to be impossible, France runs a

greater danger than England. France would become- Cos

sack, but England would still remain the first naval, and
with her American trade, tin; first commercial power of the

world. In any contingency, we, therefore, cannot predict a

speedy ruin of Great Britain ; she will doubtless fall one

day, but not by French policy, or continental combinations :

when she falls, it will not be by a European war, but

through successful competition in trade and manufactures
of the United States, and the rivalry of her colonies become

independent states.

We have been led to make these re-marks apropos of a

very significant essay on the political prospects of England,
by the illustrious Count -Uontalembert, inserted in the Cor-

respondant for last November and December. The dis

tinguished academician and statesman made, during the last

season, a tour of observation in Great Britain, and has em
bodied in this very remarkable essav the impressions he re

ceived and the reflection- he made. We need not say that

the essay is written with force and elegance, that it breathes

a noble spirit, is full of eloquence and profound thought,
for such qualities we are always sure to find in every pro
duction of the noble author. We have read it with atten

tion, with deep interest, and friendly partiality. With its

political principles, its generous tone of civil and religious

liberty, we heartily sympathize; and we share to a consid

erable extent the author s unaffected admiration of the Eng
lish political constitution, and the many noble, gener
ous, and manly traits to be detected in the English
character. We concede the greatness of England, whose

queen, including her colonies, rules over a larger ter

ritory than that of Russia, and over nearly twice as many
subjects as ancient Rome, in the palmiest days of the

empire; we concede her prodigious industry, and her

marvellous commercial enterprise and successful trade
;
we

concede her wonderful life, activity and energy in all that

pertains to the material order; but we cannot help thinking
that the illustrious author has seen her in too rose-colored a

light, taken too favorable a view of English society, and at-
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tnhiited ton Hindi n| what he regards as Kiii^land s pros

perity t&amp;lt; her [xditical constitution. Inheriting the love of

per-Miial freedom and independence so characteristic1 of the

old feudal iiohiliu. de\,.tedlv attache*! t*i c&quot;ii-t it lit ioiial and

parliamentars -j:&amp;lt;
&amp;gt;\ ennnent. deeply aiilicted at the sad ter-

rninatioii o| the &amp;gt;t riiirirle-. revolutions, aii&amp;lt;l sacrifices of his

own coiintn in lielialf of civil and political freedom, and
a--i n-iat ill&quot;;, during hi- visit, ehietlv with the nohilitv and
^iitrv. it i&amp;gt; not &amp;gt; trance that lie &amp;gt;hoidd have Keen charmed
with \vhat he met. and regarded Kn^land, in the enthnsia&amp;gt;ni

(it the iiionifiii. a&amp;gt; a model nation, worthy ot the world .-

imitat ion. lie saw her in her &quot;Sundav s be.-t.&quot; and was
ehietlv struck lev the pre-encr \ tho.-r thin^--. who-e ab

sence m ln&amp;gt; own eoimtrv caused the ^rief of hi- heart, and
he either did not see or did not note the pre.-ence of other

tilings troin which In- n\vn enimtrx ha- hitherto happily
lieen comparativelv free. Mn^land i- the land of respeet-
ahilitv, what ( ai lvlo call-

&quot;

^i^manit \ .&quot; and he who con-

line.- hi.- ohservatioIlS \&amp;lt;&amp;gt; the &quot;

IV-peetaMe ela--.&quot; will, fol

the mciiiient. tanev that he ha- recovered the lon^--|&amp;lt;t Kden.
^ et there is a reverse of the picture, and if there i- le--

poverty, thei e i- nicii e
-ijiiali*! wretchedness, more filth.

ni Te ali]eet. hopele-.- mi.-iT\. than iii any other nation in

( hristeiid* &amp;gt;]\i.

\\ e do nut d&amp;lt;&amp;gt;nl&amp;gt;i that the political eoti.-tit ill ion of Kn^laiid
retain- more ot \\lia! wa&amp;gt; ^oo*| in me(|i;e\ al feudalism, and.

ha- taken up le-- oi what i- had in modern politic-, than

that ot anv other I .nropean -tate : hut \ve think M. de Moii-

talemhei t not on I v torm.- too favorahle an estimate1 of Kn^lish
.-c -eiet v. taken as a wh&quot;lr. hut that he att rihiite.- far too much
ot I .n^ land - material ^reatne.-.- ami |)rosi)i:ritv to her politi
cal institutions, and fail.- to perceive that thev are due to

the original character of her people, to her insular position,
vast internal wealth, and her re-tricted territory, which

naturally turned her energies in the direction of trade and
manufacture-, and more than all. to that verv foreign policy
which he so unqualifiedly and so justly condemns. We are

by /io means indiifcrent to political constitutions or forms
oi ^overnmetit. and we are a.- sincerely attached to what in

our lanji Uaixe i.- called
&quot;

selt-^ o\ eminent.&quot; as is anv man
living; but we regard it as the besetting .-in of the modern
woi-ld. that it attributes too much of what is uood or what
is evil in a nation to its

t
ijovernment. It is the people that

determines the government, rather than the government
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that determines the people. It is not the free government
that makes the free people, but the free people that makes
the free government. Every people not subjected by a for

eign conquest and placed under an anti-national power, has

always just as much freedom as it wills or is entitled to
;
for

in every country left free by all others to govern itself in

its own way, the government is the fair exponent of the

average amount of freedom there is in the hearts and souls

of its population. No monarch was ever yet strong enough
to subject a free people to his arbitrary will, a people, we
mean, that have the internal spirit and character of freemen.

Except in cases of foreign conquest, or foreign intervention,

governments are not imposed on a people; they grow out

of the people, and express the sentiments and convictions
of the nation ; and it is only on that condition that they can
sustain themselves. The government may, indeed, fail to

satisfy the wants and wishes of a part, and vet be able to

sustain itself; but when it fails to represent, fairly, the

wants and wishes of the nation as a whole, it must either

submit to such modifications as are needed to adapt it to

those wants and wishes, or yield to a revolution, more or

less violent, according to the resistance it meets. Nations

may lose their old liberties or franchises, and fall under a

degrading coasarism, but never, till freedom has died out of

the hearts and souls of the people, not till they have lost

the moral qualities of freemen, and acquired the vices and

passions of slaves. The old feudal nobility had lost the vir

tues of their order, before they were forced to succumb to

the king and commons, and this fact, still more than the

grasping ambition of the king, or the increasing wealth and
influence of the commons, caused the downfall of feudalism.

Absolute monarchy existed in the sentiments, passions, and
convictions of the nation, before the king did or could es

tablish it. Absolutism cannot be imposed on a nation

against its will. Louis Napoleon was elected emperor by
universal suffrage, and almost unanimously. We do not ob

ject to ca sarism, that it reduces a free people to slavery.
but that finding them slaves, it keeps them so, and prevents
the adoption of the means, and the exercise of the moral

influences, necessary to redeem them from slavery, and to

elevate them to the rank, dignity, and virtues of freemen.

The present unsettled state of European nations offers no

argument against this doctrine. In the greater part of Eu
ropean nations, the people are divided, and whatever the



iT&amp;lt;&amp;gt;\
eminent, there is a disalVeeted party oppo~ed t&amp;lt;&amp;gt; it, and

which can be restrained onlv hv physical force. 1 he ijov-

eminent cannot re
|

&amp;gt;re-eiit the will of the nation, where
theiv is iiD national will, or tin- will of the people, where
then- i- mi people. A&amp;gt;

\&quot;\\&amp;lt;j;
as the division remains, the

-&amp;lt;
&amp;gt;\ eminent i&amp;gt; obliged i&quot; _ &quot; wiih the stronger party, and

rel v on tiie sentiments md &amp;lt;&amp;lt; ni \ ict ions, the wants and wishes

&amp;gt;f l hat pan \ . and t hroii^ii it to hold the other in snh jcct inn.

I his i-. indeed, an evil, and during its continuance, govern
inetit. in the legitimate -en&amp;gt;e of the Word, docs not e.\i.-t.

Authority di )iiiinates. hut doo not
^&amp;lt; &amp;gt;vrrn. Kxternal order

is maintained onlv hv means of armed force, and the chief

dependence is. and niii.-t he, on the armv. Hence, some &amp;lt;&amp;gt;t

our friend&amp;gt; in l- r.ince and el-eu here appear to regard the

armv as an o-i-ntial element&quot; in the administration, and &amp;lt;ro

&amp;gt;o far as to place the .- &amp;lt;\&amp;lt;\ ier on t he .-ami- line with the prie.M.
This is to mistake an exceptional, for the normal state of

things. In a well-ordered -tate. the soldier is nrcessarv

oiil\ to defend, or to vindicate the nation against foreign

eiiemie.&amp;gt;; never to support the government at liome. ,is an

instrunieiii ol administration, or an auxiliary of the civil

ma- i-t r.itf. Tiiat the armv i.- nece;Ss;)ry in nio-t Kliropoaii
states to

&amp;gt;ii])[iort
the administration, is unhappilv too true,

hut this is hecaii.se these states are unsettled, are undergo In:/

a change from one political order to another, and their ^ov-
erninents na rmoiii/f with the wants and \vi&amp;gt;hes of only a

part of the nation. l!iit this j s onlv a temporary state- of

things, and \vhen unanimity is restored anion^ the people,
the armv will not he needed as an a^ cnt ot the home secre

tar\. or minister of the interior. The moment such una

nimity is elTected, and the nation lia&amp;gt; an undividcMl will, the

i;overnnient. will he forced to contoi-ni to and express it.

\Ve do not, therefore, aitrihute those traits of the English
character which the nohle author points out, to our admira

tion, to the P.ritish constitution; wo ratlier attribute what is

worthy of commendation in that, constitution to those traits

themselves. The Kindi-h people have made the English
constitution, not the English constit utioii the English people.
They never entirely lost their old freedom, which they de

rived from the church, when they were converted from
heathenism to Christianity. They allowed Henry VI 1 1. to

suppress the freedom of religion, to separate them from the

centre of unity, and to create a national church, with him
self for its head, but because they had become indifferent
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to the Catholic faith, because they never were overburdened
with logic, and could as easily say two and two make three
or five, as that they make four, and because a royal and na
tional church accorded with their excessive lovaltv, and flat

tered their nationalism and their insular pride. Tliev suf
fered Elizabeth to rule them with despotic authoritv, because
she directed her policy to the maintenance of the national

liberty and independence against the attacks of Spain,
under Philip II., that cold hearted tyrant, who sought, under

pretext of supporting the Catholic faith, to realize &quot;the dream
of universal monarchy. But the moment all real or imagi

nary danger from abroad was removed, and they felt sure
of preserving an English religion and an English state, as

was the case under the Stuarts, they showed that absolute

monarchy is a thing they detest, and to which they will

never submit. Nearly a century of rebellion and revolu
tion proved this to the world, and that the will of the na
tion demanded, and would have, a constitutional monarchy,
and a parliamentary government. The present English con
stitution is, no doubt, admirably adapted to the English
people, and they are admirably adapted to it; but they have
made it what it is, not it has made them what they are.

If we want any proof of the impotence of this constitu
tion to mould a people to itself, we need but cross the chan
nel from England to Ireland, where there is a people widely
different from the English. The attempts of England to

bring the Irish into harmony with her civil and political
order have been as unsuccessful as her attempts to convert
them to her national church. The difficulty is not, and
never has been, owing to the differences of religion. The

English Catholic is as thorough-going an Englishman as

the English Protestant, and is as devotedly attached to the

English constitution. It is adapted to his genius and char
acter. The Irishman loves liberty with a love as intense as

that of the Englishman, but the Irish genius instinctively
resists the English civil and political order, and you must
make the Irishman an Englishman, convert the Celt into

the Saxon, before you can make him love it, or sit down
quietly and feel himself at his ease under it. Hence the

genuine unanglo-saxonized Irish, after seven hundred years
of English domination, seek only an opportunity to sever
the connection with England, and to reassert their national

independence. And that connection they would have sev
ered centuries ago, if they had not been divided among
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them-elvcs, or if thev had ival!\ had a national will of
own. Tiie o| | . &quot;-land to impose her form

&quot;I Lfvernnieiit tate-. or the attempt- of
I In &amp;gt;.-e states to c, ,py :

. in e\ er\ in-taiice
I een di-a-tron- in the extieme. Look at I ortu-, .

S

Sicily, Naples, to .-a\ n- thin^of France. All prove that a

constitution mn-t have it- root in the heart and life of a

people, or in-tead &quot;&amp;gt;l operat;!i- 1 leiietieiai I \ it operate- a.- a

clir.-e. I

reiplilV.- centime-, at lea-t. to mould a people t,o

a lor,-;--!! const it in ion. and to make what e\pree.- iVeedom
in one country nece--aril\ expre. it in another.

\\hcn we -a\ \\ e admire the Kn_r lish con-titution. \\- r

mean that we admire it for Filmland. It i- a con-t it lit ion

adapted to the taste-, prejudice-, pride, and llnnkvi.-ni of
the FnirMsll people. Hut \\ e a IV ||ot prepared to admit
hat the indn-trial activitv, the commercial and maniifac
Hiring pro-peri^\ of Filmland are dm- to her political eon
-titntioii. or to the \\:-d&quot;m r &amp;gt;airacit\ of her dome-tic

policy. 1 1 er decided siiperiorit \ over the continental states
&quot;I these IV pects, i- ii\ Ho mean.- coeval with he! ci.nipar

Iv tree constitution. It i-. after all. onl\ al.oiit -i\t\

\ears old. and i- dm- -hietlv to the independence and pro.
perity ot the A n;_r l&quot; A mericaii cnlotiie-. in&amp;gt;\\ the I nited

-. and to tin. ] rench revolution and the war- which
LTeW ollt ot it. | he-e War- de-tl o\ed the greater part of

I
-~

1commerce aliu malill tact lire.- ol (lie cont inent. and oper
led a.- a hoimt^ mi her own : the\ ^ave her the command

&quot;t the
&amp;gt;ea&amp;gt;. enabled her to

di-po.-.-e&amp;gt;s
the French and hutch

ot the L l cater part of their po-.-e-sioii.- in Loth Indies, and to

make London the centre ot the trade ami commerce of the

world. \\ hat had her peculiar political con.-f if nt ion to do
with all thi- . She owed her success to her in-nlar po-iti,,n.
the maritime habit- of her people, and to her adroit foreign

\\ hen she -au I Vance. her old rival, torn b\ inte-

tine divi.-ions, and distracted b\- the etTort.- to reform her
civil and political institution.*, she -tinvd up the continen
al nation- to intervene in behalf of the fallen moiiarchv.
and .-he herself declared war on the French republic, with
out having i-ecei\-ed from it anv injui v. and not to re-fore
he PMMirhons. nor to avenge a plundered church, but to

promote her own -elli-h end-. She commenced ;he war

by despatching ],,.,- fleets to take pos-e.-.-ion of the French
colonies in the Fast and the \Ye-t. provinir that whatever
her pretence-, -he made war. not a^ain-t the French revo
lution, but a- ainsf France her.-elf.
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The independence and prosperity of this country has
also been a leading cause of the growth of her trade and
manufactures. Owing to identity &quot;of language, sameness of
race, and old habit* formed in the days of colonial depend
ence, our trade, after the revolution/sought, naturally, her
ports, and continued to do so in spite of the illiberal policywith which, till quite recently, she treated it. It is not easy
to say how much England s present greatness and prosperityare due to her trade with us. As an independent nation
we have been worth far more to her than we should have
been as colonies. The cultivation of cotton in our south
ern states has built up her cotton trade, and the raw mate
rials we have supplied her have opened a market here for
her manufactures in nearly all their several branches. One
half of her foreign trade is now carried on with this country,
arid were she to lose our trade she would sink instantly to
a second or third rate power. She cannot subsist as a ^reat
nation without the American trade. She knows it, and
hence her efforts r&amp;lt; extend her possessions in Asia, to open
markets, and to obtain a .supply of cotton, rice, and tobacco,
independent of us. efforts that will have at most only a

partial success. Other causes we might enumerate, but
these are quite sufficient to prove that England s material
greatness, the only order of greatness to which she can lay
any claim, is quite independent of her political constitution.

France, as she probably hoped when she aided us to obtain
our independence, had succeeded in diverting our trade
from Great Britain and attracting it to her own ports; or
if the war against the French republic and the French em
pire had been as unsuccessful on the sea as it was for the
most part on land, and as it most likely would have been
but for the wholesale massacre of the French naval officers
at Quiberon, and for which the British government might
be held responsible, the illustrious Count Montalembert
would have not held up England s material prosperity in
contrast to that of his own country. After all, we mav
doubt if Great Britain has advanced at a more rapid rate,
or really made more progress in civilization during the last

three centuries, than Ilussia, a government we are in the
habit of denouncing as a pure; autocracy.

If we lock closer into English society we shall find that
all is not gold that glisters . There is no doubt that the

English aristocracy is the most living and vigorous aristoc

racy of Europe. It is wealthy, cultivated, arid enlightened ;
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its inenihers re-tain a lar^e- share of the pe-rsonal freedom
and independence that belonged to the old feudal nobilitv.

The gentry and the middle dasse-s aiv also wealthy, and are

in a condition to enjoy a -ood decree of we-ll-being ; lint

having .-aid so much we nin.-t stop, lit- who would admire

England mu&amp;gt;t limit his observations to tin 1

respectable-
classes, \vhich are. alter all. a small minority of the nation.

The oilictTs of the army and navy are all from the aristoc

racy or the respectable classes; so are all the members of
the government, and the employe* of the administration
and the natioml church. The rural population, the peas
antry proper, are the least moral, the most ignorant and
brutish in the world

;
the operatives have very little moral

ity, very Jittle intelligence, are to a terrible extent infidels,

whose P&amp;gt;ible is the IT///-/// .Dixjif&amp;lt;-f&amp;lt;.
and whose temple;

is the gin shop. They barely support themselves bv their

labor, and exhausted bv toil, thev have no heart to seek

mental or moral cull i vat ion. and live- and die 1 but as a better
&amp;gt;ort ol brutes. Below these is another class, large in all

the towns, who sell combs, toothpicks, and other small ar

ticles, and who are really thinly disguised beggars; and
down still lower is a swarm of petty thieves and nonde

scripts, living, no one c;m tell how : and then in England
and Wales, out ol a population of some sixteen or seventeen

millions, trom twelve hundred thousand to two millions arc,

or were a lew years a^o. shut up in poorlioiises, to say noth

ing ot those receiving out-door relief. There; may be con
tinental states where there- is i.ioiv poverty than in England,
but there is none, as it has been well said by the No/ tli

/* fit in/I l^ r t&amp;lt; u\ whe-re there is so much squalid wretched
ness, so much hopeless, unmitigated misery.
We are confining our observations to Great Britain alone ;

but if we extended them to Ire-land and British India, we;

shoulel be obliged to pronounce the English government the

most heartless, the; most barbarous, and the most fatal to

human happiness on the globe, not excepting even that of

the Grand Turk. This wealth you see in England has been
in great part dug out of the earth by a miserable set of

wretches, who never hear the name of God except when
it is blasphemed ;

or plundered from the defenceless nations
of India. There was no class found by Julius Cresar, when
lie invaded England, so degraded below the dignity of our
common manhood as are the colliers and miners, if we may
place the least reliance on the reports of parliamentary com-
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missions. Slavery still exists, in fact, in some parts of the

North of England, and the hinds maybe found there in pre

cisely the same condition, only worse, in which their ances

tors were seven hundred years ago. England found India

badly governed, indeed, but she found it comparatively
wealthy. The country was thickly inhabited and generally
cultivated. Various manufactures, especially that of cotton,

abounded, and the poor people, by their industry and econ

omy, lived with a good degree of material comfort. All

this is changed. The water tanks are dried up ; irrigation
is neglected ;

the roads are not repaired ;
the lands run to

waste, and whole districts formerly cultivated, are now over

grown with jungles, and form haunts of wild beasts. The
manufactures are destroyed to make way for those of Eng
land, and the upper classes, the native gentry, are plun
dered of their property, and excluded from all posts of hon
or in the army and the company s civil service. What have

British freedom, British commerce, trade, and industry done
for India, for Ireland, or for any portion of Queen Victoria s

subjects, except the two or three millions of English who

pertain to the respectable classes, two-thirds of whom are

the veriest flunkys in Christendom ? What is the value of

the ease and respectability of those classes, if purchased, as

it. has been, at the expense of the moral and material degra
dation of one hundred and fifty millions of our fellow-men,
who have souls as precious as those of England s gigmanity t

What is the use of liberty when it is only the liberty of the

few to ride the; many .

If we pass from the material to the moral order, we shall

have still less reason for admiring the workings of the Brit

ish constitution. Great Britain is precisely that country in

Europe, excepting Turkey, in which the laws are the most

barbarous, and crime is most prolific, and of the blackest

dye. A writer in Blackwood?s MayiiziiK a few years since,

shows that crime during the previous sixty years had in

creased in England eight hundred per cent, in Scotland

seventeen hundred per cent, and in Ireland five hundred

per cent, while it had actually decreased in France and all

the Catholic states of the continent. The proportion of

criminals in England, aside from political offences, is at.

least ten times greater than in Eranee. The number of

prostitutes in London is thirty-three and a third per cent

greater than in Paris, after making allowance for difference

of population. Nothing is more frightful than the crimes.
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liiily chronicled in the, English pi-ess. Where, but in Eng
land, has it ever been heard of, that mothers would murder
their own children for the sake of the fee paid by burial

societies? Where else have men, even belonging to the

respectable classes, been charged with murdering their

wives, their mothers-in-law, and their most intimate friends,

for the sake of the insurance on their lives { A few years
since books were written and circulated in England, recom

mending parents to murder their children, in order to

get rid of the trouble and expense of maintaining them,
and giving instructions how to do it in the least painful
manner. A few facts like these are worth volumes of dec

lamation in favor of English freedom and Knglish prosperity.
We have no disposition to press the analysis of English

society. Respectable England is admirable, no doubt, to the

continental visitor; but there is another and a very different

England below it,
which more than compensates for it.-

unwashed England, sweltering in tilth, pining in hopeless

misery, festering in vice, or revelling in crime. This Eng
land seems to have escaped the observation of the noble

visitor. The English government, it strikes us, is the worst

administered government, not excepting even our own, to

be found in the civili/ed world. It is meritorious ouly in

what it lets alone; and the English have reason to congrat
ulate themselves only on what it does not undertake to do.

As regards its positive action, we do not know a more inept,

blundering, and inetlicient government in Europe, or one that

really effects so little for the well-being of the people. The
administration of justice in England proper, we readily con

cede, is often deserving our esteem, and is usually impartial,
unless the case be one between Protestants and Catholics.

But out of England, in Ireland or India, it is for the most

part utterly detestable. British officials, when elsewhere

than in England, have no rivals in arrogance, ignorance,

prejudice, conceit, incapacity, and stupidity. England is

loved only at home, and she does little but grumble, and

scold, and fret even in her own house.

The sole merit we are able to award the .British govern
ment is, that it does not attempt to govern all the actions of

its subjects, but leaves a large margin to the free and un

fettered activity of individuals. The citizen is not annoyed

by the perpetual interference of the state, and does not

fear to say what he thinks. lie is not surrounded by gov
ernment spies, or obliged to ask permission of the state



whether lie may take this pursuit or irnist confine himself
to that, or whether he must stav at home or mav u~o abroad.
r

riiis individual freedom, this leaving, as to the greater part
&amp;lt;&amp;gt;f tlieir acts, individuals to themselves, is in itself a threat

merit, and what charms our author, and blinds him to the

real vice* of English society. \Ve pri/e this liberty highly:
hut no man can have studied the historv of England, since

her apostasy, without being convinced that it has not oper
ated in favor either of moral greatness or the social well-

being of the mass of the population. Undoubtedly, Eng
land owes what is praiseworthy in her history to this liberty,

but she owes to it also what we are obliged to deplore and

condemn, in her present, condition.

The liberty recognized, or left to individuals by the Brit

ish constitution, has not been directed to wise and noble

ends; it has operated to the elevation of the few. and the

depression of the many. In a Catholic state, this liberty
is a great blessing ; it is the condition of manliness and no

bility of character ; but in a Protestant state, which leaves

man without moral guidance, a prey to all the violent and

depraved passions of his fallen nature, it is perverted to low
and selfish ends, and results in creating a nation of egotists
and mammon- worshippers. In a Protestant state, the lib

erty which the English and American constitutions leave to

the people as individuals, may favor industrial and com
mercial enterprise, develop the material resources of a na

tion, and augment its wealth for a season, but is hostile to

the poorer and more numerous classes. It becomes practi

cally onlv the liberty of the few to use, or to borrow a

French word, to e.iytfo/ft r the many, the strong to oppress
the weak, and the cunning to circumvent the simple. Where
Protestantism predominates, liberty operates only evil for

the mass, and those non-Catholic states are the wisest, who
allow their subjects the least of it. Kor in the absence of

religion, the state must, intervene everywhere, if it would

protect the helpless, and secure the well-being of the great

body of its subjects. In a Catholic state, with a people in

whom the Catholic faith is living, the more freedom the

better, because there the individual having a moral and

spiritual guidance, and the assistance of divine grace to con

trol his appetites and passions, is in a condition to exercise

his liberty without abusing it. Hence; the reason why we so

frequently and so earnestly insist on the necessity of the

Catholic religion to sustain our republic. With the Cath-
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olic religion our liberty is safe, and will operate in securing

us a higil degree of material prosperity, and a nol&amp;gt;le, elevated,

and manly character. Hut without that religion, we must

ii-o on abusing our liberty, till we break in pieces from our

&amp;lt;&amp;gt;wii internal rottenness, or are obliged to give it, up, and

-ubstitute for our republicanism a stringent and inexorable

ca sarism. The Hritish constitution was of Catholic origin,

adapted to the wants of a Catholic people, and can operate
well onlv on condition that the people are Catholic. The
moral element, which in a Catholic state is present to supply
the absence of the civil, is wanting in England. The Amer
ican system is even more in accordance with Catholicity

than the English, and consequently the Catholic religion is

even more necessary to its salutary practical working. It

was a are at mistake on the part of the Catholic nations of

Kurope. to suppress rheir old mediaeval liberty, and attempt
to substitute in the moral government of men, the state for

the church
;
but it was a still greater mistake of England to

attempt to combine liberty and Protestantism : because lib-

ertv without religion tends always to license, and operates

onfy in favor of the few who have the skill or the address

to turn it to their own advantage. Either liberty in Eng
land, as well as with us, will soon be lost, or both countries

will abandon their Protestantism, and return to the bosom

of the church.

M. de Montalembert is charmed also with the freedom

of the press, but he does not appear to be aware, that the

press in England, as well as in this country, is seldom free,

except, in name. He seems to think that when we have

secured publicity, we have secured all. But this supposes
that public opinion is just, and when appealed to, is sure to

decide for the right. This, however, is far enough from

beinu1 the case. Public opinion is never above the average
virtue and wisdom of the community, and that in a non-

Catholic community can never be very high. Publicity is

never an infallible remedy, often no remedy at
all.^for

in

justice. In England and this country, public opinion ex

ercises a more rigid censorship over the press, than is exer

cised by any continental sovereign ;
and all the more rigid,

because the government leaves it to the people themselves.

