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SUMMARY

-

Historical research on the politicaiwhisﬁory°of the first
three years of the French Revolution (1789-1791) has been left rela-

tlvely unexplored by modern scholars., As a‘result,'no adequate

Y

study of the Constitutionalists,.the men who Qréw up France's firqt'

-

.written Constitution and who had‘to deal with the erisis of Varénnes

in July‘i?9l,\hés so*faf been produced. The object'of\%his thesié

is to_éxamine the conduct of the Constituiionalists during the

turbulent months of the spring and summér of'l?él. In the intro-

ductory chapter, readers are acquainted w%th the'major issues and

events to be examined in this thesis through a summary of historiapé'

views on the Constitutionallsts from the time of Madameide Stael until

today. | ) . e | |
'Cﬁ%%ter 2 explores the events and isSués that arose during

the spring of 1791. The anstifutionaiists' relationship with the

- ]

Court, one of the main questions studied in this thesis, is first

dealt with in this qfiepter. Their constitutional views and their

stance on various pieces of non-consti%utionél legislation during
tﬁis'period are also discussed.

A greater portion of the present study is devoted to &
feasséssﬁent of the events which transpired after Louls XVI's
flight from Paris on Juns 20-21, 1791. An.atteﬁpt is-made to
determine whether or not the Constitutionalists' decision on July 15
to keep Louis XVI on the throne was defensiblé; -An examination of
the National Assembly's debates on the king's inviolability, which

\ )
took place between Jqu 13 and July 15, is conducted in Chapter 3.

N



A closer etudy of the Constitutionalists:! relationship with the
Court and of its policies to strengthen the constitutional monarchy
is also made in this chapter. /A\'

Two of the most'important events of the, sumner occurred )
within a period of two days after the Assembly s decision to keep
Louls XVI.on the throne. These were the schism in the Soclety of
the Friends of the Constitution (the Jacobin Club of Paris) on
July 16 and the massacre of the Champ de Mars on July l7. The
specific rples of the Constitutionalists in these two events‘;re
reviewed in'Chapter 4. Apart from a recapitulation of the major
findings of the four preceding chapters, the Conclusion also briefly
traces the Constitutionalists' position on the constitutional
revisions effected in August-l?9l;'

The primary sources most frequently used in the research of ////

this fhesis were -the Archives parlementaires, the Réim gression de™"

l'Ancien Moniteur (a semi official newspaper in 1791), Sigismond

Lacroix!'s multi—volume Actes de la Commune de Paris pendant la

Revolutiog_and Histoire pariementaire de la Révolution franoaise,

edited by P. J. B. Buchez and P. C. Roux., _Another useful source

was Harie-Antoinette et Barnave: Correspondance seerdte (juillet 1791~

ignvier 1792), edited by Alma Soderhjelm. Georges Michon s Essai

sur l'histoire du Parti feuillant and E. D, Bradby's and Jean- Jacques

Chevallier's biographies of Barnave were the most valuable secondary

sources.
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CHAPTER I
THE CONSTITUTIONALISTS IN HISTORY

The French Revolution is without a doubt one of the
most controversial events in modern Européan hisfory. Since +
. 1789 meny attempts have been made to explain its causes and
Jsignificance, and until comparatively recently these have
| primarily concerned its political aspects, Political hig-
tory predominated during the‘nineteenth century; but it was
generally literary and polgmical.in character. The twen-~
tieth 'century witnessed the expansion of soclal-econonmic
“.history éhd of monographic' studies on'specific areas of the
Revolution, most of which focused on the events comnnected
with the establishment and fall of the First French.Republic.
A% 2° consequence, modern political studies on the pefiod
1789-1792 have been Telatively neglected.l
The pregent state of revolutionary Historiégraphy is
indeed such.that no adequaté investigation of the Constitu-
tionalists,2 the men who endeavored to consolidéte the con-
stitutional'monarchy'in 1791, has so far been conducted,
The "ideological conflicts" evident in nineteenth-century
* historical writings3 appear to a certain extent'to'turn up
in twentieth-éentury accounts of the Constitutionalists.

In their general historles, a large number of modern histbrians,

Y
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mainly interested in the social aﬁd*éeonomic ‘aspects of the
Revolution, may have perpetuated a political interpretation
of the Constitutionalists ‘that dates from 1847- 1848 _appar-
"ently without having submitteg 1t to the rigors of the modern .
historiecal methoé; Certainly there 1s a considerable degree
of disparity of viéw§ regarding the Constitutionalists!
attempts to establish the constitutional monarchy.

Evé;y historian who has §tudied the events of 1791
‘has been comﬁelled, either directly or indirectly, to explain
why the Constitutionalists failed to establish a durable gov-
ernment. A study of this sort necessarily entéils an evalua-
tion of the Constitution of 1791 and of the character, goals
and Qp}icies of the Constitutionalists. Conclusions about
their all-important conflicts with the democrats and repub-
licans, who managed to tdpple the monarchy in August of 1792,
han also to be reached. Of course, at the yery foundation
of such a study is the pfoblem of determining the practica-
bi;ity of the Congtitui}gnalists' decigion, following the .
ngal Family's flight frog Paris on June 21, 1791, to preserve
Louis XVi's crown’and to maintain the constitutional monarchy.

These matters have béen interpreted 1in a varietyiof
ways by different historians, and this diversity of opinion
still requires attention.l A review of the literature written
on tﬂe Qgpstitutionalists will illustrate the sallent 1ssues
that merit closer examination. With one important eiception,

this review will be confined to an analysls of the views of
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major French historians whose writings hdve contriﬁyted most

directly to the existing pattern of interpretationon the subject.u

Madame de Staél, Thiers and Mignet published théir works
during the Restoration, at a time when the retdrned émigrés,
steadfast defenders of the ancien régime, were stil1l qﬁite
vocal in their vholesale condemnation of the Rewolution.
As'constitutten 1 monafchist: they_were interested in jus-
tifying the/ﬁevolution, particularly during the period 1789-
1791, and 1in disparaging the ancien régime, which they feared
might yet be reestablished. - Presumably to defend the major -
achievements of the Revolution, they turned responsibllity
for the oﬁerthrew of the monarchy away from the revolution-
ariéﬁ, whose faults they nonetheless singled out, and onto
the "irreversible" conditions whose roots were deeply planted
.1n the corrupt ancien régime, This deterministic outlook, in
which the volition of men is subservient to the force of cir-
cumstances,? did not,'ﬁ%wever, prevent Mme. de Sta&l, Thiers

and Mignet from passing judgment on the Coristitutionalists

and on their adversaries,

A Madame de 8taél, whose Céggjgératgggs were published
posthumously in 1818,6 witnessed several revolutionary events
and even briefly collaborated with the Constitutionaiists in
1791, The principal goal of the Revolution was for her the
establishment of representative government.? As an advocate
of England's constitutional monarchy, she understandably

criticized the Constitutionalists for their preponderant
S
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role in &rawing up the more liberal and funéamentglly aif-

ferent Constitution of 1791. In her view the revolutionary

8 upbn which the governmenf was founded were at

principles
variance with basic monarchical beliefs and thus profoundly |
weakened royal authox;it:.y.9 For this reason, éhe‘argued that -
the Royal Family's flight Wwas completely justified.l®

If Mumey’de Sta&l discredited the Constitutionalists

for their inordinate love of ."abstract ideas" betwéen 1789

and 1790,1! she applauded what she perceived was & distinet

shift in-their attitude toward the monarchy during the flight.
She made no attemﬁt to explain this tréhaformation;'although

R ) :
£lsewhere she suggested that the extFalegal activities of the

clubs either strengthened or gave birth to their conviction
that thqy had advanced too far along the revolutionary path.l2
In any event, she spoke of the Constitutionalists as honest;
well-inteptioned monarchists who secretly hoped that the
flight would succeed and that constitutional provisions could

_be negotiated on an equal basis between the "soverelgn" king
tt

and the nation's deputies.l3 Moreover, as might be expected;’
she praised the Constitutionalists'! inviolability decree énd
their intention to effect some "useful" constitutional revi;
slons in August of 179;.14 But she claimed that their weak-
ness, their fear of being labeled as aristocrats, kept them
from proposing the most important reforms.ls \EPSpite the
constitutional imperfections, which she attributed to the

nobility's irresponsible opposition to all forms of free
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government,16 ﬁﬁe. de Stael believed that the: monarchy would,

probably have been saved had the/Constibbtionalists been eli-
'k\iﬂiﬂfljijgf in the- fOllOying leg.’gslature.l7 a

: Thiers ane Mignet were close frien;;:Lho produced more

detalled accounts of the Revelution. They, too, were apolo-

gists for the constitutional monarchy and’ reached similar

conclusions. Tﬁ;erskyas a respected journalist and politi-
cian whOSe views on the French Revolution appeared between
1823 ‘and’ 1827. He described the Constitutionalists as
'spokesmenzof the enligﬁtened middle_ciasses who endeavored

~

~ also detected an alteratio

.

to consolidate the constitutional monarchy in 1791.1%9 He
Rﬁ in their attitude toward the mon-
archy in June 1791 and agreed with Mme, de Staél that they 9
viewed the flight as a possible Opbortunity to construct a
éureble government acceptable both to the king and the nation.20
ﬁoreover, he eommended.their?Eble support of the monarchy
after the evasion <t - | : -
A long-standing advocate of -publie order, Thiers
‘ enforcement during the suﬁber of 1791. He justiMed the
"massacre" of July l?,&ﬁhen national guardsmen shot upon pe-
”tiéioners'assembled at the Champ-de Mars,-as a much-needed
demonstration of sug\gmt for the National Assembly, whose
authority had been cbellenged by the "p;ebicistes de la
multitude."22 He pictured this confrontaiion as primarily

a battle between‘the constitutional monarchists, wpo occﬁpied

»
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the legitimate positions of authority, and the democrats and
republicans.23’ The spllt between the revolutionaries, who

had prev%?ffly united to combat the afistocracy, was for Thiers
illustrated when the Lameths and other constitutional mon-
archlists deserted the republican-leading Jacobin Society and .

!
opened the Feulllant Club.24

According to Thiers, thngriﬁﬁvirate of Alexandre Laﬁzéh,
Andrien Duport and Barnave began to advise the Court after
the-flight, although it received no money for its services.

Next if sought an agreement with the gmigrés and requested

the Right's adhesion to its plans to revise thé constitu-

tional articles that enéumbered the king's authority. How-
ever, both the §m;grés and the Right refused to deal with men
whom they despised as much aé,-if-not more than,-the Jacobins.25

Thlers followed Mme. de Stael's line that the revolu-

lonary principles enshrined in the Constltution of 1791 were
injurious to royal authority, agt he saw the Constitution--
ali;ts as honest, sincere, talented. constitutional monarchists
whose drawbacks were shaped by historical forces beyond their
26 '

control, He speculated tRat if Douis XVI had fully coop-

erated with the Tr;§y$¢rate, who had repeatedly advised him
to convince France of his unswerving attachment to the Con-
stitution, his considerable "legal" authority (provided by

the Constitution) would have been furthef fortified by the
force of publie Opinioh, -~and the monarchy probably‘would have

been saved.2/ Yet, to Thlers, this was impossible. The

S, YO
G )
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Constitutionalists were doomed because neither they nor ,
anyone else could check or alter the "natural and progressivé;l

course of the Revolution,28 Qﬂ?Fa_,;«r

An hist&:ian by profession, @Egnet published his find-
/\\\ingg_on the Revolutian in 1824.29 Like Thiers, he portréyéd:
the Constitutionaiists as leaders of the middle classes.who
established a limited monarchy.30 They-instituted a repre-
sentative government iﬁ which the nation was the source of
all governmental authority but exercised it only during'pri-
mary electlons; members from the enlightened middle classes
were at that time selected to govern on its behalf.3l Since
this type of regime was attractive to Mignet, it is not sur-
prising thaék e extolled the Constitutionalists' decision to
preserve the limited monarchy and to uphold Louis XVI's in-
violability. He was the first historian to suggest that the
Triumvirate and the Fayettists,32 the two major constitution-

alist factions, jolndd forces on June 21 and later tried to

compete with the Jacobin‘mpvement by opening the Feuillant

-
Club.33 '(\,;;,,___*_—"’f ’/3?[::::7 L
In his description of the Champ de Mars massacre,

Mignet highlighted different points than Thiers; but his-

-]

concluslons E%e similar, <He put forward the assertion that
républicans like Brissot, Camiile Desmoulins and Danton,3LF
who had been miserably unsuccessful in blocking the passage
of the inviolability decree, attempted to raise the Parisians

in revolt against the National Assembly and the monarchy on

[
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the day of the repression. The petition drawn up by Brissot,

‘he asserted, questioned the government's power to decide on.

the king's fate. Thus the suppression of the "insurrectionaries"
s for Mignet, as-for Thiers, totally Warranted.35 Mignet
wa convinced that the Constitution’excessively subordinated
the king to the 1egislature.36 -He claimed however, that
the Constd}utionelists' gravest error was to have permitted
the passage of the non-reeligibility decree, whicn prohitited
deputies from the Constituent Assembly from being elected to
the following legislature.37
A somewhat different accoﬁnt.oerhe Constitutionalists
was brought forward by Joseph Droz in'1839. In Higtoire du

' Qgg de Louig XVI, 38 Droz was apparently the first notable
historian to argue that the Constitutionalists' shift to the

monarchy oﬁcurred in April, not in June, of 1791, 39 He 414
not offer an explanation for this changeabout, other than
mentioning that it was not until the spring of 1791 that the -
_Constitutionalists finally recognized that they had unwittingly
(because they had always been monarchists) introduced repub-
lican laws into the Constit:utiorr’"'L"O He also contended that

the Lameths started to advise the Court and planned constitu-
tional_revisions during this period. In exchange for the king's
pronise to break with the ancien régime, the Constitutionalists

roposed to strengthen the authority of the executive, to allow
refr ctor;ﬂpriests to celebrate mass in publichl and to rein-
stitut{‘the nobility.*2

- o

-,

T

TN
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Like earliér writers, Dro; commendéd the Constitu-
tionalists for rushing to the rescue of the monarchy after
the flight. The Frencﬁupeople, he pointed out, were still
very much in favor of the monarchy.*3 He also approved of
the government's role in‘the shootings at the Champ de M%;s.
" In his estimation the troops of the National Guard were le-
"gally obliged to dlsperse the "anarchists" because the muni-
clpal government ﬁad prohibited all assg.embliozas..'+l+

Although Droz praised the Constitutionalists'for the

support they gave to the king after June 21, always stressing
their goéd intentions,LFS he claimed that the precarious cir-
cunstances in which they found themselves at that time was a
conseguence of theilr blind admiration of abstract ideas and
of 'their political ambitlons during th% firsf two years of
the Revolution.l+6 However, it was theif weakness, their in-
ability to act 1In unison, that prevented them from adopting
the figorous measures needed-to save the monarchy: the abo-
lition of all clubs, the prolongation of the Assembly's term
and the conservative revis of the Constitution.l+7 Droz
dismissed these mistakes as products of political inexperi-
énceLP8 and reserved his mpst scathing eriticism for the Right,
Hg especially censured 1 ﬁfor refusing to support Barnave's
‘and Le Chapelier's revision proposals. The Right's duty, he
argued, was to secure the passage of the best constitution

the clrcumstances would permit. Contrary to the general in-

terest and to-all standards of prudence, 1t obstinately held
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to its principl«as».)+9

Those who wrote on the Revolution before 1840 were
generally inclined tb stress the probity and the political
inexperience of the Constftutionalists; and they animously
praised them for thelr efforts to strengtheﬁxggg/Z:narchy
in 1791, A difference of emphasis is apparent h‘f’g}\lBho,
when Jules Michelet and Louis Blanc, Oppoﬁents of the Orleanist
monarchy (1830-1848), published their views on the Revolution.
Unlike thelr predeéessors, they were extremely hostile to all
forms of monarchical government.

The publication in 1847-1848 of Michelet's conclusions
on the firstithree years of the Revolution marked the in-
ception of this new trend in revolutionary historiography.so
Underlying his work is a philosophy of history that, although
much different, is no less deterministic than that of earlier
historians. The Revolution was for Michelet the mystical iﬁ-
carnation of Reasonland Justice instituted by the sovereign
People in the form of the democratic Republ:!.c.gl
| Not unexpectedly, Michelet was critical of the Consti--
tutionalists for not having peacefull& completed the Revolu;
tion by proclaiming the democratic Repubiic after Louls XVI's
f1ight.92 He explained that their support of the king stemmed
in part from their mistaken conviction that France's salvation
rested in the maintenance of the royal filction and in part in
théir vanity and ambition.53 He admitted, however, that another
factor that influenced their conduct was their fear of anarchy.51+

)

: .
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"He belittled the Constitutionalists for failing to understand
fhat the king, as the flight unmistakably proved, would never
be content to govern within constitutional limitations.ss
yichelet agreed that Duport and the Lameths opened the

Feuillant Club;’° but his version of the Champ.de Mars mas-
sacre dlffered considerably from that of his forerunners.

His brief discussion on the nature and'possession of national
- sovereignty reflected =z fundagental change in perspective from
earlier writers. Whereas Thiers, Mignet and Droz accepted'the
Natlonal Assambly'g asssertion that its decrees were legally
bindiné‘on all Frenchmen, Michelet contended, or so it appeérs,
that the Parisians who signed the petition of July 17 actually
represented the sovefeign will not just of Paf;s but of the
entire country, In other words, he argued that the national
soverelgn will was, in this Instance at‘lgast, expressed and
exercised not by the elected representatives in the National
Assembly but by the people.of Paris.57

| Aé for the massacre itself, Michelet contested the

assertion, held by Thiers and Mignet, that the petitiéners

at the Champ de Mars were insurrectionaries., In his estima-
tion, a large majority of them were peaceful and law—abiding.58
He also rejected the Jacobins' contention that the Conétitu-
tionallists planned the repression. The massacre was instigated
by the royallsts and brutally executed by the gardes soldég,
who were royalist sympatl_lizers.59

o According té Michelet, the Triumvirate's relations with

./7"
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the Cou{t dated froﬁ April‘l79l. Alexandre Lameth replaced
Mirabeawh as the king's chief advisor, but Barnave became more
influentﬂal after the evasion.b0 After reali;§”@ that the
Feuilln{yJClub was not successfully counteracting the Jacobin
movement, the Constitutionalists sought a rapprochement with

the Right. However, their pleas for aid in the constitutional
revis;ons fell on deaf ears.61 Michelet did not believe, as

~ his successors would, that the Constitutionalists established

a "bourgeois" regime. He pointed out that unlike the govern-
-ments which existed between 1815 and 1848, a large number of
people were granted the franchise by the Constitution of 1791.62
Thus it appears that his major criticism was that the Constitu-
tionalists abandoned the people In a futlle attempt to save the
monarchy in June 1791, |

Louis Blanc's Histoire de la Révolution franceise,63

written at the same time as Michelet published his findings,
was also a political broadslide against the constitutional
monarchy. To Blanc, the Revolution was the struggle for the
establlishment of a demoeratic Republle, It is thus not sur-
prising that hils assessment of the Constitutionelists was
unsympathetlc. Blanc identified them as ambitious, incompe-
tent, egotistical politicians who set up a middle-class gov-
ernment which suited neither the Court, the nobility nor the
people.6LF In contrast to Michelet, he categoric;lly argued
that the Constitution of 1791 instituted a government run by
and for the bourgeoisie.65 He did not dispute Michelet's
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¢
obsefvatidn concerning the liberality of the suffrage. ;To
him, what was "bourgeois" about the governmént.was that 1t
"arbitrarily" disqualified citizens from the pelitical arena
and thus set a precedent for the more restrictive suffrages
established between 1815 and 1848, 66 Blanc also made the
unique assertion, adopted by successive historians, that the
Constitutionalists incorpz}ated the monarchy into the Consti-
tution because they thought fhat 1t would help them to eschew
the democratic Republf\‘demanded by the péople.67

As might be exbebted, Blane regarded the Constitu-
tionalilsts? décision to keep Louls XVI on the throne as an
act of treéson against the Revolution, insﬂired not by a
superstitious belief in or devotion to the monarchy but by
theif selfish determination to defend and maintain the exclu-
slve political privileges of the bourgeoisie.68 In his view,
this myopic outlook, which ignored ﬁolitical'as well as socilal
realities, unnecessarily forced the people to complete the
Revolution in a violent and extralegal manner in 1792.°9 1t

\

also induced the Constitutionalists to take stjps that lacked
honesty, probity and‘dignity.70 Blanc argued,

for example,
that the unpopularity of the inviolability decree led to the
confrontation bgtween the government and the people at the
Champ de Mars.’® In contrast to the accounts of Thiérs, Mignet
and Droz, Blfnc stressed the legality of the petitioners'
actlons. He claimed that they had obtained permission from

the municipality to assemble on July 17; and.like Michelet

.
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he dismissed all suggQ;;IBEE‘tnat_there had been anin-
72

surrection. He also contended that the petition was re-
spectful towards the government.?§,<githough he did not have
the "mathematical proof" needed to show that the Constitution-
alists planned the massacre, he nevertheless asserted that
u,,.les meneurs du parti constitutionnel dans 1l!Assemblée"
. promoted 1t.7h

Blanc was the first historian to conduct a detalled
study of the Constitutionalists' foreign policy during this
period. He contended tﬁai the Lemeths, who served as the
Court's advisors after the flight, formulatéd an artful pol-
icy designed to neutralize the subversive plans of the ég;g_ﬁﬁ
and to convince Leopold II, the Austrian Emperor and the brother
of Marie-Antoinette, that it was in Europe's interest to accept
the Constitution of 1791 and to abandon all plans to interfere
into France's internal affairs.75 However, the Count of Artois
and the Count of Provence,’® the king's brothers, sabotaged
this policy by persuading the reluctant Leopold to publish
the declaration of Pillnitz (August 27, 1791), a declaration
which invited Europe's monarchs to form an alliance for the
purpose of reestablishing the monarchy in France, by force
1f need be.’’ | S

Blanc mai:/gﬁmerous stabs at the éonstitutional mon-
archy as an ingtitution and took special pleadure in critil-
cizing the Constitution of 1791, If the Constitutionalists

were golng to maintain the monarchy, he argued, they should
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have at least constructed a strong one.’8 He disparaged

et

them for failing to recognlze that‘é;moharchy could not op-
. 2

erate without the possession of certain‘royal prerogatives

and the existence of the nobility.79 Yet he objected, no

doubt in principle, to their unsuccessful attempt to effect
a "counterrevolutionary“ revision of the Constitution.Bo
Toward the close of the nineteenth century, signifi-
cant contributions to revolutionary historiography were made
by Albert Sorel, Alphonse Aulard andxJean Jaurés. These men
" ushered in the era of modern history, with its systematic and

v :
critical examination of sources, In L'Europe et la Révoluglgg

franga;ge,al Sorel examined the events of the French Rev-
olution from the perspectlive of European diplomacy. He

' approved of the Inviolability decree and of the Constitu-
tionalists'! plans to revise the Constitution. However, he
questioned their motives. He.identified them as opportunists
who saw the post-fllght period as an excellent time to force
Louils XVI to capitulate to their constitﬁtional opinions.

