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A N

ADDRESS, &c.

IT Is a fingular pha[^nomenon, that the

conflicfcs of party fhould, in the fpace

of four years, exacfi a fecond vindication of

the fundamental principles of our mixed

government, and that this necefiity (hould

arife from the views of thofe who have rifen

to power on diredly oppofite prctcnfions.

The fituation of parties is precifely revcrfed,

but the interefts of the people continue the

fame J and we are taught this ufeful lelTon,

that amidfl the contention of ambitious

individuals, a ftri6t attachment to the forms

and fpirit of the conftitution in the great

body of the people, can alone give per-

manent fecuritv to the rights of ail.
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*rhe queftlon is not at prefent, whether

a refufal of lupplies by the houfe of com-

mons, until their favourite fhall be ap-

pointed minifter, be an indited: afTumption

of the royal prerogative, or whether a tem-

porary governrhent of India by the nomi*

nees of a party, would operate as an un-

conftitutional reftraint on the juft powers

of the crown. The queflion now prefents

itfelf in a lliape, which fophiftry cannot

difguife, and which no underftanding can

miftake,—Whether Mr. Pitt, and his col-

leagues, fhall be inverted with the whole

regal authority, under a commiffion un-

limited in extent, and indefinite in dura-

tion ? Or, in other words,—whether our

limited monarchy fhall be converted into

a republic, by an abolition of one elTential

confiituent branch of our government ?

Nor will the queflion be varied, whether

this be attempted by a commiffion of re-

gency, or a regent, with a council, autho-

rifed to controul.

I know



[ 7 ]

I know not by what authority this po-

litical monfter can now be created. To
maintain that either, or both houfes of

parliament, without the concurrence of the

crown, have a legiflativc power, is, by

ilatute, declared to be criminal j and the

prefent occafion prefuppofes the incapacity

of his majefty to exercife this, or any other

fun(ftion of royalty. No legillative power

exifts, therefore, in the kingdom, unlefs

the exercife of regal power devolves on the

prince j and nothing lefs than legiflative

authority can create new rights, not ac-

knowledged by the cxifti ng laws, or vary

rights fo acknowledged.—This reafoning is

equally juil, and valid, under -^ govermncnt by

law, when applied to the meaneft peafant,

or the heir apparent to the throne. I admit,

that the general concurrence of the nation

may change the fuccellion, as happened at

the revolution ; but where no national rii^hts

are violated, where no pretence of ncceffity

cxifls, thcfe principles will not be refortcj

to. At Icaft the friends of order will not

refort to principles, which afiumc a diliblu-
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tion of the government, until perfedly

convinced tiiat no other principles can de-

cide on the exercife of the regal power

;

and if compelled to ad: on principles fo

dangerous to ^ood {rovernment, will follow

that analogy of law which may bed: obtain

the willing obedience of the people.

No precedents can be found applicable

to the prefent condition of his majefty >

and if fuch precedents did exiit in our hif-*

tory, thefe derived from times of violence,

could have little authority. The analogy

of law muft be our guides and this analogy

appears fo pcrfecfl, as to preclude all pofli-

bility of miftake. Should the king die, the

exercife of regal power inftantly devolves

on the heir apparent, being of full age.

Suppofe the prefent incapacity of his ma-

jefly to continue permanent during life, can

the imagination of man ftate a difference

in the two cafes, that is not merely no-

minal ? T^he pqdibility of the kings recovery

^

creates a neceflity of providing for that

event', and the continued exercife of the

regal
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tegal power /// his name, forms that uniform

ncknowledgment of his right, which confti-

tutes the elTential diftindtion between a re-

gent and a king. No argument can ht

urged for a limitation of power, which does

not immediately tend to a change of govern-

ment, and apply with equal force to a king

as to a regent, except one;—to ftate which,

would be to outrage the feelings of a fon^

and to libel equally the prince and people.

If the attempt could be made, he were un-

worthy to reign ;—if fuccefs were poflible,

the people mull be fo corrupt, that the

iron hand of defpotifm would alone be ade-

quate to reprefs their crimes. Waving,

therefore, this motive, which can operate

only on the balcft of mankind, there yet

remains another, which may be a(fted on,

but which will not be avowed—ambition
«

may tempt even thofe who have rifcn to

power by a defence of prerogative, to ufurp

the whole regal authority, and to flep into

the vacant throne.