The Englishman or American, indeed, is free to write and

publish what he pleases, but if his views are unpopular, or

not fostered by popular prejudice, nobody reads what lie

writes. He loses his labor, and very possibly his social



MONTALKMBKRT ON ENGLAND.

position, if he has any to lose. The press depends _on
the

])ul)lic,
and it is only ly pandering to public prejudice that

it can obtain public support. Our journals live only by

serving a parrv. a denomination, an /*///. or something of

the sort. A journal outside of the Catholic community
that undertakes to lead public opinion, to expose popular

fallacies, and to form a just public sentiment, would soon

in either country find itself without subscribers and with

out readers. The London Thiu-a claims to be independent,

and it is independent of the ministry, but it is the abject

slave of Jolm-Bullism, and lives only by virtue
_

of
_
repre

senting the sentiments, the passions, and the prejudices of

the English business public, at present, the ruling public.

It is never just, where to be just would be un-English. In

proof, take notice of its hostility to the Irish and to the

Catholic Church. It has never been known to be just to

either; and it scruples, apparently, at no misrepresentation,

perversion, or falsehood that will inflame English prejudices

against them. Have we not seen it with masterly ability

advocating the policy of the late Emperor Nicholas with

regard to Turkey, and then turn round and grossly abuse

him for having&quot; proposed it . When have we known

the English, any more than the American non-Catholic

press, to permit the calumnies and falsehoods it circulates

against our holy religion, to be refuted or contradicted in

its columns? For a Catholic to appeal to the public sen

timent of Englishmen, except when they have some party

purpose to effect, would be onlv to inflame it all the more

against his religion. &quot;We, like publicity, we like a free

press; and England and the Tinted States do well in recog

nizing them, because in so doini?. they recognize a sound

principle and a wise policy ;
but in a Protestant

or^
an irre

ligious country, the former is worth very little to Catholics,

and the latter exists only in name. Both are desirable and

good in a Catholic community ;
but in a Protestant state,

they do as much evil as good, to say the least. The only

press either in Great Britain or the United States, that can

pretend to any degree of freedom and independence, is the

Catholic press, and even the Catholic editor is sometimes

harshly treated by a portion of his brethren, for daring to

exercise the freedom of thought and expression allowed by

his church. Still it is comparatively independent, and

the only press in the world to be uniformly counted on as

the loyal defender of truth and justice, civil and religious

freedom, and the rights and dignity of man as man.



I ur passing over all considerations of this sort, granting
Kngland to he all that our illustrious author represents, we
cannot think that he has judged wisely, in holding her

ii|&amp;gt;

as a model tor the imitation of his eountrvmen. Kverv
nation has a lite and genius ot its o\vn. and especially is this

true of trance. The Frenchman is polite, is expansive, and

adapts himself with a remarkaltle facility to the passions,

prejudices, and idiosyncrasies of foreign nations, hut lie

never ceases to be a Frenchman. He knows how to avoid

offending the nationality of others, and to make himself

agreeable to persons of a national character the furthest re

moved trom his o\vn ; hut no man is more intensely national.
Of all men. he is the one who needs the least, and who is

least disposed, to borrow from foreigners. He pertains to a
nation which stands, and through all modern history has

stood, at the head of European civilixation. His nation is

original, others are imitators. It is, therefore, idle to ex

pect him to consent to take any other nation for his model.
or to favor tor any considerable length of time a movement
to naturalize in hi- country the political constitution of

another. He glories in belonging to France: and vou of-

tend him in the tenderest point, when you ask him to copy
foreign nations. The genius of the Frenchman may bo
seen in his language. The Knglish and (ierman languages
can borrow foreign terms, and incorporate them without

change or alteration ; the French accepts them only in sub

jecting them to its own laws, and conforming them to its

own genius. Foreign names even, must be gallicixed in

form and pronunciation. This is only the expression of the
French genius itself, which you cannot change.
The attempt has several times been made to fasten

Fnglish institutions on France. It was made by the con
stituent of ITS ,); it was made again in 1814 and 1815,
under the elder branch of the Bourbons, protected by nearly
all Europe; and finally in 1&amp;gt;

:$&amp;lt;&amp;gt;, under Louis Philippe ; but
in every case in vain. The French nation could not mould
them to its own genius, and it repudiated them. The
Anglomania introduced by Voltaire and his school, cost

France sixty years of revolution, drenched her with her
noblest blood, and brought her more than once to the brink
of the precipice. She will not be anglicised ; she will

under all circumstances remain French. The Anglomania
is a disease, a morbid humor; and she feels through all her

frame, that she can have vigorous health and be herself
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only by expelling it. lender its influence slie languishes;

;iiui from 1780 to 1851!, she lias shown herself living and

vigorous onlv wlicn she repudiated Anglicanism. The glo

rious epoch of the republic was, when rejecting the Angli
can institutions imposed upon her by the constituent, she

acted from her own French impulses, and rolled back the

Cimmerian forces that dared invade her territory, and at

tempt to control her internal affairs. The glorious acts of

the restoration were the invasion of Spain and the conquest
of Algiers in spite of England and English policy; and the

only spirited act of the monarchy of July, was the Spanish
match in spite of English diplomacy. The French people
never loved the constitutional government of Louis Philippe;

French genius could not find its five scope under his reign,

and nearlv the whole nation rejoiced to see him depart for

England. \Ve may or may not regret it, but English con

stitutionalism has never taken, and never can take root in

France. The cause is lost, and it is in our judgment worse

than useless to attempt to galvanize it into life. We have

the highest respect for Count Montalembert and his friends.

and warm sympathy with them ; but they seem to us to act

unwisely in separating themselves from the main current of

French life. We are with them heart and soul in their op

position to absolute government, whether of the one, the

few. or the many; we like, as little as thev do, the absolu

tist tendencies of the present imperial ri-g ime. But the

French nation are attached to the present order, and the

Frenchman who opposes it, isolates himself from his coun

trymen, and throws himself away. Aristocratic France

was mortally wounded in the Fronde, breathed its last in

the evening of the 4th of August. 17SI&amp;gt;. Its apparent re-

suscitation under the restoration and the monarchy of July,

was no real resuscitation. France is at once monarchical

and democratic, and in any permanent order, these two ele

ments must be retained and harmonized the best they may.
Our friends in France, it strikes us, should take this as a

fixed fact, and with their usual frankness and wisdom, ac

cept and conform to it. What they can never introduce,

revive, or establish in France, is the aristocratic element of

the English constitution, for that element does not exist in

French society, or in the sentiments and convictions of the

French people. An aristocracy once fallen, has fallen to

rise no more.
The future of France is to be moulded, not out of foreign
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elements. Km &amp;lt;&amp;gt;iit of national elements already existing.

Those elements are imperialism, democracy, ai d Catholicity.

This. we think, is undeniable. The only \vay. then, in

which a Frenchman can serve hi- country effectually, is to

work with lhe&amp;gt;e elements, and content himself with such

combinations of them as are practicable, lie must work

witli the national sentiment, not against it. We do not like

the politics of the ( nii &amp;lt;rx, for it advocates not only the

imperial reijnnfl as the be.-l for France, hut, a &amp;gt;ii.iilar /&amp;lt; (/ uitc.

as the be.-r forall nation-. It forgets that ] ranee is not all the

world, and that what may he th&amp;lt;- political duty of a Catho

lic in France, is hv no mean&amp;gt; necessarily the political duty
of a Catholic in Ilelgium. Holland. Prussia, England, or the

I niled States. We have had. in the interests of our relig

ion and of oiircoimtrv. to tak&quot;- ,-trong ground against the alo-

lutist- doctriin s, which were, in virtue of the reaction

auain.-t the revolutionism of 1*18. beginning to find favor

\vith some Catholic publicists; but we have believed that

the party opposed to that represented by the Univers, ought
not to stand aloof from the actual government, or to assume

the attitude of discontent, if not of hostility. The impe
rial order, whatever its defect-, is eminently national; and

no movement in favor of defunct constitutionalism, or of

parliamentarv aovernment in imitation either of the English
or the American, will, or can be .-iicce-^ful. The true policy
for patriotic Frenchmen who wish the nation to have 1 a more

direct voice in the management of its a flairs, is. it seems to

us, to accept the order established as the basis of their fu

ture- operations, and to contemplate nothing that is not in

harmony with its u enius. or that may not be, peaceably and

leu-ally developed from it. The worst possible way to sup

ply the defects of existing political institutions, is to begin
hv exciting the jealousy, the aversion, or the fears of the

Uovernment, and to compel it to act in its own defence, or

in reference to its own preservation. The government
should be allowed to feel that the era of revolutions is closed,

and that no effort will, intentionally or unintentionally, be

made, tending to render its existence insecure. The insti

tutions founded by the emperor, should be loyally accepted
as the will of the French people, and the law of the empire.
These institutions must be held as inviolable, and nothing be

attempted that would alter their essential character.

Count Montalembert and his friends are men whom the

French nation cannot well afford to lose. They have exerted
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an immense influence in resuscitating Catholic France, and

in promoting Catholic interests throughout the world.

Thev have been, in a certain sense, the leaders of the Cath

olic &quot;movement of our times. They have been brave cham

pions of the most holy cause ; they have done knightly

service; Catholic hearts everywhere thrill with grateful
emotion at the bare mention of their names. Is their work

done, their mission ended? Are they now to abandon us

while they are still in the prime and vigor of their lives?

They have long stood at the head of the Catholic party,

and have directed under the hierarchy Catholic affairs.

Why need they lose their position? Why can they not

rise to the level of the new times, and still remain our

leaders? Yet they will not lead the Catholic mind, they
will not direct Catholic interests, or be followed hy the

Catholic people, if they have only regrets for the past, and

criticisms for the present. To retain the position they have

heretofore held, they must command the future
; they must

have a word for us now, a spirit-kindling word, that will

rally all heroic minds and hearts to their standard.
_

But

with all their brilliant genius, their varied and profound

erudition, their lofty eloquence, their generous sympathies
and noble aspirations, they are lost to France and the world,

if they can propose nothing better than the resuscitation

of defunct constitutionalism or the importation of a feeble

copy of aristocratic England.
We love and esteem Count Moutalembert ; we admire his

genius, we respect his erudition, we venerate his purity and

disinterestedness of purpose, and we sympathize with his

political principles; but we confess his essay on the politi

cal prospects of England disappoints and afflicts us. It is

not what we had a right to expect from such a man, and is

by no means worthy of his practical wisdom, or his French

patriotism, it has evidently been inspired by his regrets,

not by his hopes. It is a mistake, and will go far to compro
mise the cause he has at heart. England is a powerful and

influential nation, we grant, but not even he can write her

into the affection of any people; on earth. Every people

suffers by her contact, and those she protects, for whom she

has -expended her blood and treasure, hate her more than

they do the powers against whom she defends them. Every

people that has attempted to imitate her political system

has been ruined or brought the next door to ruin. The

friends of liberty in Europe may wish to use her, but they do
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n. t io\e her, and they despise her constitution. She repre
sents an order of things which has had its dav. The domi
nant element in the Knglish order is aristocracy, and it is

against aristocracy far more than against monarchy that our
a^e is at war. Kven in Kngland herself there is a war rag
ing against rhe aristocracy, and there are indubitable signs
that it will ultimately have to give wav before rhe accumu
lating forces ot the democracy. The imperialism of Kranee
is daily acquiring popularity even with the Kn^lish, and
commands tar more sympathy throughout the civilized world
than British constitutionalism or parliamentariauism. Noth
ing, then, can be more unpopular. &amp;lt;&amp;gt;r more opposed to the
tendencies of our age. than the attempt to make it copied
by a foreign nation. We respect, perhaps \vr share, the
aristocratic predilections of rhe noble author, but we should
deem it a most egregious blunder, to make them, either in

1 ranee or in onmwn country, the basis of the slightest politi
cal action. We cherish them as an heirloom transmitted
from an age that has gone, never to return. No restorations
are successful, and all imitations in politics are bad ; but of
all imitations, that of the British constitution has, in our rimes,
rhe least chance of being successful. I le who proposes it

by rhat very fact throw- distrust on his cause, and can hardlv

escape rendering himself odious to all. except the few
who wear their face- on the back side of their heads.
The illustrious aurlmr seems ro us. in this holding up of

rhe Kngli-h constitution in contrast with the imperial, to

abandon the policy he has hitherto pursued. As an heredi

tary peer of France, and the son. we believe, of an emigre,
his natural position was that of an adherent of the elder

Bourbons; but he accepted without approving, the mon
archy of -July, and sought to make; the best of it. A consti
tutional monarchist in principle, he accepted the republic of
1
^ IS, and served it with the loyalty native to his heart. Wish

ing to retain the republic, not because he preferred it, but be
cause it was instituted, and because he was strongly opposed
to socialism and revolutionism, he yet supported the coup
d^etat

of December :M, Is.M, and urged his friends to sus
tain Louis Napoleon as the chief of the state. Thus far his
rule had been not to quarrel with the nation, but to accept
the order it willed and to make the best of it, to abandon the

past and march with the future. Why should he not do so
now? To break from the empire, or to attempt to convert
it into British constitutionalism is, it seems to us, to adopt a
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different rule of action, and instead of going with the na-

rion, to place himself against it. The church is wiser than
lie, and, without having willed the empire, she accepts and

respects it as the will of the French nation, leaving it to

time and events to amend what in it may he faulty.
We have said that we did not like the imperial constitu

tion. It does not, in our judgment, give sufficient part to

the nation in the management of its own affairs, and intrusts
too much to the will of the emperor. But we do not for

get that a dictatorship, at the time it was formed, was in

some measure necessary to save France from the horrors of
civil war, if not from the greater horrors of socialism Wo
observe, too. that the imperial constitution provides for its

own amendment, and is susceptible of a development in

a liberal sense. As things settle down, as the revolutionary

spirit dies out, and the dictatorship ceases to be necessary,
there are many indications that the emperor is himself dis

posed to favor such development, nay, that lie contemplates
it. He has said the, rock on which his uncle split, was in

suffering the government to incline too much to absolutism,
and his writings indicate that he himself is opposed to des

potism. He has proved himself the strongest, perhaps the

wisest, man in France, if not in Europe. May not more be
done for political liberty in France, by accepting his leader

ship, and cooperating with him, than by separating from

him, or setting up an independent standard? lie is not

merely the legal, but he is the real sovereign of France, the

man who best understands her sentiments and wishes, and
most fully sympathizes with them ; no man living seems to

us more capable of carrying into effect what he conceives to

be necessary. Is he not in fact, then, not onlv the emperor,
but the real political leader of Frenchmen ( If so, it is under
his drapeau they should consent to march.
We have said that the three existing elements of French

society are imperialism, democracy, and Catholicity. The
whole future of France is contained in these three elements,
and the wisdom of the statesman consists in skilfully har

monizing them. The imperial element is provided for, and
the only fear that any one need have, is in regard to the

Catholic and democratic elements. Count Montalembert, if

we understand him, fears that these have not sufficient guar
anties. We share his fear. But we do not think that these

guaranties would be strengthened by any efforts to introduce

the aristocratic element in imitation of England, or by a
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parliamentary limitation of imperialism. The additional

guaranties needed, it seems to us. should be sought in the

development of the Catholic element. There is always,

danger in seeking guaranties for the freedom ol tin- church

in polities, for we are, in attempting it. liable to lose sight
of religion, and to become engrossed in efforts to organize
the Matr. No political guaranties will secure the freedom
of tin; church, where the state or the great body of the na

tion are hostile to her existence. No government is really

more hostile to the church than the parliamentary govern
ment of England, and the English people are even more
anti-Catholic than the English parliament. Even the people
of this countrv find it exceedingly hard to be faithful to the

freedom of religion recognized as a fundamental principle of

our institutions. Where the people are truly Catholic, pop
ular forms of ii-overnment are the most favorable to relig

ious freedom: but where (lie popular sentiment is decidedly
hostile to it, t hev afford the greatest facilities for extinguish
inii it. It is not in politics that we must seek guaranties
for the freedom of the church, but in the church that we
must seek our guaranties of political and civil freedom.

What, it seems to us, our friends in France who wish more

political freedom, whether by tempering the imperial ele

ment or the democratic, should make; the basis of their

operations, is Catholicity. They should, after making their

protest, as they have done against absolutism, labor to bring
( ranee up to the highest toned Catholicity, to make her

thoroughly Catholic in the Roman apostolic sense. Then

they need fear nothing either for political or religious lib

erty.
We are afraid that our friends in France do not sufficient

ly appreciate the Catholic element as a guaranty against ab

solutism. With the best devised political constitutions,

with the most nicely adjusted scheme of checks and bal

ances, and with the most explicit recognition of the freedom

of the spiritual order, there is no security for any species of

liberty without religion. The temporal is never safe unless

founded on a spiritual basis, and sustained by the lively

faith of the people. No human contrivance is worth any

thing without religion. Temporal interests, self-interests,

hower pitted one against another, will never suffice even for

themselves. It is, after all, to the church that we must look,

and it is under the safeguard of religion we must place
even our temporal interests, if We would have them secure.
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Our friends know tin s as well as we do, hut we fear that

they are partially forgetting it. This essay on the political

prospects of England has alarmed us, and forced us to ask
ourselves several unpleasant questions. When we see a

Catholic, one whom we have long honored as a Catholic

leader, excusing and almost praising the Anglican establish

ment, because he happens to find it an element in apolitical
constitution which he admires, we fear that he is for the
moment far more absorbed in the political than in the
Catholic question. &quot;We cannot doubt the sincerity- or the
firmness of his faith, but we tremble, lest he forget to sub
ordinate his politics to his religion, and suffer his love for
constitutionalism to carry him where it would be danger, &amp;gt;u.-

for others to attempt to follow him. Fie overrates the An
glican establishment, and is, in our judgment, quite mista
ken in supposing that it tends to keep alive the sense of re

ligion in the English people. It is a part of England s

respectability, and helps to sustain it
;
but it does less for

religion than the various dissenting sects. Many men of

truly religious aspirations have been found in her commun
ion, we concede, but they owe nothing to that communion,
and are obliged to leave; it in order to follow up those aspi
rations. Gioberti was a sincere and fervent Catholic, and
one of the greatest men of modern times, but his Italian

patriotism and love of constitutionalism, at first cherished
for the sake of religion, led him all but to renounce his

faith. Poor La Mennais, anxious to relieve Catholicity of
its apparent alliance with the despotic courts of Europe, and
to ally it with the popular sentiment of the age, ran into

heresy, and died a rebel to the church of God. These in

stances admonish us to be on our guard. We want the free

dom of the church, not her alliance with any political
order. Here we labor not to form an alliance of Catholicity
with democracy ;

what we labor to do is, to show that the

American institutions accord in principle with Catholic

teaching, and that we may be good Catholics and loyal

Americans, and loyal Americans without ceasing to be

Catholics. We have shown that here many of the obstacles

to the growth of Catholic civilization that have existed in

the Old World, have been removed, but we have never
dreamed of deriving aid to our religion from the demo
cratic sen ti trie nt of the country.
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Hi s oiiurt -rly Review (or July.

IN criticising M . Moiitalembert s i ssav on / /&quot; ^ofitical

/ &quot;iijtiri &amp;lt;it KiHjItind. we suffered ourselves to he betrayed

into MIMIC remark* which were understood in ;i sense unfa
vorable to M. Montalcmbert and hi* tViends. and favoral)le to

t he emperor and I he present imperial govern men t of France.

Several of the imperialist, journals, anioiiu which we notice

tiie Itii i/i ( nnli in
i&amp;gt;ni

ii i 111 and L&amp;lt; C/onxtituttonnct, seized

with avidity upon our remarks and used them with some
effect against the author of the essa\ and the friends of

constitutional irovernment. \Veowe it to ourselves and to

our friend- in 1 ranee to say that, our remark* were nevei 1

intended to have the application, or rather, misapplication
that \\:\^ hern made of them. \Vr wrote with the impre.-
-ion that our di&amp;gt;trust of the emperor of the French, and our
devotion to tree in&amp;gt;t itut ions, had IMHMI so often expressed
and \vrre so well k nowii, that wr were in no (hunger of having
our meaning or our

])iirpo&amp;gt;e misapjuvliended. I&amp;gt;nt in view
of the misapplication and perversion which has heen made
of our remarks h\ the imperialist*. \vr assure M. Montalrm-
brrt and his friends, whose or^an is the ( &amp;lt;n /

efij)fnifl(iHt,t]ui\

wr re^rrl that they were not differently worded or at least

iiM&amp;gt;re guarded, for nothing wa&amp;gt; further from our intention

than to emharrass the defenders of constitutional freedom
or to

plea&amp;gt;e
t he impri iali&amp;gt;t.-.

Accustomed in our own country to a free press, free dis

cussion, and full puhlicity. it did not. when we were; writ

ing. occur to u&amp;gt; that puhlicity is restricted in France, that

the French press enjoys only a one-sided freedom, a free

dom of the .lansenistic sort, and therefore that our friends

would not he at liherty to correct publicly any errors of fact

or opinion into which we mi^ht fall to their prejudice, or

anv misapplication or perversion of our remarks that mi^ht
he made by the imperialist press. Our forget fill ness on

this point was not unnatural indeed, but it was hardly ex-

* J)ex
Ai&amp;gt;fH

Jx coiiunc. d Abnx et den Articles Organiques dn (Jonmrdat.

Par le COMTE UK MONTALEMBEUT. Paris: Le Corrospondant, April, 1857.

514



disable, and \ve sincerely and deeply regret it. We wrote,
moreover, with a partial misapprehension of tin- chief de
sign of M. Monfalemberfs essay. We, as well as many
others, supposed that the chief design of the illustrious
author was to induce his countrymen to make an ell ort to
obtain for France a political constitution modelled after
that ol England, which, in the present state of French so
ciety, we look upon both as undesirable and impracticable;
but we are now satisfied that whatever his admiration of the
British constitution, or his desire to obtain for his own
countrymen the liberty it secures to Englishmen, his chief
design was to warn Catholics in those states which still re
tain a greater or less degree of constitutional or parliamen
tary liberty, to bo on their guard against the preM io-c of the im
perial reyitne,to deepen their love of political freedom, and
to induce them to resist manfully, with all the power and in
fluence they possess, the further extension of the new-fan
gled caisarism which seems to have succeeded in Europe,
since 1852, to the red republicanism of IMS. He wished,
no doubt, to counteract in Switzerland, Prussia, Holland!
Belgium, (ireat Britain, and the United Slates, the influ
ence of that portion of the French Catholic press, which,
not content with yielding the new government in France a
firm, dignified, and loyal support, has deemed it proper to
rehabilitate in its favor theoretic despotism, and to decry as
anti-Christian parliamentary government and its defenders.
To this design we at least have nothing to object.We never wished the overthrow of the monarchy of July,
or the republic of February, 184S. But when that republ ic,

had been once inaugurated, our readers know that we wished
it to have a fair trial, and that we believed it susceptible of
such modifications and developments as would secure; social

order, and the freedom, independence, and prosperity of
France. We were opposed to the efforts of the monarch
ists, whatever their dynastic preferences, to subvert it, and
reestablish monarchy. But when it had been subverted, and
the empire revived in Napoleon III., although we distrust
cd the emperor, especially in relation to the freedom of the

church, we believed it better to give him a loyal support,
than to expose France to the horrors of a new revolution, or
of a civil war. It was with this view, which we still enter
tain, that we wrote our stricfuies on M. Montalembert s

essay, and urged him and his friends not to stand aloof from
the government, not to assume an attitude of opposition or
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y&amp;lt;/

(

/.v-oppositioii to the new power, hut to accept the em
peror as a

kk
lixcd fact.&quot; to unite \vith him. and seek the true

interests &amp;lt;&amp;gt;\ their noble countrv under the imperial &amp;lt;1nt i&amp;gt;c&amp;lt;i u .

Hut \ve committed the Usual mi-take of those who are giv
ing advice in relation to matters they oidv hall understand.

&amp;lt; )ur advice \va- iniod. our policy admiral, !e, ,&amp;gt;nlv it happened
to he wholly impracticable. What we urvvd was what our
friends were perfectly willing and even anxious to do, hut,

precisely what the emperor will not permit them to do.
Asa Catholic, we have always lo&amp;lt;4&amp;lt;ed upon the imperial

irovernnient chielly from the Catholic point of view, and,
though not liking it, we have always felt that if it permitted
the free, untrammelled expression of Catholic thought and
aspirations, it would lie endurable and compatible with the
best

I

lii f of liberty. We distrusted from the first the per
sonal dispositions of the emperor towards religious liberiv,
and we could find nothing in his woi ds or his acts to &amp;lt;nve

us any assurance that he either understood ur &amp;lt;lesired the
true freedom and interests of the church. We vet trusted
that Catholicity had so revived in I

1

ranee, the old- fashioned
(lallicanism had been so irciierally repudiated bv the bishops
and clei^-y as well as by a very considerable number of the
Catholic, nobility, and the devotion to the IIolv See had be
come so wide and so deep, that the Catholic public opinion
of the empire would be strong enough to prevent any i^ross
encroachments on the rights of the church bv the state;, and
To maintain, in practice ;U least, full lihertv to defend pub
licly through the press an unmut dated, an uneinasculated

Catholicity, -liberty, in practice at least, for the Catholic

champions to maintain publicly the inherent rights of the

church, and the inconipetency of the state in spirituals. &quot;We

felt confident, if this were so, our friends could erect a bar
rier to the encroachments of the civil power on the ecclesi

astical, practically secure the freedom of conscience, and
thus prevent imperialism from

&amp;lt;&amp;gt;;rowing into absolute cresar-

ism. lint we reckoned without our host. It now appears
that this liberty is precisely what is most strenuously denied

them, and what the imperial police is on the alert to detect
and suppress. Hardly had our criticism on j\I. Montalem-
bert issued from the press, before we learned that the&quot; Coi -

respondant hud received an avertissement or warning from
the police a p/ &amp;lt;&amp;gt;]&amp;gt;ox

of an able and spirited essay by the

Prince de Broglie on the present state of religions contro

versy in France; we learn from the Unloers of the 3d of
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May last, flint it has received a second warning on account
of the paper cited at the head of this article by Count Mon-
talemhort, written, indeed, with great force and ability, but
in a temperate and loyal spirit. One more warning, and the

police, as the law now stands, may suppress the publication
)L the C&amp;lt;&amp;gt;rrexi)on&amp;lt;lant entirely, and thus silence the only
organ of Catholic independence in France.

We have read both articles, and find it difficult to dis

cover any tiling in them at which the government could
take exception. The civil power that can fear them must
have a vivid consciousness of its own weakness, or the usual

sensitiveness of the parvenu. Power that cannot suffer

such criticisms as these articles to pass without censure, lest

its own stability should bo shaken, seems to us to be greatly

misplaced in a nation so intelligent and so highly civilized

as France, and to be hardly worth defending. We had sup
posed the imperial government too strong, and too deeply
seated in the heart of France, to fear such criticisms, and we
had also supposed that the emperor himself was too noble,
too high-minded, and too generous in his feelings, too keen-

sighted as well as too broad and comprehensive in his views,
and too much wedded to the interests and dignity of French
literature, to which he has made so many and so valuable

contributions, to be offended at them, or to suffer his police
to interfere to suppress them. Not in France in the nine

teenth century, can an emperor secure a glorious reign and
establish his dynasty, by outraging free thought and free

speech, and offering an indignity to men of letters, or to

loyal though manly intelligence. Intelligence, in the long
run, is sure to cany it over brute force, and men of letters

will succeed where men of the sword must succumb. He
wages an unequal war, who opposes bayonets to the subtile

essence of intellect, or attempts to trample out free thought
by a charge of his cavalry, Still more unequal war does he

wage, who wars against the Catholic conscience and the in

herent rights of God s church. The uncle of the present

emperor, with an army and a military genius never sur

passed, tried both, failed, and went to fret out the remainder
&amp;lt;&amp;gt;f his life, a caged prisoner, on a barren isle of the ocean.