He did not view them as génuine monarchists, believing that
above all they wanted a poggrless king in whose name they
could govern France, 2 T@ei;zdesire for conétitutional re-
visions was also selfishly motivated, They supported them
not out of regard for the king but in order to solidify the
ministry which they planned to occupy.83 Like Michelet, he

asserted that another pressing concern which drove them into

~ the royalist camp was thelr marked uneasiness about the spread

\.
-
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of anarchical ideas among the Pa:t'is;:tan.é:.8!+

Sorel repeated the "argument puﬁ forward by earlier
histor}ans that the Constitution of 1791 was too '"republican"
to be sultable to the king. In fact; he claimed that
although the government was nominally a monarchy, in reality &
it was a republic.8’ Furthermore, it was a poorly constructed‘\\.
government: the separation of powers was effeéfed in such a
fashion that one branch of the government of necessity dom-
inated the other, a situation that was bound to lead to the
despotism of a Convention or to that of a usurper.86 Like
Mme..de Stael and Droz, he blamed the Constitutionalists
for having created the circumstancés that resulted in the
crisis of 1791 and for having failed to take the steps needed
to congolidate the monarchy, One prerequisite for consoli-
dation which escaped their grasp was the repeal of the
non—réeligibility decree and of the Four years law, which

prevented members of the National Assembly from serving in
the minispry until the Constitution had been operating for
four years.87

Sorel detected other factors that contributed to the
instability of the Constitution, The aristocrats and the
republicans in the Assembly, he stressed, blocked all measures
that would have strengthened the government.88 However, he
attributed the greatest blow to the monarchy to the counter-
productive activities of the rés. Sorel, like Blanc,

traced the negoti#tions betwepn the Constitutionalists and
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Leopold II. He claimed that the lafter secretly hoped that
the king would come to an agreementzﬁith the‘former.89 But
the émigré-inspired declaration of Pillnitz reduced the chances
" of a peaceful settlément of the Revolution by meking it appear
that Louis XVI was personally involved in a conspiracy with
the European monarchies.fo restore the ancien régime., In
point'pf fact, Sorel made the interesting suggestion that by
questioning the sincerity of the king's oaths of allegilance '
to the Constitutibn, the émigrés helped to destroy the Court's
credibility ip France and prepared the way for a violent
revolution.”? '
_-‘hlphonse Aulard was the firét'historian tp occupy the
presfigious Chair of the French Revolutiori"at the Sorbonne.
In his comprehensive Histolre ng;lglggg,g; he approached the
Revolution from the standpoint of the "origins and develop-
ment" of the democratic and republican movements. The logi-
cal consequence of the Declaration of Rights was for him ——_\\
the establishment of the democratic Republic.92 Aulard re- f
peated Blanc's argument that the clasé considerations of the
bourgeoisié induced the Constiﬁﬁtionalist593 to preserve the
monarchy and to save Louls XVI, HeAportrayed them as unprin-
cipled bourgeois who betrayed their revolutionary principles,
as evidenced in their refusal to establish the democratic
Republic in July 1791,9%
Although Aulard is usually described as a political

historlan, there 1s evlidence supporting the view that he was
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aware of the class conflicfs stressed by his éﬁcpessors.
For Instance, he claimed that the ckisis follogigg June 21
,did not involve whether or no éhe monarchy-or the repubfic
should be established.(singsz;st Frenchmen were monarchists
and approved‘of the passage of the invioiability decree).95
It was in essencé a class struggle between the bourgeoisie,
which fought to preserve itskﬁolitical predominance, and the
people, who demanded universa suffrage.96 In adgition,
Aulard described the "illegall repression at the Champ de
Mars as ".,.un coup d'Etat\g; la bourgeocisie contre le peuple...,"
the first episode of violent clgss éonflict of the Revolution,%7
He contended that thé government used the victory to its own
advantage by arbitrarily arresting political adversaries and
conducting a conservative revision of the Constitution. This
"terreur bourgecise®, as he called it, split the revolution-
aries into two hostile groups.98 |
Aulard was the first historlan to assert explicitly
that the Constitutionalists and the democrats were divided
~ over the question of how the national sovereignty was to be
organized.?? Aulard, like Michelet, never elaborated upon
‘this. But his description of the Champ de Mars massacre sheds
.light at least on that particular conflict between the govern-
ment and the democrats. Aulard claimed that the repression
resulted from the hadvanced" democrats' insistence that Louls
AVI's destiny be decided by a popular referendum; and he also

pointed out that the advanced demoerats were adherents of the
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‘doctrine of direct democracy.l90 It appears, therefore,
that the massacre was the conséduence of a conflict between
the advocates of popular democracy, the pbtitioners, and of
- the constitutional monarchy, the National Constituent Assembly.
Jean Jaﬁrés, Secrefary of the French Soclaljst Party at

the turn of the cehtury, published Histolre so ste between

1901 ana 1905.10l He wés the first genuing;fglnomic and social-

historian of the Revolution. Like Michélet, Blanc and Aulard,

he viewed the Revolutlon as a struggle for the democratic

Republic, ‘To Jaurés, the Constitﬁtionalists, who represented

the upper and middle bourgeoisie which was dominant during i

the Revolution,lo2 created a regime that contained what he

believed were contradictory elements: the ﬁatiz;al soverelgn

will and the monarchy.lo3 Neverfheless, he was convinced that

if Louis XVI had gfﬁcerely accepted his role as constitutional

king, the Cons%itution of 1791 would have been firmly

established. Ot
| Jaurés accepted Droz's thesis that the Triumvirate

entered into the service of the Court in April 1791.105 He

claimed that their alarm over the rapid growth of the demo-

cratic movement explained their efforts to appease the Court

and the royalists and thelr decision to introduce "reactionary"

legislation.1® The Loi Chapelier, which disallowed all

workers' and employers' associations, was one of these laws,lo?

But unlike Aulard, he argued that the battle for the' democratic
Republic was primarily a political, not a soclal, sfruggle.
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Because in hils view neither the boﬁrgeoisie nor fhe'prole-
tariat had a clearly-defined class consciouseess until the
nineteenth cent%ry, the spring legislation and the Champ de
Mars massacre stemmed from the political, not the social,
considerations of £he National Assembly.lo8

y From a practical standpoint, Jaurds accepted the Con-
stitutionalists! attempfé In April and May to recodncile
Louls XVI to the Revo;ution. But he strongiy disapproved of
their decision to keep the king on the throne after the £light.
The king's desperate attempt to flee Paris 1h June 1791, he
asserteq, proved that the monarchy and thg Revolution were
izreconcilable.199 Without Louis XVI's support, the Consti-
tution of-1791 was destined to be unstable, and it would
sooner or later be crushed by the "force of events,"l10

Albert Mathlez, Georges Lefebvre and Albert Soboul are

the most renowned twentiethfcentury.historians of the French
Revolution. And their general interpretations of the Con-
stitutionalists are similar.lll For this reason, their, views

{?‘will be examined simultaneously, with due ‘consideration being
giv%n to the few areas where they differ.;\Like thelr prede-
cess§rs, Mathiez, Lefebvre and-Soboul described the Consti-
tutiokalists as first and foremost the représentatives of the
upper bourgeoisie.ll2 They believed, like Sorel, that the |
government was only monarchical in name, that "this constitu-
tional monarch¥y was a bourgeois republic."ll3 ﬂefebvre.con-

cluded that the Constitution established a wholly representative
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system in which the delegates in the National Assembly wielded
unlimited power and in which the national sovereignty was ex-
erclsed by the people only during primary'elections.lll+

Mathiez, Lefebvre and Soboul agreed that thé rise of
the democratic movement and the profiferation of strikes during
the spring of 1791 reveéled,the instapility of the- Constitution,’
which had support neither from the popular classes, which de-

. manded a democratic government, nor from the royalists.l15

This alarmed the Constitutionalists to such an -extent that
they immediately sought to check the Revolution and to quell

the democratic movement, Mathiez was alone in indicating

. that the leaders of this movement were strong advocates of
- direct democmcy.ll6 Lefebvre and Soboul argued that the
- Constitutionalists! fear of the people forced them to seek a

reconciliation with the Court and the royalists during this
period.117 The Triumvirate, asseréed Mathiez and‘éoboul,
replaced Mirabeau as advisors to the Cogrt. Alexandre Lameth
was charged with the distribution of the.Civil List, the funds
provided by the gove}gment to maintain the Court; and he
transferred money frdﬁ this source to his brother, Charles
Lameth, and Andrien Duport, who promptly started the Consti-
tutionalists' newspaper, Le nggg;gngg.lls

Lefebvre and Soboul repeated Droz's contention that the
Constitutiqralists decided to revise the Constitution during
the spring, In their'view, they intended to increaseathe king's

power and to establish an upper chamber. Lefebvre and Soboul
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were convinced that they enacted socially fepressive legisla-
tlon and proﬁosed Increasing the electoral qualifications and'
restricting the freedom of the press during the spring.1l9
Lefebvre added that they even considered reinstituting the
nobility, though not until August 1791.120 For his part,
Mathlez rejected these assertions, contending that the con-
servative revisions (the reestabliehment of the ﬁobilify and
the creation of an upper chamber) were not contemplated by
the Constitutionalists until September 1791.121 7 Sy
Mathiez, Lefebvre and Soboul believed that the flight
was concrete proof of the futility ef the Constitutionalists!
attempts to.reconcile the king to the Revolution. ‘Not
wlthout surprise, they argued that the Constitutionalists!
desire to protect the political primacy of the property-owning
bourgeolsie was behind their staunch support of the inviola-
bility decree.l22 Mathlez offered a supplementary explanation.
He asserted that the Triumvirate feared that 1f they did not
actively support executive_inviolability, their monetary
dealings with the Court would be exposed. They also wanted
a weak king in whose name they could govern Fr;ance.lz3
Mathiez, Lefebvre and Soboul shared the opinion that
the Champ de Mars massacre was the first violent clangconflict
of the Revolutlon. Like Aulard, they maintained thaggthe
bourgeoisie used Ehe repression of the "legal". demonstration
on July 17 as a means of annihilating all political opposition,l2*
Mathiez pléced responsibility for the killings on the National
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Assembly and, with Lefebvre and Soboul, contended that a
"brutal" persecution of the democrats and the aristocrats
followed the massacre.125 They alternatively termed this

“la terreur tricolore" and "la terreur bourgeoisé.?l26

_Mathiez alone characterized the struggle that arosé ovér
the question of Louis XVI's inviolability as principally a
fight between the adherents of difect democrécy and those of
"1a nouvelle aristocratie bourgeoise."127

The only historians whd have ﬁroduced monographs on

the Constitutionalists are Georges HTQ?on, E. D, Bradby and

Jean-Jeeques Chevallier. Michon's HisﬁSEEé‘Eg Parti feuillant

was publikhed in 1924.128 A devoted student of Albvert

Mathiez,l "Michon approached the Revolution from an eco-

nomic and s;cial point of view and, like other modern French
historians, described the Constitutionalists as corrupt, am-
bitious, power-thirsty liberal nobles who set up a bourgeois
regime under their own 1eadership.l3o Their government, which
served the interests of the upper classes, was monarchicalj

but in reality "...le roi n'était qu'un mannequin et la monarchie

un décor...."131

Michon belieﬁed that the rise of the democratic Republic
was inevitable and therefore condemned the Constitutionalists
for saving Louls XVI. He viewed the conflict between tﬂe
Constitutionglists ahd the.dgmocrats as baslcally a social
one. The fourth'estate, which répresented the majority of

Frenchmen we%e denied full political rights by the bourgeoisié.\

3
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When their demands‘for equality began to multiply in April.-
1791, the Triumvirate éalled for the halt of the Revolution
and sought a rapprochement with the Court.l32 With the .
Fayettists, they also agreed, in a revision of the Constitu-
tiony to increase the king's power and to ensure the domina-
tion of the property-owners over the propertyless.l33

According to Michon, the Constitutionalists were foolish
to believe that a mere decree could keep Louis XVI on the
throne when public opinlon was clearly against this. To
ignore public opinion was irresponsible and revealed the po-
1itical'incoﬁpetence of the Constitutionalists. Michon was
the only historign to assert that the Cons£1tutionalists en-
couraged and perhaps even advised Louls XVI to flee Paris and
tq‘write the manifesto of June 20, which contained the king's
complaints about the Revolution.13k He contended that the
manifesto was intended to serve one of two purposes: if the
eécape was a success, 1t was to be used as ",..une base de
transaction..." between Louls XVI and the National Assembly.
If it was not successful, it was to serve as ",..un véritable
programme de révision, 137

Michon stronglﬁ believed that the Constitutionalists
left nothing to change between June 21 and the end of Sep-
tember.136 The inviolability decree, the opening of the
Feuillant Club, the massacre of the Champ de Mars and the
"reactionary" revision of the Cons{itution were, in his view,

planned by the Constitutionalists.137 Their goal was to bring

Py
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about a totael counterrevolution. Their planfwas to keep
Louls XVI on the throne despite the fact that public opinion
was violently opposed to this. Expecting the democrats to
react in a forceful manner, they were to proﬁoke a riot which
would furnish them with the opportunity té‘;Epreéé their polit-
ical adversaries, The country's reaction against thg revolu-
tionaries, spurred by the tainted reporting of papers sup-
porting the government (and by implication the bourgeoisie),
would then be used to make counterrevolutionary changes in
the Constitution, Furthermore, uillant Club, opened
by the Triumvirate, would seize the Jacobin Club's affili-
ated socleties and as a Eonsequence control public opindon
ianrance.l38' Michon concluded that the Constitutionalists
failed because they were'incapable of recognizing the un-
feasibllity of their position: the democratic movement was
for all practical purposes unstOppable.139

E. D. Bradby's tﬁﬁ-volume Life of Barnave was first
published 1& 1915.1%0 It contains conclusions which stand.
in direct contradiction to those put forward by Michon and -
other modern French historians. She rejected the long-standing
contention that the Constitutionalists, the Triumvirate in
particular, were at bottom motivated by greed, ambition,
the thirst for power and the exclusive interests of the bour-
geoisle, Honesty, frobity and é profound love of liberty
were among the virtues she believed best characterlzed these

talented men. But their strong convietion that liberty
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could only be safeguarded in a monarchical form of govern- '
ment forced them to oppose all efforts to_eétablish the dem-
ocratic Republic. Moreover, Bradby dismissed the argument
that the Constitutionalists became‘royalists or.even.adopted
royalist Rolicies in 1791 and that they had secret relations
with the Cdﬁrt.lul She argued that the opening of the Feuillant
Club and the massacre at the Champ de Mars were spontaneous
events for which the éonstitutionalists have been unfairly
held responsible. The Triumvirate, she claimed, objected to
the establishment of a new club but theéﬁ\g;éies went un-
heeded , 142 Furthermore, Bradby went to great lengths to
disprove the assertion that the Constitutionalists intended
to 1ncrease the king's aufhbrity and to establish a two-chamber
system in August 1791,1%3 | |

According to Bradby, the Constitutionélipts kept: Louls
XVI on the throne because they sincerely believed that the
representative, constitutionalfmonarchy was the best govern-
ment ever to have existed and that democracy, at least as they
conceived of 1t, would only bring a state of'anarchy.lhu
By democracy, the Constitutionalists meant “.,.the immediate
exercise of the soverelgnty by all the voters."lk5 They
believed that the moral tradition of France, not tc mention
its population and position in Eﬁrope, required that a mon-
archical government be retained. Their aversion for the
rebublic was based in part on their conviétion that only the

king was capable of méintaining France's newly-found unity.lhé
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These considerations, together with the desire to avoid a
cilvil war and a foreign invasion on behalf of the king, stood
behind the Constitutionalists! decision to uphold executive
inviolability. Lt

Bradby asserted that the Constituqioﬁalists took
concrete steps during the summer of 1791 to consollidate the
Constitution. Their basic objectives were to remove the
country's fears of a counterrevolution and to increase the
king's popularity. The key element in their foreign policy
Was Léopold II. Their plan was to persuade Leopold to declare
himself in favor of the‘Constitution. A treaty between Austria
and France would then be concluded and, by dividing the forelgn
powers, this would destroy the chances of an invasion. The
king was to invite his brothers and the égiggég to reenter
France after this treaty was signed. Realizing that without
Leopold's support their cause was hopeless, the émigrés would
be compelled to reconcile themselves to the Revolution. "As
a consequence of th;se steps, the king would be credited Qith
restoring peace to France and preventing counterrevolution,
and hils popularity would grow immensely. The democratic move-
ment, on the other hand, would cfumble because it would no
longer be able to advance its cause by playlng on the people's
fears of a return of the ancien régime. The Constitutionalists
took great pailns to demonstrate that it was in everyone's

vital interest to bring the Revolution to a peaceful end.
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Bradby agreed. To her, this ",..was & wise and well-con-
sidered policy; the misfortune was that neither the Court,
the Royalists, nor Europe, were clear-sighted enough to see
how wise it \«nas;...."ll'“8

As an English historlan, Bradby was not considerably
influenced by the FrencH historical tradition. Her views
of the restricted éuffrage enshrined in the Constitution

? were, as a consequence, quite different from those of Aulard,‘
Mathlez, Michon, Lefebvre and Soboul. She contended that in
reproaching the Constitutionalists for establishing a
“priviléged" government, quern French historians tended to
disregard the social realities of eighteenth-century France.
She did not‘deny'thaﬁ-the bourgeoisie was predominant; but
in her view, the suffrage was very liberal, especlally when
conslderation was given to the facet that France was an agri-
.\Epltgral soclety with a largely uneducated population.1”9

Like Madame de Stgzél, Mignet and Sorel, Bradby contended that
the monarchy might have been saved and the Constitution firmly -
consolidated had the leaders of the Constitutionalists been ~
able to persuade the Natilonal Assembly to repeal the non-
reeligibility decree.,150

The latest contribution to constitutionalist histori-
ograbhy 1s Chevallier's biography of Barnave, which appeared
in 1936.151 Chevallier was the first historian to make ex-
tensive use of Barnave's correspondence with Marie—Antoinette.152

He argued that the Triumvirate's'relations with the Court and
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with the Fayettists began after the flight.l”3 ‘Like Bradby,
he asserted that the opening of the Feuillant Club was nelther
planned nor effectuated\by the Triumvirate.l51+ Moreover, he
was convinced that their goals regarding constitutional re-
visions have been unduly eiaggerated by modern historians.
The desire to establish an upper chamber and to give the ab-
solute veto to the king ﬁas not part of their plans until
1792155

Chevallier contended that the Constitutionalilsts
possessed a well-developed internal and foreign policy to \? )
which the Court rarely adhered. About their foreign poliey,
he concluded .that "c'est supérieurement raisonné. Mals pour
- mener ce plan'é bien, les Triumvirs ont besoin de Marie-
Antoinette."156 However, the queen was using the Triumvirate
until help froq_the foreign coalition arrived.157 Like Bradby,
Chevallier believed that the Constitutionalists! fallure to
establish a durable government was partially due to the fact

that they could not repeal the non-reellgibility decree. 158

It would seem, therefore, that from the time of
Madame de Stasl until today there has been a considerable
egariation of opinion among historians regarding the Consti-
sutionalists' conduct in 1791, Certainly historians have
allowed thelr personal preoccupations, political prejudices
and revolutionary preconceptions to shape their assessments of
the Constitutionalists, and this has resulted in a series of

contradictory generalizations about what the Constitutionalists
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riters before 1840 desecribed the

VN
1n actuality symbolized.