Th<
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The firft confequence of a vote by the

two houfes of parliament, nominating pri-

vate fubjedls to the exercife of any part of

the regal power, mufl: be, that their au-

thority will not be generally acknowledged.

Many will view it as a mere ufurpation,

and all the confufion incident to a difputed

fucceflion, will enfue. Nay more, unfound-

ed in any principle of the conftitution, its

complete fuccefs will operate as a difTolu-

tion of the frame of our government.

One eflential characfter of the regal power

in this country, is the prerogative of con-

vening and diflblving parliaments, and of

ading as one branch of the legiflature.

This prerogative, from its nature, can

alone fubfifl in one, who is perfonally

irrefponfible to the two houfes of parlia-

ment; for how can any human being ex-

ercife the funcSlion of an independent branch

of the legiflature, when his power is created

by the will of the other two branches, and its

duration depends on their plcafure. This

fund:ion of royalty would, therefore, be

abolidicd
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abollHied by the propofed nomination, and

its abolition would make a breach in the

conflitutlon, which mufl; render precarious

all the other prerogatives of the crown,

or, perhaps hazard the hereditary right of

the monarch.

The prerogatives of dlfTolvIng parlia-

ments, and of refufing to the refolves of

the two houfes the force and authority of

laws, are merely defenfive in the crown,

intended to refill the encroachments on

the regal power, and to prevent the leaders

of parties ufurping the executive branch of

government. Thcfe prerogatives are veiled

by heredita?'y fucceflion In one family y to give

a permmicnt intereft in their defence, while

the perfon, in whom thefe prerogatives are

veflcd. Is rendered irrej'ponjibk, that no

terrors may Induce him to rclinqullli the

trufl. We know, from our hlllory, that

when the fitting of parliament was, by law,

rendered independent of the crown, all the

other prerogatives of the executive m.igif-

trate were wreAcd from him, and a de-

tefiablc
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teftable tyranny eftablidied on the ruins of

the conftitution. Private fubjeds catinot

exercife thefe dcfenfive prerogatives, be-

caufe they muft ever be amenable to the

two houfes of parliament. They ivill nof,

becaufe they have no intereft to maintain

the prerogatives of the crown, but a direct

intereft to deflroy.

"Whence would a minifler in this fltua-

tion derive his ftrength ?—His influence

in parliament is the fource, and muft be

the foundation of his power. To gratify

the men who conftitute thefe affemblies,

he muft divide among them all the func-

tions of executive power. Every exercife

of authority, every law would be dired:ed

to this end; and the executive would be

blended with the legiflative authority, to

the deftrudlion of public liberty. Nor

would the acceflion of the heir apparent,

on the future demife of the crown, re-

ftore government to its priftine health,

becaufe laws pafted, during this inter-

regnum, would not be repealed, without

the
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the concurrence of both houfes of parUa-

ment.

The fundamental principle of our con-

Altution is, to veil in one perfon, by here-

ditary fuccclTion, all the active powers of

government, and to give to parliament the

powers of controul. It is, however, un-

neceflary no'iv to difcufs all the confe-

quences of transferring the regal power

to the leading members of either houfe

of parliament, becaufe on this fubjed: the

nation have already decided. Parliaments

would become worfe than ufelefs—They

would acquire an intereft, diredtly oppo-

fite to that of the people. Mr. Pitt can-

not make the attempt, without openly

avowing his former pretenfions to be mere

hypocrify. You cannot fupport the at-

tempt, without avowing perfonal motives,

which mud render you unworthy of all

truft and confidence. The attempt, if

made, mud be vain, becaufe the nation are

pafllonately attached to their government.

They know and feel, that the government

eflabliihed
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cilabliflied in this ifland, fecures to the

meaneft fubjecft, the moft perfect freedom

—Independence of every power but of the

laws.—They will not, therefore, endure

innovation, but with hand and heart will

unite to preferve the frame of this govern-

ment entire.

A PRIVATE CITIZEN,