Let the nephew take warning by the fate of his uncle. Let
him provoke no war of opinion, or imagine that he can by
his police extinguish free, manly thought in French breasts,
or reduce to silence French lips. Let his police exert their

utmost vigilance, let them be, as it were, ubiquitous, yet,
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through a thousand avenues they cannot guard, tlic out

raged thought will reach the hearts &amp;gt;! his subjects, rekindle

in them the old (i-dlic lire, the old (Jallic love ol freedom,
and the old &amp;lt; iallic .-corn of chai:;s and slavery. Not yet are

Frenchmen prepared to sink into the passive obedience that

marks the subjects of oriental de-pots.
The article bv M. Montah inbert, which we have cited.

wa&amp;gt; called forth bv a recent declaration of the council of

state, condemning the venerable bishop of Monlins for an

act of ecclesiastical discipline towards one of his priests. ;in

act within hi- epi-enpal coinpetencv, and for which he was

responsible &amp;lt; ui 1 v to his ecclesiast ical superiors. When the

lir.-t con-nl published in l
s

&quot;-_ the concordat conceded to

[ ranee bv the Ho|_\ leather in 1
S

&amp;lt;1. he annexed to it of his

&amp;lt;&amp;gt;wn accord, without consultation with the Holv Father, cer

tain organic articles, amon^ which was one aiithori/.ing an

appeal from the eccle&amp;gt;iasrical court.- to the civil, termed

.

\l&amp;gt;jK

/ &quot;/// in -/ .|/(//.v. Tin- pope on their first appearance

protected a^ain.-t these organic art icles. and they have never

been accepted or submitted to bv the church. To concede the

riii ht of appeal from the ecclesiastical courts to the civil,

that is. from the church to the .-tate. would he to surrender

to the state the independence of tin- church in her own

sphere, to &amp;gt;n bverr her e. ei it i,d con.-tit ut ion, to render it im

possible for her to enforce her discipline in the spiritual

order on her own subject-, and in principle, to bring the

spiritual power into complete subjection to the temporal.
Hence t he can on- of t he church have always prohibited ec

clesiastics from appealing from ecclesiastical censures to the

.-tate courts for redre-s. \\\ the canons of the church in

France such an appeal by a priest incurs excommunication.

The Abb/ Martinet, a priest of the diocese of Moulin.-,

bavin ; refused to conform to these canons, his bishop sus

pended him from hi.- clerical functions. From this act oi

the bishop an appeal in behalf of the priest was taken to

the council of state, which entertained it, and declared the

bishop guilty of an abuse. The council of state thus de

clares the organic articles of the first empire, which were no

part of the concordat conceded to the lirst consul by tin;

Holv Father, and which had become obsolete, to be in hill

force in the second empire. The council ground their dec

laration against the bishop on the decree of Napoleon I.,

Februarv T). JSlO. reviving the edict of Loui-XJY. pro

claiming the four articles of the French clergy, in 1082,
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;ind declaring that edict the general law of France. By the

declaration of the council of state in the case of the bishop
of Moulins, reviving that decree, the edict of Louis XIV.
is declared to be in force in 1857: and by that edict the

four articles are ordered to be enregistered by all the courts

of parliament, and all the subjects of the king are forbid

den to teach in their houses, colleges, or seminaries, or to

write anv thing contrary to the doctrine contained in them.

It is, furthermore, ordered that all who shall thenceforth be

charged to teach theology in the several colleges and uni

versities, shall subscribe to those articles, and no one shall

be licensed as a bachelor in theology or canon law, or receive

the degree of doctor, until after having maintained in one

of his theses the doctrine they contain. This edict, rendered

in 1082, against which the popes have uniformly protested,
and which it is said Louis XIV. revoked, is, according to

the council of state, the present law of France, and conse

quently every Catholic teachingany thing contrary to those

infamous four articles is liable to a legal prosecution under

the paternal government of Napoleon III.

The case of the bishop of Moulins, M. Montalembert

contends, and justly, transcends all former precedents. In

all the cases that have heretofore been carried by appeal
from the ecclesiastical courts to the council of state, the

dispute has been between the church and the state, or vir

tually a cise of conflicting jurisdiction : but in this case the

original dispute was not between the bishop and the civil

magistrate, but between the bishop and one of his own ec

clesiastics, touching a matter of purely ecclesiastical disci

pline. The assumption of appellate jurisdiction in such a

case by the council of state is, in principle, the assumption

by the emperor of the highest and essential prerogatives of

the papacy; bv it he is virtually declared the supreme,
teacher and governor of the church in his empire, in prin

ciple all that was claimed by Henry VIII. of England.

Catholicity, according to the declaration of the French

clergy, involving, as we have shown on more occasions than

one, the supremacy of the state in spirituals, or political

atheism, is the only Catholicity legally tolerated in France.

Frenchmen may be Catholics, according to the four articles

drawn up by order of the monarch and imposed by the

civil power, but they are legally forbidden to be Catholics,

as the pope is a Catholic. The French Catholic must teach

and believe, at least teach, that the council is above the
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pope, and that the judgments of the pope arc reformable,
till they have received the assent &amp;lt;&amp;gt;f tlie church.

What renders this restriction on ( at liol icit v so niiicli the
more reprehensible, is the well-known fact mentioned by
M. MY&amp;gt;ntalemi)ert. that there is no law in France that re

(

I
u ires a man to believe, even in God. or that prohibit him

from assailing the divinitv of our hle-&amp;gt;ed Lord. All re

ligions. alle.vepr the Catholic religion, are free in France:
Protestants, Jews, infidels, are free to profess and defend
their peculiar beliefs or unbeliefs. The irreligious pi-ess in

France i- perfectly free to attack the church on everv side.

in her authority, her dogmas, her morals, her ritual, her

usages, her discipline ;
and the most widelv-eirculated jour-

naUin the empire are doing it daily, without one word of

warning trom the police. Hut the ( atholic press, the mo
ment it ventures to oll er a manly, temperate, and perfectly

loyal defence of the rights and independence of the church
in her own order, is visited by an &amp;lt;(&amp;gt;

&amp;lt; ///**, //// /// I roin the

imperial police. All this, too. under a nominally, and, as

his admirers at home and abroad pretend, a practical! v

Catholic sovereign: eulogized hymen who draw* on their

imagination for their facts as the protector and defender of
( atholic, interests throughout the world. Here is a refuta

tion of those silly anecdotes circulating amongst Catholics
in ami out ot I ranee, as proofs of the emperor s devotion
to ( atholic interest.-, and which have so often been repeated
against us. as a full reply to our e\preions of distrust of

his imperial majesty, in relation to the freedom of the
church.

It is well known that we, have been almost alone among
Catholics in Great liritain and the Fnited States, in our
uniform district, from the first, of the emperor s disposition
in regard to the freedom and independence of the church in

his empire. We have obtained no echo to our expression
of this di.-trust anioti^ English-speaking Catholics; they
have seemed in their horror of socialism to have; hailed the

emperor as a deliverer, and to be half prepared to identify
the Catholic cause with that of French imperialism, it has

almost been regarded in certain quarters as a want of the

true Catholic spirit to doubt the Imperial parvenu, or to in

timate that after all he might prove but a broken reed for

Catholics to lean upon. Nothing but a panic fear of the

threatened socialist or reel-republican revolution can account,

for their blindness or obliviousness. The traditions of the
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French monarchy from Louis XIY., the traditions of the

first empire
1

, tin: antecedents of the nephew of his uncle,1

, his

affiliation with the insurgents against Gregory XVI., his

letter, when president, to Colonel Edgar ~N&quot;ey, stating his

policy with regard to the restoration of the Holy Father
and the government of the pontifical states, all were well

calculated, one would suppose, to awaken distrust, and to

force upon the most confiding the conviction that he would
l&amp;gt;e disposed to serve the Catholic cause no further than he
could make it subservient to his own purposes. &quot;What

Catholic could confide in the loyal intentions towards the
church of the emperor, who projected, as a reward of honor
to his brave soldiers fighting in the Crimea, a medal with
the device of three hearts united in one, intended to sym
bolize the union of Catholicity. Protestantism, and Ma-
hometanism?

It is but simple justice, however, to the emperor, to say
that he has never professed to be the Friend of the freedom
and independence of the church. No word have we heard
from his lips that implied that he either understood or de
sired that freedom and independence. We have heard of

no authentic act of his that indicated any disposition on his

part to be the defender or protector of Catholic interests, or
to depart from the policy towards the church pursued by
his uncle

;
and we are aware 1 of no act of his towards relig

ion that has shown any other regard for it than that dic

tated by state policy. Religious interests have suffered ter

ribly in France since the ^establishment of the empire,
and the church does not occupy, by any means, so free, so

commanding, or so secure a position under the imperial re

gime as she did under the republican regime of 1848. The
emperor has granted some pecuniary aid to particular
churches, has given seats in his senate to certain ecclesias

tical dignitaries, has assigned to bishops and priests an hon
orable place in his fetes, and in processions on gala days,
and permitted his almoners and chaplains to make a grand
parade of certain harmless devotions calculated to charm
the idle, please the sentimental, and captivate the de cotes

;

but he has taken good care to give to the church no substan
tial freedom, no positive security for the future, and to

keep all effective;
pe&amp;gt;we:r,

whether in church or state, in his

own hands. So far as the civil law can do it, he has con
fined the church within the narrowest limits possible with
out absolute schism, and made her free action and develop-



nu iit ill theempire dependent on hi- &amp;lt;i\vii will and pleasure.
And yet there arc ( at holies even in our own country, that

look 11
1

10 ii him as cut it led to the confidence and
&amp;lt;r
rat i t.ude of

l lie ( at holic world.

In this country ( atholic- have been ini&amp;gt;lfd by the con

duct o! a porn ,11 ot the Frcncli
bi&amp;gt;hops

and clergy. A cer

tain number o| rrench prelates, loii^ held in reverence a&amp;gt;

the chanipioiis ol religion- freedom and independence, lav

ished in the summer and autumn ol 1 S.VJ praises on the

prince pre-ident. which are rarely de.-erved by mortal man.
and ( atholic.- have verv naturally concluded that thev knew
what thev were aKoiit, and. therefore, that thev inu^t have
received assurance.-- that \\ere not vouchsafed to the world

at large. The policy pur-lied by the f itir, /-.v, vc-rv gene
rally supported by the I Yench clergy, of denouncing the

old parliamentary champions of ( atholic interests, also

contributed not a little to the same conclusion. The f ///

WAV. indeed, has little direct inlliience in this country, but

through the so-called Catholic organs of (ireat Uritain. Ire

land, and the I nited State-, and prominent individuals who
read and admire it. it ha.- had a verv commanding influence,

and we doubt it there had been -uch a biir.-t of iiiili^nation

a^ain.-t us. it \ve had
(jue&amp;gt;tiolied

the infallibility of the pope.
a&amp;gt; there was a lew vears .-ince io\-

(pie&amp;gt;t
ion ini; that, ol M .

Louis Veiiillot. It is with no pleasure that we
&amp;gt;peak

dis-

|tara iirinrly of the / ////v-/ .v. \\ e u o heart and hand with it

in the repudiation o| (iallicanism. and the assertion ot the

plenary authority of the IIolv See. Hut. unhappily, it

has x en proper t&amp;gt; couple its champion-hip of the papal

supremacy with the defence ot modern cii sarism, and true

Voltairian .-neer.- at parliamentary ^oveniment and its de

fenders. Its chief editor sent u- a few months since his re

ply to tin 1

( oiint de Falloiix on the / &amp;lt; /// Cdf/ivliytw, &e-

coni])anied by a kind and respectful note, evidently con

ceived in a conciliatory spirit. \\ e have never been able

to repel anv overtures, even of a bitter eneinv, to peace.
\\Y therefore read M. Louis Veiiillot. s reply with softened

feelin&amp;lt;_!&amp;gt;. and with every wish to tind the estimate we had

formed of him unjust. lint we have been disappointed.
His reply doe- not satisfy us. It is in great part irrelevant,

violent, and
unjn&amp;gt;t.

and its perusal has left upon our mind
the painful impression that

ju&amp;gt;tice
and candor towards op

ponents are virtues that he has yet to acquire. He mani
fests the temper and breeding of a fanatic, and seems to act
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on the principle that whoever differs on any important point
in history, politics, or philosophy, from himself, must needs
he a bad Catholic, or no Catholic at all. We question not
his sincerity, we question not his personal piety ; but we do
question his qualification to be a Catholic leader. His
mmd is too narrowand one-sided for that, and his leadership,
with the best intentions on his part, is fitted only to brinir

about^the very results he most deprecates. Notwithstand
ing his hostility to those who regret the loss of parliamen
tary freedom, and his devotion to imperialism, he lias not
been able to save his journal from an &amp;lt;n*c)iiwn&amp;gt;.cnt ; and it

would seem that, after having aided in erecting an absolute

government for his country, and in breaking down all the

safeguards established by constitutionalism to freedom of

thought, freedom of speech, and public discussion, the

police have had the cruelty to take him at his word, and
give him a taste of the despotism he has been willing to
fasten upon others.

No one supposes that either the Univers or the French

prelates we have spoken of intended to sacrifice the liber
ties of the church. We do not doubt their good faith.

They probably hoped to be able, by their zeal and devotion,
to gain the emperor on their side, and to prevent him from

following old-fashioned G llican counsels. But they mis
took their man, and he was able to penetrate at a glance
their motives. Gallicanism was originated in the courts of

princes, and is the traditional doctrine of the temporal
authority. Xo sovereign will accept the hiirh papal doc
trines of the Univers and the Catholic prelates, if he can

help it. \Ve complain not that these prelates consented to

the revival of the empire, or that when revived they gave
the emperor a loyal support; what we do complain of is,

that through a panic, fear of socialism they threw them
selves at the feet of the new sovereign and made an ignoble
surrender to him of their personal dignity, and that freedom
for which the Catholic party in France had for twenty
years so nobly and so bravely struggled. Tliev should have
maintained their erect attitude as free men and princes of

the church, and made the new emperor feel that they
neither courted his favor nor feared his displeasure ; that, so

long as he respected the rights and dignity of the church of

God he could count on them as his loyal supporters, but

that the moment he attempted to assume spiritual functions,
and to encroach on the ecclesiastical province, they would
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&quot; ise all Catholic I- ranee as one man to resist his advance
in that direction. In a word, they should have remained
bi-hops. and not have attempted to be courtiers. Had they
done so, we should not now have to weep over the prostrate
church in France, for prostrate for the pre.-ent it i&amp;gt;. That
tree, hold voice, which we heard in France, under the mon
:i rd iy of .July and the republic of 1 ,vbS, and which dec
Tritied the whole Catholic world, is heard no more. It is

dent now. Frenchmen are free only to bla.-pheme the
church which has given their country its ^lorv. Her prin-
( r -

x have now a temporal ma.-ter. who fastens upon their
necks the yoke they seemed by their apparent sycophancy
TO invite. Ala&amp;gt;! how often do we have to deplore that

Catholics, while retaining the simplicity of the dove, for-

- &quot; add t&amp;lt;&amp;gt; it. a&amp;gt; our Lord commanded, the wisdom of
the serpent, The whole battle for religious freedom has to
be fought anew in France, and under greater disadvantages
than ever.

I In l. after all. we mii-t riot be ton severe against the clergy
or those who have done so much to place them in a false

political position. There are none of us who can boast that
we have never committed any mistakes. M. Montalembert
himself has had occasion to chant his palinode, and we our-
selves have had. on more occasions than one. to chant ours.

During the revolutionary epidemic of ISls and 1 Ml
, we all

had our tear.-, and exerted oiir.-dves to save liberty from
being destroyed, as it so often ha- been, bv its own excesses.
\\ hen the AV Noni i llt was seeking a fusion of ( atholics
and democrats, and laboring to erect democracy into a. dog
ma of faith : when even ( atholics were found carried away
by a revolutionary spirit, and siding with Ma/./,ini against
the Holy Father; when ali authority except that of dema
gogues was threatened in its very foundation, and society
seemed likdy to be given up a prey to anarchy and bar
barism ; we labored with all the forces we had to reestab
lish and confirm legitimate order, and, no doubt, used ex-

pressions and even arguments that might be cited against
us today with effect, if no attention be paid to the altered
circumstance,- in which the world is now placed. We have
always considered it the part of wisdom to oppose the dan
ger that is most imminent. In 1S4S. the danger most immi
nent, for the moment, was from the excesses of what was
called liberty, in whose name so many crimes are eoirmited.
Intent on warding off that danger, we and our friends were
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obliged to confine ourselves chiofly to one side of the ques
tion, to dwell on tho dangers of anarchy, and the need and
benefits of authority. But when the revolution was checked
as it was in 1849, and order was comparatively safe, we felt
that the danger was then from the opposite side, that then
we had to protect liberty, not against anarchy, but against des
potism. It was necessary, after the defeat of the Ilimjru-
rians, to change front, and to labor for safeguards against
the

^

excesses of power, as we had labored for safeguards
against the excesses of liberty.

But, unhappily, the course we were obliged to take in or-

der^to confine the revolution within legitimate bounds, irave
an impulse in favor of authority, which the mass of those
we addressed, seldom aroused to a sense of danger till it is

over, thought they had nothing to do but to continue, al

though by continuing it after the time, they could only pave
the way for the establishment of downright absolutism.
The very men, in our own ranks, who in 1848, were dis

posed to identify Catholicity with democracy, in 1857 are

ready to identify it with c;jesarism, and are&quot; astonished to
find us opposing them now as we opposed them then. They
suppose that they are now only carrying out the principleswe then held, and look upon us as having not onlv changed
front, but also our principles. This should not surprise or

anger us, for there are few men who can comprehend more
than one side of a question, or preserve themselves balanced
on principles equidistant from an extreme on either hand.
The mass of men reason well enough from their premises,
but, unhappily, their premises are usually only a partial
aspect of truth. Hence, they always swing like a pendulum
from one extreme to another; now towards the frightful

abyss of anarchy, and now towards the no less frightful abyss
of an inexorable despotism. In their minds, notwithstanding
all the precautions we took in 1848 to prevent misunder
standing, we, in advocating liberty to-day against cresarism,
are eating our own words and retracting the warnings we
then uttered. It is always so, and it is the grand reason

why the world has seen, and why it always w ill see, so lit

tle of well-ordered liberty. Even in our own country lib-

erty is abused, and the tendency on the one hand to licen
tiousness begets a tendency on the other to the exercise of

arbitrary power. lie who defends liberty here becomes, in
the popular mind, the advocate of license, and he who de
fends authority and upholds the supremacy of law, becomes
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practically the advocate of despotism. There is nothing
.-ingular or strange in the fact, that the men who had op-
po-rd authority in France and were frightened at the dan
ger its overthrow threatened to religion and societv, slionld
recod li-oiu their own work, and run now to the opposite
extreme of anathematizing all liberty, and of adulating des

potism. We foresaw, at the close of 1 S4!, the reaction, and
uttered onr word of warning against it: but, of course, in

vain: tor we could nut convince oven our most intimate per-
M&amp;gt;nal friends that the danger was no longer IVom the ex-
coses of the revolutionary spirit, and most of them remain
&amp;gt;till unconvinced. \Ve regret the political attitude which
ha,- been assumed by. or for, the elergv in France since the

beginning of IN,&quot;)^, because it has in the eyes of the non-
Catholic \vorld placed onr religion itself in a false position.
For three hundred years the ( atholic religion has appeared
to be associated with the cau- e of absolute nionarchv. or
rather, with civil despotism. In the &amp;gt;i\teenth centnrv it had
for its royal and rmperial defenders Chai les V. and Philip
II.. both nionarchs hostile to a!l power but their own: in

the seventeenth century it had for its crowned champion
Louis XIV., who destroyed the last vestige of freedom in

] ranee, and made himself the state, and was associated in

Fn^land, Scotland, and Ireland, with the cause of the un
fortunate Stuarts, who labored to concentrate all power in

the crown, and who detested the parliamentary freedom of
the Fngli^h nation. So long, and apparently no strictly,
have Catholicity and absoluti-m been associated, that a

strong conviction has been produced in the minds of non-
Catholics and even of many Catholics, that Catholicity has
a natural inclination for despotism, and that the church is

incompatible with liberty. It is the grand objection of the
a ire to our religion, and an objection, though totally un
founded, that is apparently supported by the whole historv
of the last three hundred years. After the French revolu
tion of July, is:}!), a powerful effort was made by the clergy,
in France, and several of the younger members of the Cath
olic nobility, to sever our religion from this apparent alliance,

and to prove that its proper element is freedom, not despot
ism. Their success was great, and the universal Catholic
heart responded to their spirit-stirring appeals. So great
had been their success, that when the revolution of 1848
broke out, seconded as they had been by the bold measures
of Pius IX., hardly an insult was offered to the Catholic re-



RKI.IGIOUS LIBERTY IX KRAXCK. ;V27

ligion throughout France or Germany, and save in the pon
tifical .-rates, where other passions than love of libcrtv were
at work, the. Catholic religion was never, since Sr. Peter-
entered Koine, so free, or so aide to speak in her own voice
and follow out her own divine instincts. It seemed, for a
moment, that the standing objection to the church w*is

triumphantly refuted, and that she was enabled to relieve
herself of the false position in which accidental circum
stances had placed her.

But the course adopted by a portion of the clergy in France
after the con.]) d\ faf,t\]ti fulsome eulogies pronounced upon
the new power by several eminent French prelates, and the
doctrines daily put forth in their name or under their pat
ronage, or. at least, with their acquiescence, have revived
the old objection against the church, and the European lib
erals are now. to a greater extent than ever before, not only
non-Catholics but anti-Catholics. In vain do we repel the

objection and write elaborate essays, or deliver eloquent
lectures, to prove that our religion is the grand support of
civil freedom. Our opponents have only to cite against us
the conduct, during the last five years, of the French clergy
and the columns of the tfnivers, &s a practical refutation *of
our essays and lectures. When they add to this the further
fact that the sympathy of the whole English-speaking Cath
olic world is. apparently, with the present imperial regime.
and that of all the organs of Catholic, opinion out of France,
at least as far as known to us. our Rev/cm is the only one
that refuses that sympathy, and ventures to repel the new
fangled c&amp;lt;nx&amp;lt;i.i&amp;gt;ixm as incompatible with the freedom, the

dignity, and the inherent rights of the church, what have
we to reply? All others, until quite recently at least, have
been silent, or else have joined in the general chorus of ad
ulation

;
we know that the Catholic heart beats in unison

with our own, but how are we to prove it to non-Catholics
with all these appearances against us? We cannot answer
with men; words, we must have deeds, and what avails it to

point to the deeds of French Catholics from 1S30 to 1852,
if those deeds are now disowned and repudiated by the ac
credited organs of Catholic public opinion .

We think our Catholic friends are pursuing a short-sighted
policy in suffering Catholicity to become associated in the

public mind with the imperial government in France. The
substantial gain, not to speak of principle, is nothing, and
the loss is immense. The Catholic religion requires me to
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defend ;dl vested rights not repugnant to natural justice.,

hut (here is nothing in it that rei pnres or e\ eii permits me
to defend on principle either despot -m or &amp;gt;|;iverv. I Jut.

\ve. alsn. li;i\e heen too slow to iu-i-t on what is a very nec

essary policy. It. is only since \ve published our criticism

on M . Montalembert s es-a v. t hat we have appreciated the

necessity oi pol it ical freedom to the maintenance, in our av.
of true religion- I reeilom. \Ve thought little oi this doc-

tine when M. Montalembert put it forth, hut in this we
were wroii^. The subsequent developments in I

1

ranee

prove it, and we are now hilly convinced that the only se-

curitv. ajthoii^ h iliat will not. always he a perlect seciinl\.

for the lihertv oi the church, is the general lihertv of tlie

citi/en. I lie mutual relation of the church and the state,

recoM-ni/ed and sustained in the middle ages, no longer sub

sists, and cannot he restored; concordats, neces-arv in their

day, and still useful in some pirts of
Europe&quot;,

are only a

tempi &amp;gt;iMrv exj)edient, and, tor the mosi parr, remain a dead

letter, or serve merelv to hind the church without practical

ly binding
1 the state. There; is no reliance to be placed on

prince.- as protector- ol the freedom of religion or the ri:_dif-

of the chmvh. Thev are and will he governed by their

views of state policv, regard le.-s of their obligations toth,-

Holy See. The onlv attitude that is saf(; for the church to

assume before the Mate, or that comports with her intereM-

and diuiiity, i.- that of iii(le])endence. This attitude, how
ever, -he can assert and maintain onlv in free states, where
the freedom of religion is the recognized I i^ ht oi the eiti

/en, and not simplv an agreement between the church and

the state. The church in this coimtrv is free, not by any
irrant or coiice.-.-ion of the sovereign power, not by a special
law declaring her free, but bv virtue of the freedom oi the

citi/en, or rather, the equal rights of all citi/ens before the

state. All men are reco^ni/.ed as
e&amp;lt;pial by our laws, and

one has no rights that another ha- not. My church is my
conscience, and to follow my conscience, when not opposed
to the equal ri^ht of another to follow his conscience, is my
riu ht, and recognized as such by the state. The church

then is free, because her freedom is included in ray right as

a man and an American citi/en. Any encroachment by the

Mate on her freedom is not merely a violation of its religious

obligations, or of a concordat it has accepted, but is an en

croachment upon my right as a citizen, and not only upon
mine, but upon that of every other citi/en. whether Catho-
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lie or non-Catholic. Tt is a denial of my right of conscience
to believe and profess the religion I choose, and at the same
time the denial, in j)rinciple, of the same right to others;
and, therefore, all others are naturally drawn by all their

devotion to principle and all their regard for their own
rights, whose turn to be attacked may come next, to my -de

fence. This places, we grant, the church and the several

sects, truth and error, on the same footing before the state;
but this is no objection, for it is only on the condition of

claiming no more in the political order for the church than
we are prepared to assert for all religions not co/ifi d. bonos
mores, that we can gain, in the modern world, any tolerable

security for her freedom. To ask more would be to get
less. This is the order which prevails in the United States,
an order which asserts the incompetency of the state in

spirituals, and secures the religious freedom of each, by se

curing the freedom of all in the civil and political rights of

the citizen, which the state is instituted to recognize and
defend.