Constitutionalists as mofarchists who were misgulded by abstract
principles in 1789-1790 tut who tried to rectify this in 1791
by strengthening thé monarchy and combatting “anarchicalJ\\*\
democracy. As monarchists, they approved of the inviolability
decree which kept Lquis XVI on the throne after the flight,
They argued that a chmbination of unfavorable circumstances
and wrong decisions bropght about the overthrow of the mon-
archy. Conversely, modern historians, whose concern with
specific economlc and social questions led them to accept
most, 1f not all, of the arguments produced by Blanc in
1847-1848, tended to question the "royalism" of the Constitu-
tionalists., They 1dentified them as unscrupulous libersal
nobles and bourgeols who attempted and failed to impose an
unworkable, reactionary constitution upon the French people,
Because the fall of the monarchy was for them all but inevi-
table after June 21, they condemned the inviolability decree,
which in thelr view closed all doors to a legal and peaceful
transition from the limited monarchy to the democratic Republic,
On still another front, two biographers of Barnave, Bradby and
Chevallier, regarded the Constitutionalists nelther as repube-
licans nor as monarchists in the traditional sense: they were
honest men with a genuine love for liberty, but they sincerely
believed that a free, stable government could nét be established

In France unless the monarchy was maintained. Thus some his-

torians have seen these men as well-intentioned and sincere
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in their endeavor to establish a moderate regime; but on the
whole historians have treated them as inept, corrupt men who
betrayed the Revolution in order to satisfy their personal
and class needs. | |

A survey of the literature written on the Constitution—
alists 1s perhaps most valuable 1n that it serves to dis-
tinguish the questions which stand at the center of contro-
versy even among the most recent speéialists on t subject:
the date, if any, on which the Constitutfonalists' relationship
with the Cdurt:commenced (April or early July?); the consider-
ations which led to the passage of the inviolability decree on
July 15, 1791; the causes of the schism in the Soclety of the
Friends of the Constitution (the Jacobin Club) and the National
Assembiy's role in the Champ de Mars massacre. Other areas of
disagreement which merit attention are the conslderations which
induced the Constitutionalists to oppose the non-reeligibility
decree and the Four years lawj; the significance of the legis-
lation enacted‘by the National Assembly in the spring of 1791
and the particulars surrounding the revision of the Constitution.
0f course, the most important question 1s whether in all these
matters the Constitutionalists can be said to have been acting
in a manner consistent with the principles they espoused.

The confused picture which emerges from this review
cleafly demonstrates the need for a reassessment of the facts.
A feevaluation of the Constitutionalisté was in fact made in

1965 by Frangois Furet and Denls Richet .19 However, because
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of its continued predominance, the soclal and economlic inter-
pretation of the Revolution will serve as the point of departure
in our reeéamination of the Constitutionalists. The views of
Furet and Richet and their connection with our research will

be discussed in the Conclusion.léo The purpose of thié thesis
is-to reéxamine the evidence surrounding the history of the
Constitutionalists 1in an effort to determiﬁe their policles,
goals and conduct during the spring and summer of 1791. This
thesis wlll therefore commence with an examlnatlion of the events
of the spring of 1791, the period during which the Triumvirate
is said to have eﬁtered into the service of the Court and agreed
to effect a conservative revision of the Constitution and during
which the non-reeligibility decree, the Four years law and the

"repressive'" bills were enacted.
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~CHAPTER I NOTES

lpnis holds true for the period 1795-1798 as well.

'2Historians usually describe the Constitutionalists as the
major architects of the Constitution of 1791, although they
sometimes fail to draw the distinction between those who were at
least indirectly responsible for the introduction of constitu-
tional legislation and those who in most cases simply voted for it.
For the purposes of this thesis, the Constitutionaiists will be
identified as the "architects" of the Constitution. Most of thege
men were members of the Société de 1789 founded by the Abbé Sieyds
in 1790, The most notable of the Constitutionallsts were elected
by their fellow colleagues in the National Assembly to serve on
the Constitutional Committee. They were Thouret, Sleyés, Target,
Talleyrand, Desmeunlers, Le Chapelier and Rabaut Saint-E%ienne.
Other notaﬁle Constitutionalists were Lafayette, Emmery, Dupont
(de Nemours), Larochefoucauld, Beaumez, Liancourt, Montmorency,

. Toulongeon ﬁegnaud (de Saint-Jean d'Angély), Baiily Tronchet,

Goupil de ﬁréfelne and Treilhard. Dandré (or d'André) was also
connected with this group of men. The Constitutionalists were
variously referred to as the "Faygttilstes" (the followers of Lafayette)
and "1789" (after the Soc¢lété de i%g%;. They did not vote as a .
party but were united by their common desire to establish a constitu-~
tional monarchy., Historians generally reserve a separate place for
the Triumvirate of Alexandre Lameth, Andrien Duport and Joseph Barnave,
The revolutionary journalist Camille Desmoulins labeled it as )
the septemvirat because the Triumvirate received the consistent
suppoTt of Charles Lameth (Alexandre Lameth's brother), Menou,
the Duke of Aiguillon and Beauharnals. These men were also known
as the "Jacobins" or "Jacobin Party" and as the "Lameths." Con-
sidering the fact that their politlcal views were extremely similar,
if not identical, to those of the Constitutionalists? they will be
referred to in this thesis under the heading of the ‘Constitutionalists"
(except of course when-their individual names require identification).
For a more detalled examination of the individual Constitutionalists
and of the Triumvirate, see Alphonse Aulard, Les orateurg de la

Révolutjion: L'Aggemb;ée Constituante (lst ed., rev.; Parls:
Edouard Cornely Et Cle., 190%), pp. 378-510.

3George Rudé, Interpretations of the French Reyolution, The
Historical Association, No. 47 (rev, ed.; London: The Historical

Association, 1972), p. 3&?

“1n La chute de la rovauté: J1Q Aodt 1793 (Paris: Gallimard,
1969), Marcel Reinhard offers an excellent analysis of the events
of the summer of 1791. HowBversy because his study focuses on the
events that fell between June 21, 1791 and August 10, 1792, and
therefore excludes an examination of the events of the sprlng of
1791, his book will not be fncluded in this review.
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. 5Historia'ns refer to this as the thése des ¢ircongtanceg as
opposed to the aristocrats' thdse du complot, where the Revolution
Js considered as the result of a vast conspiracy by the members of
the secret societies which existed during the ancien régime.

SMadame Germaine de Staél, Considérationg sur les principayx
événemens de la Révolution francaise, in Oeuyres compl tes de Mme,’
la Baronne de Staél, ed. by the Duke of Broglie and the Baron de
Stafl, Tomes KIT-XTV (17 tomess Parise. Trabtrcym Wartz, 1820).
The original edition 1s unavailable.

7Ibid., XII, 318.

' 8Mme. de Staél never specified which principles she was re-
ferring to, other than to argue that American principles were un-
sultable for application in France.. Nevertheless, by implication,
she opposed the principles af the sovereignty of the people, equal-
ity and the separation of POWETS.

Mme., de Staél, op.cite, pp. 268, 270-71, 318-20, 367, 372-73,
409, 433, ’ ‘

191p44., p. 4i10.

“1vi4., p. 418,

“2Ibid., pp. 399, W12 |
Dintd., vp. 302, 412, 4300
1

She did not specify fhich revisions she considered as
M"useful."

Mne. de Staél, op.cit., pp. 420-22.

16;919., Pe 433, -

l?Ib. ldo, pp. LI"25"26- )
18M. A. Thiers, Histojire de la Révo op franca (2 tomes;

Paris: Furne Et Cle., 1 y the original edition 1s unavailable.

191hid., 1, 1.
20;13.2&.0 s De 135.
21

Ibid., p. 142,
2%lhlﬁ-; pp. 143-44,

231pid.
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2L+Thiers, op.¢ite., pp. 154-55.

 O1pid., pp. L41-42, 145, 151. ‘
26Iblg., pp. 139, 144, 149-52, Like Mme. de Stgél, Thiers was
vague about which principies.he found objectionable, ﬁy implication,"
since he did eclaim that Louls XVI should have possessed most of
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CHAPTER II
THE SPRING OF 1791

On June 20, 1789 the deputies of the National Assembly
took the legendary Tennis Court oath never to disband until
they had brought about the regeneration of the French Empife
and provided France with its first written constitutlon. As
the spring of 1791 approached, these illustrious men were
naking the final preparations for the fulfiliment of that
solemn oath, The laborious work of the National Constituent
Assembly was quickly drawlng to a close. The traditional
divine right monarchy had been supplanted by a new autho}-
ity: the sovere;gnty of the people. The "arbitrary" gov-
ernment of the ancien régime was to give way to the rule of
law. The Constitution of 1791 was to establish a represen-

tative government combined with an hereditary monarchy. To

the national representatives, the Revolution had all but reached

1ts conclusion.

Dﬁriné the spring of 1791, however, the National
Assembly still had to reach important decisions concerning
the structure and relations of the legislative and executive
powers.l' The Constitutionalists' opinions on these matters
- were wldely known. They favored giving the king the power
to appoint deputies of the legislature to the cabinet and

b2 .
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to other posts at the disposal of the executive branch of
the government, They also planned. to propose a law that
would empower legislative deputies to seek reelection to
the followlng legislature and "constituent" members to run
for office in the first Assembly established by the Consti-
tution.® Most of the Assembly's deputies did not share the
Constitutionalists' views. hs a Eonsequence, on April 7, 1791,
Robesplerre successfully infroduced the Four years law,
which banned deputies of the National Constituent Assembly
and of subsequent legislatures from occupying positions
connected with the executive power until four years after
the conclusion of their respective sessions, On May 16,
Robesplerre was alsohinstrumental in securing the passage.
of the non-reeligibility decree against the advice of the
Constitutionalists. This law disqualified the deputies of
thp Constituent Assembly from being eligible to sit in the
first Legislative Assembly and excluded legislators from
seeking immediate reelection for a third term of office.3

The Constitutionalists did succeed in obtaining the
Assembly's approval of the decree of May 18, which regulated
thé right of petition, and of the law of June 1%, which
outlawed all corporate orgénizatibns. In actuality, the
proposal and adoption of these laws were requested on April 26
by a joint deputation of the muniecipal and departmental gov-

ernments of Parls, whose major responsibillty was to maintain

publlc tranquillity in the capital, a responsibility which
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ineluded ensuring the safety and indepéndence of the Na-

tional Assembly and the king. In its statement to the Na-

‘tional Assembly, the deputation stressed that the passage

of these measures would contribute enormously to restoring

L

ﬁublic order in France.

The Municipality and the Department of Paris, together

with the National Assembly, undoubtedly wished to avoid a

repetition of the kind of disturbance that had transpired

‘at the Royal Palace on April 18, On that day, a nultitude

of Parilsians prevented Louls XVI from embarking on his
journey to Saint-Cloud, where he and his family plénned_to
celebraté the Baster holiday. When it became apparent that

the crowd was not going to allow the king to proceed on his
trip, Bailly,5 the mayor of Paris, and Lafayette,6 the General-
Commandant of the Parisian National Guard, ordered the na-
tional guardsmen at the scene to clear the .path for the safe
passage of the royal carriage. However, thelr commands were
disobeyed;7 and the Royal Famlly was finally compelléd to

stay in Paris. )

The unrest that broke out on April 18 was at least
partially a result of the Parisians' distrust of the king.
During the spfing, there were countless skirmishes between
the éupporters and opponents of the Civil Constitution of
the Clergy, a serles of laws adopted by the National Assembly
and sanctloned, albeit réluctantly, by Louls XVI in July 1790.8
In April it was rumored in Paris that the king had dismissed
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his‘confessorrbecause he supportgd.the Civil Constitution
and therefore the Ren;rolution..'9 On the"éve of his planned
trip to Saint-Cloud, a guard. stationed at the Royal Palace
accused him of having willingly attended a mass celebrated
by a nonjur;ng priest.lo Nonjuring priests, ‘who refused to
take the oéth required. ﬁy the Civii Constitution, were con-
sldered by most Parisians as counterrevolutionaries. It must
be noted that in addition to the rumors that inundated the
caplital during this period, Louis! enﬁourage, composed of
counterrevolutionaries, did not help to inspire confidence
in the Court's intentions.'’ Consequently, although the king
‘publicly declared his loyalty to the Constitutiop, his ber-\‘
sonal behavioy created the impression that he secrefly re-
gretted the loss of his ancilent prerogatives, His ambiguous
conduct probably gave credibility to the people's fears that
the trip to Saint-Cloud was really a cover for a scheme to
flee to Compldgne, where, reunlted with an army of counter-
revolutionaries, the king would take steps to dissolve the
National Assembly and to reestablish the absolute monarchy.l2
It 1s hardly surprising, then, that the people of Paris opposed
the Royal Family's departure for Saint-Cloud. On the other
hand, from the government's standpoint, the multitude's all
too frequent propensity for taking the law into its own hands,
together with the blatant Insubordination of the national:
guardsmen on April 18, were disturbing indications of the
weakness of the constituted authorities,
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The principal considerations upon which the Constitu-~
tionalists based their conduct during the spring of 1791 have
long been a subject of histprical controversy. Interpretations
of mens' motives and goals should be baséd as far as possible
on factual evidence. However, the study of the Constitu-
‘tionallsts' motives and goals is hindered by a shortéée_qf
reliable sources of information and by the relatively small
number of monographs devoted to the subjéct. Moreover, such
a study is complicated still further by the existence of a
long tradition of hostile interpretations, which has confri-
tuted to an inflexibllity of views regarding loﬁg-standing
assertiéns frequently accepted as indisputable facts, A
reexamination of the evidence surrounding the Constitutlion-
alists' conduct is therefore still necessary., The views of
Georges Michon, as set forth in Histoire du Partl feulllant,’3
will first be examined in greater detail than was possible
in the precedipg chapter.

| To Michon,'the revolution of August 10, 1792, which
1ed to the establishment of the First French Republic, was
the inevitable dénouement of the social and political struggle
waged between the propertyless (the democrats and republicans)
and the property-owners (the constitutional monarchists, aris-
tocrats and émigrés).lu Duport,15 Barnavel® and Alexandre
Lamethl’ were liberal nobles who appeared to take the slde
of the propertyless between 1789 and 1791, They had been,

or so i1t seemed, the most ardent defenders of democratic
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principles in the National Constituent Assembly. By-Merch
1791, however, their. advocacy of theirestricted franchise
as'well ee‘their oprosition to the'people's right;to eiect.
a Regent demonstrated once and for all that they were not

democrats._l8 The people recognized this turnabout and grad-

- ually withdrew their,support from the Triumvirate. :

Ne#ertheless; still according to Michon,ithe'Trium-
virate did not 1ntend to part with the advantages beStowed
upon it by its privileged’ political position. 'Propelled by -
personal ambition, corruption and’ thirst for power, it |

betrayed the principles which for two years it had loudly“

__professed.and made treaties with the enemies of the Revo-
dution,'? Shortly after the death of Mirabeau on April 2,
‘Mg tight coalitlon™ between the Trivmvirate and the Court

. was formed.. Capitulating to the Court's demands, the Tri-

umvirate'agreed.to increase the king's power, to neutralize

the democratic movement and to'consider reconStituting the

nobilityrzo_ Alexandre Lameth soon ‘became ‘intendant of the

Civil List; he gave Charles Lameth, 21 Duport and Laborde- -
Mereville22 funds from this source to establish the Trium-
virate S HGWSp&per‘ Le-Logographe.23 ‘The Triumvirate

N associated with the king- in order to acquire "...des béné--

fices tangibles..." as its popularity among the people waned.rl

The king, on the other ~hand, employed the Triumvirate to

inpreaee his constitutional authority, but he also continued :
24 - :

1s endeavor to subvert the Revolution.

/“‘~—a~€‘~
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sti11 eccording‘to Mgphon, the reactionary conduct of
the Triumvirete'was not solely motivated by personal- consid-
.erations. In Aﬁril 1791 all moderates, not just the Trium-
_virate, started to- feel uneasy about the sudden growth of the
“democretic movemegt (supported by the'"fourth estate") because
it threetened to overturn the social and political”predominance
'of the French bourgeoisie.25 Fearing the rise of the people, h

"the Triumvirate and the Fayettistes, the two major constitu~

‘tionalist factions,. hastened to join forees in May 1791 and °
agreed to increase the king s authority by revising the Con-

_ stitution.26 fTo-sfay in powep, they supported leglslation
that would allow them to oeeupy eabiﬁet.pesitions and to sit
in the leglslature duringlﬁﬁe-first Legislative Assembly.27
'Fuitherﬁpre, they_ﬁried to. weaken the democratic movement by
,enabtiﬂg "reactionary" lawssthat restricted the right of pe-
tition and banned unions, thus, meking all social and political

28 The Consfitutionalists' policy

demonstrations illegal.
: during;the Spring is describediby:Michon as "...la politique
ae‘résistance et'de répression sociale."2Y

. Michon’s interpretation consists of two major assertions
- which together imply that the Constitutionalists compromised
~ ‘their own political principles during the spring of 1791.
The-first_of these.asseftions 1s that the Triumvirate entered
into the service of the Court in April and that it agreed

to make conservative revisions in the Constitution. The

second is that the Triumvirate and the Fayettistes férmed an
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alliance in May to revise the Constitution in a retrograde
manner, to remain in power and to suppress the democrats. |
An examination of)the evidenqglvdgbéve;,.suggests that
Michon's interpre ation 1is open- to criticism,

The evidence Wost directly connected with the Trium-
virate s relationship with the Court in Aprdil and May 1791 -
consists of the memoirs of Bouillé,30 Montlosier3' and
Alexandre Lameth; the diary of Gouverneur Morris3@ énd a
letter dated April 20, 1791 and discovered inthe armoire
de fer, where Louls XVI stored his secret papers and corre-

spondéﬁce. The diary of Morris and the armoire de fer letter

are the most trustworthy because they were written during the
spring of 1791.‘ Because Alexandre Lameth’was a‘major partic-
ipant in thege.events, his memoirs, although not published -
until 1828, are an lmportant source of information. The )
memoirs of Montlosier ang Bouillé, on the other hand, are of /AP'
1e§sér importance because thelr contentidns with respect to

=

the Triumvirate's relationship with tﬁ;}Court are based on

indlrect evidence,

In L'Histo;re de mblée constituante, Alexandre
Lameth c&aimg that a-few, ys after Mirabeau! g\éeath on

April 2, Montmorin,33 the minister of Foreign Affairs, paild:

him = surprise. visit at eight o'clock in the morning. In his
conversation with Lameth, he voiced his/regret/afﬁhaving
employed Mirabeau to discredit the pop gr party, as the Con-
stitutionalists were 1abelled, and pra23%d the moderate
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~-addresses of the National Assembly and the Jacobin Club of
Paris, = Nothing more is known about “this meeting (or what it
. possibly led to) because Lameth died before finishing this
part of his memoirs.3br ' -?’1 |

The next indication of‘the Triumvinaté;s;nssociation
with the Court can be found in the armoire de fer letter of |

April 20, The identity of this letter's author is unknown;
but it would be feasonably safé to assume,‘considering'thé
advice he” nishes, that_he wés a congnrvative (perhaps a
ministegi;in:'close advisor), In this letter, Louis XVI
learns of the Jacobin faction's [i.e., the Triumvirate's]
desire_tb restore publig}order, conserve the monarchj,
guarantee the safety ;;’the king's person and neutralize _
the democratic movement. But the writer of the 1etten'pre-
sumes that the Jacobins'Jgoal is &0 dominate the Court.
Accordingly, he gives this advice ﬁo the king: M...il faut
paraltre favoriser cette faction pour s'en servir.,"3?
Gouverneur Morris provides a more compfehensive plecture
of Triumviraté-Court dealings., If his observations are
accurate, Terrier de Montelel3® and Brémond3/ met with the
Jacobin leaders(i.e., the Triumvirnté]on or just prior to
April 30. Through Monteiel and Brémond, they informed Morris
of their determination to act in concert with the Court, but,
lest they should lose.their popularify, nitnnht'appearing to
do so, Upon éearing this news, Morris directed Brémond to
obtain a list of articles desired by the Jacobin chieftains
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"and, if possible, to find out what their plans were. In
additioﬁ; Morris offered fo have the Four years law revoked
and the reeligibllity decree passed. The next day, Brémond
turned the requested list 03 to Morris who in turn informed
Montqprin of his negotiations with the Jacobins. During his
canersation with Morris, Montmorin expressed his dissatis-

factiqn with the Triumvirate; but Morris did not specify the

- reasons for his discontent.38 ‘Morris received a further com- -

munication from the Jacobin leaders on May 10. The latter
1nstfuctéd Brémond‘“to‘form_a selection of constitutional
articles" and requested a\ﬁeeting to discuss the moét\pf—
fective means of restoring public order.39 After May 1Q,
it appears that Morris did not fefer to these negotiationé’/
again, | ' |

Montloslier sets out in his memolirs to explain the
purpose behind Montmorin's visip to Alexandre Lameth. He
asserts that Louis XVI, needing influencé in the National
Assembly foliowing Mirabeau's death, ordered Montmorin to
seek an alliance with the Triumvirate. The latter accepted
the Court's offers.for an alliance on the condition that
Louis XVI declare himself in favor of the Constitution. In
return, it promised to revise the "defective" parts of the
Consti‘l:’ution.l*O In another section of his memoirs, Montlosier
contends that Alexandre Lameth and Montmorin agreed to modify
all the constitutional articles. Their principal aims, ac-

cording to Montlosier, were to increase the king's authority,

/
/

/

o
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tolerate the practice of the refractory cult, erush the dem-
ocratic movement and perhaps reconstitute the nobility,'tl

In his memoirs, Boulllé does not Iude to any Triumvirate-
' ©

.