But it is obvious that this order, which is now so desir

able, is impracticable in a state where the equality of all

men is not recognized, and where the citizen has no rights
but the will of the political sovereign. Hence the necessity
in our modern world of establishing political freedom as

the condition of the freedom of religion. In a despotic
country the freedom of religion, which is only another
name for the freedom of conscience, is not a political right,
a right of the subject against the sovereign; and when the

sovereign chooses to deny it, there is no public law to which

appeal can be made against him, no public right which he

acknowledges himself bound by the very tenure of his pow
er to maintain, and the violation of which absolves his sub

jects from their allegiance, that can be pleaded. It is only
in what are called free states, only where liberty is the es

tablished order, that there is or can be; any general liberty
into the category of which religious liberty can enter. There
is more truth in the coupling together, in the popular ha

rangues of the day, of religious and civil liberty, than is com
monly imagined. Political liberty, as with us, affords a prac
tical basis to religious liberty, and gives means and scope for

its defence
;
while religious liberty in turn consolidates and

protects political liberty. In a word, they are each the con
dition of the other.

,

We do not pretend that political freedom, as with us, is

VOL. XVI-34
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always an adequate protect ion for the full freedom of the

church, but we do pretend that it i&amp;gt; the best practicable.

Prejudice or ])assion may now and then even here attempt to

make an except ion nn favorable to Catholics; may seek to form
a Know-nothing party for excluding us from the acknowl

edged political rights of American citizens ; may even excite

the 1 1 icli to certain local and tran.-itorv acts of violence against

us; but in the.-. cases, if the hostility is directed against us

purely on the ground of our Catholicity, the pretext is that

we otir.-elves are not entitled to equalit v heioiv the state, be

cause we are opposed in principle to the equality in the

political order of non-( atholics with ( atholics, and would, if

we had the power, exclude them trmn the en]&amp;lt;iymeiit ot

that religious freedom we claim for ourselves. Wt, how
ever much violence may be done to our feelinv&amp;gt; as Catho
lics there i&amp;gt;. with the exception of Hel^ium and the pontif
ical states, no country in t he world where the Catholic con

science is le&amp;gt;s oppressed than in our American confederacy
of republics. Kveii the legislation attempted by Know-

nothings in several of the states is less unfavorable to the

church than that which is to be found in most countries

tin lei
1

nominally ( atholic sovereigns, and no instance ol in

terference by &quot;iir court- in the internal discipline of the

church, like that of the council of state in the case; of tin;

bishop of Muulins, can be cited in our whole history since

we became an independent nation. The movements stirred

up against us elTeet verv little to our prejudice. The pub
lie law, public ri^ht, the constitution, the general spirit of

freedom and love of fair play, and the sincere attachment of

the ^rcat majority of the American people to religious lib

erty, and liberty for all who will concede it to others, are on

our side, may always be appealed to in our defence, and sel

dom do appeals to them prove ineffectual.

To the state- of things which obtains here the public opin
ion of the world has already come, and to it Catholics,

whether they like it or dislike it,
will in all countries be ul

timately obliged to conform. Any efforts, to resist it will

only tend to exclude us from its advantages. We cannot in

our dav have liberty for ^ood without liberty for evil, lib

erty for truth without liberty for error. We cannot secure

liberty lor our church as an exclusive liberty. Such is the

state of public opinion, such is the temper of the times,
such the dispositions of the ^o.vernment and people in

nearly all countries, that it is worse than idle to attempt it.



KKLKUOUS LIBERTY IN FRANCE. 531.

The freedom of the church must henceforth, in most coun
tries, be enjoyed in common with the freedom of the sects,
without any special recognition or favor from the state.

This we regard as a &quot;fixed fact,&quot; and to this there is, to our

knowledge, nothing in the history, in the principles, in the

discipline, or in the canons of the church that pi-events her
from conforming. All things, says St. Paul, are lawful for
me, but all things are not expedient. The church existed
in all her integrity before Constantino, under the pai^an
emperors of Koine, and would, no doubt, at any period dur
ing the first three centuries, have deemed it much to have
been placed on an equal footing before the state with the
old pagan religion. Constantino was looked upon as the
deliverer of the church, but Constantino never suppressed
the old religion in favor of the 7iew, and his edicts go no
further than to place both religions on the same footing be
fore the state. If a different policy was subsequently pur
sued, or if a different order obtained, it was not because it

was essential to the church, or because her own inherent
4

constitution made it obligatory, but because in the circum
stances it was expedient, because, prior to the barbarian

conquest, it was to some extent imposed by Roman im

perialism, and because, after that conquest, in the breaking
up of the old civilized world, it became necessary, in order
to save society and religion from downright barbarism.
But nothing imposes upon the church the necessity of

maintaining an exclusive freedom, or of continuing, where

liberty is the established order, her old connection with the
state.

It seems to us, therefore, the duty of Catholics, in all

cases where we are in some measure free, and where liberty
is not impracticable, to labor in such way and manner as

best suits our several localities to secure political freedom,
and to obtain in the general freedom of the citizen before
the state a basis for the practical maintenance of the liberty
of our religion. The loss of political liberty invariablv
carries with it the loss of the freedom and full indepen
dence of the church. The church is always the first and

greatest victim of despotism. In France the nation has lost,

its freedom, and although the sovereign is a Catholic, infi

delity and the sects alone are free. The church is deprived, in

principle, of her freedom, and there is no public right, no
law of the empire to which appeal can be made in her be
half. The press, gagged in politics, is free to vent, and daily
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does vent, the vilest blasphemies against her, hut no voice is

free through it to speak out in defence of her violated

rights. So ir is, and so it will alwa\&amp;gt; 1).-. wherever religious
libertv is not recoil li/ed and guarantied in the general lib-

ertv ot t he siih jeet.

The churcli can enjov freedom and make progress in the

modern world &amp;lt;&amp;gt;nlv hv throwing her&amp;gt;elf upon the rights ot

the individual, and claiming her liherty. not as her own. hut

as that of the free ( atholic eiti/.eii. only hy taking her

chance with I he sects, receiving no favor and subjected to no

disadvantage from the state. It seems to us, as we have

elsewhere said, that she must throw herself hack on her re

sources as a -piritual kingdom, and. relying on her heav

en lv Spouse, make her appeal to the intellect and the heart

of the aire. and. without anv extrinsic support, mala- prog
ress bv her sole power to convince reason and \vin love. In

our judgment this is for her a ^ain, not a loss. It is what
we should wish for her. for we have full confidence in her

intrinsic excellence to win the heart and to lead the intelli

gence of all a^es.

\Ve regard it as certain thai no reliance can he placed on

princes as her protectors; thevare and will he governed hy
their own views of state policy, regardless of their obliga

tions to the IIolv See. and they will grant their protection
to the church onlv at the price of her freedom and indepen
dence. The sooner, then, circumstances permit the churcli

to cut herself loo-e from her old bonds to the state, and to

free herself from all dependence on politics, the better. AVe

need not look to the rickety Catholic states on this conti

nent to he convinced of it. Religion will never revive in

Uexico so louo; as it retains its present connection with that

miserable caricature of a republic. \o honest man can do

otherwise than execrate the policy pursued towards the

church hv (ienerai Comonfort s government; it is marked
liv sacrilege and robherv ; hut no intelligent man can doubt

that the peculiar connection of church and state inherited

from old Spain, operates as a u rave hindrance both to the

material and religious prosperity of the Mexican people.
The church is. indeed, by the old legislation, acknowledged
to be supreme in spirituals, but the state is supreme in what

ever touches the temporal. A parish priest violates ecclesi

astical discipline, commits a grave canonical offence; his

bishop suspends him, excommunicates him ; but though lie

ceases to perform any sacerdotal functions, he still retains
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nuclei1 favor of the government his benefice, and the bishop
has no power to removes him and appoint a successor. Here,
in a, similar case, our courts would decide, as they have de

cided in principle, in several cases, that the benefice being
a trust for the benefit of the Catholic religion, is vacated

when the priest ceases by the laws of his own church to be.

competent to hold it. and they would decide so in case of a

Catholic priest, because the principle is just, and because

they would decide so in the case of any Protestant minister.

Both the church and the state suffer from the present state

of things, and unless it can be so changed as to place mat
ters on the footing they are with us, we see no hope in

Mexico for either. The fact that Bishop liosati, when he

was sent to arrange ecclesiastical affairs in Hayti, received

instructions from the Holy See to place them, if possible,
on the same footing they are in the United States, tells us

plainly enough what are the wishes of Rome in this respect,
and may satisfy us, that, if there are objections on the part
of individual Catholics who suppose the world has stood still

for the last two hundred years, or that it is perfectly pos
sible and easy revocar? ri&amp;lt;

j

f&amp;lt;n~-1os. they are such as wre need

have no scruples of conscience in disregarding, or even

combating, providing we do it with the respect always due

to those who adhere to the past, and resolutely resist all

changes.
Let us not be misunderstood. We do not. as we could

not as a Catholic, censure or complain of the; order which

obtained under the Christian emperors, under the barbarians

in the middle ages, or under modern monarchy. A^e do

not oppose concordats; we; do not pretend they are either

wronu or unwise ;
we defend the practice of the church and

the principle of her practice in every age. We are finding
no fault with what has been. The church, as. we often say,

deals with the world as she finds it, and when she does not

Hnd free men, she cannot deal with free men. Where there

are onlv sovereigns, and no free citizens, she can in her

political relations deal only with sovereigns. She has done

the best that was to be done with the ages she has traversed.

If circumstances have changed, or are changing, so as to

render a different policy practicable or expedient, it does

not follow that she has ever been wrong or unwise. No re

proach is necessarily cast upon the past, nor do we demand
a revolution in France or anywhere else in favor of repub
licanism. We do not like the Napoleonic regime, or. dynasty,
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c a revolution against either would, even if
&quot;I. cos! more than it would |,e worth. Our readers

&amp;gt;t to be told tliat we are opposed to all revolutions,because they generally fail in their purpose, and because we
rty to do evil that good may come. In France,

v&amp;lt;! &quot; &quot;
&quot; &quot; M &quot; a oval subject were we a Frenchman.
at we do ask, and what we write, as far as in our

L
)(WL r ( &quot; ( lf( (

;

r -
&amp;gt;8,

that Catholics should not allow the:,,-
&amp;gt; regard modern liberalism as an unmixed evil and

t m all countries where even a shadow of public liberty
us, and ( ntholics have a degree of freed,,,,, and equal-
&amp;gt;oy

should resist with all their power and influence
every attempt, under whatever guise it may be made, to es-
taNi&amp;gt;h despotism on the ruins of the liberties of the citizen
VVe have wished also to draw attention to. he connection
there between religious freedom and political freedom,

t we ask tor our church i, not Mate patronage, is not
special tavors or special protection from the government

&quot;

liberty, ami that
liberty which i.

liberty lor all as well as
torus. (T.

ye
the church an open Held and fair play, she needsWo confide in her own intrinsic power and

divinity &quot; win the victory. \Vepray, therefore those in
considerate Catholics, whether in France or out of Francewho make themselves the adulators of ctesarism, to look
uesul and see that they are only storing up wrath against

tiie -lay of wrath, or only preparing the way lor the new re
publican revolution, when it breaks out anew, to be more
hostile to religion than ever; that thev are confirming in
the minds oi non-Catholic, the grand objection we lum- in
our age to combat, and that they are so compromising the
(

.Jtliolic
cause that Catholics in the new revolution must

either join a movement hostile to the church, or join the
cause oi the sovereigns, fight on the side of despotism, and
go down with

(
kings and Caesars. The revolution may be

fora tune, but come again it will, if the sovereigns
Have then- way, and all their

military forces will prove im
:ent before the irrepressible instincts of humanity. True

prudence foresees the evil and guards a-ainst it.

Tlie danger is not now of a republican outbreak, for the
pear is not ripe, but there is danger that the reaction against
republicanism in Europe, since 1850, will provoke such an
on break, and one that will not be repressed so easily or so
suddenly as was that of 1848. The danger to us Catholics
is that in this new outbreak we shall be found associated in
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the popular mind with the defenders of cirsarism, and thus

be opposed even bv the sincere and earnest friends of ration

al liberty. We warn our brethren of this danger, and we

earnestly entreat them not to let our words pass unheeded.

Many things indicate to us that the emperor ot the 1 rench

is losin-, rather than pining popularity.
He was thought to

have come out of the eastern war with a manifest advantage

over England, and as the arbiter of Europe. But however

much British interests may have been disregarded by the

peace of Paris, it is clear that the English government has

contrived to recover the ground it had lost, and to
since T^

make its policy for the East triumph over that ot 1&amp;lt; ranee.

Tn diplomacy. Lord Palmerston has carried it over the em

peror. Me has defeated the French in regard to a canal

across the Isthmus of Suez, gained a footing in the 1 ersian

Gulf, defeated the Russian policy in the Persian court, 11

duced Napoleon to aid his views of conquest in China, and

obtained a rant from the porte of a railroad along the val

ley of the Euphrates, with the guaranty from the iurkish

government of a minimum of six per cent, while the em

peror of the French lias to content himself with the present

of St. Anne s church at Jerusalem. This in tins age ot

materialism will not render the emperor popular with the

active spirits of his empire. English supremacy seemed

never so near being permanently established as at

moment. The interests of France seem to us to have bee

more compromised by the developments of the English pol

icy in the East durin- the last year than those of England

were by the peace. Lord Palmerston seems likely, sc

regards France, to prove in effect a second Chatham. Let

tins defeat of French interests be exploited as it will be_by

French republicans, and the effect upon the imperial regime

will prove all but fatal. Let not our Catholic friends repose

in too much security. The throne on which they lean may

fail them, and the only way in our judgment to sustain

and ward off the revolution, is to anticipate it, and

the imperial constitution into a liberal government, sati

factory to the friends of rational and well-ordered liberty.
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[From Bnnvnson s (.luurterly Keviow for October. 1S5V.]

] UK succession ot events is so rapid, and the changes in

tin 1

aspect of things are so frequent, that a. review published
only once in three months cannot keep pace with them.
When our .Inly /?&amp;lt;&amp;lt;*!( n* went to press. Lord Palmerston ap
pea red everywhere in the ascendant, and I

&quot;

ranee everywhere
as overreached and compelled to second the policy of Great
Britain, British preponderance everywhere established, and
not likely soon to he disturbed. But hardly were our spec
ulations on the subject published before news from British

India rendered our speculations, for the moment at least,

doubt fill, if not false.

An English periodical has pleasantly remarked of us, that
our strongest pas&amp;gt;ion

after love for our religion is hatred of

England. But this proves that even English periodicals are
not infallible. We do not hate England, indeed hatred is

not with us a very strong passion, and we are not aware of

hating any nation or any individual. We like England as

the land of our ancestors. AVe like the English people, and

perhaps have more points of sympathy with them than with

any other European people. But, both as a Catholic and as

a patriot, we do dislike English preponderance, and we
would rather, for the best intere.-ts of mankind, see any
other European nation supreme than (ireat Britain. This
is because we are. rightly or wrongly, opposed, heart and
.-oul. to the British industrial and mercantile system. AVe
have been opposed to that system ever since we had a

thought on the subject, and our opposition becomes stronger
and more intense in proportion as we see more of its work

ings, especially in our own country. &quot;Wherever the influ

ence of (ireat Britain is felt, the virtue and simplicity, the

peace and happiness of the people depart, and a fierce, bit

ter, all-absorbing struggle for the goods of this world alone

ensues. English influence has ruined Portugal, has pros
trated Spain, embroiled Sardinia, demoralized, to a fearful

extent, the greater part of Italy, and weakened France. It

corrupts morals, weakens the hold of religion on the heart,
and diffuses a degrading heathenism. Her literature, her

53(5
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philosophy, her religion, as well as her industry and com
merce, tend to materialize the nations, and to produce the
conviction that man lives for this world alone. She is of
flu- earth earthy, and the grand apostle of carnal Judaism.
We cannot, then, hut dread her preponderance, and though
\ve may admire her intense energy, we cannot but deplore
its direction.

\Ve regretted that the opposition to the British system
had, in the late eastern war, no better representative than

Russia, but we believed that the, interests of religion and

humanity required the defeat of what we regarded then and
regard now as an unprincipled combination against her.
We regretted the Anglo-French alliance, and in the war we
own we wished the defeat of the allies, not because we had

any hostile feeling to France, but because we believed their
success would tend to confirm British supremacy, which in

our view is worse for the world than would be that of

Russia, as bad as that no doubt would be. We believed that
&amp;lt; Treat Britain was the enemy from whom France had the
most to dread, and that Russia or Austria was the ally the

emperor should have courted. The true interest of France
is to labor to isolate Great Britain from the continent, above
all to prevent her from finding, as in times past, an ally in

Austria and central Europe. France now, no doubt, lias a

good understanding with Russia, which we are glad to see.

but it has been purchased at the expense of an equally good
understanding between those old allies, Austria and Eng
land. What is desirable is that France and Russia should
so accommodate their respective interests to the legitimate
interests of Austria as to detach her from her English
alliance, and enable her to act in harmony with them; for
we regard English poliev as alike hostile to everv continen
tal state.

England depends for her rank as a lirst-class power on her
Indian empire, threatened by the Transcaucasian expansion
of Russia and the African expansion of France. Her police-

is, very properly, to guard against these two expansions ;

Kussia dominant in the Turkish and Persian courts, and
France dominant in Egypt and Syria, with a ship canal

across the Isthmus of Sue/, the Indian empire is not worth
a life s purchase and .British preponderance has ceased to

exist. Finding the new emperor of the French ready to

engage in a war to consolidate his throne and to force his

recognition as legitimate sovereign of France by the mon-
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archs of Fnrope. Kn^land enlisted liiiu in a war against

Russia, hoping through his aid to cripple the power of

Riis-ia. and check her further advance towards India, noth

ing doubting that she would In- ;d&amp;gt;le to keep him faithful to

her policy, through her hold on the revolutionists, and her

power, i! he became restive, to stir
ii[&amp;gt;

a formidable red

republican movement against him. 1 he \varwas declared,

and L;IVW to more tfi^ant ic dimensions than were counted
&quot;ii : liu^-ia proved a more formidable euemv than had lieen

anticipated, and though in fair tiirht. man to man, the allies

beat the Russians, tliev were aide to do it onlv at a terrible

loss to themselves. The emperor of the I Yeneh having
gained his objects in ^oin^- into the war, and having secured
the point of honor in the fall of southern Sebastopol, snc-

ceei I rd in making peace, and in coming to a ^ood understand

ing with Riiv-ia, before Finland had secured anv of her

own object.- in the war. Kn--ia had .-ulVered. but she had

neither been humbled nor elTeetuallv crippled, and as be

tween Franc, and Kn^land. the peace of Paris, Mai ch.

!&amp;gt;. )!, was a I
1 rench triumph. l!ut the triumph was hut tor

a moment. The &amp;gt;ettleinent of the |)aimbian principalities
was left to be ellectcd b\- commis.-.ioiiei s. France leaned to

the liusHan Hindi ot settlement, which was opposed to the

Austrian mode. 1 his ^a\e to I ji^Iand a chance to side

with Austria, and in concert \\ith her to cheek P rance and

Kussin at the c.uiri of Constantinople, and to reiistablisli the

preponderance of British diplomacy in the councils ot the

sublime porte. She used her preponderance to defeat the

pro jected canalixai ion of the Isthmus of Sue/, and to obtain

from the porte. with the guaranty of a six
/

r &amp;gt;&amp;lt; /// minimum
on the cost, the concession of a railway ahm^ the valley ot

the Kuphrates from the Mediterranean to the Persian (iulf,

botli nieasiii es directly in the teeth of the policy of France

as well as of Russia. Her Indian ^ &amp;gt; vernment declared war

against Persia, sent an army to invade the Persian dominions,

and took possession of Pir-hire, on the u ulf. whi(;h she yet
holds, and will hold as loiiv; as she can. With the command
of Aden, of the Persian (iulf, and through a friendh1

power
of Herat, she seemed, when our last A &amp;gt; rirw went to press,

to have command of all the i^ates of India, and with a red-

republican revolution held In f&amp;lt;

j
rrt&amp;gt;reni over the emperor of

the French, and through a u ood understanding with Aus

tria, the predominance at Constantinople, to have check

mated both France and Russia, while through the interests
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of trade and the power of credit, she held the United States

as her vassal. She seemed to have completely triumphed,
and to hold the world at her feet.

But at this moment, when the only trouble she had on her
hands was a trifling brush with four hundred millions of

Chinese, in which she counted on the cooperation of France
and the United States, the revolt in India came like a sud
den clap of thunder to startle her from her dream of univer
sal supremacy, to threaten her with the loss of that very

empire she had directed ail her policy to defend, and to

which she owed her rank as a first-class European power.
It is impossible to judge, at this distance and with our im

perfect information, of the magnitude or probable conse

quences of what is called the &quot;Indian mutiny.&quot; Its first

effect has been a partial relaxation of her Constantinopolitan

policy, and the partial ascendency of French and Russian

diplomacy over the English and Austrian, which will be a

complete ascendency, if the troubles in India continue for

any great length of time.

The British authority in India before the revolt, extended,

directly or indirectly, over one hundred and fifty millions

of souls. The British Indian army, of regular and irregular

troops, distributed tnrough the several presidencies and

provinces, from the best information we can get, was not

far from three hundred thousand, of which less than thirty
thousand were Europeans. Of the native troops about one-

third have mutinied, or been disbanded, and the greater

part of the remainder, though reported loyal, we suppose
cannot be relied on with entire confidence. The revolt, we
take it, must be suppressed mainly by European troops. Of

these, counting the forces intended to operate against China,

but countermanded to India, about fifty thousand, all the

available forces England has to spare, have been despatched,
and may reach their destination in the early part of Novem
ber. Our own impression is, that these, with the European
troops alreadv in India, will be sufficient to defeat the revolt

wherever it makes a stand, but not to render the future

possession of India secure and peaceful. We think that

the Indian empire, though retained, will hereafter be a,

source of weakness rather than of strength to England, and

that she will find it henceforth diilicult to maintain that

supremacy at which she has aimed. Obliged at the moment
to abandon Austria, and no longer able to play oil Russia

against France or France against Russia, she will find her-



.self in the presence ol these -Teat powers relatively weak

ened, and unable to prevent them from carrying out hoth a

Kuropean and an oriental policy hostile to hers.

The press of this city, conducted to a great extent by
British subjects, or bv men \vlio\vere born and bred British

subjects, aiid have British rather than Ameriean sympathies,

is very &amp;lt;renerallv desirous that I Ji- land should maintain her

Indian empire, and the II&amp;lt;i&amp;gt;&amp;lt;tl&amp;lt;l,
owned and edited by

a

&quot;fanny Scot,&quot; lias ^one so far as to recommend recruiting

the British armv in this country, and to propose that in

case of need our u-overnment should assist Kngland in re-

coiKjiierin- India. This only proves that, if we are ever

to emerge from our colonial dependence, and to be in spirit

and feeling an independent nation, (ireat Britain must lose

her present rank, and cease to be at the
head^of

the indus

trial and mercantile system of the world. We are, perhaps,

le-s independent of England than we were \\\ our colonial

days. Our mercantile interest is strictly united to hers, and

depends on her prosperity ;
our planting interests, and lat-

rer lv even our agricultural interests in general, have he

roine dependent on her maintaining her preponderance.
The [Jnited States are little Irss than an Knglish farm, and.

our trad. a branch of the Knglish house. Any thing that

Drives us the possession of our own farm, and
the^

control of

&amp;lt;Mir own trade, we should regard as a real blessing to the

country. We prefer national independence, with poverty

and hard labor, to national slavery to a foreign power or to

foreign interests, even with wealth, luxury, and idleness to

o-iUMt. Our patriotism revolts at the idea of being the

Tenant of England, or any other foreign nation. It revolts

&amp;lt; |uallv at the idea of having our country governed by men

who would sacrifice national dignity, national welfare, and

the real interests of the human race to a hale of cotton, a

hogshead of tobacco, a bag of rice, or a box of merchandise.

A. nation so governed must always be mean and contempti

ble, and can never he a nation of men. of high-souled, chi-

valric freemen. Our government now and then, to save

appearances, makes a bluster and uses big words,
but^

is

reallv afraid to sav its soul is its own before the British

government, and seldom fails to conform to its wishes. Yet

these Ano-lo-American newspapers and our Anglo-Ameri
can administration, professing an anti-English, but always

pursuing an English policy, do not represent the real Ameri

can feeling ; they represent only certain classes and inter-
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ests. Tlic real American sentiment would not he pained
to see England lose her Indian empire, and reduced to u
second rate power. Unhappily this .sentiment is smothered,
and hardly rinds an organ for its expression.

India is one of England s best markets: deprived of
India she can buy less of us; we then can sell less to her,
and buy less of her. Xo doubt of all that, and for a time
our trade would suffer, as well as that of Great Britain, by
her IONS of her Indian empire, though not to an equal ex
tent. But there are things of greater value to a nation
than trade. JSTo nation is really enriched by trade. Trade
accumulates luxuries, but luxuries impoverish, not enrich u

people.
_

All real wealth is in land and labor, and that na
tion is richest in which labor can the easiest obtain from the
land the means of subsistence and comfort. The land is

with us vastly more burdened than it was fifty years ago,
and hence it is far harder for the laborer to maintain his

independence. Land and labor have to sustain with us a

lavish expenditure, a luxury and extravagance that tax

their energies far beyond their present capacity, since our
indebtedness, our drafts on the future, must be counted by
hundreds, if not by thousands of millions. All credit is a

draft on the future, and the amount of a nation s indebted
ness is the excess of its expenditures over its income. The
actual addition to our productive capital in anv one year
does riot equal the indebtedness we contract during that

year, and hence with all our trade and industry we rather

grow poorer than richer, and the dilHculty of living becomes

greater. The fact of this difficulty every poor man feels,

and feels notwithstanding the new lands opened to cultiva

tion, and the immense additions made every year to our
wealth by the immigration of hardy, healthy, able-bodied,
adult laborers, men and women. The reason of this is the

fact, that by the modern system of trade and commerce, we
increase the burdens of land and labor. Let China engage
in trade with the energy and enterprise displayed by Great

Britain, and she would soon find herself unable to support
her four hundred millions of inhabitants, and the want and
wretchedness of her population would be increased a hun
dred-fold

;
for the additional burden it would impose on

land and labor would be expended in luxuries, and worse
than a dead loss to the nation. During the last thirty years
the population of this state has more than doubled, and yet
during that time the rural population has been steadily de-
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creasing. Suppose the same to be the ca&amp;gt;e throughout the
Union, which I presume it is not as vet. it would be easv to

see the increased burden imposed on land and labor, in

having more than double the number to support out of
their earnings. The evil that weighs u&amp;gt; down is in the im-
mense numbers, of non-producers land ami labor have to sup
port, and to a ^reat extent in luxury and extravagance.
We know rhat we do not follow Adam Smith oranv of the

political economists, though it is possible that we have stud
ied him and them as much as most men have. They are

right enough from their point of view and in their narrow

sphere, but the sy.-tem they defend, when carried into prac
tice, and made the rule of national policy, is about as absurd
and mischievous a

sy&amp;gt;tem
as the devil ever a&amp;gt;&amp;gt;i&amp;gt;ted the hu

man mind to invent. If all the modern political economies
had been strangled in their birth, if would have been a

blessed thing for the human race. We know there are lew
at present to agree with us. and the leading minds of the

age and country, if they notice us at all, will set down
what we are siyin^ to our ignorance, our eccentricity, or
our love of paradox. lie it so. That will not make what
we say less true, or prove the wisdom of those; \vlio regard
commerce as the pioneer of Christianity, and the merchant
who does his best fo master or circumvent nnchristiani/ed
narions for the purposes of gain, as the most successful
( hristian missionary. lint, believing, as we do, the modern
industrial and mercantile system the greatest curse of the

times, we of course cannot regret as untoward anv of those
events which tend to break it up. We cannot very bitterly
lament the disturbances in liritish India, and should not

grieve immoderately were Great liritain to lose all her for

eign possessions, and be confined to her own sea-girt islands,
because with her fall must fall, or be greatly modified, that

system which now enslaves or cripples all nations, and ruins

innumerable souls. We should regret, therefore to see

England recruiting her Indian army on our soil, or aided

by American sympathy to preserve her East India posses
sions. If with her own unaided strength she can suppress
the revolt, let her do it; let no one try to hinder her, but
let no one, oll er her assistance.

We cannot discover that the English have contributed

any thing to the well-being of India. India was wealthier,
the land was better cultivated, and the people were less op
pressed under Mahometan than they have been under Brit-
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isli rule. Unless all the accounts we have been able to get
of India, even through British sonir.es, are totally false,
India has greatly suffered by coming under British do
minion. The English have broken down the Indian manu
factures for the benefit of Leeds, Manchester, and Binning-,ham.

Theyjiave suffered agriculture to decline, large dis
tricts of territory to become depopulated and waste&quot;; and
have oppressed to the last degree the unhappy rvots or cul
tivators of the soil. Under their rule, it appears that out of
the twenty dollars a year, the most the miserable ryot can
obtain from his holding, eighteen go to the company and its

agents. European or native. Whole districts suffer fre

quently from famine, and deaths bv want, bv starvation,
may

_

be counted by millions. J cannot find that for this
horrible

oppression and suffering England has given anv
compensating advantages. She lias done nothing to bring
them within the pale of European civilization. nothing to
christianize them, or to elevate them in the scale of moral
beings. ^As

far as the accounts we have seen can be relied

on, English rule has been an unmixed evil to the great mass
of the Hindoo population. Let who will govern India, she
cannot be worse governed than she has been by the British
East India Company. For the sake of India herself, we
see no reason why it is desirable that she should continue

under^
Great Britain, a nation that has had, since the ref

ormation, no mission either to christianize or to civilize anv
barbaric nation. She has bravery, energy, enterprise, me
chanical skill, but she has no heart, no power to work on
the nobler element* of the human soul. Her touch, as a

government, is pollution, her embrace is death.
In common with others, we are of course shocked at the

atrocities of the Hindoo mutineers, their cruelty, their hor
rible barbarities towards the unfortunate Europeans, men,
women, and children, who fall into their hands. But they
are only wreaking a terrible vengeance on their oppressors ,

and the English are only reaping the fruits of their century
of bad faith, misrule, oppression&quot;, and torture. Let any man
read the authentic and proved accounts of the various
tortures to which the unhappy ryots have been subjected
by the agents of the company, to wring out from famished
poverty the rupee it has not tortures of the most painful
and revolting kind, inflicted on Hindoo women as well as

men, and he will see in the atrocities over which he shud
ders only an infliction on the English of a small portion of
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that barbarism which they have themselves practised or suf

fered to lie practi.-ed upon the helpless natives. Great
Britain profees In lie a C liristian nation, and must lie

judged lv a ( hristian standard. So judged, her own con

duct in India has lieen more atrocious than that of the na

tives. \V hoever reads the calls for vengeance on the na

tives, and threats of vengeance held out in the London
Tiiin *, and other English journals, can hardly fail to regard

the ( Iii ixfxtn KiiLrlishman as a greater barbarian than the

pairan Hindoo. We can conceive nothing worse than for

a hundred and lif ty millions of human souls to be subjected
to the absolute domination of a trading company, or to be

governed by the trading interests of a foreign nation, and

while we lament the horrible fate of the innocent victims

of Indian hate and vengeance, we cannot but think that if

the Hindoos were Englishmen, the atrocities over which we
shudder would be -till greater. Kngland in India is not

Knirland in Kurope.
If the que-tion of right had not in our traflicking age

urown obsolete, we mi^ ht demand by what right the Eng
lish hold India, or wherefore they dispute the authority of

the emperor of Delhi, the heir of the Mogul, in whose name
thi British Kast India ( ompany have always, unices a change
has verv recentlv taken place, professed to govern India.

The companv gained its foothold in India, as a trading com

pany under the sanction of the emperor of India, whose

authoritv it acknowledged: and it was in his name that it,

interfered in political a !Tairs. and exercised political power.
It has no rights in India, but those acquired from tlu; em

peror, except such as it may have acquired by fraud and

violence. Having abused its rights, the descendant of the

Mo:iil emperor lias as again.-t the British, the right, if

able, to expel them from the country, and to resume, the

exercise of his authority, usurped and abused by a trading

companv. A trading company can have no rights of sov-

ereigntv. and (Jreat Britain, though she has exercised, has

jiever formal! v claimed the sovereignty of India. That

sovereignty has remained, technically, where it was, in the

puppet maintained at Delhi. If that puppet chooses to he

a puppet no longer, but henceforth to act the part of a real

sovereign, what right has the company, or even Great

Britain, to object, or to call his assertion of his rights and

the summoning of his subjects to his support, a mutiny, or

a revolt :
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The rights, whatever they may be, that a Christian nation
or a civilized nation may have over a barbarous nation,
Great Britain cannot plead, for she has proved herself, in
relation to II indostan neither the one nor the other. She
has been simply a trading company, in relation to Ilindos-

tan, simply an invader, and the Hindoos have a perfect
right, by all laws, human and divine, to expel her from the

territory, if they can. The right and the law is clearly on
their side, and Great Britain has not even the shadow of a

right against them.
But it is not to be expected that considerations of this

kind will have any weight. ^Modern nations regard right
only in so far as it is coincident with their ambition, or
their view of their own interest. Great Britain will not
withdraw from India; she will maintain herself there as

long as she can, and she will put forth all her energy to

suppress what she is pleased to call
&quot; the mutiny of the Se

poys.&quot; If all her neighbors remain quiet, if no one among
them seizes the opportunity to settle some old score, she

will, we doubt not, succeed, and wreak a vengeance on the

unhappy Hindoos that will establish her &quot;character for

cruelty and barbarity down to the end of the world. Yet
if the so-called mutineers can prolong the struggle for a
twelvemonth from this date, the position of England will

have greatly changed in Europe and America. She will

find herself embarrassed on all sides, and obliged to use a

less haughty tone than has for some time been her wont.
Yet when we consider the wonderful vitality of England,
and the power through the industrial and mercantile sys
tem she exerts over all nations and nearly all individuals,
we shall not be surprised to see her emerge from her pres
ent difficulties stronger and more imperious than ever.

The world, with its present passions and interests, knows
not how to dispense with the modern industrial and mer
cantile system, ruinous to the real virtue and happiness of

the people as it may be. It is the reigning order, and even

they who dislike it cannot live without it, and are obliged
to conform to it. The world, which does not and cannot

appreciate the superiority of the spiritual to the temporal,
nor take any very broad and comprehensive views even of
the temporal, cannot spare Great Britain, or suffer her to be

eclipsed. Her downfall would carry with it the downfall
of the whole credit and funding system, that ingenious
device for taxing posterity for the benefit of the present
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generation. Stock ga milling would fall, the- whole system
&amp;lt;! fictitious wealth would disappear, and the greater part
oi modern shams and illusions. The downfall of Great
Britain would produce a universal convulsion, and produce
effects of hardly less magnitude than the downfall of ancient
Koine. The emancipated nations would not know how to

use their newly recovered liberties. The keystone would
be struck trom the arch of the modern world. The crash
some day must come. bur no nation is readv for it, and the
nation.- most hostile to Great Britain, will rather labor to

sustain her in order to prevent the catastrophe, than to hasten
her downfall. Trade as yet is sovereign, and as commerce is

likely tor &amp;gt;ome time to come to be substituted for religion,
and the trader for the Christian missionary, it would be ex

ceedingly imprudent to ha/ard a prediction that the power of
I ll inland has culminated. The devil will not readilv let i^othe

grip he has through the system we condemn on the modern
world. Great Britain represents the citv of the world, as

Koine represents the city of God. and as the complete triumph
of the city of (iod will not take place before the last day,
we can hardly believe that (ireat Britain will experience
any serious reverses, and we shall not be surprised to find

even her enemies uniting to guaranty her a new lease of

power. Whoever studies England thoroughly will discover
in her lew &amp;gt;eeds ol decay ; she has a young vi^ or, and is at

present the most living nation, to all appearances, on the

ij-lobe, with the exceptions, if exceptions they are, of Russia
and our own country. We confess to having misjudged
her, and we think very differently of her vitality and power
trom what we did before the Russian war. She will fall

one day, but she will bring down the whole city of the

world with her when she does.

In the mean time we hope our government will avail

itself of the present opportunity to settle in a just and hon
orable way the Central American questions, and to assert

and secure our national independence. We do not believe
in taking advantage of a nation s embarrassments to wring
from it hard or unjust terms, and however low (Ireat Britain

might fall, we should regret to see any thing more than
strict justice insisted upon by our government; but as jus
tice cannot be obtained from her in her prosperity, we can
see nothing MTong or dishonorable in seeking it from her
in her hour of adversity. We say we hope, yet that is too

strong a word. Even the shadow of Great Britain, not

withstanding all our big talk, overawes our government and
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naralv/e its energies. We cannot expect it to nssert Amer
ican interests against her in earnest till it is too late, till the
noment comes when in order to conciliate our tnulin.r and
planting interests and avoid the calamities of war, we must
yield our rights, or, at least, surrender to her every advan
tage We know no instance in which British diplomacy has
tailed to triumph over ours. We have fought with Eno-
iand, but we have never since the war of the revolution
proved ourselves independent of her. The only admin-
tration we can remember since Madison s that did not con-

bntish more than American interests was the late
Pierce administration, so brutally decried by the British

.sses o this country. In general our administrations
Have so much to do in providing for a successor, and in set-
ling the pretensions of parties and partisans, that they have
o time or ability to look after the real interests of the

I his is a great and growing evil, the consequencesot which are every day becoming more and more manifest.
What will become of us it is difficult to foresee, if Provi-
ence does not in mercy interfere in our behalf. Our char

acter as one of the great nations of the world is daily sink
ing rather than rising, and it is, out of our own country,
little honor to bo known as an American. Individual
Americans may be well treated abroad, but the American
Character commands very little respect. We are considered,
except in democratic circles, a nation without principlewithout honor, in a word, a nation of traders and tilibus-

liowever, we set all this down to envy or hatred of
us on account of our republicanism, and so loner as stocks
are up, cotton at advance, and trade is brisk, we natter our
selves that we are

fulfilling the mission God gave us and
setting the world a glorious example of a free people, of a
model republic, worthy of the admiration, the envy and
the imitation of the world. It were far better for us&quot; to see
our faults and attempt to amend them. We write, it may
be, in a desponding tone. We cannot do otherwise, for we
read each morning the New York Herald as a sort of
accessary evil, and recollect that it is the most widely circu
lated and the most influential journal in the Union , edited
by a Scotchman, and devoted to British rather than to
American interests, an echo of the London Times, publishedin New York. The Herald is the best index that can be
selected to the present character and tendencies of the rul
ing classes in the Union, and has power enough to ruin the
administration it opposes.
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[From Brownson s Quarterly Review for April. 1859.]

THK present political state of continental Europe is very
trir from indicating that flu- era of revolutions is closed, and
the era of peace ami orderly &amp;gt;ocial progress is opened. At
the iiionieiir \ve are writing, thou-h our European news is

less warlike than it was a few weeks a-o, we have no well

-rounded assurance that peace will he maintained. Peace
on the continent i~. decidedly the interest and the wish of

Great Britain, and she will do all she can to preserve it.

The emperor of the French would no doubt prefer peace,
if he could with it consolidate his domestic policy, and con
firm his dvna&amp;gt;tv. Russia is en paired in vast works of inter

nal improvement, and is just entering upon asocial revo

lution, the end of which it is diflicult to foresee, and neither

wants nor is prepared for a foreign war. Austria is engaged
in .securing her frontiers, and in fusin- the heterogeneous
elements of her empire into a uniform people with a purely
Austrian nationality, and has nothing to gain by war. Ger
many, including Prussia. ha.- enoii-h to do in the interior,

in settling the questions still unsettled between the old

Germanic order of society and resuscitated pagan Rome,
questions which war would be more likely to solve in the

Roman than in the German sense. The; only state in Europe
that really wants war is the little constitutional state of

Sardinia, and she wants it in order to secularize the govern
ment, of the papal states, and thus get a justification, after

the fact, of her anti-papal policy and anti-Catholic laws,

and to extend her dominion over upper and perhaps central

Italy. Alone she cannot carry on successfully a war against
Austria, who must oppose every part of her policy, and the

question of peace or war reallv hangs on the fact whether
the emperor of the French will actively sustain her or not

in her warlike disposition and ambitious projects.
The great question on which just now European politics

turn, is the Italian question, raised by Count Walewski at

the close of the congress held at Paris in lS5f&amp;gt;, and this

question involves two serious difficulties, one in upper Italy

with Austria, and one in central Italy with the pope. The
518
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emperor of tlu French is very desirous of settling this ques
tion, both because lie lias a natural affection for&quot; Italy, and
because at present Italy is the focus of machinations against
his throne and even his life. If he can prevent disaffection
from becoming dangerous at home, and without war appease
the Italian patriots, whom the attempt on his life by Orsini
has made him fear, and feel that he must in some way con
ciliate, and if possible interest in sustaining his throne.
there wT

ill be no war. But we see not how he can settle the
Italian question peaceably, or how, without settling it, he

&amp;lt;-;m conciliate the Italian patriots.
The natural difficulties of the Italian question are much

enhanced by the disagreement of the Italian patriots among
themselves. They all agree that Austria must be dispos
sessed of the Lombardo-Venetian kingdom, and driven be

yond the Alps, and that Italian nationality and autonomy
must be restored, or more properly, created. But here their

agreement ends, and discord begins. They dispute as to
what shall be done with their basket of eggs when laid and
hatched. Some insist that Italy, when emancipated, shall

be a single monarchical state with its capital at Turin, and
Victor Emmanuel for king; others that it shall be a con

federacy of constitutional states, under the presidency of

who it may be
;
others insist that it shall be a democratic

republic, one and indivisible, with its capital at Rome.
Gioberti s plan was a confederated Italy under the presi

dency or moderatorship of the pope; Mazzini s plan is an

emancipated and united Italy, under a democratic republic,
with himself, we presume, as president. The division be
tween the respective partisans of these schemes defeated in

1848 the noble movement favored by Pius IX. for the in

dependence of Italy, and complicates the question in 1859.

Napoleon IIJ. may amuse, but he cannot support the Alaz-

zinians in Italy any more than he can the red-republicans
in France, and neither they nor Austria will consent to the

Giobertian plan of confederation, if he were himself, as he
is not, disposed to favor it. The Mazzinians are as hostile

to the order instituted in Sardinia, as they are to the

Austrian domination, and would oppose Victor Emmanuel
as king of Italy as strenuously as Francis Joseph or the

pope. In their view, a monarchical Italy, under even an

Italian prince, wdiether the pope, as Gioberti contended, or

the king of Sardinia, as Count Cavour probably wishes, with

or without a parliament, would settle nothing, and would at
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best only adjourn a struggle that sooner or later must come

throughout all Europe. All European society -all human
ity, they say tends to democracy, and it is only the demo
cratic republic, the inauguration everywhere of the absolute

sovereignty of the people, of the people-king or the people-
God, that can satisfy the imperious demands of the modern
world, settle its present disputes, and secure its orderly and

peaceful future progre.-.-. They resolutely oppose all com

promise, all third parties, and wish to make up a direct

issue between monarchical absolutism and democratic ab
solutism. This issue Austria, as the heir of the kaisers,
who sought to revive in Christian Europe the ca sarism the

German conquerors had overthrown with Augustulus, ac

cepts, and is prepared to stand by, both in and out of her

own dominions. Louis Napoleon accepts it for France, but

does not openly accept it elsewhere; while he is virtually
absolute at home, he seeks to present himself as the defender
of oppressed nationalities and of constitutional or even
democratic liberty abroad.

But in carrying out his Italian policy, which is to use

Sardinia and appear to wish to reestablish an independent
Italy under a constitutional // // //// with Sardinia at its

head, he has not only Austria and the Mazzinians, but also

the papal government in his way. His troops occupy Rome
against the will and even the protest of the papal govern
ment, and to the great discontent of the other powers of

Europe. lie dares not withdraw them, for that would
leave the Held to Austria, whose policy they are there to

watch and to counteract, and a* long as he keeps them there

he has to bear the responsibility of sustaining the papal gov
ernment, bitterly opposed alike by Sardinians and Mazzini

ans. So long as he appears to uphold the papal tempora

government he can neither defeat the policy of Austria nor

conciliate either Italian party. The pope is his difficulty.

The pope s government very properly will make no impor
tant reforms in the administration under foreign dictation,

and therefore none so long as his troops occupy Rome. If he

tells the government it must reform its administration, or he

will withdraw his troops, his threat is taken as a promise, lor

the withdrawal of his troops is precisely what it .wishes, and

what it is trying to bring about, since so long as Austrian

troops occupy the legations, it is safe against insurrection.

To dispossess the pope of his temporal states and convert

them into a principality governed by a French prince, or
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by an Italian prince under a French protectorate, is not

only to offend Italian nationality, not only a war with
Austria, hut is to offend the Catholic sentiment throughout
the world, and to endanger his position in France herself.

.Here is his embarrassment, an embarrassment from which
either the pope or Austria could no doubt relieve him, but
from which neither seems disposed to relieve him. We
see, then, nothing for him to do. but to suffer Sardinia to

provoke a war with Austria, which she is panting to do, and
back her up with all the forces of his empire. &quot;War, then,
as much averse as he may be to it, seems to us not improb
able, although it may not, and probably will not, break out
so soon as appearances a short time since indicated.

Napoleon [If. seems tons to have so involved himself in

Italian affairs that he cannot advance without war, or recede
with honor or safety. He was a member of the carbonari,
whom he has betrayed. They have condemned him to

death, and sooner or later, unless he can make peace with

them, they will in all probability be able to execute the
sentence they have pronounced. lie seems to us also to be

losing his prestige in France, where his strict alliance with

England is not popular, save with the business classes. lie
was successful in terminating the Crimean war just at the
moment proper to prevent its advantages from inuring to

Great Britain alone. Hut he has been successful in no

great diplomatic measure since. The advantages of the war
inured principally to Austria, and Austria renewing her al

liance with England has been able to defeat his oriental

policy even when backed by Russia, Prussia, and Sardinia.

Austria and England have defeated his policy of a union
of the Danubian principalities under a prince of one of

the reigning houses in Europe, and reduced to nothing his

interference in behalf of Montenegro. Great Britain, if

she has not, which we think she has, defeated the projector
canalizing the Isthmus of Sue/, by seizing and fortifying
the island of Perim, has rendered the canal useless in a.

military or strategotic point of view, and it was an English,
not a French man-of-war that bombarded Jeddah and

avenged the massacre of the Christians, among whom was
the French consul. Everywhere since the peace Great.

Britain and Austria have singly or unitedly thwarted his

foreign policy, or reduced him to play a secondary part, un
less we except t!:e attack on Cochin China, made in con

junction with Spain. He has nearly completed the works,
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at Cherbourg, which were begun under Louis XIV., and

which had been pressed on to completion by the monarchy
&amp;lt;&amp;gt;f July and the republic of 1S-4-S; but in almost every
measure of domestic policy he has attempted since 1856, lie

has shown a vacillation, an indecision, a weakness that has

^in-prised tho.-e who observed him in the
&amp;lt;-&amp;lt;&amp;gt;uj&amp;gt;

&amp;lt;1\ t&amp;lt;it and the

earlier years of the empire. He proposed a financial meas

ure, which would have, emancipated the business of Franco

from the money power of England. The English press

remonstrated and he abandoned it. lie proposed to con

vert all the charitable funds of the empire into government
.-locks, but was obliged to abandon it; at least the plan has

not been carried into effect. He suffered the illustrious

Count Montalembert to be prosecuted by the police for

what \\a&amp;gt; really no lei^al olTence, and outraged the whole

higher literature of France, and the public opinion of the

civilized world. The poMtion ;it present assigned to Prince

Napoleon, the favorite of the Mountain, and, if report may
be credited, the most dissolute and debauched prince of his

family, and as ready to head a red-republican intrigue

against his cousin as to sustain his throne, is not likely to

secure the good will of the friends of religion, society, and

public decency, lie is placed in his position, either because

he is regarded as too dangerous, if left unemployed, or,

which is more probable, to amuse and conciliate the Vol

tairians and red-republicans, whose organ is La Prcssc.

Even if so. it will turn out a bad policy for the emperor,
for it will damp the ardor of Catholic France, his firmest

support hitherto, and will strengthen without conciliating

his enemies. Prince Napoleon may prove to him a Duke of

Orleans.

In a pamphlet, Napoleon IfI. et VItalic, recently pub
lished, and which may be taken as the official statement of

the views of the emperor, we h nd revived for the papal

states, the policy set forth in his famous letter to Colonel

Edirar Ney, and which he had to disavow or explain away
before the pope would consent to return from Portici to

Rome, a policy which we have always maintained he had

never really abandoned, and which at the time created in

the minds of most Catholics a distrust of his loyal inten

tions towards the pontifical government, against which it

was known he had been a conspirator. Indeed, it called

forth the general condemnation of the Catholic world. The

pamphlet proposes what would in effect strip the pope of
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Ins temporal government, and leave him a pensioner of

France, in accordance with the plan of Napoleon I. With
all its verbiage, and verbal respect for Catholicity and it*

supreme pontiff, the pamphlet must wound the sentiments
of every intelligent Catholic in France or elsewhere. We
do not pretend that there are no abuses in the papal ad
ministration

; everybody says it, and we suppose it must
be so. Certainly the subjects of the pontifical govern
ment are, with or without reason, to a fearful extent dis

satisfied, and clamorous for reforms
;
but the pope is sov

ereign in his own states, and holds by a title, to say the

least, as high and as sacred as Louis Napoleon holds the
throne -not the crown, for he has not yet been crowned of

France. We know no more right the emperor elect of

the French has to interfere with the internal administration
of the government of the pope than he has to interfere with
that of Queen Victoria, or that of the United States. What
was his pretext for going to war with Russia ? Was it not
to protect the independence of sovereign states, especially
the weak against the strong? Will not the principle on
which that war was justified apply to the pope, the first

sovereign in Europe, as well as to the Grand Turk. Are
not Catholic sovereigns as much bound by justice and civili

zation to respect and defend the independence of the head of

the Catholic religion, in his temporal dominion, as they are

to respect and defend the independence of the chief of Is-

lamism \

The outrages Napoleon has committed on the constitu

tional party, silent but not extinct, in France
;
the deep of

fence he offers to the Catholic sentiment in his evident at

tacks on the independence of the papal government ;
the

impossibility of conciliating by a peace policy the red-re

publicans of France and Italy, and the prestige he has

lost by his diplomatic defeats, his vacillating home policy,
and his evident truckling to England, seem to us to render
it very difficult, if not impossible for him, without the di

version of a foreign war, to retain his present position as

Csesar, even if he is able to guard his life from the pon
iard of an infatuated Mazzinian. To us it seems that he
must become a constitutional prince, and surround his throne
with real not sham parliamentary institutions, and eidist the

intelligence of France in its support, fall by a Mazzinian
revolution or a Mazzinian dagger, or seek to avert the danger
and to consolidate his policy by a war with Austria os-
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ten.-ibly for the independence of Italy and the redress of
In r grievances.

But whether -uch a war would help him mav well be
doubted. A war for Italian nationality and independence,
while refu.-ing to respect the independence of rhe papal C &amp;gt;v-

n t. and to establish a constitutional or republican Italv,
he maintains his new-fangled c;e-ari&amp;gt;m in France.

place him in a false position, and prevent him from
C with him the sympathies of tho&amp;gt;e who really wi^h

) Italian independence ami liberty. Xo sovereicn can

&quot;I&quot;

1 to sii.-tain liberty abroad while he
stippre.-M-s it at

home; nobody, not even the Italians t heniselves. could con-
tide in him, for they would -ee and feel thai his efforts to
liberate Italy from Au-tria can be onlv to brine &quot;er under
France, as incompatible with Italian nationality and inde

pendence a.- her piv-eiit condition. Then, admirable; as is

his army, the success of a war with Austria i.- far from cer
tain, hie Au-lrian army i.- hardly inferior, if at all in te

nor, to hi- own. It is not what it was in the time of his

uncle, but is undoubtedly the be-r orcani/.ed ami appointed
army in Hun.pe. well

di&amp;gt;cij.
lined and well ollicered, while

the French armv ha- no longer a real Bonaparte at its head.
I he nephew i- a lir-t class man of the Fondle order, but he

i.- not hi.- uncle. The French are as likely to lose as to win
the lir-t battle foiicht in l.ombardv. and the lo-s of a sincle
battle i&amp;gt; the lo.-.- ,,f the French throne. Then. Austria will

not be left to ticht the battle alone, if it is likely to
c&amp;lt;-&amp;gt;

against her. ll -he is attacked by Franc;- and Sardinia, all

Germany will come to her aid, for Germany understands
that the defeat of Au.-tria on the IV i.- war against Ger
many on the Rhine, and France is no match for Austria
backed by all Germany. Ru&amp;gt;sia. even if disposed to do so.
cannot come to the aid of France, for she has no wish to
breakdown the German barrier between her and France,
and becaii-e.-he has or .-oon will have her hands full at home.
Great Britian is quite willing, nay desirous to see established
an independent Italy; but she has no wish to see Italv an
nexed tt&amp;gt; the French empire, or Austria so weakened that
she can no longer be played off diplomatically against France.
Alliance with France against Russia and in relation to

oriental matters may suit British policy, but British states
men must always seek the alliance of Austria to maintain
the balance of power against France. Balancing the weak
ness to which the national question exposes Austria by the
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weakness to which the political and social question exposes
France, and counting the parts likely to be taken by other

nations, we think the chances of the war are not in favor of

France, and that the war would prove far more fatal to the

Napoleonic dynasty tlum to the house of Ilabsburg.
We are, then, far from feeling, whether peace or war ob

tain, that Napoleon III. is secure, unless he changes his

policy at home unless, as he may without danger to his

dynasty, he relaxes his ciesarism, returns to the principles
of the old Frank empire of Charlemagne, and disarms the
revolution by reviving parliamentary institutions, and giving
freedom to French intelligence. It is not too late to do this,
and to do it successfully. The restoration failed, because
the Bourbons of the elder branch had learned nothing by
the revolution because they had been forced upon the na
tion by foreign bayonets, and because they were wedded to

an impracticable royalty, and sought to govern through the
court rather than the nation. The monarchy of July failed,
because there was a flaw in its title, but chiefly becau- 3 it

rested on too narrow a basis, and committed the fatal error

of confiding in a parliamentary majority instead of a major
ity of the nation. Its basis of suffrage was not broad enough.
One hundred thousand or two hundred thousand electors,
outof a population of thirty-six millions, was only a mockery,
and a government carried on even by a parliamentary major
ity, with so limited asuffrage, could not be a government of

a nation by itself. It relied on the army and police as much
as does the present government. If it had amended its

electoral law, and enlisted the majority of the nation in its

support by giving them a direct voice in the choice of depu
ties, it would, notwithstanding the flaw in its title, have
established and maintained itself against, the revolution. It

would gradually have become truly national, and been sup
ported by the interests, the convictions, and the patriotism
of the French people. Let the emperor take what was

good in that monarchy, avoid its errors, and he may easily,
with his personal popularity and the force of his character,

give to France really permanent as well as free institutions.

and in very deed put an end to the &quot;era of revolutions.&quot;

Will he do it? Most likely not.