' Qggrt relations., But he does claim that by January 1791,

Mirabeau, Duport, the LameéLs and other members of the Na-
tional Assembly acknowledged the necessity of reaching
"un airangemént convenable" with the Court. They were tired
d} anarchy and recognized the vices of the Constitution
(which if left unrevised would lead to the establishment of
a republic).L+2 L v

The only evidenég;that éolidly supports Michon's con-
tentions regarding the Triumvirateis ties with fhe'Court and

its plans for the revision of the Constitutio

are the ﬁemoirs
of Montlosier and Bouillé, Standing alone, However, these
sources do not constitute solid evidence. In fact, thejjmay

be called into question for two reasons, Firstly, Montlosier's g
and Boulllé's accounts are not the product of firsthand ob;
servations, Moreover,'not only 1s it impossible to find out

who gave Montlosier and Bouillé their information (thus pre-
cluding a judgment on the sources' reliabllity), it is equally
impossible to learn when this informatlon might have been

given to them., It is a fact that Bouilllé was not in Paris

in January 1791.43 His assertion that the Triumvirate wanted

to alter the Constitutlon at that time, an assertion\@hich

. may be accurate, rests therefore upon information taken from

another source. For his part, Montlosier admits that his
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information came from someone else ("...sl je suils bien
1nformé..a.")'$4 but he does not identify this person,
Secondly, the accuracy of their assertions is open to
doubt because thelr memoirs were‘wzitten over thirty years
after these events took place.hs The prevalence of facpual
distortion 15 revolutionary memoirs 1s, of course, common
-knowledge; but the real danger in this case lies in confusion
over the dates and the facts, It was and still is a commen
belief that the Triumviraﬂe wanted to make conservative mod -
ifications in the Constitution at the end of July 1791 .D4dd
Montlosier and Boulllé, writing after three decades ha@
elapsed and relying on information drawn from unknown sources,
project desires and plans on the Triumvirate which in fact
1t did not harbor until a later period? Montlosier's and
Bouillé's con;entions cannot be ruled out; but they ¢annot
stand alone as proof that the Triqg&irate reversed its con- :
stitutional policles to suit the Court., Indeed the very terms’
Montlosler and Bouillé use to descrEbe,the Triumvirate s con-
stitutional designs are subject to inpumerable interpretations.
The rest of the evidence examined ebove is reliable.
However, it does not-ihdicate that a Triumvirate-Court alliance
exlsted in the spriné. The results of Montmorin's visit with
Alexandre Lameth at the beginning of April are unknownj; the
_-object of hls visit 1s in itself a mystery. Gouverneur Morris
did make attempts to reach an understanding with the Triumvirate,
but his reaction to the list of articles it drew up and sent
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to him on May 1 is unknown. Thé contents of this list cannot

be discovered either. . Furthermore,-the Triumvirate's reaction

to the Court's proposals for constitutional maﬁffications

(1f indeed SUfh proposalé were ever submitted) remains obscure,

- N What this evidence does indicate irs that Duport, Barnave
R ‘and the Lameths were extremely concerned about the continued

state of lawlessness in France (and especially in Paris),

It is significant that their first overtures to the Court, e

as reported in the armoire de fer 1eE§er, were made just two

days after the Saint-Cloud incidenﬁi' In fact, cne of the

Triumvirate'é-major goals was the reestdblishment of public

order, Since the beginning of 1791 uport, Barnave and the
: Lameths had b working to establish public confidence in
“=\\\]} the new poverngent, . They explained to the French people
early in “\g§791 that_a H/~,£ lnsurrection haé been necessary
to destroy the despotism of the ancien égime, peace was now
a prerequisite for the maintenance of the freéee government
) '(i M stablished by the Nefional Asseﬁbly.hé In his address of
\i::) March 11 to the Jacobin Club's affiliated socleties, Barnave
) had expressed his conviction that France "...ought to desire
‘peace, because” we must have peace if the edifice of our Con-
stitution is to be made firm,"7
The evidence also demonstrates that the Triumvirate
wanted to reach some kind of:an agreéﬁent with the Court
and that 1t may have considered making constitutional changes

if an acceptable agreement could have been reached, But
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without knowlng precilsely what alterations were cdntemplated
(or 1f any understunding was ever reached), it is precip-
itate to conclude without qualification, as Michon does,
that the Triumvirate consented to sacrifice some of the rev-
olutionary gains it had fought so hard to obtain,

It appears that the Triumvirate and the Court could
not find enough room to negotiate and that, as a consedueﬁceg
the negotiations came to nothing. The resumpfion of Dugu.e/snoy'sLF8
attacks against the Triumvirate on May 7 and May 15 13/3‘ ’
positive indication that the negotiations fell through.
Dugquesnoy, one of Moﬁtmorin’s secret é%ents and.a consistent

critic of the Constitutionalists, had ceased attacking the
_ Triumvirate in the Ami deg Patriotes on Appil 9.1 One fact

1s indisputable: there were no direct felations between the
king or Marie-Antoinette and the Trium;j>§f€" 11l late June
or early July 17911% Barnave's letter of August 5, 1791 to
the queen proves this. Referring to hls relations with the
Court #fter the king's flight to Varennes, Barnave wrote
of "...,les circonstances ol, pour la premiére fols dans le
cours de la révolution, nous ﬁ.e., Barnave and Alexandre Lameth]
" avons eu des relations avec elle."”0

If no agreement was reaéhed, it was no doubt due, at
least partially, tg the Court's prgfpund distrust of and re-
sentment towards the Triumvirate. In Court circles, the Lameths

and Duport were regarded as traitors to the nobility. As

part of the Court nobility, the Lameths were particulafly

-
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scorned for their role in the Revolution. This sentiment
extended as far as the king and the queen, who placed re-

sponsibility for the monarchy's woes directly on the Trium-~

"virate. In a letter to a confidant, Marie-Antoinette referred

1 ]

to the triumvirs in this way: ."..;cette vilaine race d'hommes,
qﬁi!se disent attachés ... ne nous ont jamails falt gue du
mal, ... leur conduite ... nous a entrainés dans la position
od nous sommes."’! This resentment and distrist manifested
1tself repeatedly in April and May 1791. For instance, the
author of the armoire de fer letter expressed his suspicion
of the Triumvirate's intentions when he warned Louis XVI to
be prepared for 1ts attempts t0 dominate him., In her letter
of May 6, 1791 to Merc:,r-iﬂx:t'gentesstu.,52 Marie-Antoinette specif-
ically mentioned Duport and Barnave in a way that leaves no
doubt about her hatred towards themT53 Nn point of fact,

the ngpbin leaders were still trying to prove their sincere

attac

ént to royalty and to Louis XVI as late as May 10.
But LaporteSh cautioned the king to be disereet until their
return could be considered sincere.’” '

If the Triumvirate-Court negotiations did 41l through,
it may also be.due'to the Lameths' intransigence on constitu-
tional matters, It appears that the Triuqvlrat; opposed ‘
glving major concessions to the Court aﬁd endeavored to convince
Louis XVI of the advantages and necessity of being a consti-
tutional king. T?wards the beginning of May, Laborde-Méréville,
who was in the Coﬁg&'s confldence, :szsed the queen to accept
)

e
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~the Revolution. He explained that the Revolution "...étoit
consommée.,." and that ",..il n'y avoit plus que ce parti &
prendre,...."56 He then urged her to bring the Triumvirate
iﬁfo her confidence, observing that it was not as 11l1-
intentioned as the Court believed.57 Louis XVI recelved
similar advice from a non-Constitutionalist in late April.58
This seems to demonstrate that the Triumvirate did not
"capltulate"” to the Court's wishes., On the contrary, it
appears that Duport, Barnave and the Lameths were to a certain
extent asking the Court to capitulate to the Revolution of 1789,
In suppdrt of his contention that the Triuivirate was
greedy and cofrupt, chon aéserts that Alexandre Lameth
~assumed control of the Fivil List and founded Le Logographe
with funds ffom this sourcé In April 1791, Yet the only
evidence that can be trusted shows that the editors of Le

Logographe received 34,560 livres from the Civil List during

the summer of 1792, fifteen months after the establishment of

this paper.59 It is.a facﬁ that Bertrand de Moleville, who

served as minister of the Navy in 1791-1792, expressed his

belief that Alexandre Lameth had been in charge of espionage

on behalf of the Court. But he did not refer to any dates.60

Barnave's and Alexandre Lameth's letter of September 5, 1791

to Marie-Antolnette, however, indicates that they did not

receive financial assistance from the Court even during the (/(
N

period when they had very close ties with Marile-Antoinette,
: : A\
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" In their letter, Barnave and Lameth informed the queen that .

"...nous sommes sans intérdt, car nous ne demandons, nous
n'accepterions I'ien,...."é'l _

The Triumvirate's attempts to reach an accord with the
Court seem to haﬁe been'primarily motivated by its deéife to
consolidate the constitutional monarchy decreed by the Na; 
tional Aésem ly. It 1s clear that this government could not
be firmly es éblished withouf the sincere c00perat16n of

Louis It 1s also evident, as the Saint-Cloud incident

unmistakably Ehowed, that the Court's ambiguous conduct con-
tributed to the perpetuation of unrest at a time when public

order and respect for the law were needed to stabilize. the

//%ew regime., Consldering these factors, 1t may have made good

politiecal sense for Duport, Barnave and the Lameths to take
advantage of the opportunity afforded by Montmorin's visit

to Alexandre Lameth to‘exblain fhe-danger of supﬁorting or
appearing fo supﬁort the'counferrevolutionary movement to -
the Court, There was reason to belileve thét further doubts .~
cast upon the'king's intentions might discredit the insti-
tution of the monéféhy; an integral part of the Constitution
of 1791, and radicallze the Revolutlion., In any event, the

Triumvirate's rapprochement with the Court neegﬂﬁot be seen

‘as proof that the Constitutionalists had betrayed their own

principles in the spring. It appears that there were very

1

N7

P
compelling "constitutional" reasons for thé7/to\seek an

agreement with the king.
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Louls-XVI's circular to the French diplomatic repre-
sentatives, published on April 23, 1791, appears as the
Court's first step towards earning the trust of the Na-
tlonal Assembly and of the Frénch people. In this cirecular,
the publication of which was requested by the Diplomatic
Committee and the Department of Paris, the king announced
to/every Court in Europe that he had freely accepted the
Constitution and that he-fully intended to remain loyal to
'//his constitutional oath.62 'Thg National Assembly, as might
' ﬁe expected, greeted the circular with resounding applause,
Alexanare.pameth praised it as a powerful means of keeping
public opinion along constitutional lines. It was indeed
a first step towards the stabilization of the constitu-
tional monarchy.63
To turn to the second aspect of Michon's allegations,

. the assertlon that there.was an agreement between the Trium-
virate and the Fayettlstes to effect & conservative revision
of the Constitution, the only non-constitutionalist source
that is trustworthy is Morris' diary. On April 20, Morris
wrote that "the Jacobins [1.e., the Triumvirate] are in Treaty
with the Quatre vingt neufs[i.e., the Fayettisteg]for an
Alllance. The Object is to prevent a decree rendering the
present Members ineligible for the succeeding Assembly."éu
This passage does not establish than an alliance was con-

cluded., It simply reveals that the two factlons wanted one

and that their goal was to block the passage of the
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non-reeligibility decree, On April 22, Morris suggested that
the alliance did not exist when he referred to the "intended
Coalition between the Quatre vingt neufs and the Jacobins."65
A note dated April 24 and addressed to Louis XVI confirms
this view, The angnymous author advised the king to call

for the union of the Triumvirate and the Fayett istes.%®
| The memoirs of Lafayette and Charles Lameth support '
the argument that no coalition was formed during this period.
In his memoirs, Lafayette claims that Alexandre Lameth and
Emmery67 met sometime between May 16 and June 20 to discuss
the repeal of the non-reeligibility deecree and the Four yearsL
law, Lafayette however, distrusted the Triumvirate and asked
for preef at the tribune.®8 1¢ he distrusted it after May 16,
it 1s unlikely that he trusted it enough befgie that date to
form a coalition. Indeed Lafayette asserts in his memoirs

that no alliance existed dﬁring tr-'spring.69‘ For his part,

Theodore Lameth contends that & few days before June 20,
Lafayette came to the bﬁf"’!ry__puuittee to propose a rap-

prochement with the Triumvirati!!HAIexandre Lameth, who was

. @ member of the Military Commi 2y favored this idea; but

he informed Lafayette that he had to consult his fr;ends

(no doubt Duport and Barnave) before making any definite de-
cisigg,70 Lameth and Lafayette subsequently arranged to have
a meeting (to discuss the possibility of a rapprochement) at
a later date, but the meeting had not yet taken place on

June 20, 71
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Georges‘Michon produces no evidence to substantiate
d_‘his assertion that the Triumvirate and the- Fayettistes
agreed in May 1791 to make conservative modifications in o
'the Constitution. It 1s a fact that at.the end of May, the
most prominent followers of Lafayette and the Triumvirate,

as members of the Constitutional Committee and the Revision
Committee respectively, were ordered by the National Assembly
to start their work on the organlzation and the "revision".

Cof the constitutional decrees.72

However, if any reactionary
. proposals had been put forward, Buzot and Petion, who were
qmembers of the Revision Committee and whose allegiance belonged
to the extreme Left, certainly would have denounced them
publicly. But "such - specific denunciations ‘were never nlacie.?3
. Michon's contention about the existence of a. Triumvirate-
Lafayette alliance to modify the Constitution therefore seems
highly speculative. ' _ -

The evidence -clearly indicates that the Constitutionalists
were determined to revoke both the non-reeligibility decree
and the Fouriyears ‘law. -Basing his argumentlon Robespierre s' _
sneech of May 16, 1791 id the National ASsemtly, hichon suoports.
the”view that the Constitutionalists' Opposition to this legis-
‘1ation was spurred by their unquenchable .ambition for pduer,‘
n

money and prestige. However5 as a vociferous’opponent of

the Constitutionalists, Abespierre can hardly be considered
.an unprejudiced writer, and more objective corroboration of

his allegations is 1acking An explanation that appears to be
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more in line with the Constitutionalists? politiecal ideals
and goals and with the partieular circumstances at existed
in the spring is that phe Constiﬁutlonalists v:ebed_ggeligi-
bility and the freedom to aésgpt ministerial portfolios as
' the most practiecal means of eﬁsuring the consolidation of the
Constitution. On May ‘16, the'@ ¥ on which the vote on the
eligibility of legislative deﬁﬁties took place, Théuret75
‘'requested that his colleaguéé carefully weigh the conse-
':quences of thelir decisidn~bef9re casting thelr votes: "Cette
question," he pointed out;_"intéregﬁe les prineipes constitu-

tionnels, et aura une influence bonne ou nuisible au succds
|

du gouvernement,"7® 1In Introduction & la Révolutjon franga 1se,
Barnave emphatically argued that the greatest error committed

by the Constituent Assembly was to have passed the non-reeli-
gibility decree and the Four years law, In his estimation,
"eoola présence d'une partie des députés constituants dans

la législature etait absolument nécessaire pour mettre en
mouvement et Soﬁﬁenir la constitution, et auraif’éertainement
produit cet effet ... le comble de l'absurdite était certaine-
ment de prononcer 1a double exclusion[i e.?~the nonureeligibil—
- 1ty decree and- thé Four years 1aQL....'77 Barnave ‘also

claimed that the Constitutionalists® defea%EﬁGZ’;;:? legls- ..
lation were engineered by the Right and the extreme Left.78

gl

The Marquis of Ferridres, who was a prominent deputy of the

Right at the time, later confirmed ‘Barnave's assertion. The

‘ ‘Right and the extreme Left, he stressed, viewed non-reeligiblility
\_/_\

~
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and the Four years_law'as the only way to pr ¥ent the con-

solidation of the Constitution: "...1ls[i.e., thy Right and
the‘extreme.Left]voyaient la constitution s'affermir si la
réélection avait lieu: 1ils redoutaient les talens et la
popularité des constitutionnels,...' who certainly would have
been elected to the Legislative Assembly.’9 Prominent his-
torians like Madame de Sta€l, M. A. Mignet, Albert Sorel, _
E. D. Bradby and Jean—Jacques Chevallier argue that the Con-
stitutionalists! failure to repeal the non-reellgibility decree
set the stage for the overthrow of the constiPutional-monarchy.80
Aulard described the non-reeligibility decree as '"fatal" to 'A
the Constitutionalists' causej and he considered the arguments
used by those who supported this law as "sophistic."81 at
any rate, the Right's opposition to the rjseligibility of
“constituent™ deputies is in itself a potent index of the
absence at that time of any "alliance" between the Constitu-
 tionalists and the Court. | |

fgain, Michon argues that the growiné strength of the
democratic movement during the spring induced the Constitu-
tionalists, u!i’ﬁere fhe spokesmen of the bourgeoisie, to
enact the soclally and politically ;epressive legislation of
May 18‘and June 1%, Since the Constituent Assembly establieheq
the régime ggng;&gl;g, which in effect reserved the most
Important positions in the government to the bourgeoisie,82
there may well be some feundation to Georges Michon's argument;

ﬁowever, in introduecing this legislation,.particularly.the

-
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decree of June lh,lthe Constitutionalists do not-appear'tb_

have intentionally discriminafed against either the demoCréts

or the workers or to have compromised their own constitutional %
' ‘principles. | .

; It was Le Chapelier,83 speaking on behalf of the Con-~
stitutional Committee, who introduced the laws of May 18 and
June 14. On May 9, he proposed that the right of petition
"be réétricted to individuals who were active citizens and

_that th?/Fight of affiche belong exclusively to the adminis-
trative bodies.81+ These prOposals, however, did not meet .

(xiggﬁh the_full;approval of_the natiopal deputies; two of the
_articles were altered. Firstly, it wvas deéiiéd that the right
of petition\was to belong to all citizens\ 'irrespective of

active or pa%siVe status, is right could not be dele~

gated: cpllec ve petitions were\ forbidden. Secondly, the
right of affiche was not limited to“administrative bodies.
A special place was set aside where all laws and proclamations
were to be posted. Individﬁqls, gocieties and sections wére
-+ forbidden to post deliberations and arrétés. 85 After sev-
eral uns&ccessful attempts by the Municipality of Paris to -
dissolve unions,3® the National Asse%p;g_gghcted the __;
Chapelier on June 1%, Basically, this law banned all asso-
ciations, unions, étrikes and picketing.87
The thStitufiohaiists apparently had good‘reasbns for
igf%gﬁﬁEImg these laws. During the Spring of 1791, the activ-

~—
e

. | 5
ities of the ‘democratic societles and clubs of Parls were making
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effective government increasingly-impossible. By 1791,
these clubs, the most notable of which were the Jacobin .~
Club of Parié, the Cordeliers Clﬁb, the Friends of Truth and
the Fraternal Socieﬁy of Two Sexes, had become deliberating
bodies which debated and enacted arrdtds on all matters, even
those falling undér_ the jurisdiction of the municipal, d.e-_-
~ partmental and national governments.S® Their arrétés, which
‘weré frequently sent to clubs throughout France, were promul-
gated by sound of trumpet or beat of drum. They were in effect
hard%y disfinguishable (except in content) from the arrétés
posﬁea by elected officials.89 The Cordeliers Club posted
suchian arrété on April 17; and it was sent to all the pa-
triofic socletlies and departments of France.’® .It is Important
to no?e as;well that the clubs were not alone in exceediﬁg
their bdnstitut1;;31 authority. A few of the sectional com-
mittees of the city of Paris, mamned by the leaders of these
clubs, also enacted arrétés on matters that did not fall under
their jurisdiection. -
The arrétés of the democratic societies and the sections
not only‘competed with those passed by.elected officlals, they
frequently contradicted them as well. Two such g;gégég.were
written in response to the Saint-Cloud incident. As might be
exﬁected, the munieclipal and departmental governments of faris
condemned the insubordination of the national guardsmen at'
the Royal Palace on April 18. The grenadiers of the Oratoir,
who had ignored the commands of Bailly and Lafayette, were
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conseqﬁentlj disbanded,-ahd the entire National Guard was
obliged to renew its oath té'obey:the orders of its ﬁfficers.
On April 19, the_ThéﬁtrefFrangais section of Paris issued an
. arrété in which it praised the national guardsmen for having
disobeyed Bailly and Lafayetﬁe‘on'fhe day before.’l oOn
April 24, the Cordeljers Club published its "afrété ees SUr
le serment individuel d'obéissance aveugle & M. de La Fayette,"
On its own authority, the Cordeliers Club declared the Na-
tional Guard's oath to be illegal and informed the national .
guardsmen who had taken the oath that their officers had duped
them into committing "...un véritable délit de 1®se-nation."?2
The Cordellers Club and the fraternal societies also
took an active interest in the affairs of the éarpenters,
masons, shoe-smiths and printers of Paris who were on strike
during the spring, It was in fact on their advice and with
their guildance that these.workers formed associations which, |
1lke the clubs that influenced them, deliberated and passgd
arrétés.93 In this way,'théy.fixed the minimum wage (some
say arbitrarily)94 and forced all workers, union‘and.non-union,
to comply with it. Union representatives were sent to fac-
tories where, through the use of persuasion or, if need be,
violence, they forced workers off their jobs and imposed pen-
alties on those who did not comply with their rulinés_.95
According to Albert Mathiez, the fraternal societies, which
established a central committee under the leadership of Robert96
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in May 1791,'"...ne se proposait rien molns que de grouper

et de coordonner, de diriger aussi le mouvement ouvrier."g?
Although it would be a mistake to exaggerate the extent

of the power wielded by the democratic socleties during the

spring, it 1s nevertheless evideht that thelr extralegal ac-

ctivities fostgred unrest In Parls. The Constitutionalists

never challenged the club-members' right to debate; freedom

of opinion and of discussion were basic tenets of the Con- ¢

stitution of 1791. They were however understandably ready
to censure phem for deliberating and posting arrétés, functions
reserved to duly elected officials. To the Constitutionalists,
the Revolution was over. All .private actions therefore had
to be subordinated to those of the public bodies elected by
the people. All citizens, of course, were allowed to sign'
and present petitlions; but these petitioné.now had to assume
their proper place‘in the new regime, If the Revolution- was
to be consolidated, the public authorities had to exécute the
law without competition from non-elected bodies. Le Chapelier
made thils very clear to his colleagues in the Assembly on
June 1li: "Nous ne voulons pas que des Sociétés qui n'ont
aucun caractére politique prennen}\la place de l'autorité
publique et parviennent & rivaliser les pouvoirs délégués
par 1le peuple."98

Ideoclogical as well as practical considerations were
also involved in thils situation. Most of the Constituent
Assembly's deputles feared that further tacit sanction of
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collective petitions and of the existencelof unions would
inevitably lead to the reintroduction of corporations intb_

the State.. The Jacobin Club of Paris, with its numerous
affiliated societles in the departments, was already showlng
signs of becoming a "corporate" body whose authority rivalléd
that of the government.. The Revolution of 1789, however,

had been directed against the "corporate" pfivileges of the
nobility and the clergy; and a fundamental constitutional
"principle was that ",.,il n'y a p;us de corboration dans -
1'Etat, 11 n'y a que 1'intérét particulier de.chaque individu,
et 1'intérét général" as represented by elected govérnmentél.\_
authorities.”’’? Historians who argue that in adopting the
decree of June 1% the bourgeolsie introduced socially re=- —
pressive and reactionary legislation overlook,thislfactor, ‘/>
apparently forgetting that the destruction of all corporate
bodies, the substitution of an individualistic soclety for

one baéed on privileged gfoups and associations, was oﬁe_bﬁ ‘
the pri&ary purposes of the Revolution, The government was

to be the only "corporate" entity in France, but, as an elected
body, 1t was to fepresent the intefests of the French pebple;
They apparently forget, too, that the Loj Chapelier evoked
little protest from the democrats, In point of fact, Prudhomme
and~Loustalot, whose Révolutions de Parlg was one of the

most radical democratic newspapers of the period, condemned
workers' unions and strikes which thréatened to introduce

corporations into the State again.loo Even the Convention
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0ffl793~l795,lwhich instituted the first democratic Republic
in the history of Ffance, continued to support the Loi
Chagelier.101

In conclusion, therefore, there appear to be good
reasons to'suggest that historians have been excessively
hostile to the Constitutionalists in so far as this perlod
1s concerned. There 1s apparently no firm evidence that the
Triumvirate ever entered into any alllance either with the
Court or with Lafayette. Thg Triumvirate's negotiations
lwith the Court and with Lafayette, moreover, seem to.have
been started and abandoned for comprehensible and justifiable
reasons, Similarly, the Const1tutionali$f§{_ggpport of the
"repressive" legislation can be seen as a necessary attempt
on their part to establigh lawful govermnment in France. There
appears to be no solid evidence that eifﬁér the Triumvirate

or the Fayettistes reversed their constitutional policies

dgying this period. The Constitutionalists, in a word,
,Aénerge as men whose main concern was to complete the Consti-

tution of 1 and to make the new government work effectively.
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CHAPTER II NOTES

1The Penal Code and legislation regulating the convocation
of national conventions also needed to receilve the Assembly's
attention. See the Réimpression de l'Ancien Moniteur: Seule
histolre authentique et inaltérée de la Révolution francaise
(Mai 1789-Novembre 1 (31 vols.; Paris: Plon Fréres, Impri-
meurs-Editeurs, 1830;, VIII, 633. {Hereinafter .referred to as
the Moniteur).