The question of Italy is undoubtedly a difficult question,
and we pretend not to be able to suggest a practical solution.

Louis Napoleon s proposed solution is, if we understand his

pamphlet, the expulsion of the Austrians from upper Italy,
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king ot Sardinia. This solution is impracticable, for even
if the Ausrrians \\-ere driven beyond tin- Rhietian Al])s, the

several Italian states \vould never consent to vield the pres

idency to Sardinia, hardly allowed by the rest of Italv to be

Italian, anv nioi-e than Macedonia was allowed to be (ireek

by the polished Athenians in the time of Deinostlienes. The

headship ot the Italian confederacy could be obtained and

preserved by Sardinia onlv through the conquest, and forci

ble subjection of the rest of Italy. The Tuscans, the Vene
tians, the Lombards, the duchies, the subjects of the pope,
the Neapolitans and Sicilians, however disaffected they mav
be with their present rulers, native or foreign, or however
much they mav talk about Unita Italian a, will never peace
ably submit to the supremacy of the Subalpine kingdom.
The project could be effected onlv bv a French conquest of

Italy, and maintained onlv by by French arms. The pro
ject, after all. i&amp;gt; not a solution of the Italian question, but a

pretext for substituting French domination in Italv, for that

&quot;f Austria, or of governing Italy by French princes, who
:uv to hold as vassals of the French empire. There is no
native Italian prince to whom the presidency can be given,

except the pope, and to that the Italian states themselves
would not now consent, and it would not be permitted by
! ranee herself, if able to prevent it. To create a new fed
eral government, a- we did at the formation of our federal

government, able at once to sustain itself, and to defend

Italy from foreign agnTes.-ion, is wholly impracticable. You
have no materials from which to construct it, and the mu
tual jealousies and animosities of the several states and cities

are so numerous, so inveterate, and so strong, and the senti

ment of unity is so weak has so feeble a hold on the mass
of the population, that it could not stand, even if constructed.

If you give it power enough to render it eflicient, it will be

constantly exciting discontent, revolt, and rebellion; and if

you leave it so weak that it excites no opposition, and im

poses no restraint on the separate action of the states con

federated, it will be simply as good as no government at all.

The federation will be merely a rope of sand, falling to

pieces by its own weight.
The powers have, by the treaty of Paris, in 1850, ren

dered the Italian difficulty far greater than it was before.

Great Britain and, France committed a most serious blun

der when they went to war against Russia for the indepen-
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dence and integrity of the Ottoman empire, and to place that

empire, evidently falling to pieces, under the protection of

European international law. They have staved the south

ern progress of Russia for a dozen years or so. but they
have not reinvigorated or saved Turkey. The fate of &quot; the

sick man &quot;

is sealed, and all the learned doctors of Europe
cannot prevent him from going- the way of all the earth.

But the recognition and guaranty of the sovereignty and

independence of the padisdah, even in regard to the Chris

tian provinces of the empire, has placed a grave obstacle in

the way of Italian autonomy and independence. The

powers signing the treaty of Paris have laid down, have

solemnly recognized a principle as applicable to Austria as

to Turkey, and which precludes them from dismembering
the Austrian empire against her consent, and makes it as

obligatory on them to maintain to Austria the kingdom of

Hungary, or the Lombardo-Venetian kingdom, as it does to

maintain to Turkey the suzerainty of Roumania or Servia
;

another proof that the treaty of Paris was primarily a treaty
in the interest of Austria. As both France and Sardinia

were parties to that treaty, neither of them can attempt to

wrest the Lombardo-Venetian kingdom from Austria with

out a direct violation of what they have declared to be the

public law of Europe. France and Sardinia have also by
the same treaty deprived themselves of the means of mak

ing a compromise with Austria, by offering her an indem
nification for her Italian possessions, in case she should be

persuaded to relinquish them. I&amp;gt;ut for the treaty they

might have offered her Moldavia, Wallachia, and Servia,

which she might have been induced to regard as a fair

equivalent for her Italian provinces. Such an exchange
would have liberated Italy from foreign dominion, and per
mitted the organization of a national government or govern
ments. But this is now out of the question, and Italian na

tionality and independence is practicable only by violently
and illegally dismembering the Austrian empire, by the

manifest violation of public treaties, and of the public law

of Europe as proclaimed by the treaty of Paris. We sus

pect Austrian diplomacy in that treaty overreached the

French and Sardinian, if those two powers hold themselves

bound by treaties. France and Sardinia are estopped in

their Italian policy, not only by the treaties of 1815, but by
the treaty of 1856. Here is a grave difficulty, which no

diplomacy, and which only war in violation of treaties, can
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^ see. then, again, no way in which Austrian Italy
fan ho liberated, without war with Austria, ami the Austrian
question. Complicated by the treaty of Paris, is, after all, no

les&amp;lt;ji
ditliculty than the papal difficulty.

The itnprrial pamphlet, written chie ilv to enlist the anti-

p:ipal prejudices of England and Prussia against Austria,
:U1( on tnr S

&amp;lt;1&amp;lt; of France and Sardinia, represents the
great ^difficulty

as lying not in upper l.nt in central Italv.
1 liis is a tine stroke of policy, no doubt, but either is a dif-

ticulty not easy to get over. The papal government is un
doubtedly an insurmountable obstacle to the French and
Sardinian policy. The French emperor proposes to solve
this difficulty by leaving the pope his sovereignty, bv sec

ularizing the administration of his government, and a&amp;gt;simi-

lating it to thatof France. This will amount to nothing, and
there is

no^rea-on
to suppose that it would soothe the dis

affection of the pope s temporal subjects. What they de
mand is flic secularization of the government itself, and the
entire abdication by the pope of his temporal sovereignty.

I 1

!

1

pamphlet itself maintains that the difficulty is in recon
ciling the dutie&amp;gt; of the Italian prince with those of the sov
ereign pontilT. or common father of the faithful. As an
Italian prince the pope might be disposed to encourage the
national movement, when as pout ill , he must remain inac
tive or oppose it. Hut if the pope remains sovereign, he
remains an Italian prince, and the ditliculty or contradiction
is the same, whether the administration be in the hands of
seculars or of ecclesiastics. If there really be the difficulty
alleged, and it i&amp;gt; necessary to remove it ili order to establish
a free and independent Italy, then a free and independent
Italy is possible only by secularizing the papal government
itself, and .-tripping the pope of all temporal sovereignty,
the conclusion to which the whole argument of the pamph
let, and the whole French and Sardinian policy for Italy
necessarily lead.

We do not understand by what right France, even if
Austria consents, proposes to interfere in the internal ad
ministration of the papal government. The pope is either
an independent sovereign or he is not. If he is, Louis Na
poleon has no more right to insist on his placing the ad
ministration of

_his government in the hands of seculars
than he has to insist on our placing the administration of
ours in the hands of ecclesiastics. There is an imperti
nence, an inconsistency on the emperor s part that is ad-
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niiraMo, and worthy of a prince who holds himself bound
by no law but his own will. While he acknowledges the in

dependence of the pope as an Italian prince, he undertakes
to dictate to him how he shall govern his subjects, attempts
by external pressure to force him to accept the policy dic
tated, and goes so far as to complain of Austria, aiid to
make it all but a casus lell i against her, that she will not
add her pressure to his. and render it impossible for the

pope longer to resist, If the pope is sovereign, whether
his states are great or small, he is as a prince the equal of
the emperor of the French or the emperor of Austria, and
neither has any right to interfere in his administration of
his government. The emperor of the French tells us in
his pamphlet the measures he wants adopted in the papal
states, and that they were signified to the pope as long ago
as 1857, and he arraigns Austria before Europe for not join
ing her influence to his in forcing the pontifical government
to adopt them. Is this treating the pope; as an independent
sovereign? The measures maybe good or bad, but what
sovereign that respects himself and wishes to maintain his

independence will adopt even good measures when dictated

by a foreign power? Who made France or Austria the

pope s superior, or his overseer and guardian? In the name
of consistency, either recognize the pope s sovereignty and
independence, respect his rights as a sovereign prince, and
leave him to govern his subjects in his own way; or deny
his temporal sovereignty altogether, and forcibly secularize
his states. You can never succeed in the policy of recog
nizing him as a sovereign and independent prince, supreme
in his own dominions, and then treating him as your de

pendent, and forcing him to govern in the wav vein think
best. The world will not tolerate such glaring inconsistency.

Napoleon 1. tried it. and found that it would not work;
that he must either abandon his Italian and continental poli

cy, &quot;the agglomeration of nations,&quot; or suppress the papal
government, lie chose the latter alternative, dragged the

pope from his throne, and detained him for years impris
oned at Savona and Fontainebleau, and went himself to
die a prisoner on the barren rock of St. Helena, with Sir
Hudson Lowe for jailer. Napoleon III., if he chooses, mav
follow the same policy, and meet perhaps a similar fate. No
nation having any considerable number of Catholic subjects,
whether itself Catholic or non-Catholic, will consent that
the spiritual head of the Catholic world shall be the pension-
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er of Sardinia. France, Austria, or even of federated Italia
Great Britain, Prussia, Russia, and even the United States,as well as France and Au&amp;gt;tria. have an interest in the inde
pendence of the pope, and even a stronger interest in his
not hem- the subject of any temporal prince; and theywere non Catholic states, chiefly Great Britain and Russia,
that in the congress of Vienna, effected the restoration of
the papal states, then held by Austria and Naples, to the
pope, in their integrity. If you will not take from the
pope his temporal sovereignty or his independence as a tem
poral sovereign guarantied to him by all the European powers who were parties to the treaties of Isir,, then leave him
to govern as an independent temporal sovereign ;

withdraw
your pressure! and leave him to act inotu

/&amp;gt;mjn
!o, as vou

claim to do in your own empire; do so and he will win back
the affection of his temporal subject.-, and put an end to the
isaffection you complain of. But he can never do it, as

you well know, whatever the measures he adopts, so long as
you stand between him and them, or stand over him. and
compel him to do your bidding It is voiir unauthori/ed
interference that destroys hi* influence, t hat makes him ap
pear a puppet in your hands and prevents the respect his

subjects would otherwise have for him, and the correction
those abuses which he sees as well as you. and is as much

disposed to correct as you are. The Austrian policy of leav
ing the pope to act in the matter, vtolu proprlo, would se
cure the reform of abuses and a redress of ^rievances much
sooner than the French and British policy of forcing him
by external pressure to change his mode of government,
Materially weak, the pontifical government can preserve its

independence only by opposing to the pressure brought to
bear on it, simply passive resistance, and that it will oppose,because to yield would be to surrender its rights as an inde
pendent state. Leave it free, as it has not been since 1 S-i8,and it is not likely to govern less wisely than Louis Xapo-
leon. Under no point of view, therefore, can we approveLouis Napoleon s Italian policy, which is against the faith
of treaties, the independence o&quot;f sovereigns, and the rightsboth of the pope and the emperor of Austria, and we see no
hope at the present, of national independence or even of a
federal union for Italy. AVe see nothing that is likely to

begone that will not make matters worse, and perhaps, in

point of fact, matters all over Europe must become worse
before they can become better. Europe is now buffeted
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backwards and forwards between absolute monarchy and
absolute democracy, and we fear it will reach a permanent
settlement only by passing through the terrible ordeal of
democratic despotism. Liberty will be founded only amid
the ruins of the Mazzinian republic. Pagan Rome has been

resuscitated, and modern society seems destined to run

through csesarism in both its phases.
The only ground for hope to the contrary is in Great

Britain, who as yet retains something of her old Germanic
and Catholic constitution, and in civil liberty and material
civilization may be said to stand at the head of the modern
world. Her progress in all the elements of material strength
and the extraordinary energy she has displayed in war and

diplomacy, prove that her constitution is still sound and

vigorous, and that she is, as to this world, the most living
and robust nation now on the earth. The greater, the more
numerous, and the more complicated the difficulties she has-

to contend with, the more strength and energy she puts
forth, and the more easily does she appear to surmount
them. Hardly come out from the Crimean war, she finds
herself involved in a new war with Persia, soon with China,
and then forced to suppress a rebellion in India, and recon

quer an empire of a hundred and eighty millions of souls.

Yet during all this time she has in no instance lowered her

tone, or abated a point in her diplomacy. On every point
she has maintained her pretensions and her influence, falsi

fying at every moment all sinister predictions, and refuting
those who allege that her power has culminated. One of
the oldest nations in Europe, her face is unwrinlded, and
there is not a gray hair in her head. She appears even more

youthful, vigorous, active, and buoyant than our own repub
lic, so much her junior. Say what you will of Great Britain,
she has a wondrous activity, and a marvellous vitality. She
seems with each generation to renew her youth and her
force. She does not know her own vitality and strength,
and other nations entirely mistake them. Her own as well

as foreign writers are perpetually deceived in their specula
tions as to the magnitude and stability of her power. She
has her faults, her weaknesses, her vices, and her crimes, but
no one can say with truth that her power has reached its

culminating point, or that she has reached anywhere near
the commencement of her decline. Her greatness, it is true,
lies in the material, or more properly speaking, in the natu

ral order, but in that order it is greatness, and greatness
VOL. XVI-36
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quailed by no nation since the palmiest days of all-conquer
ing Rome.
We attribute not this to any superior!! \- of race, to her

Saxon or her Celtic Mood, but &quot;to the grand fact that her
people have never become thoroughly / &amp;lt;&amp;gt;ni(inize&amp;lt;l have
never fallen as to the political and civil order under the
[Ionian Caesars, and have never been subdued by resuscitated
pagan Romanism. Separated from the continent by her in-
Kiilar position, she to a great extent, escaped the reaction of
pagan Rome, represented in the middle ages bv the German
kaisers and the civil lawyers, and in later times by Philip II
ol Spam, and Louis XIV.. of France Her princes of the
lantagenet, Tudor, and Stuart families, may not have es

caped the contagion, but they never succeeded in communi
cating it to the English nation. The nation, unhappily, has
broken from Catholic unity. b,,t it did nor do so till its epis
copacy became the advocate.- of exaggerated royalty, nor till
it seemed to her that the pope had deserted the Germanic
monarchy, and accepted R an csvsirism. We ^peak of the
nation, not of the king and court. Though she has lost the
unity of faith, her people have remained truer to the old
Germanic order of civilization developed and matured un
der the fostering care of the papacy, and so well represented
by the Anglo-Saxon Alfred, than the people of any other

nat_ion._
\\ ,. ;i re guilty as Catholics of no infidelity to re

ligion in praising her civil and political order, for it is the
order that once prevailed throughout Catholic Europe, for
which tin- popes struggled against the German emperors,
A-hich they defended as long as thev could, and which is

the order that better accords with Catholicity than that
winch prevails in the Catholic, states themselves.
Much of the marvellous energy displayed bv the British

government during the last, twenty-five years is no doubt
due to the Catholic relief bill, which became a law in 1829,and to the reform of parliament in 1S32. The working of
the latter measure has not confirmed the predictions of its

opponents, or our own expectations. It has added to the
stability as well as to the energy of the government by giv
ing a larger portion of its subjects a direct interest in Sip-
porting it, and has not given, as we feared it would, an un
due preponderance to the business classes. There is now
on foot a new project of parliamentary reform, and all par
ties, conservatives as well as Whigs and radicals, agree that
some further amendment of the representation is desirable
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and may 1, safely attempted. The ministerial plan has not
reached us at the tune we are writing and we cannot speak

I he Whig plan is uncertain, hut the radical plan
i-awn up by Mr. Bright, and presented, not to parliament,but to the public, we have seen and read with care as well

as several speeches its author has made in its elucidation and
I he plan upon the whole seems to us remarkablymoderate considering its source. Ignorant as we are of

bnghsh society, we cannot say whether it does or does not
put the qualifications of suffrage too low. Our impression
however, fe that it does, and also that in the distribution of
the seats in parliament obtained by suppressing or diminish
ing the representation of b -.roughs below a certain standard
of population, it gives too large a portion of them to the great
centres of commerce and manufactures. The principle on
which Mr. Bright proceeds appears to be that of approach
ing as near as possible in the present state of British society,to universal suffrage, and to throw the balance in the house
of commons on the side of the business classes, a principlethat may easily be pushed, and if once adopted almost sure
to be pushed, to a dangerous extreme.
Mr. Bright appears to us to be too much under the in

fluence of our American democracy, and to be quite ignorant of the working of universal suffrage with us. The re
form bill of 1832 in England, was a step towards changingthe commons from the representation of the people as an

estate^
to their representation as population. Mr. Bright s

plan is a step further in the same direction. It adoptsmore of the democratic principle, and cives the lower house
of parliament more of a democratic character. We should
not seriously object to this, if we could be sure the house of
lords would be preserved with its present constitution.
But with one house constituted on democratic principles, and
possessing the powers possessed by the English commons,
understood to represent population, and therefore the nation,
not an estate, it will be dillicult if not impossible to main
tain the house of lords, which can then be understood to

represent only the personal rights and privileges of its mem
bers. The house of lords may remain respectable for the
personal worth, ability, or rank of its members, but it ceases
to be national, and must lose its hold on the national mind,
represented in the house of commons. When the Abbe
Sieves, in answer to the question, &quot;What is the third es
tate?&quot; replied, &quot;The nation,&quot; he pronounced the doom of
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the French nobility as a political body. If the house of
commons represents the nation, it represents the nobility as
well as the commonalty, for the nobility as well as the com
monalty belongs to the nation and is a constituent part of it.

The question may then be pertinently asked,
&quot; \Vhv retain

theJiouse of lords?&quot; a (piestion to which it would be very
dillicnlt to return a satisfactory answer. The national mind
would soon come to lind the house of lords an anomaly in
the British constitution, and the invincible force of logic
would compel its suppression. The British constitution a7id
the glory of the British nation would vanish, if either house
were suppressed, or if it should cease to be true that the na-
Hon is represented by the two houses concurrently, not by
either alone. The house of lords enters into the national

representation, and is as essential to it as the house of com
mons. This is the feature in the British constitution we
most admire, and which gives it whatever advantage it may
have over our American system, for there is no analogy be
tween our senate and the British house of lords. With us
both houses are elective, and there is no check on the elec
tive principle, and nothing to temper it. With us democ
racy may become as absolute as Roman c;esarism, and ma
jorities may play the tyrant without any elective restraint.
In (ireat Britain the power of the crown is restrained by
the lords and commons: the power of the commons is re
strained by the king and lords, and the power of the lords

by the king and commons. Tin; hereditary principle in the
crown and lords prevents the elective principle from becom
ing absolute, as the elective principle in the commons pre
vents the hereditary principle in either the crown or the
lords from becoming absolute or supreme, and from the

necessity of the concurrence of the two principles to the
action of the state, stability and movement, order and lib

erty, or order with liberty, and liberty with order are at
once secured.

Mr. Bright seems to us to overlook the fact that the

peers are an integral element in the nationaJ representation,
and to regard them simply as representing the interests of
the great landed proprietors, lie does not see that the
house of lords is not a part of the constitution for the sake
of securing the representation of any special interest or in

terests, but for the sake of sustaining an hereditary prin
ciple along with the elective in the parliamentary represen
tation of the nation. Even in his. mind the house of lords
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Is an anomaly, and he would not seriously regret its aboli

tion, lie takes as a merit in our constitution, what is real

ly a defect. In our national representation, whether of the

states or the Union, we have: not tempered the elective

with the hereditary principle, because our society lacked the

necessary hereditary materials for an hereditary peerage.
The defect in the constitution grows out of a defect in

American society. The English nobility did not emigrate,

only the commons emigrated, and only the third estate of

the British constitution was brought herewith the colonists,
and when we became independent, we were obliged to con

stitute our government with that one estate, and to make
the house of commons a national representation. We orig

inally attempted to supply the defect by dividing the house
of commons into two houses, both elective, but resting on
different bases of population, property, or locality. We
have now in most of the states left no difference between
the two houses, except that the members of the one are

elected from larger and the members of the other from
smaller electoral districts, which amounts to very little in

practice. Make the house of commons the representation
of the nation, and adopt, as the radicals propose, manhood

suffrage, and Great Britain becomes at once virtually a

democracy, and the last vestige of the old Germanic insti

tutions of England is effaced.

Mr. Bright thinks universal suffrage works well with us,

but if he lived here he would change his mind. Universal

suffrage may work well enough in France, where the body
to which members are elected is a mere sharn, possessing no

effective power. But it will not work well where election

confers real power; for with it elections not only become

venal, which they do in Great Britain and Ireland under a

limited suffrage, but they throw, especially in large cities

and towns, the power into the hands of the lowest classes,

ill able to judge of the qualification of candidates, and who
are sure to elect men of low character, those noisy, brawl

ing politicians or unprincipled demagogues, who appeal to

their prejudices or flatter their passions, to the highest and

most responsible offices in the state or Union. The prin

cipal objection to universal suffrage is, not that it opens the

door to the bribery and corruption of electors, but that it is

in the way of electing men of high character, stern integ

rity, and real statesmanship, who scorn to pander to vulgar
tastes and vulgar passions. We had, last autumn, in this
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der the state and the municipal &quot;.-ovcrnmeiit, and it would

have been difficult to have selected from our whole motley

population lists ,,f candidates more unsuitable for the offices

to which they were nominated. Hardly a decent man will

allow his name to be used as a candidate for any oilice ; for

if he should, he knows he would only lie run down. \\ e

have men of talent, learning, statesmanship in our country ;

but Mich men cannot be elected, for not min- lin^ with and

flattering the people, they are not popular. There are men
t &amp;gt;nou&amp;lt;_:h here to till our congress and our state senates, who

would compare, after a little experience, not unfavorably
with the members of the house of commons, or the house

of lords ; but you never hear of them. and. except on very

rare occasions, thev have not so much political influence as

the keeper of a low &quot; ropery or rating house. This is due

to the extension of sutTra^e beyond all reasonable limits.

We are inclined to think that if Mr. I .rfdit knew the work-

in-- of our electoral system as well a- \ve do. he would think

twice before he willingly lowered the sulTraire qualification

in the Cnited Kingdom. There i&amp;gt; no sen&amp;gt;ilile man here

who does not .see and deplore the terrible evils of the ultra

democracy we have encouraged. To restrict a franchise,

now virtually unrestricted. i&amp;gt; impossible, and the bare sn^-

ire.st ion of a wish to do it, would forever deliar those \\ho

should express it from ever receiving the sutl ra^es of their

fellow-citi/.ens tor the most insignificant office in their irift.

It is owinur to universal sulTra-v that our public men make

so poor a liirure, and are seldom up to the level ot their po

sition, that our representatives abroad are seldom such as

docredit to the country, and the debates in our congress

fall so far in dignity, ability, and .statesmanship below the

debates in the p.ritisli parliament. What I ritisli statesmen

should u;uard specially against is placing their &amp;lt;roveriimeiit

(,n the democratic declivity, and strengthening the elective

clement of parliament at the expense of the hereditary ele

ment, which they necessarily do just in proportion as they

seek to make the house of commons the national represen

tation.

Mr. I Jright lays great stress on the ballot secret ballot,

we suppose he means. Here the secret ballot amounts to

nothing, and is a slur on the independence and manliness

of tiie voter, rather than his protection against the intim

idation of employers or of demairo^ues. What would be its
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value in Grout Britain and Ireland we are unable to say,
but if it would have any effect, we think it would be directly
the contrary of the one&quot; anticipated by its friends. What in

genera] the laboring or tenant classes want protecting against
is not the landlord or proprietary class, with whom in the
great majority of cases they would vote, if left to them
selves, but politicians of their own class, who wish them to
vote against their landlords or employers. It is from these

politicians or demagogues they would conceal their votes,
and if the ballot enabled them &quot;to do it effectually, the radi

cals, not the conservatives, would be the losing party. But
as it does not enable them to do this, as the politicians of
their own class are sure to know how they vote, whether

they^vote by open or secret ballot, we are unable to attach

any importance to the question, further than it seems to us
more manly more in accordance with the character of a

freeman, to declare his vote openly than it is to attempt to
conceal it. The secret ballot, if adopted, would only help
destroy one of the finest traits in the English character
that of frank, manly independence a trait of character
which disappears under an absolute democracy no less than
under an absolute monarchy.
We have said, that we think the disposition Mr. Bright

proposes to make of the seats he obtains by the suppression
or diminution of the representation of boroughs under a
certain standard population, seems to us likely to throw
too much power into the hands of the business and indus
trial classes, as distinguished from the agricultural classes.

The theory of the British house of commons is not the

representation of population, but of interests. Hence it

was originally composed of knights of the burgesses and

knights of the shire. The borough interests had apparent
ly a stronger representation than the county or agricultural

interests; but a large number of the original boroughs
having lapsed, and not a few that remained having become

by the changes of time more identiiied with the agricultu
ral or rural than with the business interests of the country,
it become necessary in 1.832. in order to restore the balance
and retain the original idea of the house of commons, to

diminish the small borough representation, become wholly
or in part rural, and to enlarge that of the great commer
cial and manufacturing towns of modern growth. But the
business interests held a different proportion to the rural or

agricultural interests from what they did under either the



.&quot; 8 POLITICS AT 110MK AND ABROAD.

Norman or the I lantairenet sovereigns, and to give them a?

lar^e a relative representation as they then had, would give

them a power far greater than they then possessed, and

make them the governing interests of the country. At all

times, whatever was the numerical representation of the

borotiirhs. the balance of power remained on the side of the

land, or the country interests, and to shift it to the side of

the business interests is to change the osential character ot

the house of commons, and to endanger the very existence

of the Uritish constitution. The strength of the business

interests is. in relation to that of the agricultural interests,

taking the nation at laruv. far greater than it was formerly,

and if thev have their former proportion of the representa

tion, thev will become supreme, (live them the decided

majority of the representation in the house of commons,
and (ireat Britain becomes primarily an industrial and com

mercial nation, in which commerce and manufactures cease

to be the handmaids of agriculture, and become its mis

tresses. No state, where all interests are subordinated to

the interests of trade and industry, is or can be long-lived.

The land is the primary source of the strength and wealth

of a nation, and England s real greatness and wealth have

reached their present enormous growth, because she has

always drawn vast resources from her land, in
the^produce

,.f her agriculture, and her mines of tin. copper, iron, and

latterly of coal The M-erm of her weakness is in the fact

that she has, under the present agricultural system, become

unable to feed her own population, and supply her own in

dustry, without depending on the growth of foreign coun

tries/ P.ut her agriculture, especially in Ireland, admits of

vast developments not yet effected, and which would not be

were trade and industry to become supreme. It is essential

to her stability, to her steady progress, that the landed in

terest should &quot;preponderate
in her house of commons, as it

ought to do in every state. We call the attention of Mr.

BrTu ht and the Manchester school to these views, because

they do not seem to us to attach the importance to them

they deserve.

We cannot deny that we take a lively interest in what

ever affects Great Britain for good or for evil. She has

fallen from Catholic unity, and is under some points of

view the bitterest enemy our religion now has. Her influ

ence is lessened and rendered less beneficial in consequence

of her dragging the dead body of Protestantism in her
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train. But she has retained more of that old civil and

political order which grew up under the fostering care of the

church, and is a better representative of the old Germanic
civilization that supplanted the Graeco-Roman, than any
other nation now to he found. With all her faults, and

they are many, she is the best supporter Europe has of civil

and religious liberty, and without her cwsarism would tri

umph throughout the Old World, and perhaps also the New.
Then anti-papal as she is, the church is at present really
freer in her dominions, and suffers less interference and an

noyance from the government, than in any Catholic country
we caii name, and we regard her system as infinitely more
favorable to the growth and expansion of Catholicity and
Catholic thought than that of .France, of .Naples, or of

Austria. We entreat British statesmen, in their attempted
amendments of the constitution, to guard sedulously against
the tendency to continental ca?sarism, on the one hand, and
the tendency to American democracy on the other. Let
them he slow to adopt our democratic principles, and let

them learn to distinguish between the papacy and conti

nental cyesarism, from which the church and the people
alike suffer, and direct their continental policy against pa

gan, not against papal Rome, and they will serve their own

country and the cause of civil and religious liberty through
out the world. They will keep their country true to the

old Germanic, order, and make it the grand instrument in

the hands of Providence of restoring that order to power,
and healing the schism now so fatal to European society,
both temporally and spiritually.
We pass not from Great Britain to our own country with

unmixed pleasure, and it is with a subdued pride we contrast

British statesmen with our own. We, however, have the

consolation of knowing that when things are at worst they
sometimes mend, and we are in that state when any change
must be for the better. The political morality and integrity
of our people have been on the decline ever since the elec

tion of General Jackson to the presidency. It was in his

election and under his administration that the purely dem
ocratic elements of our constitution first became really ope
rative and effective in the government and people. Before
him the government had been republican, but not, strictly

speaking, democratic. Under him we abandoned the Brit

ish system, which we had inherited from our fathers, and

adopted the system of French or continental democracy,
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and. with unparalleled external trrowth. have been
&amp;lt;_

r
&amp;lt;&amp;gt;inir

to

destruction about as fust as a people well can. We have
modified all our state constitutions in a democratic sense,

destroyed the independence of the judiciary bv rendering
the judges elective by the people for short terms of serviee

and iveiiinble. tampered with the noble system of the coin

moil law, availed the principle of vested rights &amp;gt;t ruck at the

very principle of constitutional government hv asserting for

the people in caiicu- the rights and powers which thev can
have only in convention legally assembled, and removed as

tar as possible every oltaele to the immediate expression in

law of the will or eapri &amp;gt;\ the majority for the time. We
have, in a word, done every tiling we could to render our

government an absolute democracy, as incompat ihle with

liberty as absolute monarchy itself. ( oiiservatism has

come to mean, with us, lilibusterism, the acquisition of our

neighbor s land, the exten.-ion of ne^ro &amp;gt;laverv. the reopen
ing ot the slave trade, and placing under the ban of society

every publicist who raises his voice against such eonx-rva-
tism.

\\ e advocated, with reluctance indeed, the election of

Mr. Buchanan in l^.&quot;&amp;gt;(. but. our worst apprehensions have
been reali/ed. We can hardly call to mind a single states

man-like niea.-ure that he has recommended, nor a wise act

of much magnitude his administration has performed. If

he has defended a sound constitutional principle, he has

coupled its deieiice with a principle or measure of a totally

different character. In the Kansas affair his course is in

defensible, for, though ri^rlit in maintaining that it is not

nece-siry to the validity of the constitution that it be sub-

mitted to the people for ratification, he was wi onir in prom
ising the people of Kansas that it should be so submitted,
and etjiially wron- in accepting and presenting the Le-

comjttoii constitution to congress as the constitution of

the state of Kansi-. knowing as he did that, the Lecomp-
ton convention and its constitution were a manifest fraud.

We do not airree with Mr. Douglas in his doctrine of

squatter sovereignty, or the legislative capacity of a terri

torial people. A territory under our system is neither a

state organized nor an inchoate, state: it has no existence

but what, it derives from the federal irovernment, no rights
or powers but those conferred on it by congress. While a

territory it has no autonomy, no substantive 1

political exist

ence. The power of congress over it is no doubt limited,
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but by its own constitution, not by the rights and powers of
the territory. If congress has the

rig] it to legislate on the
question of slavery, it may delegate the exercise of that no-lit
to the territorial

legislature, and that legislature may autlibr-
ize or exclude slavery as it sees proper ;

but if congress has
no right to legislate on the subject, the territory can have

Hie pretence that congress cannot intervene, and
yet that the people of a

territory, remaining a territory, can
settle the question of slavery or any other question demand
ing legislation, is simply absurd. Either congress has power
to legislate on the subject of slavery in the

territories, and
then to admit or exclude

it, as it judges proper, or there can
be no legislation on the subject, till the territory becomes a
sovereign state. In no way, then, can Mr. Douglas s doc
trine, if it aims at any thing more than transferring the dis
pute from congress to the territory, be defended. His doc
trine of popular sovereignty, as we understand

it, is the
most dangerous doctrine that can be asserted, and one which
every American statesman should set his face against. On
this point we agree with the southern statesmen, whose in
terest has led them to deny it, and assert the principle of
vested rights. .Mr. Buchanan s fault is that while fully ac

knowledging, and pledged to maintain the doctrine, he has
acted against it, and in a case where by acting against it he
sanctioned a manifest fraud.

There are only two ways in which a territory can legally
pass from a territory to a state, the one is by an enabling
act, as it is called, and the other by the adoption by the ter
ritorial people of a constitution, and presenting it to con
gress in the form of a petition to be admitted into the
Union. The latter is irregular, but not illegal, and is valid
the moment congress grants the petition, winch, in this case,
it may do or not, as it chooses. In the former case, suppos
ing the constitution formed under the enabling act is re

publican, and contains no provision repugnant to the consti
tution of the United States, congress is bound to admit the
new state, provided it has satisfactory evidence that it is

really and in good faith the act of the people ; otherwise it

is its duty to reject it. Only the people in convention, with
whom rests the entire political power under our svstem, can
frame a constitution. The people in convention, not out
of it, are the supreme political sovereign; and it rests with
the people so assembled, in person or by their delegates,
whether the instrument drawn up shall be submitted to the
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as simple electors or iit&amp;gt;t. It is usual to submit it,

and it is, perhaps, alwavs expected that it will be done, but

the siihmi ion is not essential to the validity of the instru

ment. Nav. it i&amp;gt; well now anil then that it should not be

submit I cd. -ii that the distinction between the people in

ron vent ion and the people out ot convention, ot which we
an- ta.-t losing si^ht. mav be brought fresh to the public,
mind. The Lecomptoii constitution came before congress
in neither of the wavs mentioned, neither under an enabling
act, nor as a petition voted bv a majority of the electors, and

it was notoriously not the act of the people of Kansas. It

should therefore have been rejected bv congress, and not

entertained for a moment. The president s attempt to

force it a&amp;gt; a constitution on the people of Kansas, was
then-fort- unauthorized, and an attempt to usurp for the

federal iTovernment a power not conferred by the constitu

tion, and that is in direct derogation from the principle of

state rights, so lirmly and so justly sustained by the South.

There is more in this than at first strikes the eye. It was

an attempt to destrov our republican svstem. and to intro

duce the old cii-sarism of pa pin Koine, and to repudiate, as

France. Austria, Spain, and Naples have repudiated it, the

order of civilization which we have had the happiness ot in

heriting from our fathers. Almost the only principle we
have retained from (iermanic Hurope, is embodied in our

doctrine of state rights, -a doctrine which assumes the

states to stand on a basis of their own. and to be anterior to

the I liion. instead of holding from it. or existing under it,

as the source of their rights and power-, which would assim

ilate the state to the territory. If we mean to preserve our

svstem of government and prevent our republic, from fall

ing under monarchical e;esari&amp;gt;m on the one hand, or demo
cratic ca sirism on the other, we must at every cost, be it

even civil war and bloodshed, resist the practical adoption
of the doctrine that the states hold from the Cnion. _No

man whose eyes are open can fail b &amp;lt; see that the ultra-central

ized democratic tendency of our people is aiding a tendency
to imperial csesarism, and that when the purely democratic

tendency has destroyed, as it is destroying, constitutionalism,
we shall tind that we have inaugurated not a constitutional

or limited monarchy surrounded by republican institutions,
which would be endurable, but such a monarchy as central

ized democracy alwavs begets, that of imperial Rome, what
we call imperial ca-sarism, such as now exists in France and
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Austria. Every thing in the nortlicrn, middle, and western

states, if not in the southern, is pushing us through demo
cratic absolutism in the direction of csesarism, and hastening
the day, when by -&amp;lt;\c&amp;lt;i))

&amp;lt;T etdttlie president will make him
self i\ parvenu emperor. That is the direction things have

been taking ever since General Jackson became president,
and which nothing as yet has been able to divert,

In liis foreign politics the president seems not to have
been wise, active, or successful, lie might easily when min
ister to Great Britain, if he had been so disposed, have set

tled satisfactorily the Central American question, but he

preferred to leave it open as an issue to help his nomination

arid election to the presidency, and as a chance to acquire

glory for his administration. Its settlement now seems
further off than ever, and has by mismanagement become
so complicated that, if ever settled, it will receive a Franco-

British, not an American solution. For ourselves we shall

be glad to see it settled in any way that will secure a free

transit across the isthmus to the commerce of all nations,

and close the Central American states to the operations of

filibusters.

We have, no doubt, just causes of complaint against Mex

ico, a republic which can hardly be regarded as a state
;
but

the lust for territorial acquisition has prevented our govern
ment from either taking the proper steps to obtain justice

for our own citizens, or offering its own friendly offices to

assist the distracted republic in reestablishing legal order

and preserving peace. We have been quite willing to see

her fall to pieces, counting with certainty on getting the

fragments at our convenience. We have thought that a

little idle declamation about the &quot; Monroe doctrine,&quot; wholly

inapplicable to the case, would guard our destined prey
from any attempt on the part of a European power to snatch

it from us
;
but without an army, and with a navy inferior

to that of Spain, our fulminations of the Monroe doctrine

are not remarkably terrifying to Europeans, and we find

now that France and England are quite likely to disregard
them. The proposition of the president to congress, to

authorize him to invade and establish a protectorate over

the northern provinces of the republic, has aroused the

vigilance and activity of Great Britain, and we shall here

after have to reckon with her in Mexico as well as in

Nicaragua and Costa Rica.

We liave no great choice between the rival parties strug-
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gling ti&amp;gt;r power in Mexico, for we have no confidence in the

loyal intentions of the chief- of eitlier. Let which will

succeed, the church and society will sntTcr : order will not be.

reestablished, or tlir condition of the poor people amelio
rated. The elements of a well or^-, mixed, orderly. elHcient,

roiriv--! ve government, are wanrinir in Mexico. The
t her population are unin-trucfed. iirnorant. and poor,

a decree above the condition of &amp;gt;Iaves; the higher
classes are fearfully depraved, perhaps outwardly Catholic,
luit to a great extent without faith, or affection for the true
interests of tlie church. There may lie. and no donltt are.

many anioii^ flu- clergy who are learned, pious, and sincerely
devoted to the duties of their .-acred calling. but there arc

large numbers whose conduct is irregular and disedifving ;

while the regulars, or religious orders, possessing consider
able revenues, will con-ent, even with the approbation of

Rome, to no reforms oi
1 changes nee -s-arv to re.-toro disci

pline, and place religion on a proper footing. T nder the,&amp;gt;e

circimi-tanee- religion Differs, and eocietv with it. One
pai-ty confiscates t!ie property of the clmrch. and the other
take- if under pretence of defending if: and tin 1 church i&amp;gt;

alike robbed by her pretended friends and her avowed
enemies. There is little hope that the n.bberv will be di&amp;gt;-

eontimied. let which pai ty will succeed, till the church ha-
l&quot;-t her l;i-t dollar, her connection wi tli the, state is. dissolved,
and she i- thrown on the voluntary affections of the people.
;nid her o\vn resources as the .-piritnal kin- doni of (iod.
The absorption of Mexico into our I uion, so far as it would
have thi- iv-iilr. would, in our judgment, be no disaster, but
a real v;ain to religion, though the church for a time would
lo-e many now nominally her children. The same result

would follow were she to fall into the hands of (ircat

I ritain. but not if she fell into the hands of France, or

aii ain into the hands of Spain. To become healthy, strong,
and vigorous. Catholicity mu&amp;gt;t. in our davs, ptru^^le with

heiv-y and infidelity, and if her limbs be unbound, and the
field be open and free, nothing needs to be apprehended.We think our government, when if had conquered Mexico,
would have done her and the Catholic religion a real ser

vice if it had annexed her to the Tnion, and extended over
her gradually the protection of our English common law, and

Germanized her. It is too late now. Both England and
France arc in our way, and though we could, on our own
territory, where all our resources are at hand, and we can
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brine; all our forces to boar, withstand either or both com-
3d, we cannot in a foreign country, or even on the

ocean, do more than come off second best with either ofA war with Great Britain is out of the question.
&amp;gt;u mercantile classes, our cotton and rice planters, our

pork, beef and wheat growers would shrink from it with
She is the great consumer of our raw products, and

the centre of our exchanges with whatever part of the worldwe trade.

We should have no serious objection to see Cuba one of
states of this Union, and it is a &quot;fixed idea&quot; of the

American people, that if she passes from the possession of
Spam, she must pass into thai of no other European powerI hat she may some day be annexed to the Union is farfrom improbable, but the bill introduced into the senate at
the recommendation of the president, appropriating thirtymill ons of dollars towards obtaining it by purchase, is one
of the coolest things we have ever read of in historyand we know not whether to regard it as the more insult
ing to our own national honor or to Spain. It is true we
purchased of Napoleon I. the territory of Louisiana, and
purchased it at a bargain; but it was in the market, and if
there was dishonor it was on the part of the sovereign who
ottered it for sale, not on the part of the state that saw fit
ro purchase it. But Cuba is not in the market, and the
president is as well aware of that fact as we are. We mi&amp;lt;&amp;gt;-ht

take Cuba by force, though not without a larger army and a
larger and better appointed navy than we now have- but
we are not rich enough to buy it. Spaniards are not pre
cisely Anglo-Americans. . No&quot;t a few of our people, we are
sorry to say, are ready to sell any thing they have, if at a
bargainthere is nothing too sacred to^be parted with The
husband would hardly hesitate to strip off and sell his wife s

wedding ring, if he could obtain for it a hundred or even
itty per cent advance on its cost. No homestead is so
sacred that they would refuse to sell it at a fair price, in
deed, they would sell the very graves of their ancestors, and
even their bones. It does not occur to these that there is

any thing censurable or regrettable in this, or that in re
gard to such matters any people can think, feel, or act dif
ferently from them. What is sentiment when it stands in
the way of hard cash? But all people are not like this
large portion of Americans, and the people of Spain less
than most others. Spain may have lost in physical force
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mid in material splendor, lut .-In- retains her &quot;Id Oastilian

pride, and her hiirh sense of national honor. Culm may he

wrested from her liv revolution or ly foreign conquest, but

she will never sell it. least of all to us. who have for so many
years bv our dislovaltv, our filibusters and our tampering
with hei 1

suhjects in Cuba, put her to -uch enormous ex

penses to retain it. There is ^Miiething e\ en moi e insult-

in^ in the reasons which it i- prop. &amp;gt;-ed to oiler to Spain to

induce hei- to -ell Cuba, than even in the proposition itself

t,, IMIV it. ( )ur minister is to -ay to the Spanish govern

ment: &quot; Your possession of ( uba is distant and precarious,

and it costs voii a lai - e sum annually to defend it. an ex

pense wliieh. in vour present straightened circumstances,

vou can ill all oni. We want Cuba ; it is indeed very im

portant, almo&amp;gt;t necessary to u-. and we are ready and will

ing to l&amp;gt;uv it at a verv liberal jriee, and hand you over the

cash for it. YOU had better close with us at once, tor it

vou will not -ell it to us. we &amp;gt;hall be obliged in our own in-

&quot;tere-t to take it. and vou will lose it and get nothing.&quot;
\\ e

forget that it i- precisely we who render her possession
ot

Cuba pivcai ious. and our
di&amp;gt;loyal

a-ts that render neces-ary

the eiiormoii&amp;gt; expenditure for it- piv-ervat ion to the Snaii-

i&amp;gt;h crown : that the series of acts that render its possession

precarious are ours, and that these acts on our part are done

preci&amp;gt;elv
in order to force her to &amp;gt;ell it. A neighbor owns

a farm adjoining mine, which I want, but which he has no

disposition to part with. 1 enter into a league with his

workmen on the farm to break down the fences, destroy

the crops, and kill the cattle, horse.-, and sheep, and then I

tell him. &quot; You see, .-ir. your farm is worthless, and only a

bill of expense to vou. it costs you more to keep it in re

pair than it is worth, and more to keep a proper guard on

the cultivators than all you can derive from its produce. It

is decidedlv lor voin interest to sell it. Furthermore, if you
will not &amp;gt;el l it. 1 &amp;gt;liall be obliged to take forcible possession

of

it, in order to remove the .-caudal of such bad farming from

niv neighborhood.&quot;
&quot;

Hut, he replies, &quot;if you would con

duct yourself as a uood neighbor, and let my husbandmen

alone, there would be no difficulty, no had farming in the

case. What do vou think of your own conduct, in render

ing mv farm useless to me in order to induce me to sell it

This is the way we treat Spain with regard to Cuba.

Hut nobody is deceived in the case. Neither the presi

dent nor congress, neither Benjamin the Jew, nor Bennett
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the Scotsman, expects to obtain Cuba by purchase. The
offer to buy and pay is intended, after the act is done, to be
a plea in justification to public opinion for taking; possession
of the island by force or revolution. We are informed, on
what ought to be very high authority in the case, that a

republican insurrection is completely organized throughout
the island of Cuba, so complete and so strong that it is sure
of success, if its leaders can only have an assurance from
our government that when they have struck their blow, de
clared their independence of Spain, and instituted the re

public, they will be received into the Union as a state. It
is on this republican revolution of the Cubans themselves
under our encouragement and fostering care we chiefly

rely, and the offer to buy, and the bill appropriating thirty
millions towards carrying into effect the negotiation for the
purchase, are intended to be offered as a proof that we are

disposed to deal honorably with Spain, and also, if the bill

pass, to be an assurance to the Cubans that we are willing to
receive her into our family of states. The latter is the prin
cipal purpose. The bill has been introduced into congress
chiefly for the purpose of committing congress and the peo
ple of the United States to the Cuban revolutionists. Hence
the effort to manufacture public opinion throughout the

Union, especially at the Xorth, in its favor. The American
people are not quite so unscrupulous as the administration
and its supporters, and they need management and to be
made to believe that in receiving Cuba they are not receiv

ing stolen goods. The bill having failed this session of

congress, we suppose the Cuban revolution will be adjourned
for another year.
With regard to the Cubans we have no doubt from all we

can learn that they have good reason to complain of the

government of the mother country. They are held under
a
^rigid despotic rule, indeed a military despotism, and stu

diously excluded from every office of trust and employment
under government. They have no recognized rights, and

may be arrested, executed, imprisoned, or exiled on the

slightest suspicion. We have great sympathy with them,
and sincerely wish success to any just measures they may
adopt, motu proprio, to improve their political and civil

condition. But we do not think that our people or our gov
ernment are justified in interfering in the case. They are
the subjects of Spain, and if they proved themselves loyal
to Spain, their condition would soon become tolerable. Re-

VOL. XVI-37
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liirion we have no doubt, would irain by their annexation to

the Union, for Catholicity is at pre.-ent
more vigorous,

more healthy, more progressive under non-Catholic than

under Catholic governments; but in reality we do not want

Cub:, In a military point of view, its annexation would

extend and weaken our line of defence. It would not give

us the command of the -ulf and enable us to make it a

., ,-hinxnm. In a commercial point of view, it would

perhaps extend our trade, but add little to the revenues ot

the government. It is wanted only to give us another slave

state and to strengthen the institution oi
slavery,

which

after all it would weaken. The South is strong, it she re

main^ as she is. and does not attempt to extend slavery
be

yond its pn-eni limits, or to acquire new slave territory.

Slavery and the free labor system are decidedly antagonisti-

rai and the expansion of the one necessarily resists that ot

t!, (

- other. It is not possible that the slave system oi labor

should triumph in this country, and the South may as we I

.rive up the hope of it at .-nee. There is vet power enough

hi the southern states, and loyalty enough to the constitu-

ti()I1 ;,, ,1,,. n ,,rthern to protect slavery where it is: bmMet

the South attempt to extend it beyond it&amp;gt; present constitu

tional limits, and she will losewhai she has. Secession Iron.

the Union, and the formation of a southern slave republic,

i. v ,. n if attempted, will not save slavery, but precipitate
its

abolition. The attempt to go beyond the constitution in

support of slavery made by the supreme court in the Precl

Scott ease, has destroyed much of the roped hitherto en

tertained for its members, and weakened the hold ot the

judiciarv on the public mind : and the attempt on the part

of the president and his advisers has demoralised the Demo

cratic Partv throughout the Union. A pro-slavery party

(-an no more succeed than an abolition party, and is
no_

more

in accordance with the constitution, while it i

cordauce with the sentiments of the great mass ot the

American people. If Mr. Buchanan had taken the advice

we --ave him in January, lSr,&amp;lt;5. he would have found him

self &quot;to-day at the head of a strong Union and constitutional

nartv able to elect his successor, and to govern the nation

lie did nor see proper to listen to it, and he finds himseli

now without a party, with scarcely a supporter but the

JVi in Ynrl I[c, &amp;lt;tl&amp;lt;l. and fail in- in almost every measure

foreign or domestic policv he has recommended. Never

have^our politics stood lower, never the reputation c

republic so low.
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_

We
havejeft ourselves no space to enter into the discus

sion of the internal politics of the several states, or to dilate
on the corruption so rife in both the federal and state gov
ernments, the frauds in the business world, and the low
moral tone of the community generally. We are be-nnnino-
to experience the legitimate fruits of &quot;the democracy which
we have since the election of General Jackson been encourag
ing, and which has gained almost a complete victory over
our original Germanic

constitutionalism; but we think we
see an incipient reaction against the democratic interpreta
tion given to our institutions. We think the breaking upof the Democratic party a great gain, even if it only results
in the party that succeeds it doing so under another name
o get rid of the name is of great importance, for the name

has a logic in
it, that they who bear it will even uncon

sciously labor to develop and push to its last consequences.A party christened democratic can never be practically con
servative. It can never emancipate itself from the despotism ot its name. Whatever party succeeds in 1860, we
trust it will not be called democratic, and any party in the
country, not called by that name, will prove a gain We do
not sympathize with the Republican party so called : it is
not purely republican in contradistinction from democratic
has too many democratic principles and tendencies, and is
tinctured with abolitionism, is even yet a little woolly-headed

;
but it has a, good name, and if it succeeds to powerunder that name will be forced to eliminate its democratic

elements, and develop in a constitutional sense. It is even
now assuming a ground less unconstitutional than that which
it formerly occupied, and approaching, on the question of
slavery, a policy equally removed from abolitionism and pro-
slavery. M/e should not fear its accession to power so much
as we did in 1856. The election even of Mr. Seward to the
presidency would do less to try the strength of the Union
than the election of Mr. Buchanan has

1
&quot;

done. Even the
American party, if it has really dropped the dark lantern,and given up its organization as a secret society, of which
we are far from certain, would be preferable to &quot;the success
of the present Democratic party. No party can succeed
here that to any serious extent proscribes naturalized citi

zens, or pursues a really illiberal policy towards foreigners
It may succeed in this or that locality, but never in the na
tion at

large._
As for Catholics they may experience annoy

ances, vexations, but no party will ever be able to dis-



580 POLITICS AT HOMK ANT I&amp;gt; AP.UOAO.

franchise them or to deprive them of their equal rights as

eiti/ens. Religious liberty is the law of the land, and will

not l&amp;gt;r seriously disturbed, unless radical democracy be-

coines a moh. and ends in establishing by universal suffrage

an absolute monarchy or c;esarism, as it has dune in France.

In (ireat Britain the .-talesman has to study to preserve
the hereditarv element of \\l&amp;gt; government, against the ten-

dencv to absolute democracy. Here he must study to roll

back the democratic wave, and to reassert constitutionalism.

He has here to rescue the country from that centralized and

despotic democracv which \ve have borrowed trom Kurope.
and li iiard against the c;e&amp;gt;ari&amp;gt;m which now weighs down all

the Latin. Sclavonic, and most of the Teutonic nations of

Kurope. The real antagonist of that csesarism is not democ

racy, but the British system, which was originally also our

ow n, and intended, as far as applicable to the condition and

wants of our people, to be preserved in our state and federal

constitutions. We do not think it too late to resist the

democratic tendency we have followed too long, and to re

turn to a government of law in&amp;gt;1ead ol a government of

mere will, or of demagogic mano iivring. intrigue, and

ca jolerv.

We need not say that we are attached to our American

institutions as they were left us by our fathers. What we

oppose is the &amp;gt;ub&amp;gt;tit ut ion of Jacobinical democracy for true

American republicanism. We do not distrust the people
or ,-eek to limit their power. We hold the people in con

vention are our political sovereign, and the only political

power then; is in the country. What we oppose is, that

because they are sovereign when in convention assembled

they are sovereign out of it, in their simple capacity as

population, which is, we take it, the essence of democracy.
Keturn to the real theory of our government, and administer

it in accordance with that theory, and we shall be satisfied.

It is all we ask, or ever have asked.

[The foregoing essay was produced by the late Archbishop Kenrick

of Baltimore and Dr. Brownson conjointly. As the part of each cannot

well be separated, the whole is here published. ED.]
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[From Brownson s Quarterly Review for July, 1859.]

THIS work, which attracted less attention when first pub
lishecl than it deserves, is important both as an apology for

Napoleon I., and as indicative of the policy of Napoleon
III. It was written when its author was an exiled prince,
and comparatively few ever dreamed that he was ever des
tined to occupy the French throne, or to play a prominent
part

in the political drama of the world
;
but now that he

is seated on that throne, though as yet uncrowned, and
threatens to follow in the footsteps of his illustrious uncle,
it will probably be read, and the principles and policy it sets
forth be carefully studied. We have always done justice
to the abilities of Louis Napoleon, and we believed him to
be as much as lie has since proved himself, when nearly all

the world counted him mad or little better than a fool.
That he is the ablest sovereign in Europe no man can doubt,
or that he is the least scrupulous. That his reign will re
dound to the glory of France and to the general good of

Europe is not so certain. For ourselves, we believe still in

truth and honesty, and expect no solid good for individuals
oi- nations from their violation.