2Bradby, The Life of Barnavé, 11, 83-86.

3Moniteu , VIII, 77-78, 414-20, Legislative deputies were
obliged to wa?t,for a period of two years before presenting them-
selves for a third term of office. This represented a "compromise'
. to the Constitutionalists.

b’Ib‘id., p. 231; see Sigismond Lacroix, ed., Actes de la
Commune de Paris pendant la Révolution, Coilection de documents
relatifs & l'histolre de Paris pendant la Révolution frangaise, 2d. Ser.
{7 vols.; Paris: L. Cerf, 1900-1909. Paris: Charles Noblet, 1900-
1909; Parls: Soclété Frangaise D'Editions D'Art, 1900-1909), IV,
13-1%, (Hereinafter referred to as the Actes de la Commune),

5Bailly, Jean Sylvain, famous astronomer and scientist, member
of the Academy of Sciences and of the Académie Frangaise. He repre-
sented the city of Paris for the Third Estate, was glected mayor of -
Paris in July 1789 and is famous for his role in applying martial
law on July 17, 1791 (the Champ de Mars massacre),j Later forced
to reslgn, he wilthdrew to Melun, was later recognized, arrested
and then 1mprisoned in the Conciergerie. He was sentenced and _
executed in Paris on November 12, 1793, See Dictionnaire historique
et blographique de la Révolution et de 1'Empire (2 vols.; 1889),
I, 83-57. (Hereinafter referred to as Dict, higtorique). ’

6Lai‘a ette (Marie-Joseph-Paul-Roche-Yves~Gilbert Du Motier,
Marquis of); Lafayette was born in 1757. After learning of the
American Declaration of Independence (1776), he made his way to
the American colonles where he fought with valor with the Unlted
States forces. In 1789, he was elected as a deputy of the nobllity
from the sénéchayssée of Riom to the Estates General.,  Imbued with
American principles, he joined the Third Estate and Sat™on the
center-Left In the &onstituent Assembly. He was selecte§ Commandant-
General of the National Guard of Paris after the taking af the Bastille;
and he remained in this position until September 1791. commanded
the troops which fired upon the petitioners assembled at the Champ de
Mars on July 17, 1791. In the spring of 1792, he took command of one
of the four armles defending France's northern border during the
war wlth Austria. After the fall of the monarchy in August 1792,
Lafayette left France; but he was arrested and then imprisoned by
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the Austrians. Released in 1795, he moved to Utrecht and returned
to France after 18 Brumaire. He died in Paris in 183%. See Dict,
historique, II, 276-81.. I -

7Lafayette resigned In protest of the guardsmens' disobedience.
He agreed to return as General-Commandant, but only on the condition
that the insubordinate guardsmen be dismissed and the National
Guard be obliged to take an oath to obey the commands of its officers.

- S¥oniteur, VIII, 118, 126; Lacroix, Actes de I
. ’ 25 de 1a Commune, III
475, 479-80, 574, 62223, 712; P. J. B, Buctesr and Pr C. Roos.
Hiséoire parlementaire de la ﬁévolution francaise ou journal des
assemblées nationales depuis 1789 jusquien 1815 (43 vols,; Paris:
Paulin, Libraire, 183%), IX, 271. (Hereinafter referred to as
Histoire parlementaire).

PMoniteur, VIII, 168,

lleig,; see the Cordeliers Club's arrégté on this subject in

Lacroix, op.cit., III, 712,
Myoniteur, vIII, 170, 186.

YLacroix, op.cit,, pp. 628-29, 715, the king advised the De-
partment of Parls to deny what he claimed was the false accusation
that relays had been set up to facilitate his flight to Compidgne, .
see the Moniteur, VIII, .201.

13Michon, Essai sur 1'histoire du Parti foulllant: Andrien
Duport: Correspondance secréte de Barnave en 1792. (Herelnafter
referred to as Parti feuillant)., \

M1bid., pp. 200-01.

15Dupdrt (Andrien-Jean-Frangois); Duport was born in Paris in
1759. A conseiller of the parlement of Paris when the Revolution
broke out, he was elected by the nobility of the city of Paris to
sit in the Estates General. -He sat on the Left in the Constituent
Assembly. Along with Joseph Barnave and Alexandre Lameth, Duport
was a member of the Triumvirate. He was president of the tribunal
of the Seine after the Constituent Assembly's elosure, but abandoned

this post after August 10, 1792. He was arrested at Melun but
managed to escape, He died In Appenzel, Switzerland of a stomach
ailment in August of 1798. See Dict, historlggg, I, 711,
16Barnave (Antoine-Joseph-Marie-Pierre); Barnave was born in
1761. As an avocat in the parlement of Grenoble, hé was elected
by the province of Dauphiné to the Third Estate in 1789, After
Louis XVI's arrest at Varennes in June 1791, Barnave, Pétion and

Latour-Maubourg accompanied the Royal Family back to Paris., On
July 15, Barnave defended the king's inviolability with a great
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amount of conviction and talent. After the discovery of the armoire
de fer, which contained papers lmplicating Barnave in secret tles
with the Court, he was arrggted, lmprisoned and then sent to Paris.
He appeared before the Revolutionary Tribunal and was subsequently
condemned to die. He was executed on November 18, 1793. See

Dict, historique, I, 105-06, :

17Lameth (Aléxandre—Théodore-Victor, Baron of); Alexandre was
born in Paris in 1760. He fought in the American war of independence
under the command of General Rochambeau. Upon his return to France,
he was promoted to the rank of colonel., He was elected as a dep=-
uty by the nobility of the bailliage of Péronne to the Estates Gen- -
eral, and was one of the first nobles to unite with the Third Estate.
He sat on the Left in the Constituent Assembly. pIn 1792, he was
given command of the Northern army during the w againsé Austria,
He fled with Lafayette after the fall of the monarchy; and he, too,
was imprisoned for three years. He moved to London in 1795 and
established close ties with Fox and Gray of the Whig Party. He
was forced to leave England by Pitt; he later joilned his brother,
Charles, in Hemburg. He became a Préfet under the Consulate, was
elected as a deputy in 1820 and 1827. He died in Paris in lé29.
See Dict, historigue, II, 309-10,

18Michon, Parti feuillant, p. 181.
191v14., pp. 186-87, 207-08, 217, 220,
201hid,, pe 18k.

21Lameth (Charles-Malo-Frangois, Count of); Charles was born
in Parls in 1757. Like his younger brother, Alexandre (see note 17),
he participated in the American war of independence and was wounded
at Yorkstown. He was also promoted to the rank of colonel after
this war. He served as the Count of Artois'. personal attendant.
In 1789, he was elected by the nobility of the province of Artois
to the ﬁstates General, After August 10, 1792, he was arrested
at' Rouen, but was able to escape. With Alexan&re and the Duke of
Aiguillon, he opened a successful buslness in Hamburg, He returned
to France after 18 Brumaire, replaced Alexandre as deputy -in 1829
and was reelected in 1830. He supported the July Monarchy; and he
died in Pontoise (Seine-et-Oise) in 1832. See Dict, historiaue,
II, 308-09. o . '

22Laborde-Méréville (Frangois-Louis-Jean~Joseph de); Laborde
was guardian of the royal treasures. Born in Paris in 1761, he
was elected to the Third Estate by the bailliage of Etampes on
March 15, 1789, He sat on the Left in the Constituent Assembly,
and stayed out of politics after the end of its session in 1791,
He escaped arrest by the Revolutionary Tribunal, emigrated to
London, England, where he spent the rest of his life. He died in
1802, See Dict, historique, II, 262.
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23Michon, Par lant, pp. 187-88, 191. The Civil List
b ”
consisted of money allocated by-the—legdslature to the king for
the maintenance of the Court The amount equalled one and a half

‘million sterling annually (gixty million French frangs, according

to the 1791 rate),

T2'1bid., p. 186, N

%’Ibld., pp. 192, 223.
2°IbidSy-pp. 198, 201, 218, 220, 22k,

——~271pid., pp. 184, 198, 207-08. .

2

?Ibid., p. 201.
3

OBouillé (Frangois-Claude-Amour, Marduis of); Boulllé was
maréchal de camp and lieutenant general; he took part .in the king's

,r(}ight from Parlis, After Louils XVI's return to Paris, he sent a

lg%ter to the National Assembly in which he placed ali the respon-
sivllity for the flight on his own shoulders. He was a relative
of Lafayette, GSee Dictionnaire de la Révolution francaise: TInsti-~

tutiong, Hommes & Faits, 1893, p. 87. (Hereinafter referred to as
Dict, de la Revolytion).

3lMontloster (Frangois-Dominique Regnaud, Count of); as a member
of the Right in the Constituent Assembly, Montlosier was an ardent
defender of the privileges and authority of the monarchy. See
Dicty historique, II, 578.

32Gouverneur Morris was an American diplomat sent to France
to reach an agreement with the French about .war reparations in-
curred during the American war of independence. Morris had close
ties with Montmorin. -

33Montmorin-saint-Heren (Armand-Marc, Count of); Montmorinswas
minister of Forelgn Affairs between February 1787 and Novemberil1791.
He was born in Paris in 1745 and massacred at the Abbaye in Sep-
tember of 1792. See Dict, historique, I1I, 578. :

3L*'Michon op,cit., D. 183; Bradby, The Life of Barnave, II, 38;
Chevallier, Barnave ou les deux faces de la Ravolution: 1761-
1793, p. 222, (Hereinafter referred to as Barnave). .

s
W~

35As quoted in Michon, op.cit., p. 183,

: 36Terrier de Monciel (sometimes spelled "Monteiel®) (Antoine-
Réné-Marie, Marquis of); Monciel was minister of the Interior
between June 18, 1792 and July 21, 1792, Born in Déle in 1757,
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he died in Samsales, Switzerland in 1830. See Dict, historigue,
1T, 777. o .

37Brémond: probably Jean-Baptiste Brémond of Provence, author
of several pamphlets, written chlefly on finance., He was a writer
for Le Logographe; he became a clerk under Monciel when the latter
became minister of the Interior in June 1792. See Bradby, The
Life of Barnave, II, 41, :

_38Beatrix Cory Davenport, ed., A Diary of the French Revolution
by Gouverneur Morris: 1752-18L6: Minister to France during the
Terror 52 vols.; Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood Press, Pub-
Iishers, 1972), I1I, 172-7%, (Hereinafter referred to as Diary).

391b1d., p. 181.

LI'oRe:,mz;m.d de Montlosier, Mégogrﬁs sur les assemblées parle-~
mentaires de la Révolution, ed. by Mathurin Frangois Adolphe de
Lescure, Bibliothédque des mémolres relatifs & 1l'histoire de France
pendant le 18e sidcle (2 tomes; Paris: Librairle Firmin-Didot Et

~ Cjié., 1880-81), I, 141-42, 186, (Hereinafter referred to as
’*EJ/,/Mémoires sur les assemblées parlementaires).

)'l'lij s!., p.‘ 170. .

RZF. Ce A. Bouillé, Mémoires du Marguis de Bouillée, ed. by
Berville and Barriédre, Collection des mémoires relatifs a la
Révolution frangalse (Paris: Baudou#ri~Fréres, Imprimeurs-
Libraires, 1821), pp. 194-95, Bouillé does not specify what
this "arrangement" was. He alsc gives no indication about what
the Constitution's shortcomings were.

L
A 3Ibig., p. 191,

LFLFMontlosier, Mémoires sur les a. ‘es parlementaires, I, 170.

L+5Bou:!.llé's memoirs were published thirty years after the spring
of 1791; Montlosier's memoirs appeared thipty-nine years after it.

l{'6F..A. Aulard, La Société des Jacobins: Receuil de documents
pour 1'histolre du club degs Jacobins de Paris, Collection de docu-
ments relatifs & 1l'histoire de Paris pendant la Révolution frangaise
(6 tomes; Paris: Librairie Jouaust, 1889-1897, Paris: Librairie
Noblet, 1889-1897; Paris: Maison Quentin, 1889-1897), II, 158.
(Hereinafter referred to as Société des Jacobing).

LF7As quoted in Bradby, The Life of Barnave, II, 5.
8Duquesnoy (Andrien); an avocat from Nancy, he was elected

to the Third Estate by the bailliage of Bar-le-Duc. With Regnaud
de Salnt-Jean d'Angély, he was an editor of the Ami des Patriotes
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where he defended the constitutional monarchy with talent. After
the Constituent Assembly's session ended, he was elected. mayor of
Nancy. His name was found in the armoire de fer on a list of
persons paid. and‘employed by the Court, As a result, he was
arrested, but was set free after 9 Thermidor. He committed suicide

in 1808. See Dict, de la Révolution, p. 211.

LF9Bradb3(, Thé'L;fe of Barnave, II, 39, 43.

5’OJEL.'}.maL,_Sod.erh'elm ed., Marie-Antoinette et Barnave: Corres-
ondance secrdte {(juillet 1791-ianvier 1792}, p. 69. - (Hereinafter
referred to as Corresnondanpe secrete ). —_— o :

- Slparen R, M. de Klinckowstrom, ed., Le gogtg'de Fersen g; la
Cour de France: Extralt des papiers du grand mardchal de Susde:.
combe Jean Axel de Fergen (2 vols.; Paris: Librairie de Firmin- :

Didot Et Cie., 1887), I, Marie-Antoinette's letter of September 6, 1791

to Fersen, p. 1933 see also Blanc, Histoire de la Révolution L

francaise, VII, 103,

"52Mercy,d'ﬂrgenteau,‘Count of; Mercy was Austria's ambassador
to France. 'He shoWed a genuine devotion to Louis XVI and to
royalty. Implicated by d'Estaing's letter in a plot to remove
the king to Metz and designated as the director of the Austrian
Committee, Mercy left France for the Brabant. He died in London

“in 179%., See Dict, de la Révolution, p. 399. | Y,
53Count Paul Vogt D'Hunolstein, ed., Correspondance inédite

de Marie Antoinette (2d. ed.; Paris: E, Dentu, LibrairF-Editeur,
1 » Ps 196. .

SuLaporte, Arnauld de; born in Versailles in 1737, Laporte ¥
declared himself against %he Revolution from the outset and exiled .
himself to Spain. Recalled to France by Louis XVI, he was appointed -
intendant of the Civil List (with the titles of Secretary of State
and Wynister of the king's household).. Brought before the Revy-
olutionary Tribunal in August 17925'he‘was condemned to death  and

executed on August 23, 1792.. See Digt, de la Révolution, p. 399.
55Arg‘hives parlegentaires de 1787 a 1860: Receuil complet

des deébats legislatifs et politiques des chambres francals ? ed. .

by J. Mavidal and E. Laurent and continued by the Institut d'histoire

de la Révolution frangaise of -the'Université de Paris, 1lst Ser. y

(82 vols.; Eiris: Centre national de la recherche scientifique,

1868-19135,"V, Laporte's letter of May-10, 1791 to Louis XVI; p. 652,
. [

(Hereinafter referred to as Archives parlementaires).
h 5ED'Hunolstein,-ed.,'Correspongggce'inéditg.dg Marie Aﬁtoinéttg{
p. 196. ‘ :

571bid.

-
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R SgArgggzgs'par;ggegta;rgé,;LIV,-537-38. The letter is dated
. April 26,-1791 and 1s written in the king's handwriting.
© %Michon, Parti feulll nt, p. 104, ‘ |
6 . ‘ '

~ Qﬁntoine-?rangois de Bertrand-Moleville, Mémoireg gartlcgflgrg
T & l'histolre la fin du rdgne de Louls XVI (2 tomes;
. Paris: L. G. Michaud: Imprimeur Du Roi, 1816), I, 3%/. Moleville's

reference to Alexandre Lameth appears- in the souvenirs connected
with the events of March 1792, “

6150dérhjelm, ed., Correspondance secrdte, p. 98.

S2onitenr, VITI, 212-1%.

'63Ib1d.; p. 214, There is a controversy about who wrote the
circular. Some historians claim that Pellenc, Mirabeau's assoclate,
wrote 1t, Others argue that Barnave wrote-it. There is no way of
“reaching a definite conclusion on this issue; but the ideas expressed
in the circular could not represent a better expositign of the
Triumvirate's political ideals,

6¥Davenp6rt, ed,, Diary, II, 166-67,
®51bid., pe 167. ,
66Arch e arlementaires, LIV, 537;38;

67Emmery (Jean-Marie-Joseph); born in 1754, Emmery was a
merchant, legislator and colonel in the National Guard of Dun~
kerque; he had close ties with Lafayette and sat in the first
. legislature established by the Constitution of 1791. He dieq/
in 1825. See Dict, historique, I, 740. - ‘ -

68Michon, op.cit., p. 198,
- 69Ernest Lebdgue, La vie et 1'oeuvre d'un Constituant: Thouret:
1746-179% (Paris: Félix Alcan, Editeur, 19107, p. 2U8. N
70 - '

Michon, op.cite., p. 224. ‘ /’—h“iZf

B ;lBradby, The Life of Barnave, II, 95{/Cheva} ier, Barnave,
p' 2 3. » ’ ! ',"‘ . / -.

"2onyteur, VIII, 633.

73The members of the Constitutional Committee were Thouret,
Sieyés, Target, Talleyrand, Desmeuniers, Rabaut Saint-Etienne
and Le Chapelier,. The members of the Revision Committee were
Clermont-Tonnerre, Barnave; Alexandre Lameth, Duport, Buzot,
Pétion and Beaumez (also spelled "Beaumetz").

-
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74Michon, Partd feujllant, pp. 207-08. o : | | -

7 (Jacques Guillaume); as a deputy in the Constituent o
Assembly representing the city of Rouen, Thouret was an active
member in the Constitutional Committee. He was brought before
the Revolutionary Tribunal, sentenced to die and beheaded -in 1794,
See Dlct, de la Révolution, p. 823, , S

76Moniteur, VIIT, 411.

- =77Joseph Barnave, Oeuvres de Barnave, ed. by Bérenger de 1la . .9 -

Dréme (% vols.; Paris: Challamel Et Compagnie Editeurs, 1843), ,

I, 11k, 151-‘23, 156-57, and II, 9, S o o
781bid., I, 154-55.

79Marquis of Ferriéres, Mémoires du Marquis de Fgrrlérgs, ede
by Berville and Barriére, éollection des mémoires relatifs & la .
"Révolution frangalse (3 tomes; Paris: Baudouin Freéres, Imprimeurs- -
Libraires, 18213, 1T, 288-89.