What most strikes us in this remarkable work, is the total

absence of every moral and religious conception on the part
of its author. Reasons of state are for him the supreme
law, and material good the tinal end of man. lieligion and

morality, when they do not interfere with state policy or

impose any restraint on the prince in his public or private
conduct, are no doubt to be tolerated

;
the clergy, as long

as they do not aspire to power or influence, or to be a gov
erning body, and keep in their place and tell the people to
be submissive to Caesar, may be encouraged and even sala

ried by the state, whether Catholics, or Protestants, or Jews.
But it is essential that they have no power even as a spirit
ual body not subjected to the direction and control of the

prince. The work shows us clearly enough that the em-

*I)es Idee* Napoleoniennes, par Ie PRINCE NAPOLEON-LOUIS BONA
PARTE, firm-dies :
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peror will not suppress or make war on religion as long as

he can use it. or as long us he does not find its practical

influence interfering with his state policy. It commends

Napoleon I. for keeping the clergy in subjection, suppress

ing monadic orders, and maintaining everywhere the su-

premacv of the state, and finds no fault with him for his

treatment of either Pius VI. or 1 ius VII. Every question

it treats is treated from the point of view of a low human

policv, and the author gives no indication that he has ever

heard that a policv to be wist- must be controlled by justice,

and that there is a King of kings and a Lord of lords, whose

will even Cav-ar is bound to obey. His conceptions are in

general further removed from Christianity than those of a

re-pectable heathen, and make the emperor a God on earth.

The ideas of the first Nap.lcun. it seems, were very dif
ferent from what appearances indicated, or the world in

general supposed, and perhaps still supposes. He was free

from selfishness, disinterested, and ambitious only to do

o-ood. He was &quot; the testamentary executor of the revolu

tion of ITM*,&quot; and labored only to secure its practical re

sults for France and the world. He organized its prin

ciples, and made it his mission to establish them for all

nation-. His wars were never wars of aggression, nor were

thev wars undertaken to redress wrongs done either to him

self or to his subjects. They were not wars for the ag

grandizement or, fill the last, for the defence of France or

of himself, but wars waged in the sacred cause of humanity,

to liberate oppressed nationalities, to establish the freedom

of the people and the autonomy and independence of na

tions. He had conceived a grand system of European or

ganization, entirely in the interest of liberty and the social

and national prosperity of mankind, and went forth as its

armed propagator. there were nations not prepared to

adopt it, and these he had to convince or to subdue. He,

was the prophet of the Code and took that in one hand and

his sword in the other, and as a second Mahomet, bid the

nations accept the one and be happy, or prepare to fall by

the other. He did not want war; he wanted peace, and

when he could succeed without war he preserved peace.

When he went to war it was only to force the enemy to

accept his svstem, his religion of materialism, as that which

was sure to&quot; work out their felicity. lie was a true repre

sentative of the fraternity preached by the French revolu

tion of 178 (

J, which, as somebody has described it, was v



NAPOLEONIC IDKAS. 583

&quot;Harkee, stranger, conic and embrace me as your brother,
or I will cut y.ur throat.&quot; The nations he conquered and
held in subjection, he intended to liberate as soon as he had
trained them for independence and freedom. Ills, design
was_

to restore all nationalities to their independence, with
a wise and efficient internal organization and government.
He failed in his wise and beneficent intentions, because he
was almost constantly engaged in war, and he was almost

constantly engaged in war because there was one nation,
the perfide Albion, he could neither convince nor conquer.

^The nephew, now emperor of the French, intends, it is

fair to suppose, to resume and carry out, or put in the train
of being carried out, the policy of his uncle. This policy,
the author tells us, was the organization, on the principles
of 1789, of a

u
federative

Europe;&quot; a policy, if practicable,
and attempted by wise and just means, we are far from re

garding as censurable, or as ill-adapted to the wants of Euro
pean society. But Xapoleon should have recollected that a

federative Europe is inconceivable without a federative gov
ernment, which must derive its existence and powers from the
free action of the states federated, and that these states had
not constituted him their sovereign and supreme legislator.
If his nephew is to be believed, all his wars, except those
after his Russian expedition, were reallv wars of propa-

fnidism,
or wars to impose his political and social system on

urope ;
such wars are seldom, if ever, lawful, and are nearly

always inexpedient. Xapoleon started, we are told, with
the principles of the revolution of 17*9, but no permanent
order can be founded on a revolutionary basis, and we can
never arrive at liberty through the practice of tyranny. We
cannot impose liberty on a nation by force of arms, because
the employment of force against a nation for such a purpose,
is a direct denial of its liberty. No people can receive its

liberty from another; and any people to become free, must
itself achieve its freedom by its own energy, courage, and
heroism. To destroy a nation s independence, as the condi
tion of enabling it to maintain its independence, is about as

wise as to destroy the life of a plant in order to facilitate its

growth, or to improve the beauty of its flower, or the qual

ity of its fruit,

Napoleon, if he really contemplated a federative Europe,
misconceived its character and conditions. In a federation,

the central power holds from the federated states, and is

their creature
;
but the Napoleonic idea made these states
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themse] vcs derive both their existence and their powers from
tin- central authority. The federated states elect the federal

chief, and determine his rights and powers, as under the

Carlovingian constitution ; Napoleon reversed this, and his

pretended free and independent nations could only have
lieen province.-, prefectures, or vassals of 1 ranee. The king
doms he created and placed under members of his faniilv,

had no national autonomy, and existed onlv for the interest

or Li loi Y of France, as his In-other, the king of Holland, bit-

terl\ experienced. The-e kingdoms were created by Napo
leon, and for hi&amp;gt; French empire; and their nominal sover

eigns were allowed to have no will of their own. They
must look to him. and obey him as their master. To tell us

that thev were organi/ed with a view to nourishing and

consolidating their nationality, and preparing them to be

come subsequently independent nations, is to pay no great

compliment to our political understanding.
The nephew shares, we preHime, the ideas of his uncle,

and we have no doubt he intends, one at ter another, to carry
them out ; but he will proceed with le.-s rashness and more
moderation, and will be verv cautious, as long as he is mas
ter of the Mtuatioii, not to

pu&amp;gt;h
matters to extremes. Yet

we think he has less chance of succeeding than had his more
brilliant and richly endowed uncle. He will liud that there

is more than one nation he can neither convince nor conquer.
He succeeded in his policv in the ( rimean war. made; Eng
land contribute to the consolidation &amp;lt;&amp;gt;t his power in France,
and won, bv his moderation after victory, Russia to be his

friend, and perhaps ally for a time. He has taken his sec

ond step with consummate prudence, and with an adroitness

equalled onlv bv his unscriiploiisness.
lie ha&amp;gt; contrived, while suppressing liberty in France, to

appear as its champion in Italy, and against Austria, the

most decried and unpopular government in Europe. To

light for Italian libertv against Austria, is, in the minds of

a large part of the world, to tight for the revolution against
the pope, and against both Catholicity and despotism. This

enlists on his side the sympathies of all the liberals of all

nations, if not their active cooperation, and. if he could make
other nations believe that he will stop with putting an end

to Austrian domination in Italy, without substituting for it

that of France;, he would be sure of encountering only the

Austrians for enemies. But a man who has proved that he

can be bound neither by treaties nor by oaths, catmot inspire
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confidence. Xobody believes his professions, and nobodv
believes he will abide by any pledge lie may give, unless he
finds it for liis interest to d &amp;lt;&amp;gt; so.

^

Germany does not and
will not trust, him

;
and England, while she would not grieve

to see Austria expelled from Italy, can never consent to see
France installed in her place. France in possession of Italv.
with the present expansion of her navy, excludes England
from the Mediterranean, breaks up her trade with the East.
and interrupts her communication with India bv the wav of
Alexandria and the Red Sea. Great Britain, as a first class

power, cannot suffer France to add Italy to her empire,
cither directly or indirectly, and whatever her anti-papal
prejudices, she will never suffer it. so long as she can pre
vent it. Unless the war terminates speedily, and leaves the
balance of power unaffected, it must become general, and
turn into a war between the Germanic and so-called Latin

nations, in which the Germanic nations are not likely to

come off second best.

For ourselves we have no special sympathy with Austria.
and we should be glad to see Italy restored to her autonomy,
and taking her proper rank as a free, independent, and united
nation. If the French expedition to Italy results in reestab

lishing Italian independence, and opening a career for the
Italian nobility, which they now lack, we shall not regret it ;

jet we have no belief that such will be its result. French

expeditions to Italy have usually proved disastrous, both to

her and to France. The French have hitherto proved them
selves more successful depredators than liberators. Their
domination in Italy, under the first Xapoleon, was such a&amp;gt;

to make the return of the Austrians hailed as a blessing;
and we have no reason to think that the French are any bet

ter now than they were then. As between the French and
Austrians in this war, our sympathy is with the latter. Aus
tria has given no cause of offence either to France or to Sar

dinia; she has violated no treaty, broken no faith with either.

She has simply stood on her legal rights, while scrupulously

respecting the rights of all others. She has done nothing to

provoke hostility, and the war is one of pure aggression on

the part of France and Sardinia. We know the talk about

bad government, out everybody knows that the most pros

perous and best governed part of Italy, is that part which is

under Austrian rule. Piedmont is by no means so well gov
erned, is by no means so prosperous as the Lombardo-Vene-
tiau kingdom, and her subjects have less freedom. The
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&quot;cry
of anguish which comes tons from

Italy,&quot;
comes almost

exclusively trom Piedmont, or from Piedmontese, and there

were far better excuses for the French to intervene against
Sardinia than in her favor.

\Ve are strongly attaeheil to constitutional and parliamen-
tary government, but \ve have never regarded the constitu-

tiiin of Sardinia as any thin^ more than a mockerv. titled

only to rliro\v power into the hands of a faction. Xo coun

try in Furope has been \vorsci governed for the last eiuflit

years than Sardinia. There is none more deeplv in debt, in

proportion to its resources, and none in which the people
are so heavily taxed. A lar^v portion of the people are act

ually or virtually serfs, and have by no means the personal
freedom, or the material well-being of the rural population
of the Lombardo-Venetian kingdom. Die liberty the Pied-

montese constitution secures, is libertv for the nobles and

wealthy burgher- to ta.-k the re.-t of tin 1 nation. Vet even
such libertv as the const it nt ion was intended to secure, is

now suppressed. The parliament is prorogued, probably
never to assemble au ain ;

and the kin^ governs as absolute

dictator under the emperor of the French. The French
hold the &amp;gt;troii::- places of the kingdom, the Piedmontese

army i.- absorbed in the French, and Victor Emmanuel is sim

ply a general of division in the imperial army, under the

orders of Xapdeon III. We cannot sav what the future

will bring forth, but at present Sardinia is absorbed in

France, and ha- no more autonomv than Lombardy or Ven
ice, and if the French are victorious and the emperor re

gards it as safe to annex her, slit; will lind herself at the

conclusion of the war. once more a part of the French em
pire, governed by an imperial prefect. We think she would
do well to secure her own freedom and independence, and
set an example of good government, before assuming to be

the champion of Italian libertv and independence. Xapo-
leon III., who has by a

muj&amp;gt;
il ctxt destroyed the republican

constitution he swore to observe and defend, suppressed

liberty, and established a worse despotism than it can be

pretended obtains in Austria, does not strike us as the most
suitable person to establish Italian independence, and to

consolidate the freedom of the Italian people.
The Napoleonic system is no better than the Austrian,

and in fact not so good, for it is less honest and frank, and
deals largely in fraud and deception. It professes to recog
nize popular suffrage, but the bodies it suffers to be elected
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have no substantive power, and are men; instruments for

aiding the emperor to carry out his will. His breath lias

made them, and his breath cun unmake them. The emperor
boasts that mider his system the equality of all citizens is

recognized and secured; but that is little, for despotism is

a universal leveller, and all slaves are equal. The. question
is not. Are all equal before the law? but, Does the law re-

cogni/e and protect the equal rights of all? Tt is nothing
that all Frenchmen may vote for members of a legislative
body, when by the constitution that body is a sham, and
can only register the imperial will. A legislative body is

of no importance, unless it has power to bind or to resist, if

necessary, the executive. This is not the case with the sen
ate and assembly of France. They have no power. The
departmental or communal bodies elected by the people, as

popular institutions, are only shams, for tliey have power
only as instruments of the imperial will. Look through
the whole imperial constitution, and you will iind that there
is no substantive power in the empire, but that of the em
peror. To attempt to palm off such a system of downright
csesarism as a system of liberty, or to pretend that to fight
for its extension to Italy is to iiirht for Italian freedom and

independence, is an outrage upon common sense. But to

pretend that the upholder of this system has the right to

make war, without any provocation, in the name of liberty,

upon Austria, is something a little too gross to be swal
lowed.

How then can France justify the present war. which is

really one of her own making? By what right, bv virtue

of what commission, does she assume to be the liberator of

Italy, she, who is herself even more than Italy in need of

a liberator? The world has not forgotten that the Lombar-
do-Venetian kingdom is legitimately in the possession of the
Austrian crown. Lombardy has been a fief of the German

empire at least since the twelfth century. The Lombards,
the Longobardi, from whom the province takes its name,
were a Germanic people. Charlemagne was king of the

Lombards, and Lombardy went on the division of the em
pire with his Germanic state s. Kven the victory obtained

by the famous Lombard league over Frederic, Barbarossa,
while it secured the local independence of the Lombard
cities, left the right of investiture with the German kaiser.

Lombardy was a dependency of the house of Ilabsburg at

the breaking- out of the French revolution, and had been.
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\virli brief interval-, for three hundred years. Tt was taken

from the Au&amp;gt;trian&amp;gt; hv tlic French, and on the dissolution

of the empire wa&amp;lt; re-tored to the Austrian*, in 1^15. Ven
ice was destiMved as an independent state by the French

under (ieneral Bonaparte, and n iven over to Austria by the

treaty of ( ampo Fonnio. It wa* finally confirmed to her

hv the congress of Vienna in exchange for the Austrian

Netherlands transferred to the new king of Holland. There

is no title hv which France can claim to hold Brittany, or

the ancient kingdom of A rmorica. Ga&amp;gt;cony, Provence,
Aries, Bur^undv. Franche Compte. Lorraine. Alsace, or any

portion of her dominion*, except the ancient duchy of

France, which Austria cannot plead in behalf of her right
to Lomhardv. To deny the validity of the treaties of 1815

as the basis of Furopean public law. were suicidal for Pied

mont, for it is onlv by virtue of those treaties that she holds

Genoa : and there is no argument Napoleon can use to jus
tify his making war on Austria to wrest from her her

Italian
po&amp;gt;-rssions.

that would not equally justify his mak
ing war on Piedmont to wrot from her Genoa and her

former possession-, or even on him&amp;gt;elf, to wrest from his

U ra-p and to restore to Genoa or to the Holy See, the island

of ( or&amp;gt;ica. the birth-place of his family.
The emperor has made an appeal to what are called &quot;

op-

pre*sed nationalities.&quot; Did he do this in 185-i when he

waited an unprovoked war with Russia to preserve for the

chief of Islam the power to oppress the Greek. Sclavonian,

Svrian. and so many other nationalities within the Ottoman

empire? I )oes he propose to restore all oppressed nation

alities to independence ? Let him begin, then, with his own

empire, and restore Navarre, Brittany, Aqnitaine, Provence,
Lorraine. Arc., to their independence; let him proceed as

his next step to wrest from the house of Savoy, &quot;his
ally,&quot;

which is not Italian, its Italian provinces, and reestablish

them in their autonomy. He may then cross the channel

and wrest Ireland from the grasp of Victoria, and reestab

lish the Irish pentarchy. Having done that, let him pass
&amp;lt;&amp;gt;ver to Scotland, and reinstate the Picts and Scots in their

former independence. From Scotland let him pass to Eng
land, drive out the Normans, restore Wales to her autonomy,
and reestablish the Saxon heptarchy. Then let him visit

&quot;Russia, another of his allies, and restore Finland, Courland,

Esthonia, Livonia, Lithuania, Pomerania, the Ukraine, and

all Poland proper, and Circassia, Girghistan, &c., to their



independence, but we stop. All the present states of Eu
rope are

&quot;agglomerations&quot; of former independent nations
or tribes, and to restore all .so-willed oppressed nationalities
that is, nationalities which by conquest or treaties have been
in the course of time annexed to other nationalities, would
be an endless and impossible task, which could not be at

tempted without unsettling the whole civilized world, and
plunging Europe into a worse barbarism than that which
prevailed at the epoch of the German conquest O f the em
pire. It is contrary also to the

&quot;Napoleonic idea.&quot; which
accepts the revolution of 178!), and that effaced for France
the provinces, established uniform departments, and sought
in the name of liberty, of fraternity, to efface as much as

possible all national distinctions, as in the supernatural so

ciety they are effaced by Christianity. It is also incompat
ible with the modern doctrine of the

&quot;solidarity of
peoples,&quot;

preached by Kossuth, the new friend. of the emperor.
In human affairs prescription must count for something,and unless we mean to lapse into barbarism, and give up

the nations to perpetual war, we must observe the faith of
treaties, and respect the settlements they have made. No
doubt the North of Italy was confirmed to Austria by the
congress of Vienna for the purpose of preventing it from
falling again into the hands of France, and nobody can
doubt that if the Austrians were driven out, France would
possess or control all Italy, and add the vast resources of
the peninsula to her own. She would thus, with her war
like, enterprising, and aggressive character, he too powerful
for the peace of Europe, or the safety of any other European
state. We see many evils resulting from the Austrian su

premacy in Italy, but we cannot persuade ourselves that
more and greater evils would not result from the domination
of France, and one or the other must dominate, for the whole
peninsula cannot be united in a single state, and if divided
at all, no one state can be found powerful enough to resist

French influence without a close union with Austria, for
France is essentially aggressive, or if you prefer, propa
gandist, and can never live in peace with her neighbors,
unless she controls them, especially if governed by a Bona
parte.

France, that is, Napoleon III., since for the present he is

France, is alone responsible for the present war, and the best

interests of Europe, as far as we can judge, require his de
feat. The peace of Europe will never be established on a



590 NAI oI.KoNK 1 IDKAS.

solid basis till ir i&amp;gt; ck-arly settled that Austria is amplvable
to defend herself against Fiviich ambition, however dis

guised under the name of liberty and humanity. France is

tin- only really aggressive power among the great powers of

Kurope. (Ireat Britain and Russia may seek to extend tlieir

dominion.- in the Fast, hut the former seeks no conquest on
the continent, and the latter seeks and is in fact able, to

make no further advance to the West. Austria has never
been an aggressive power, and has seldom, if ever, fought
except in self-defence. The re.-t of (Jermanv seeks no ex
ternal conque.-t. It is only France that disturbs the peace
ot Europe, and renders necessary the immense standing
armies now kept up. and which are so ruinous to the great
powers; and even she would prove herself a peaceable
neighbor when once made to I eel that Austria is her match
without foreign alliances. Perhaps the present war will

prove that, and teach her that Austria can stand alone

against her. \Yc hope it will, for then, but not till then,
will the settlement of the Italian question be practicable or

possible.
The bearings of the present war on the interests of re

ligion cannot be good, let the victory he on which side it

may. The settlement of the Italian question, as Napoleon
wishes to sett le it. requires the pope to be absolutely stripped
of his temporal sovereignty, or to be rendered absolutely de

pendent on France for protection against his Italian neigh
bors. If Austria is driven out of Italy, the Lombardo-
Venetian kingdom must either pass under the dominion of

France, or, as most likely, at least in the first instance, be

given to the house of Savoy. Tuscany. Parrna. and Modena,
will probably be erected into a kingdom or grand duchy of
Etruria. for Prince Napoleon Jerome, and the two Sicilies

be given to a JMurat. No one of these will respect the in

dependence of the pope as temporal sovereign; and least of

all, the house of Savoy, which has ever been a bitter and

persevering enemy of the Holy See. Possessing the whole
North of Italy, it will be constantly seeking to extend its

power southwards, at the expense of the papal territory, in

which it may count on an ally in the Prince Napoleon ;
and

what protection against either can the Holy Father find but
in France? Austria, driven out of Italy, and without a

navy, can no longer come to his aid, and the other great
powers are heretical or schismatic, and will not. Whether
stripped of his temporal power or not, the pope will be at
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thcMnerey of his Italian neighbors, and have no power on
which lie can lean, bur France, and France unrestrained by
any other power. He will be far more overborne and op
pressed by France, than lie is by Austria now; and his diffi

culty in
reconciling

his duties as sovereign pontiff, with his
interests as an Italian prince, will increase a hundred fold,

t the French are defeated, the conservative influence of
Austria will prevent any of those reforms in his estates
which, no doubt, time and its changes have rendered neces
sary, and the clamors raised against the papal 1*0vern merit,
to the great detriment of religion, will continue louder than
ever.

It is true the temporal sovereignty of the pope is not es
sential to his existence as sovereign pontiff. But if he is
not a temporal sovereign, he must be a subject. There is
no middle ground. Of what power shall he be the subject?Of Sardinia, Etruria, Naples, Austria, or France? As the
subject of one or another of these, ho would, indeed, retain
his infallibility in deciding questions of faith and morals,
but he would cease, to be free in the government of the
church, in regard to discipline and administration. The
Franks were real protectors of the Holy See the French
have seldom been. The Bonapartes may profess much,
but they have inherited a large portion of Greek dissimula
tion, and of Italian astuteness, and they can never be
trusted. Napoleon I. proves what they are when dealing
with the papacy. The Napoleonic idea is, that Cresar is

supreme, and that Peter must be subservient to him.

JNapoleonism uses the clergy, but it has no respect for the

rights of religion, and never concedes the supremacy of the
moral order. It places C;esar above law, and requires him
to be worshipped as a divinity. It protects the pope so long
as lie wields his temporal and spiritual power in the interests
of Caesar, and when he refuses to do it, it drags him from
his throne, carries him a prisoner into France, and confis
cates his estates. That is the &quot;Napoleonic idea,&quot; which we
are old enough to have seen acted on once, and are perhaps
young enough to see acted on a&amp;lt;rain.

We are told France is too Catholic to suffer such an idea
to be carried out. Perhaps it is so we should be glad to

believe it; but we fear that the more hostile the emperor
proves himself to the papacy, the more certainly can he
count on the support of the most energetic class of French
men. The dominant thought, the reigning intellect of
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France. N, if not absolutelv A oltairian. at least decidedly

aiiti-[)a)&amp;gt;al.
The peasantrv may love.- processions and the ex

ternal forms and pom]) of religion, and may spe;dc very
aflectionatelv of /- !

&amp;gt;&amp;lt;&amp;gt;n

&amp;gt;

/&amp;gt; . but lliey have, little of the soul

of religion, and will follow the lead of the emperor, and

place ihe irlorv of France above the glory of Heaven. 15llt,

afler all. let the result of the war lie what it may. the papacy
will survive, and Catholicity will prosper. Kngland and

Uilia, anti-papal a.- thev are. will he used liy Providence

in hi&amp;gt; service, as thev were before, and if Napoleon attempts
to follow out the policy of his uncle, he can hardly fail to

meet hi-- uncle - late.

One word more, and we conclude these desultory re

mark.-. We are accii&amp;gt;ed of disking the French, and hard-

Iv le^s elVort has been expended in making us
pas&amp;gt;

for anti-

French, than has been expended to make us pass for anti-Irish.

\Ve do not di&amp;gt;lik&amp;lt;- the French ; we do not dislike the French

nation, hut we do not like the French government, French

idea.-. French tastes, or French intluence. France has many of

the line.-t conceivable trait- of character, and a large popula
tion that for intelligence, for faith, for piety, and for solid

worth, is uiiHirpa.-.-cd. if not unequalled elsewhere. Hut it so

happen.- that the^ood in France, as in uther countries, are not

in power, and are not the part of the nation that shapes or

controls its policv. Louis Napol i fe.els it far more im

portant for him to conciliate the anti-papal, sneering, scorn

ing. irre]iv;ioii&amp;gt; portion nf the I Vench people than he does

the trulv Catholic portion; and his whole conduct since lie

became emperor proves it. \Vere he to push matters to ex

tremity with the Holy Father, the bishops and clergy of

France would certainly regret it, and a few would make
reclamations, but even the&quot; Catholic part of France would

not ri&amp;gt;e a--ain-t him. or cease to give him their loyal sup

port, till thev found him ceasing to be successful. For

ourselves we do not believe there is faith enough, or suffi

cient attachment in the mass of the French, or of any so-

called Catholic nation of Europe, to move them to dp bloody
battle for religion; and therefore we do not believe the

obstacles Napoleon has to fear are on the side of Catholic

France, or the Catholic feeling in any part of
^
Europe.

Public sentiment in Europe is anti-papal, and anti-clerical,

if not absolutely infidel. Nothing but
physical force_or

political reasons will restrain the emperor in any expedition
he chooses to set on foot. Providence will protect his
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church, hut more by means of the rivalries and jealousies
of the great European powers, than by the courage or devo
tion of the faithful. It is sad to think it is so,but so we
believe it is, and hence we regard with sad forebodings the
future of Europe. In the present war neither party repre
sents the Catholic cause. Austria would simply preserve
the fttat .ifi quo, and Napoleon would siniplv efface the papa
cy as a political power. The sympathies of Europe are
with him rather than with Austria, but the political and
other interests of Great Britain and Germany are against
him, and these may enlist them against him, and in so do
ing sustain

^

the pope as temporal sovereign. But things
cannot last in Europe as they are, for the present constitu
tion of European society is rotten to the core, and a grand
break up, sooner or later, is inevitable.

Europe seems to us not unlikely to follow the old Asiatic
world, and, after a few more struggles between the despotsand the mob, to fall under oriental despotism. Especially
does this seem to us to be true of the so-called Latin nations.
We have no hope from these nations, whether French, Ital
ian or Spanish. They have been false to the faith, they
have deserted their God, and he perhaps will desert them.
Our hope is in the yet unexhausted energies of the German
ic nations, and especially in this New World. The church
has to create a new Christendom, and out from the new
must go forth the forces to redeem the old. The field of Cath
olicity in a few years will most likely be transferred from
the South to the North of Europe, and to the United States
of America. In both the North of Europe and in the
United States Catholicity will spread and become predom
inant, as soon as it is seen to be fairly detached from the
effete or despotic civilization of the southern nations. Let,

Austria perish, let France perish, Germany, Great Britain,
and the &quot;United States remain, and the church will soon re

pair her losses. It is for these nations themselves, not for
the church, we fear.

In the complications of our times we think Catholics
have really more to hope from Protestant Great Britain,
than from any so-called Catholic state; and hence we think
it time for us to change the tone of our remarks towards
that nation, the only bulwark of liberty in Europe. We
deny, we palliate none of her faults or her crimes, but we
would see the bonds of friendship between her and Cath
olics everywhere drawn closer and strengthened. This is a
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new position for us. we --rant; but tlio true Catholic
\yill

never suffer his prejudices to prevent him from pursuing

tli,. ju-t policy most likelv to promote the interests oMiis

reli - ion. A close union of Great Hritain and tlie United

StaPes is needed to sustain the cause of true liberty, and to

create a balance of power alike against European despotism

and Huropean Jacobinism, the t\vo principal enemies of

Catholicity. For us Catholics, in this country, our duty is

to stand b v the cause of freedom, and to labor incessantly,

under the inspirations
of the successor of IVter. to gather

this &quot;Teat and iri owinu- nation into the one fold of Christ,

that \ve may iiT the faith and piety of the West balance the

defections in the East ; and if we duly consider it, Great Brit

ain is more an American than a Huropean power, and she

ami \ve have verv much the same interests and tendencies.

KNU OF VOM:MK \vi.
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