8% adame de Sta€l, Consl%éragéggg ggr les principaux événemens

e la Révolution fra I, 425-20; Mignpet, Histolre de 1la
Révolution frencalse, I, 191-92, 195, 198; Sorel, La chute ds la
royauté, pp. 267-69; Bradby, The Life of Barnave, II, 197-26&;‘L
Chevallier, Barpjave, p. 34O. ' . R

. 8lAulard, Les orateurs de :
tuante, p. 391. ,
82R§gime censitaire is the name given to the government set
up by the Constitutionalists, . Under this regime, citizens were
divided into two groups: active and passive citizens. Both Eroups

enjoyed full civil rights, but only the active citizéns were given:
political rights {(i.e,, the right to vote)., To bedome &n active
" citizen, it was necessary to pay the equivalent of three days of wages
in direct taxes a year, If this amount was pald, the citizen could

vote for members of the primary assemblies, which in turn voted for
the- deputies of the legislature. . To' be a member of the primary
assemblies, local gdministrations or counEilg, ten days of wages

gl

at

»

L'Ass

.
-

had to be paid. A didate for the legiklature had to pay the
equivalent of a marc d'argent (approximatély fifty-four days of ‘
wages per year). Although the franchise was restricted, this was -
the most liberal regime in the world at that time, g ’

, 83Le Chapelier (Isaac-Réné-Gui); born in Rennes in 1754, o
Le Chapelier was one of the most influential deputies in the Con-

stituent Assembly. 'After~th_§%53embl ! ssion ended, he went to
England. He returned: to Parg‘;jpyl79 w |Was arrested, condemnéd to
die and executed in April 1794i%.See Dict, de la R on, pe. 410,

. =™
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shMonggggg, VIII, 351-53.
. j _ ;
80Lacroix, A de la Commuge, IV, 13-16.

8 1pid., pp. 348255,

87uopiteur, VIII, 661-62. |
88Mathiez, Le club deg Cordellers pendant la crise de Varennes
t asgagre c Mars, ppe. 22-23, (Hereinafter referred
. to a5 Le club deg Cordeliers). :

89M%gitgur, VIII, see the article on the right of petition on
rp. 51-52; see also pp. 231, 352-53. -

90Lacroix, op.glts, III, 712-13.

1

- 9'Moniteur, VIII, 201.
921'9-01'013{1 opegite, p. 768. ir ,_

93Seé the Municipélity of Paris! Azjglggx_ggxgiggﬁ of April 26
in the Moniteur, VIII, 242, and the article on p. 239; see also ‘
Lacroix, op.cit., III, 709, and IV, 123-24%, 136-39. :

9l*Chdrles Pouthas, "La Constituante et la clasée ouvriadre,"
Annales Révolutionnaires, IV (1911), p. 178 '

< 95See Pastoret!s speech on behalf of the Directory of the
Department of Paris to the National Assembly on April 26 in the
Moniteur, VIII, 231; see also the article on p.-239.

: 96Bbbqrt (Pierre-Frangois-Joseph); as a deputy from Paris
Robert sat with the Mountain in the Convention. He collaboratfed

with the Mercure pational and the Réyolutions Paris. In 1789,
his pagphlet'entitled L b » ado a ¥ created
quite & stir in Paris.” An active member of the Cordeliers Club,
he wai secretary in the Danton ministry. See Dict, de la Révolution,
P 72%. s - .

97Mathiei, L b_ Co s P. 31; see also Pouthas,
La Congtituagte et la cla 0 y Do 177, =
9Byoniteur, VIII, 353. |
\ . -
"e 99Ibig.', p. 661.
- lOOLacroix,'gn.glg., Iv, 145-u6.
@ 101

George Rudé, The Crowd %n the French Revolution, (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 1977), p. . ‘
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CHAPTER III

k
l\\zgg INVIOLABILITY CRISIS

The primary constitutionalist aim duriﬁg the spring of
1791 was to create a climate of opinion that would facllitate
the consolidation of the Constitution., This was by no means
an easy task. To be sure, the National Assembly could take
its own measures to restore public order and to strengthen
law enforcement in France., The decrees of May 18 and June l%,l
designed to increase the authority of the government'within
the framework of the Constitution, were passed for these very
reasons. But the Constitutionalists could not hope to rees-
tablish political stability on a permanent basis until:the
. Court's suspected ties wilth the counterrevolutionary movement
were cleanly severed. Louis-XVI's April 23 address'%eﬁthe
French'diﬁlomatic representatives, which clearly associated
the king with the Revolution,2 was thus a major_victory for
the moderates.. Although insufficient 1n 1tself to ensure the
long-term stability of the government, it nevertheless: set
‘the stage for the successful establishment of the constitu-~
tiona} monarchy.

The moderates' cautious optimism, however, was thor-
oughly shattered %y the Royal Family's. flight from Paris on

June 20, 1791, an event which opened an enormous gulf between
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Louls XVI and the Revolution.. On the evening of the flight,
thg king left a manifesto with his minister§3 which confirmed
what had only been suspec%ed earlier: fhat Louis XVI's oaths
';of loyalty to the Constitution had been insincere., This mani-
. festo was in effect a total }efugation of the clreular of
\f_\\kpril 23. Whereas the king had announced in the eircular
that ",,,11 comptalt »++ la Révolution et la Constitution
parmi ses titres & la gloire," in his manifesto he denounced
them for having left him with néthing more than a "..,vain
simulacre de la royauté."LF -Not gurﬁrisingly, most Frenchmen
looked upon the flight and the declaration of June 20 as &
-betrgyal. A rumor spread in Paris that the flight was but
the first step of a vast counterrevolutionary plot to rein-
stitute the hated ancien régime.s Civil war, foreign invasion
and anarchy seemed 1mminen1;.6
The National Assembly, nevertheless, responded to this
crisis with great composure. From the outset, it exhibited
a calm determination to defend the Constitution from enemy
attack. It lmmediately recognized that the greatest short-
term danger posed by the flight was a state of anarchy; for
& disorderly and divisive France could hardly expect to defend
itself effectiﬁaly against what was generally assumed to be
a well-organized counterrevolutionary army., The National
Assembly thus dispaﬁehed representatives throughout the
<0t kingddm to preach .the necessity of peace and unity in face

.of the counterrevolutionary menace.’ It alerted the frontier

L
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towns of a possible invasion. To guarantee the army's support
during this erisis, it obliged all ﬁilitary officers, many of
whom were suspected of being sympathetic to the counterrevolu-
tionary movement, to renew their oaths of allegiance to the
government.g‘ It also authorized the creatipn of a 300,000 .
man army to be taken from volunteers(;grﬂhe National Guard.9
Finally, after ordering the drafting\pf a proclamation to
inform the French people of the king's disappearance, the
National Assembly, in -an admirable display of self-assurance,
returned to work on its normal agenda.lo ‘
The National Assembly's swift, energetic measures
inspired confidence in the various sectors of French society.
To the chagrin of at least some republican sympathizers,
the Parisian ﬁOpuiace showed that it was prepared to follow
the route traced/by its national representatives.tl The
Jacobin Club of Paris, whose influence over thg\eﬁiftly ex-
/panding network of French clubs was substantial, gave its
unquaelified support to the government.l2 France was unifed
In 1ts resolution to defend the Constitution; anarchy was .
avoided. Meanwhile, in a further attempt to prevent an
outbreak of hostilities, the National Assembly sent agents
to capture the Royal Family.l3 On June 22; the royal carriage
was stbpﬁed at Varennes; the king's arrest followed shortly
thereafter, -
From the very beginning of the crisis, the National
- Assembly was reluctant to aseribe guil% to Louls XVI, Baiiﬁy
;‘,; ’- ‘\ ,J

. &2 :
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? _ was the first to report that the king had been abducted by
(x‘ the enemies of/;h -public.lu The National Assemblyis proc-
lamation to tﬁe Fr ﬁch people, referred to above, also contained
this assertion.15 When the debates concerning théyfate of
Louils %VI {the "inviolability" debates) began on -July 13,
the Triumvirate and the Fayettistes, who had joined forces on
the morning of June 21 and had assumed the leadership of the
National Assembly,16 finally admitted that the king had left
Paris on his own volition,17 They argued, nonethelegs, that
only his advisors cou%? be held éccountable for thé flight.18
~On July-15, the National Assembly, following the recommendations
of the constitutionalist-dominated committees,19 unanimously

voted to uphold executive inviolability on the condition that

o Louls XVI accept the Constitution; his suspension was never-
#jy theless to remain in effect until the Constitution was com-
pleted.20

Louis XVI's flight severely compromised the Constitu-
tionalists' cause. In the first place, it compelled the Na-

over the executive branch of the government,21 a measure which

\\\\"—JF// to sogJ/ex%ent discradited the monarchy. The government, of
,*/

coufse, remained a monarchy by law; yet there ‘was little to

K\iional Assembly to suspend the king and to sécure control

distingugghit from a republic.?? In the second place, the
flight considerably reduced Louls XVI's popularity. The
publiets épprehension about a counterrevolutioﬁary invasion

suddenly transformed itself after the .Royal Family's arrest

-
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into resentment aimed directly at the roi Qarjygg.é3~ The
people of Paris appear to have favored placing the king on
trial, Under the circumstances, the Conqtitutionaliéts'
desire to maintain the constitutional mégarchy with Louls XVI
as king seemed unreasonable.
This is precisely the position adopted by historians
from Michelet to Lefebvre. Because of 1ts impractlcability,
'they assert, the inviolability decree was unjustifiable.
Louls XVI'S declaration was visible proof that the principléé
of the monaréhy and the sovereignty of the people were irrec-
oncilable., The king's oaths to uphold the Constitution could
no longer be trusted. A4As a cﬁnseqﬁence, there was no reason
to believe that he would resign_higéelf‘to his role as
nconstitutional® monarch.21+ In short, the Constitution was,
unworkable aft®¥r June 21; the Constitutionalists' cause was
for all practical purpocses 1ost.25
Behind ﬁistorians' hostility towards the inviolability

decree 1s the deterministig assumption that Louis XVI and
~ the Revolution could no longer coexist peacefully after

‘June 21, and that as a result the Constitution was inopérable.

As a matter of fact,.tagt is what ogcurfeé. The constitutional

government, constantly obstructed by a Xing whose primary

mission was to.prove that the Constitutf;n was unworkable,

did collapse on August ﬁ.iL792.. Put the questionm\a}i still

be raised as to whether \or not the reinstatement of Louis XVl

was, as historians’ confidently asseﬁgf an irri?gbnsible

o 4
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political decision on the part of the Constitutionalists.
In other words, it may be asked 1f the Constitutlonalists
had sufficient cause to pelieve that they could succqssfully‘
establish the constitutional monarchy with Louls XVI as king.
To answer this question, the Constitutionalists' arguments
inﬁfavor of inviolabillty, thelr relations with and conceptlons
of the Court and their domestic and foreign policies during -
the summer of 1791 will be examined.

~ During the inviol pility debates, the overwhelming
‘majority of deputies in the National Assembly favored the
maintenance of the monarchy, Prominent moderate deputles
1ike Alexandre Lameth, Dandré ,2° Larochefoucauld-Liantourt , 2/
Sallesz8 and Goupill de préfelne?’ strongly, supported the
king's inviolability. Constitutionelist opinion, howeyer,

1s most accurately reflected 1n the speeches delivered petween

July 13 and July 15 by the spokesmen of the National Agsembly's
committees:  Muguet de Nanthou,3o Andrien Duport and Bar ve.31
Their arguments can be divided into two major categories: - the
" egal" and the neircumstantial® defenses. In the "legal
defense;ﬂNanthou, Duport and Barnave did not attempt to prove
that Louls XVI was innocent of fleelng Paris and of breaking
“his previous oatﬁs to uphold the Constitution. His guilt in
this respect was all too appareng‘3§ Instead, they tried to
show that any judgment of Louls XVI wou constitute a serious
viclation of fundamental constitutional priﬁciples and that, as

a consequence, the National Assembly could not place the
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king on trial.
touis XVI could not be tried, asserted the committees®

"spokesmen, because the principle of the separation of powers
guaranteed the independence and therefore the "inviglability"
~of the leglslative and the executive powers.33 Cguntering
the extreme Left's contention that the king's prplvate actions
were not safeguarded under the inviolabllity clause in the
Constitution,34 they stressed the fundamental differences
between the executive and the legislative powers in a monar-
chical government. The depubies of the leg;slature were
"elected“’;gpresentatives‘%hogtemporarily exercised the leg~
islative ébwer; their inviolabllity extended solely to datters
connected with their legislativ?/;;nctions. The king, on/%he
other hand, wag inseparable frém-the monarchy., He was not an
lordinary citizen but an "heredlitary" power whose inviolability
of necesslty covered both hls political and private conduct.3?
Whereas the remoVai of a deputy from the legislature would not
in most cases produce a major political crisis in the gov-
‘ernment, the deposition of the king, whose hereditary rights
to the throne were enshrined in the Constitution, would almostg
certainly lead to the destruction of the constitutional mon-
archy; and this would in thelr view give birth to a form of
despotism "a hundred times" more powerful ‘than the one that
exlsted during the ancien régime.36 From Ehe moderates! peré
spective, therefore, the king's inviolability was a necessary

‘precondition to the stability of the constitutional monarchy .

o
.
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and to the maintenance of liberty.37

Agcordiﬁg to the committees' spokesmen, executive invio-
lability did not mean that Louis XVI was free to commit crimes
wilthout fear of punj\.shment.38 If, for example, he murdeisd
someone or 111egéllﬁ declared war, the National Assembly could
make use of the "inéanity" clause in the Cohstitution to Bring
about his dethronement.3? Apart from this, however, thefq(
was only one constitutional limitation to Louls XVI's %Pvio-
lability: la géghﬁgggg.uo And the contention of Nanthou,
Duport and Barnave was that this could occur only in cases
specifically forseen by the law.l*’l Upon examination of the
constitutional decrees, it was found that only the law of

March 28, 1791 referred to instances of abdication. Louls XVI's

deposition would result from his failure toy obey either one of
two stipulations. Firstly, he was prohibited from residing

more than twenty lleugs *2 from the “convened“ Natlonal Assembly.
Secondly, in the gvent that he left the country unannounced,

he was oﬁliged to return to it at the legislature's 1nv1tation.1+3
The committees' ~spokesmen agreed that there was an urgent need
to pass additional "abdication" laws, However, they claimed
that thése laws could not be applied to Louis XVI retroac-
tively.q"+ Their conclusion, therefore, was that since no
exlsting laws had been ‘broken during the flight and since

the manifesto of June 20 did not contain a renunciation -of

the constitutional throne, there were no legal grounds for

claiming that the king had abdicated his throne,'

Q.
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While on the one hand fhe committees' spokesmen stressed
_ the "illegality" of prosecuting Louis XVI, on the other they
did their utmost to minimize the importance of the oaths that
were broken on June 20. In point of fact, on July 14, 1790,
the king had formally sworn to employ every resource "“,,.délégué
par la loi constitutionnelle de 1'Etat, & maintenir la consti-
tution décrétée par 1l'assemblée nationale...."u6' Moreover,
he had voluntarily pledgeq his wholehearted loyalty to the
Constitution on February %, 1790 and on April 19, 1791,%7
However,.in the view of the committees' spokesmen, these oaths
and sanctions had served only to facllitate the immedlate
‘execuéion of the constitutional decrees. They had not been
necessary to validate them.”B No individual, not even the
| king, possessed the authority to oppose the sovereign ﬁill
of the natién expressed by the National Constituent ASSembly.%9
Nor had the oaths and sanctions irrevocably tied Louis XVI to
the Consfitution. Accord%yg,to Nanthou and Duport,'only when

the king was in a position to make a thorough assessment of

his role in the new government did his acceptance or rejection}i»

of the crown become definitive, In other words, Louis XVI

could not “dqfinitivelj” renounce the throne until after the

v

Constitution was completed. His declaration, therefore, could

/,ﬁbt be considered as an act of voluntary abdication.so
= i

Extreme left-wing deputies 1ike Pétion,”Ll Buzot,?2
Vadier,53 Prieur,51+ the Ab‘bé’Grégoires5 and RgbeSpierre‘

—

launched a virulent attack again&t the committees' "leéal"

4 -

.



J

. - 88

S

defense of the king. Unllke the Constitutionalists, they
\ ' focpsed most of their attentlon on. the king's guil‘t:.s'6 De-
cldedly opposed to the committees' conception of executive
inviolability, they argued that the king was a "traitor"
) ywhose oaths could no longer be trusted and whose crimes

against liberty had to be avenged. In their view, as mouth-

! -

plece of the sovereign will, the Natlonal Assembly had the
f’//,ﬁy/pli legal right to stand in judgment of*™Louis XVI.57 The dépJ
| \ .uties of the extreme Left demanded, consequently, that éither
the national representatives already assembled- or an ad ggg
convention elected by the primary assem;iiéss8-dethrone
the king.”? ' | S v
The.00nstitutionalists éppé}ently question;d the Na-
L,/) tional Assembly's right to sit in judgment'of the king not
l because they bél;eved that it did not ultimately possess

the aythority.to do so but because they were convinced that

(f’ ] such an érbitrary usage of 1ts "constltuent" power could not
.\fo’/ \“béjideologically Justified. One.of,the primary purposes of
the Revolution, of course, had been to replace "arbitrary"A

5 government by the rule of law. This perhaps partially °

. -explains‘why the Constitﬁtionalists aéked the Aésembly to

make its decision regafding Lduis XVIi's fate according to
' the principles and laws set forth in the Constitution.
_ According to constitutional principles and laws, they argug%

et

the king could notgbe prosecuted. f7v

Most depubie'\in the National Assembly were at least
\ .

SR RET ’
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© as much concerned about the political consequences a trial

might havefas about strictly legal mettersf In a gspeech de-
livered to the National Assembly on July .13, Alexandre Lametﬁ
stressed that in reaching a decision on’ Louis XVI's fate, 1t
was‘important4to take practical considerations into account
because ".,.vous[i.e., the natiomal representatives]ne pouvez
séparer votre décisiom]bm inviolabilityl des suites infaillibles
qu'elle ent:rainera:[lt.”‘60 The Constitutionalists placed a
great deal of .emphasis on the advantages and .disadvantages

of upholdihg inviolability;él theif Peircumstantial" defense
seems to heve_had a considerable 1mpact on the Assembly.62

. Very little is known about what actually took blace in
the committees during this perioﬁ. It is nonetheless clear
that apart from idealistic considerations, the committee
members' decislon to save the kilng was affected by the number
and the nature of the optlons -opened to them. Under the cir-
cumstances, there were‘foumizeg\iate courses of action that

might be pursued. Firstly, a ditect replacement for Louis X1 \

s

-

could be found. Secondly, the throne could be given to the |
Dauphin, with a Regent or an executive council exercising the -

exacutive power until he reached the age-of majority. Thirdly;

" a republic could be proclaimed. Fourthly; Louis XVI could
" be reinstated. o |

v

The committees were unable to find any suitable can—

'didates to replace Louis XVI either as. king or as Regent

/”The_Ceunt of Artois§3 and the Count of Provence,64 Louis'

" N\
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.an executive coun21167 or touls XVI stayed on the throne.‘
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o

youngest and eldest brothers respectively, were hardly ideal
replacements. The former had been and was still actively a
supporting the counterrevolutionary movement and the latter»_
had secretly left Francelon June 21, the day of the flight;
The intgigues connected with the follzjirs of the Duke of

Orléan565 destroyed his chances of ob
66

1ning the committees!

recognitiony Since“few, if any, deputies seriously contem-~
plated establishing a republie, only two Options were left to
consider. Either the Dauphin governed with the guidance df

The Constitutionalists vigorously combatted the idea
of substituting an executive council for theuking. From .

" their standpoint, therurrival of the-Constitution was closely

linked %o the fate of Louls XVI.- Theﬂinﬁiolability debate

was moie\than a simple question of a‘ran s guilt, it was, as ]
Ale e Lameth said, "...une question de constitution, du
pre:x%rdre."f’a It was a question which "...ttent & la
racine,de la Constitution meme."69 To the Constitutionalists,

transferring the executive pogpr from the king to an' exec-—_

-utive council was to establish a republic in all but the law.’0 "

The maintenance of ‘the constitutional monarchy thus made the
passage'of the inviol”bility dqcree-impenative. On July 1k,
Duport placed the central 1ssue before his fellow deputies ot

BébubliQue et une Monarchie, “71 ;

L4

in the Assembly: "il ne- s 'agit ... que de: choisir engfi\\‘e

" In his monograph .enti:l;&glﬁ. Histoire du Parti feuillant,
. . ’ -
P



.91
4 <
Gedrgeé Michon, closely following the extremeé Left'!'s arguments
against inviolability, disputes the committees! gsseftion @hat
the primary issue during this crisis was that of the monérchy
versus the‘republic. In his estimation, the C;nsgitutionalists -;>

deliberately brought the "constitutional'" question into their
defense in order td frighten the "bourgeois" National AsSsembly

‘into reinstating Louis XVI.’2 This, howevef, would seem to be

pure speculation, On the other hand, there is evidence which
demonstrates that the link between the executive council-and
fhe republic was not a constitutionalist fabrication. In her
letter of July 1, 1791 to Bangal des Issarts,’3 Madamé Roland,’*
an avid adherent of the democratic Republic, claimed that a
transfer of power from the king to an executive council would
tran;form Fraﬁce into a republic./? 'Brissot’® also reached
this conclusion in his democratiq néwspaper, Le Patriote
francats,’? - : |

Louis Blanc and Jean Jaurds agree with the Constitution-
alists that the central question during the invio;gbility debates
was whether to establish the constitutiohal monaéchy or .the re-
public.’8 They also harshly criticize the deputies of the
extreme Left for having refused to address themselves to this
quesfion.79 As a matter of facﬁ, these.deputiles camé out'very
strongly in favor of the executive council; but there is no—ev-
idence that they ever pﬁblicly discussed £he repercussions of '
such a move, This exasperated the CoﬁstitutionalistéL‘ On July l%,‘

Larochefoucauld—Liancpurt censured the deputies of the extreme
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ieft for attempting to decelve the Nabtional Assembly: "Que
ceux qul veulent la républi;ue attaquent 1'inviolabilité,
cela répond & leur systéme, mals du moins qu'lls le recon;
naissent de bonne foi. 180

The primary goal of the Constitutionalists in July 1791,
as in the preceding spring, was to consolidate the constitu-.
tional monarchy., ‘When the Triumvirate and the followers of
Lafayette realized that the deposition of Louis XVI would
make the 1nstallation of a lasting constitutional monarchy _
almost impossible, they not surprisingly chose to uphold exec-
utive inviolability. To them, it was in the national interést
to establish a government in which ",...le rol gouvernera avec
l'assentiﬁent et sous la surveillance raisormable et éclairée
- des représentants du peﬁple...."gl Indeed the constitutional
ﬁonarchy conformed to. the moral traditionlof France and
enjoyed extensive\pOpular support. France waé still vefy
"monarchical after the king's flight, 82 According to Alphonse
Aulard, who examined the letters received by the National
Assemblj at that time, the . French people by and large approved'
of the inviolability decree.83

The National Assembly's support of the constitutional
monarchy stemmed from 1its convictioh,that this was the only
form of government which could ensure the liberty, stability
and unity of the French Empire.Bh In their circumstantial
~defense, the committees' spokesmen argued that the republic,

unlike the constitutional monarchy, could not be "free" and
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united at the same timé. A free republie, they asserted,
could exist only as.a federation.B? The’large population

and territ9ry of France demanded a central power that Belonged

to the mags, that attracted and subordinated the departments

to its authority.86 The Constitutionalists belleved that the
mbnarchy, ypich had existed for neérly fourteen handred years,
was the only unifying foree in France.. They warned that 1if
an attempt was made to establish a united republiec, "...la
L. g
plus grande tyrannie"87 would be the final result. A strong
orator or general would eventually gain the support of the -
armed forces and would impose his despotic rule on the,
country.88 Despite 1its theoretical desirability, contended
the committees' spokesmen, the republic®was impracticable.
Constitutionalist opinion regarding the implementatioh

of the republic was partially set forth 1ln an article which
appeared in Le Logographe on April 27, 1791:

‘On crolt qu!il existe dans une forme de gouvernement

appelé République une somme plus forte de liberté.

Laissant de coté le peu de convenance de ce gouverne-

ment & nos moeurs, A notre étendu, & nos idées, & notre:

position en Europe, oubllons les incalculables horreurs

par lesquelles 11 nous faudrait nécessairemant passer pour

arriver & établir ce gouvernement, il paralt toujours que

ceux que veulent de bonne foi introduire cette idée sont
la dupe -des motsj....89 ‘

It was not‘ﬁinicult for Nanthou, Duport and Bdrnave to sub-

\stantiatéﬁ%heir contentlon that the republic could not be
. ﬁéacefully éstablished in France. Everyone:was aware of the

A
danger that Louls XVI's deposition would cause a civil war

to erupt.go- The committees' spokesmen also gave warning that

U
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if this oceurred, foreign (Austrian and/or Prussian) inter-

ventlon on behalf of the king would in all likelihoad—ensue.

" In their view, the powerful monarchies which surrounded France

could not be expected to allow Louls XVI's dethronement to
pass without ineident because the destruction of the moharchy
in.France would threatbﬁ their own éovernments.9l

' There seems to bé foundation to the Constitutionalists!
argument that éhe Constitution of 1791 could not be consoli-

’

dated unless Louis XVI remained on the throne. .Clearly, the

-National Assembly, which primarily represented the fnterests °

of the bourgeoisie, needed‘the king's support to establish
the constitutional monarchy. But this doeg not mean that
Louis! reinstatqun{,was against the nafipnal interest. _Un~
questlonably, in some respects the Constitutionalists repre-
sented the interests of the French people bétter than their
counterparts on the Right and the extreme Left. Most French-

men wanted a monarchical form of government even after June 21.

-The National Assembly's decision to preserve the monarchy thus

reflected the will of the majority of Frenchmen. But thelna-
tional representatives could not base their decision solely
onfpublic opinion. The political consequences of the king's
depogition also had to be considered., Seen from this light,
their vote in favor of executive in&iolability was at the same
time a vote agalnst the déspotism that they forsaw would result
from the establlshment of a republic. The Constitutionalists
were justified in fearing that Louis XVI's destitution would
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result in a civil and foreign war that France was not at all
prepared to face in July and August 1791. The.Revolution
might well have been the first victim of a war.

| It appears that only a constitutional monarchy could
have ensured the wiity and the stabiiity of the French Empire.
This is not to suggest that the Constitutionalists sacrificed
liberty for the sake of peace. Although the Constitution put |
the government under the'control of the bourgeolisie, it did
establish the hsst I1iberal regime in the world at that time.
According to Marcel Reinhard, out of approximately 6.2 million
adult Frenchmeh, about %.3 million (or seventy per cent)
possessed the franchise. Moreover, three quarters of these
"active" citizens, as they were called, were eligible to
become electors and ‘to hold offices in the. munlicipal and de-
partmental governments.92 A study of French soclety at that

time, on the other hand, demonstrates that only the illiterate,

-only the very poor, were classified.as "passive" cltizens.

Like Reinhard, Jean Jaurés argued that the Natlonal Assembly
had just ecause to worry that had these people been given the

.vote, their political incapacity would have been used by the

aristocrats to serve the purposés of the\counterrevolutionary
movement.93 As far as the qualifications needed to become a

deputy of the National Assembly are concerned, between sixty

. and elghty thousand Frenchmen paid the obligatory marg d'argent

(300 liyres), an amount that was considerably lower than the
15,000 iivres set for eligibility to the English House of Lords.

9k
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It appears that the Constitutionalists were sincere Tevoe

lutionaries. They seem to have genuinely loved liberty but
also to have believed that their primary responsibility as

revolutionarles was to-establish a government which could

‘work. They searched for that difficult compromise that would.

harmonlize all sectqrs of French society. They sought, as

Barnave said, a "...rapproghement commun et palsible de tout

ce qul compose la nation,"?5
The Constitutionalists apparently had legitimate reasons
for keeping Louis XVI on the throne. But they could.not fully
justify the inviolability decree unless they were reasonably
certain that the king would consent to‘rule within constitu-

 tional bounds. After the flight, constitutionalist policy

towards the Court was to all intents and purposes the same

as it had been in 1789: the general aeeumption was that

Louls XVI would sooner or later submit to the Revolut:l.'on...96

The changé of circumstances resulting from the flight, however,
considerahly altered the nature of this policy. During the
first two years of the Revolution, it had been oossible for

the king, profoundly ignorant of public opinion in the provinces,
to believe that France (the provinces if particular) would
support his attempt to dissolve the National Assembly and to
restore his absolute power. It had been & common belief even
among the extreme Left that the king was being misled by his
advisors as to the state of France.97 But after June 21, the

Court could no longer entertain any~doubts about the nation's
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o support of the Revolution. The Constitutionalists, in fact,

| took(E%e:z_ppporfunity to bring this to the king's atgietion.
z In a letter published in the‘Mogitggr in June 1791, Chiteau-
Thierry wrote that during the Royel Family's slow journey
from to Varennes to Paris, “Be?nave..,took care to say to

the Queen that our fully equipped National Guards were not

Parisians, so that she might see that'all of France is in
arms and that the nation is-opposed to the desertiom,"98
Shortly after his return to Paris, Louis XVI issued a staéement
to the National Assembly's commissioners, whd had been sent
; to obtain information about the flight,’’ which proves that
at least officlally he had no more illusions about the statd
of public opieion‘in France:- "J'al reconnu dans mon vbyage
que l'opinion publique était décidée en faveur de la Con-
stitution, 100
Like the extreme Left during the Inviolability debates,
some historians argue agailnst reinstatement on the grounds
that Louils XVi's ocaths could'ne-longer be trusted. They
e 'assert that 1t was naive for the Constitutio alists to believe
that he would faithfully execute the ConstitZtion (that he
would not struggle. against 1t)., It appears, however, that
they had every right to expect the Court to cooperate with
them. Circumstances compelled the king to honor his oaths.
It was politically unrealistic for him to struggle against
the Revolutlon., If he wanted to stay on the th£ene, he had

no choice but to accept the Constitution: either he would be
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a "constitutional!" king, argued the Constitut;onalists,_gp
he would cease to be king altogether.lo1 The Constitu&}hn-'
alists assumed, basing this on their estimation o{_ﬂguis“/#
character, that if the king acceﬁted the Constitié}on, he
would never again struggle against ﬁﬁe Revolution.\\They were
aware of his shnrtcomihgs, h;s vaclllating character‘in par-
ticular; but they also respected his virtues.t02 They believed
that he genuingly loved the people, that he would sacr;fice |
his personal desires for the general good. To them, he was
the best prince not only in his family but in all of Europe.l©3
BarnaﬁéJand Alexandre Lameth had yet another reason to

trust thé-Court, Sometime between June 30 and July 7, before
the 1nviolgbii1ty debates began, the ;ueen;'through‘an inter-
mediary named Jarjayes, asked Barnave for advice on how to
. save the monarchy.lou In her instructions to Jarjayes, which
were forwarded to Barnave, she showed her willingness to come
to terms with the Constitutionalists:.

I1 [t.e., Barnave] peut autant comfter sur ma discrétion

que sur mon caractére qui, pour le blen général, saura

toujours se plier & tout ce qul sera nécessaire, On ne

peut rester comme l'on est; il est certain qu'il fau}
; faire quelque chose; mals quoi? Je 1tignore; clest a

lui [i.e., Barnave) que je m'adresse pour le savolr ...

rien ne me coutera, quant j'y verral réellement le

bien général....lo5
Barﬁave and Alexandre Lameth had good cause to be optimistic
about securinglthe future cooperation of the Court. On her
own initiative, Marie-Antoinette had requested the Triumvirate's

aid, - Moreover, she appeéred resigned to following the revo-

lutionary path.
20 .
(U
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Barnave and Alexandré‘Lameth eagerly agreed to give
advice to the Court.’® They realized that the Constitution
could not be firmly established until Louis XVI's popularity
was'restoreg ("I1 faut que'l‘opinioh et le respect publié le
fassent’ roi, comme la Constitution."),l07 and that this process
could be accelerated if the Court willingly followed a sys-
tematic course of action reuniting 1tlby interest with the
nation, 1In theif view, the Court's pnpOpularity was due less
to any profound hatred of the king by the peopleuthan to -the
fact .that Louis XVI had voluntarily identified himself with
the opponents of the Revolﬁ%fon during the, flight. The French
peo.ple, in other words, despised the king only in as much as
he was a counterrevolutionary. What this implied was that
Louis XVI could regain public esteem 1f he succeeded in dis-
associating himself from the aristocratic counterrevolution.lo8

Ig their response to the ‘queen's request for advice,
Barnave and Lameth remarked that since 1789 the king had been
@isied my h;s advisors to such an extent that his throne had
h‘axlmost beeh taken from him,t%? To become popular agath, to
earn the people's réspect, the Court should effect some fun-
damental changes in their politi;al and private behavior.
First of.all; all other advisors should be dismissed, The

king's new conduct should be consistent with the universal

- will of the nation to have a Constitution.t10 Secondly, the

inertia of the executive power should be corrected, Not only

should the Court's actions be good, they shoul ®be taken at
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the proper moment. In a Revolution, thdy emphasized, correct .

timiné 1s essential,lll Thirdly, "...toutes les considérations ‘

.personrielles doivent &étre renvoyde & un autre temps; les choix,

les démarches, les actions personnelles doivent &tre soumis 2

cette loi,nt12 ‘Lastly, and most importantly, Barnave_and Lameth
. - -

requested that the Court follow their advice invariably.ll3

é%;racy, the principal cause ‘of unrest in France, anxiety orig-

inating from the activities of the émigrés and the princes

*In order tod dispel the nation's fears of war and con-
P

outside France had to be stopped.ll* To do this, Barnave

and Lameth advised, the king should secu;e the return of the
émigrég, of the princes and of Count Mercy-Argenteau.ll? For
her part, Marie-Antoinette should urée her brother, Leopold II,
the Emperor of.Austria,'to declare his friendly and pacific
Intentions towards France. The Emperqr should be convinced

of the Court's sincere atfachment to the Constitution; and

he and the éther princes of the House of Bourbon should be
asked to recognize it,116 -Finally, before the session of the
Constituent Assembly ended, Louis XVI should conclude a treaty

between France and Austria or Prussia.117

The" king's executive position provided him with countless

opportunities to demonstrate his devotion to the Constitution.
Barnave and‘Lameth consequently placed a great deal of streés
on Louils XE&TS selection of the ministers and the members of

the diplomatic corps, the Constitutional Guard and the maison

c;vile.lIB Since his choices would indicate his personal
%
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intentioﬁs, it was important that the king select adherents

of the Revolution. Marie-Antoilnette should welcome Constitu- -

tionalists as guests at the Royal Palace, A constitutionalist

governor should be appointed to supervise the education of the

Dauphin‘ll9 Priests who had taken the oath required by the

Civil Constitutlon of the Clergy should be allowed to celebrate

mass In the private chapels of the king and queena Furthermore,

the queen's aunts should be persuaded to acoept\$he Civil Con-

stitution of the Clergy.120 , -
Barnave and Lameth were confident that the negotiations 7 /"

between Louls XVI and Leopold II would end in succees.l2l -

They claimed tha® if their advice was carefully'followed, the

Court would win back its popularity in less than one year,122

Through his private and public actions, the king would/show

France and the rest of EurOpe that he was free to make his

own decisions without compulsion or interfereggg/ffgi th

National 4ssemb1y. He would regain the nation's coﬁfideice

‘and respect by taking steps on his own volition to SparekFrance

from the ravages of a counterrevolutionary war.123 The result

would be that ",..aucun prince de l'Europe n'est aussi solide-

ment assis sur son trdne que le sera le rol de France, quand

1'opinion fera pour lul auttant que 1a constitution."lQu

Barnave and Lameth oarned, however, that 1f for one instant

tﬁe,nation could suspect that the Court had other plans or

_thoughts than the ones 1t publicly held, "1'état seroit\boule-o

'
.

verssé, le Roi perdroit sa couronne,....”l25
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The correspondence between Barnave Alexandre Lameth

and Marje-Antoinette clearly demonstrates that the Triumvirate
AN

- in no way' attempteds to take adyantage of the Court. Barnave

and Lemeth were very frank (one might even say blunt) with
the Court; but they aiways maintalned a high ﬁegree of respect

towards it. They were emphatie about the'necessity of taking

stringent measures to save the monarchy and to restore\public

. order, Their letter of July 25, 1791 to Marie-Antoinette shows,

however, that they gave the Court every opportunity to -dis-

_éontinue'its=relations with them.. In this letter, Barnave

and.Lameth informed the queen that;the time -had come to pﬁt._«
their advice -'to exeeution. They requested that she thor=
oughly reflect on this advice and decide vhether or not she
wanted to follow its. Thelr main desire was " eequt elle ne )
doive rien & la contrainte ni A la surprise."126 They ex~-
plained that anula she decide to ‘break off relations with
them£ she would not,have to fear anything Tesembling treason.
Their dealings with her would be kept strictly confidential,
But if she deciﬁed to take_their adtice,'she was obliged to
follow it invariably.127

The letter of July 25 reveals that Barnave and Alexandre

Lameth were not,.as historians have long, asserted, insincere

in their relations with the Court; nor did they attempt to
"dominate" Louis XVI in order to rule in his name., Even

Marie-Antoinette, who completely detested the Constitutionalists,

o
"
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was compelled to acknowledge the sincerity and candor of

Barnave and Lameth:

T'ai lieu d'dtre assez contente de ce cdté-13, c'est-a-dire |

des Duport, Lameth et Barnave. J'al dans ce moment-cl une
espéce de correspondance avec les deux dernlers, que
personne au monde ne sait méme leurs amis, Il faut -
leur rendre justice: quoIqu'ils tiennent toujours 2

leurs opinions, je n'al jamals vu en eux que grande
franchise, de la force et une véritable envie de remettre
de l'ordre et par conséquent l'autorité royale.128

It 1s important to note, moreover, that apart from the con-
tentions made by the Constitutlonalists' political adversaries
on the extreme Left and the Right, there is no evidence that
the Triumvirate requested or ever received any monei, places

or other benefits from the Court dﬁring the summer of 1791.

There 1s evidence, However, that Barnave and Lameth had not yet

received any favors from the Court 1aneptember 1791, Their
letter of September 5 to Marie-Antolnette indlcates that they
did not intend to ask for anything in return for their advice.
In fact, on August 28, they had ‘made if clear to the queen
that théy "...ne vouloient rien que le terme de la révolution
et le blen de leueratrie....“l3O .

' In sum, it wqpld seem that the Constitutionalists had
good‘reasons for supporting the inviolability decree and algo
for B;E;sving that they could establiéh.a durable government-

with fouls XVI as king after June 20, 1791. Their decision

not to prosecute the king was apparently cbmpatible wlth the
principles and laws enshrined in the Constitution of 179% and
in all probability spared France from the internal strife

connected with civlil war and foreign invasion. Perhaps the

Y A .
/
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principal consideration bshind the Constitutionalists! vote

in favor of iHV1OlaBiliEf1 however, was thelr long;standing

~ desire to consolidate thé™constitutional monarchy, to bring

the French Revolution ?o a peaceful conclusion after'three
years of continued unrest. The Constitutionalists élso

seem to have had sufficient cause to place their trust in
the Court's oaths after the flight., Apart from their appar-
ently well-founded belief that Louis XVI had no reason%Plé
alterhative after July 15 but to be a constitutional king,

Marie-Antoinette's plea to the Triumvirate for advice on how

"“to save the monarchy gave the Constitutionalists evéry reason

to, be confldent that they could establish the Constitution on
solld foundations. Considering these factors, their decision

to uphold executive inviolability seems both competent and
justifi%ble.

~_
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CHAPTER III NOTES

b

i lFor more details concerning these decrees, see below, pp. 63-69.

- :Regtlgtion Documents ( Is.; Oxford: Basil Blackwgll, 1
s 296-97. . : B

30n the morning of June 21, 1791, Laporte, who was intendant
of the Civil List, found a manitesto left behind by the king. It *
indicates that the ministers had no advance knowledge either of the
flight or of the manifesto. See the Méniteur, VIII, 718.

L*lﬁcberts and Cobb, op.cit., Pp. 296-310.

25ee below )y )
Pe 593 J. M., Roberts and R. C. Cobb, eds., French
emts Oh v 9Ty 1968 1,

SChevallier, Barnave, p. 254.

Bradby, The Life of Barnave, IL, 96.
__ 7Moniteur, VIII, 715-1%53
81bid., pp. 723,.727. Most of the officers in the French army
were nobles, and many of them were hostile to the Revolution. In
fact, a large number of these "noble'" officers refused to renew their

oa}hs of loyalty to the government and emligrated. An interesting 3
acfount of the detrimental effects of this emigration on the mon-

archy can be found in the Mémoires de Louls Phil;pge. Duc D'Orléansg
(2 tomes; n.p. : Librairie Plon, 1973-1974), I, 180-202.
FMoniteur, VIII, 725. '

. "~ 101hi4., pp. 721, 724-25, 731-32.

LlMagame Henriette Bangal-Des-Issarts, ed., Lettres autographes
de Madame Roland adressées 8 Bangal-Des-Issarts, with an Introduction
by Sainte-Beuve (Paris: © Eugene Renduel, 1835), see the letters of
June 24 and June 25, pp. 249-50, 257. (Hereinafter referred.to as
Lettres de Madame Roland).

12pulard, Socidté des Jacobins, II, 532-37; Buchez and Roux,
; ‘ Histolre Dariementaire, X, 380. )

LMoniteur, VIII, 715,
W1pid., pp. 715, 719-20.

lSBuchez_and Roux, ope.cit., pp. 313-18.

y N 16The rapprochement between the two factions first manifested

Titself on the morning of June 21 when Barnave-defended Lafayette

—~—




N

106

S
* <

from Reubell's attacks (Moniteur VIII 716). The "coalition" was °
symbolized on the evening of June 21 when the -Triumvirate and the
Fayettistes marched arm in arm to attend a meeting at the Jacobin
Club. See Aulard, Société des Jacobins, II, 532-37.

l7Moniteur, VIII, 747-49; see Muguet de Nanthou's speech of -
July-13, 1791 on behalf of the Assembly s committees in Archives
parlementaires, XXVIII, 235, 24l.

lSArchives parlementaires, XXVIII, 235-37, 24l-k2,

lgDuring this period, the National Assembly authorized the union
of the Constitutional, Rev151on, Military and Diplomatic Committees
“and the Committees of Ranports and Recherches. See Bradby, The
Life of Barnave, II, 169.

2Oprehives parlementaires, XXVIII, 335-36, 377.

21Mon;teur, Vili, 717, 747-4%9. On June 21, the National Assembly
enacted a decree which effectively gave 1t the exercise of the exec-
utive power. The decree of June 25 took this one step further by
"provisionally" suspending the king's royal powers ("...jusqu'a

ce qu'il en alt été autrement ordomné."). The deputies who supported
the committees! views on inviolability by implication favored the
eventual "reinstatement" of the king's suspended powers. us the
committees! conception of executive inviolabllity soon became iden-
tifled with the deslre to "reinstate" the king's power to sanction
the Assembly's laws.

22Lefebvre, The French Revolution, I, 207; Soboul, La Révo-
lution francaise, I, 260.

2
3Bradby', op.cit., p. 173.

ahﬁichelet istoire de la Révolution franga se, III, 26, 34
Blanc, Histolfe de Révolution frangaise, VII Jaurés, lstoire
socialiste de la Révolution francaise, I, %84 1050, 11033 Mathiez,

volution, p. 130; Lefebvre, o _n.cit., pe. 17335 Michon,
Partl feuillant, p. 258.

25Lef vre, op.cit., p. 152.

26André de Bellevue (Antoine-Balthazar Joseph of); known as
Dandré or d'André, he was a conseiller of the parlement of Aix-
en-Provence. Dandré was a representative of the nobility in the
Estates General and was one of the first nobles to join the Third
Estate. After the Constituent Assembly s session ended, he was
accused of having ties with the émigrés. In 1792, he emigrated to
England. Louls XVIII named him Director of Pollce and intendant
of the king's domains. He remained at this post till his death
in 1825. See Dict, historigue, I, 35. ,

—
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27La Rochefoucauld (Frangois-Alexandre-Frédéric, Duke of
Liancourt); Larochefoucauld was a colonel and then a brigadier
general in the French army. THe emigrated to England after the
fall of the monarchy in 1792. He became a Peer of France in 1815
and sat in the High Chamber after the Restoration. See Dlct,
histor y 1I, 326-27.

285a11e (Jean-Baptiste); Salles was a deputy from the bailliage
of Meurthe to the Constituent Assembly and was also a member of the
Convention. He supported the motion calling for a plebiscite on
_the fate of Louis XVI. For this reason, his name was inc uded on
a proscription list as a "Glrondin," and he was condemned /to die

in June 179%, See Dict, historigue, II, 732."

29Goupil de Préfelne (Guillaume-~Frangois-Charles); Goubll was
elected to the Third Estate by the ballllage of Alengon. He was
a moderate 1n the Constituent Assembly. After the Assembly's session
ended, he became president of the civil tribunal in the Argentan
distric He was arrested for "“jpelvisme," but freed after
9 Thermidor. He was elected to the. gggggi; Anclens under the
Consulate and was later made a judge of the Supreme Court of Appeals.

He dled in 1801. See Dict,. historigue, II, 82,

3OMuguet de Nanthou (Frangois-Félix-Yacinthe); born in 1760,
Nanthou was an avogcat in the parlement of Besangon. He: repre-
sented the bhailliage of Amert (Franche-Comté) in the Constituent
Assembly. He voted with the minority on the Left. See:Dict,

igtoriaue, II, 590,

31Nanthou s speech was delivered on July 13, Duport's on
July 1% and Barnave's on July 15. i

32y rcht arlemegtaires, XXVIII, Nanthou's speech of July 13,
ppe. 236-373 Duport's speech of July 1% pp. 263-66; Barnave's speech
of July 15, p. 328, A summary of the 1nviolability debates is made
by R. K. Gooch in Parliamentary Gover t Fr : _Re onar

Origins, 1789-1791 (New York: Russel & Russel, 1960), pp. 196~-205.
33Arggives par;emzﬁtajrgg, XXVIII, Nanthou's speech, p. 235;
Duport’s speech, p. 26W; Barnave's speech, pp. 326-27.
3t See the speeches of Pétion, Vadier, Robesplerre, Prieur

-(de la Marne), Buzot and the Abbé Grégoire in the Mopiteur, IX,
pp. 121-36.

35Arc ves parlementair XXVIII Nanthou's speech, pp. 235=36;
Salles' speech of July 15, pe. 323 Barnave s speech, pp. 328-29;
see also Duport's speech of June %6 in Buchez and Roux, Higtoire
ar aire, X, 3383. _ .

2§Archives parlementaires, XXVIII, Duport's speech of July 1k,
p‘. 2 [ ]
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37archives parlementa res, XXVIII, Nanthou's speech, p. 235;
Duport's speech, .p. 2%%; Barnave's speech, p. 327.

3Bpia., p. 235.

-3?lhl§-

”le;g., Nanthou's speech, p. 236; Barnave's speech, p. 328.
11'1_1__';3_1;51.; see also Duport's speech, p. 263.

sz lieue or league measures about two ahd a half miles.
43Argngggg parlementaires, XXVIII, Nanthou's speech, p. 236.
L, :

Blhlg.; see also Duport's speech, p. 263, and Barnave's speech,
p. 328, .

“SInig.
1+6Buchez and Roux, Histoire parlementaire, VI, 361.

LP7Roberts and Gobb, eds., French Revolution Documents, I,
170-71, 178, 282-88. -

48

: Archives Qarlegegtéireg, XXVIII, Nanthou's speech, p. 237;
Duport's speech, p. 26k, . :

”9Ibgg., Duport's speech, p. 263.
Solbig., Nanthou's speech, pp. 236-37; Duport's speech, p. 26,
Slpétion-or Villeneuve (Jérome); Pétion represented the city of
Chartres in the Constituent Assembly and the department of Eure-
et-Loir in the Convention. With Barnave and Latour Maubourg, he
accompanied the Royal Family back to Paris after the flight %o Varennes.
He presided over the reorganization of the Jacobin Club of Paris
after the famous secession of the Assembly's deputies and the estab-
lishment of the Feulllant Club of July 16, 1791. Elected mayor of
Paris in October 1791, he was suspended, by Louis XVI in July 17923
but the Legislative Assembly lifted the suspénsion. Under the
- Convention, he was accused by Manuel of aspiring to a dictatorship.
_He voted for the king's death penalty with a reprieve, With Buzot
and Barbaroux, he fled to Caivados, then to the suburbs of Bordeaux.
He and Buzot were found dead \in the countryside, half devoured by

wolves. See Dict, higtorigue,” IT, 647-48,

52Buzot (Frangols-Nicolas-Léonard); Buzot was elected deputy
to the Third Estate by the hailliage of Evreux and sat with the
extreme Left in the Constituent Assembly. As a member of the Con-
vention, he voted for Louis XVI's death penalty with a reprieve.
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A member of the Comité de Salut Public, he was placed on a pro-
scription 1list. He was arrested but managed to escape. His escape,

however, fell short; he was found dead with Pétion near Saint-
Magne. See Dict, hiszorgggg, I, 306-07.

53Vadier (Marc-Guillaume-Albert); Vadier was a deputy from
Pamiers to the Constituent Assembly and represented the department
of Arridge in the Convention., In 1793, he was president of the
Comité de Sfireté générale. Vadier dled in Bruxelles in 1828.
See Dict, historiaue, 1I, 800,

5L+Prieur (Pierre-Louis); Prieur was an ayocat in the parlement
of Chédlons-sur-Marne and a. eputy to the Constituent Assembly. An
enemy of the "Girondins," he voted for the execution of Louis XVI.
He was arrested in March of 1795; he was able to escape and died
in exile. Dict, higtorique, II, 671.

55Grégoire (Baptiste~Henry, Count); curé, constitutional bishop,
Grégolre represented the bailliage of Naney in the Constituent
Assembly., He was one of the first members of the clergy to join
the Third Estate. He was also a deputy in the Convention., See
Dict, historiaue, II, 97-99.

SMopiteur, IX, 121-36.
57

See Buzot's speech of July 15 in the Moniteur, IX, 136.
58 '

By June 21, most of the primary assemblies of the kingdom,

" whose major function was to elect the deputies to the First Legisw~

lative Assembly, had already been convened, On June 24, however,
the National Assembly provisionally suspended the electlons. See
Buchez and Roux, Histoi arlementaire, X, 347-49,

59Mogitg;r, IX, Pétion's speech of July 13, pp. 120-213
Vadier's speech of July 13, p.. 124; Grégoire's speech of July 15,
p. 13%, and Buzot's speech of July 15, p. 136.

®0lhid., p. 120.

- 61Marquis of Ferridres, Mémoireg du Marquis de Ferridres, II,
2 . ! .

62The spokeshen of the committees made no distinction between
the "legal" and the "circumstantial" defenses. I have made this
distinetion for the purposes of clarity,

63Artois (Charles~Philippe de Bourbon, Count of); the youngest
brother of Louis XVI, Artols was born in Versailles in 1757. In
1789, he showed himself to be an intransigent supporter of the
anclen régime and violently opposed all reforms. He emigrated
after the taking of the Bastille, After the fall' of Napoleon
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in 1814, he returned to Paris, When his brother, Louis XVIII,
died in 1824, he became King Charles X. He advocated reactionary
measures; his stand on press censorship created widespread dis-
content and resulted in the Revolution of 1830, Forced to abdicate
his throne, Artois spent the remainder of his life in exile. He
died in Goritz, Austria in 1836, See Dict, historique, I, 58,
6‘+Prc)17r<=:nce (Louls Stanislas Xavier, Count of); born in 1755,
Provence was Louls XVI's eldest brother, He accepted most of the
early reforms Qrought by the Revolution but emlgrat without
warning on June 21, 1791. Upon Louis' execution, Provence became
the Regent of France. After Napoleon's fall from power, he became
King Louls XVIII. He died in Parls in 1824%. See Dictionnaire
de la Révolution et de 1'Empire, 1965, pp. 207-08.

‘ 65'Orléa.ns (Louis-Philippe-Joseph, Duke of); Orléaps was known
as Philippe-Egalité during the Revolution., A prince of the blood
and Louils XVI's cousin, Orléans was elected to the Constituent
Assembly, He sat with the Mountain in the Conventionj; he voted
for Louls' execution without possibility of reprieve. Orléans

was arrested as a hostage on the day after the vote on the king's
fate was taken, In October 1793, he was accused of having asplred
to the reestablishment of the monarchy, He was executed in
November of 1793. His son, Louis-~Philippe, became King Louis-
Philippe in 1830. See Digef. historigus, I1, 622-23.

66Bradby, The Life of Barnaye, II, 113-14%,

67Among those who called for the exeecutive council, there were
disputes about how this body was to be organized and how its members
were to be selected. The more radical deputies demanded that its
members be elected by the primary assemblies. Others belleved
that the National Assembly should appoint the members of "the council.
There was, in addition, some controversy about the duration of

the executive council, S
68Mo teuyr, IX, 120, : - )
69

66Argh11e§ parlementaires, XXVIII, Duport's speech of July 1k,
D« 200, °

0 ‘
7 i1bid.; Barnave, Qeuvres de Barpave, I, 133.

lArchives parlementaires, XXVIII, Duport's Speech; ps 264,

72Michon, Parti feu ty, pe 249,
: 73Bangal_des Issarts (Jeah Henry); he was an avocat elected to
the Convention by the department of Puy-de-Dome. He voted that
Louis XVI be arrested and then, after the war ended, banished
from France. He struggled against the creation of the Comité

N
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de Salut Public in 1793. He was arrested and imprisoned until
the conclusion of the treaty of Basil. After hils return to France,
he entered the Council of Five Hundred. He died in Paris ih 1826.

See Dict, historique, I, 92. .
7l+Roland de la Plafigi;\(Jeanne—Marie); Madame Roland was an

avid supporter of the democratic Republie. She regularly received

the "Girondins"™ in her salon and struggled against the Mountain

under the Convention. She was arrested and imprisoned in June of

1793; she died on the scaffold on November 8. See Dictionnaire

de la Révolution et de 1'Empire, pp. 272-73.

75lMadame Bangal-Des~Issarts, Lettres de Madsme Roland, letter
- of July 1, 1791, p. 268.

76Brissot de Warville (Jean-Pierre); Brissot started his career
in journalism with the Mercure. He was once locked up in the Bastille
for four months for having published a pamphlet that ecriticized the
queen. In 1788, he founded the Society of the Friends of the Blacks.
He was in the Unlted States of America when the Revolution broke
out. After hils return to France, he established Le Patriote francais.
He was a deputy in the Legislative Assembly (1791-1792) and in the
Convention. He voted for Louls XVI's execution with a reprieve.
He attempted to flee Parls for Switzerland in 1793 but was quickly
apprehended. He was executed in October of 1793. See Dict, his-

torique, I, 282.

77aulard, Histoire politique de la Révolution francaise, p. 133.

7SBlanc, Histoire de 1a Révolution frangaise, VII, 39; Jaurds,

Histoire socialiste de la Révolution francaise, I, 1050-5§

79Blanc, ope.cit.; Jaurés, op.cit.

80 :
Moniteur, IX, 123.

1
Soderhjelm, ed., Correspondance secréte, Barnave and Alexandre
Lameth to Marie-Antoinette, October 10, 1791, p. 13k.

2
Jaureés, op.cit., p. 1055; Aulard, op.cit., pp. 135, 145,

8

3Aulard, op.cit., p. 135.

84Archives parlementaires,1XXVIII, Barnave's speech of July 15,
pp‘ 326" 7- . .

8 bid.; in his memoirs, Barnave wrote that "...la république
frangalse ne peut exister que par la fédération, et la fédération
ne peut exister que par l'arlstocratie, C'est encore un de ces
points de vue sous lesquels la monarchie et 1'égalité se rapprochent.”
See Oguvres de Barnmave, I, 52. '
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86Barnave, Oegvres.de Barnave, pp. 43-49.
87

p. 329.
8Barnave, op.cit., pp. 47-48.

Archives parlementaires, XXVIII, Barnave's speech of July 19,

8
9As quoted in Michon, Parti feuillant, p. 111.
- 90

11bi4q.

8 92Reinhard La chute de la royaute, PP. 178 -79; see above, note
2y, e 77, .

93Ibid. De 179, Jaurés, Histolre socialiste de la Révolution
frangaise, i 614-1

94Reinhard, gp.cit., p. 180.

Bradby, The Life of Barnave, II, 170.

95'Mon teur, IX, Barnave's speech of July 15, '®. 143,

96Bradby, op.cit., pp. 122-23.

9‘7R¢ainhaard, ope.cit., p. 21. -

8 :
? As quoted in Bradby, op. ;t., p. 123.

99These deputies were Duport, Dandré and Tronchet. See Buchez
and Roux, Histoire parlementaire X, 389.

lOORoberts and Cobb, French Revblgtion Documents, I, 321.

101
Ar hives arlementaires, XXVIII, speech of Duport on July 1k,

pplo 263_ Bl‘adby, ___Etcj.to, p. 181.
102

Bradby, op.cit., p. 178. ' ’

103The Memoirs, Correspondence and Manuseripts of Marquis de
Lafayette, published by his family (3 vols.; London: Saunders
and Otley, 1837), III, 94-95,

lOL"Soderhjelm, ed., Corresnondance secréte, Marie-Antoinette! s
note to Barnave, p. 39.

1051444,
< 106

ibid., Barnave and Alexandre Lameth worked together on the
letters addressed to Marie-Antoinette.

107 bi «y Barnave's and Lameth's letter to Marie-Antoinette on
July 25, p. 60.
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lOBSoderh;]elm, ed., Correspondance secréte, Barnave's response'
to Marie-Antoinette's request for advice, early July, p. 4l.

1°9ngg., letter of September 5, p. 98.

. J
lIQLhLQ., Barnave's rggponse to Marie-Antoinette's request for
advice, p. 41. r~
11%191@., letter of September 28, p. 122,
112

Ibid., letter written at the end of August, pe 77.

113Ibig., Barnave's response to Marie-Antoinette's request for
advice, p. UWl.

14rpiq, . letter of July 29, p. 57.
1151 , Barnave's response to Marie-Antoinette's request for

advice; pp. 42-44; see also Barnave's and Lameth's letters of July 10
mld Juiy 25, pp. %2"'5""-

1161144,
ll?LbiQ., letter of July 25, pp. 57-58.

llalpig. letter of August 28, p. 86; letters of November 10,
NovenBer '1% and November 29, pp. 165, 171, 19%.

liigh$g., letter of August 28, p. 87; letter of September 25,
Pe L

1201p1q., letter of July 21, p. 53.

*,
lzllblg., Barnave's response to Marie-Antoinette's request for
advice, p. 43.

lzaIplg., pp. 41-42; letter of July 25, p. 56.

1231144, , letters of "early" July and July 10, pp. 41-43.

12&;919. letter of August 28, p. 85; Barnave and Lameth assured
Marie-Antoinette that if thelr advice was invariably followed eeel®
Roi é&prouvera blentét qu'il avolt été trompé, les lolx repren&ront

leur énergie, l'autorité sa force et son éclaty...." See p. W,

125;91;., letter of July 10, pp. 48-h9.

126;9;@., letter of July 25, pp. S4=55.

1271p14,, this letter is reproduced in Appendix I.
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Alfred Ritter Von Arneth, ed., Marie-Antolnet Jo I1
Und Leopold II (Lelpzig: Ko~F. Kottler, 109606, Paris: Ed. Jung-
Treuttel, 1866; Wien: Wilhelm Braumuller, 1866}, Marie-Antoinette's
letter of July 31, 1791 to Mercy-Argenteau, p. 193. )

12980derh3e1m, ed., Corresponda ecrédte, letter of September 5,
p. 98; this letter is briefly discussed above, pp. 57-58. .

1301114d., letter of August 28, p. 8l.
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#J//’  CHAPTER IV

MONARCHY OR REPUBLIC?

fThe Royal Family's fiight to Varennes met with the
strong disapprgval of most Parisians, A majority of the
people of Paris/ in fact reacted to thils event by demanding
that Louis XVIfbe dethroned, tried and punished for treason.,
Like the deﬂéﬁratic deputies in the National Assembly, they
believed that by fleeing Paris and writing the anti-constitu-
tlonal manifesto of June 20, the king had abdicated the throne.
Between June 21 and 5uly 17, this viewpoint found partial.
expresslon in the petitions drawn up by the leaders of éhe
Cordeliers Club and the numerous fraternal and'pOpular clubs
and societies of Paris.l The powerful Society of the Friends
of the Constitution, known as the Jacobin Club, also endorsed
this point of view,.2 Moreover, the Cordeliers Club, the Fra-
ternal Soclety of Two Sexes and the Friends of Truth, but not
the Jacobin Club, used-the opportunity ﬁresented by the Royal
Family's evasion to petition not only for Louis XVI's deposition
but also for the establishment of a democratic Republic. On
at least seven occasions during the post-flight period, these
elubs and their sister socleties made both direct and indirect
demands for a republic,3 demands which from the Constituent

Assembly's standpoint were no less "anti-constitutional" than
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tpose made In the manifesto of June '20.

Stressing that the preservation of Louis XVI's erown
was a prerequisite for the consolidation of the Cdn§g1§ution
and thus for the success of the Revolution of 1789, the Con-

- stituent Assemblyt desplite strong pgpular opposition in Paris,
upheld executive inviolability July 15. However, both
during and after the passage of F e inviolability decree, the
conflict between the supporters and opponents of the king's
reinstatement continued unabated. This_disagreement finally
brought about a\schism in the Soclety of the Friends of the
Constitution on the morning of July 16, when over\EE§g; hundred
of the National Assembly'é deputies voted to transfer the so-
ciety's meetings from the church S} the Jacobins to the convent
of the Feuillants. The division occurred after the reading
_éf & 'petition, drawn up by members of the Jacoﬁin Club, which
contained demands for Louis XVI's deposition and for his re-
placement "by constitutional means."* From that moment, two
Socleties of the Friends of the Constitution coexisted in
Paris: the/Jacobin Club and the Feuillant Club,

A similar disagreement led to a violent confrontation
Jﬁftweén the municipal authorities and the petitione?s at the
Champ de Mars on July 17. On that day, at the invitatlion of
the Cordeliers Club and the fraternal sociq;{;s, a Jlarge number
of men, women and children gathereekgguﬂa/the altar of the
country to sign a petition announcing the nuliification of

the inviolability decree and asking the National Assembly

O
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to convene a new constituent body for the purpose of trying
Louis XVI and organizing a new executive power, Earlier in
the day, two men who had been discovered hiding under the
altar were selzed by a mob and brutally murdered, an act which
und?ubtedly heightened the already considerable tension of
th; constituted authorities, Contending that the petitioners
had illegally assembled to sign a petition whose object was
to overthrow the government and to destroy the Constitutidn,
the General Council of the Munilcipality of Paris proclaimed
martial law and dispatched trdbps of the Nat?onal Guard of
Paris to the Champ de Mars to disperse the ’p“etitionérs.s
Encountering hostile resistance to thelr entry to the Champ
de Mars, the National Guard opened fire on the cfé;d, killing
approximately fifty p00p19.6 This event soon came to be
known as the "massacre" of the Champ de Mars

: The schism of the Soclety of the Friends of t@a/;z;sti-
tution and the massaere of the Champ de Mars are symbolic of
the split that took place between the constitutional monarchists
and the democrats and republicans over the question of the
king's fate. Georges Michon and Albert Mathlez, who are ex-
tremely critical of the inviolability decree, contend that
the Constitutionalists were raesponsible for the schism and
the massacre. Michon claims that the division of the SJZiety
of the Friends of the Constitutlion was the result of a
planned maneuver by the TIrlumvirate to demolish the power

base and the prestige of the democrats.’/ He attributes the
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sﬁccess of this maneuver to the Triumvirate's false accu-
sation that the Jacobins had opposed the National Assembly's
Inviolablility decree, an infrgction of the Jacobin Club's
regulations.8 He nevertheless asserts that Barnave, Duport
and Alexandre Lameth did not plan to open another society,
a decislon which the secessionists, on Reubell's proposal,
made on their own. In his view, the Triumﬁirate hastened to
join the Feuillant Clﬁb because it realized the importance
of winning the support of the affiliated societies, With this
support, it would be éfle to exert afstrong Influence on public
opinion ip France. Michon concludes that the Triumvirate and
the other leade?s of the Constitutionalists wanted to use
thelr. influence over the arf{liated societies as a means of
preparing Frenchmen for a coﬁkgryat;ve revision of the Con:
stitution.”

 Like Michon, Mathlez 1is extremely critical of the Con-
stiéazigpalists' conduct.durin% this period. In fact, he
placesxgbst of the reiPonsibility.for‘the petitioners!
"inexcusable" deaths on the constitutionalist-dominated Na- -
tional Assembly, which, he claims, induced the municipal gov-

ernment to proclalim martial law "illegally" and "needless
on July 17.10 Mathiez stresseg that there is no trustworthy
evidence to suppdrt the munigipal government's contention that
the democratic leaders who drew up the petition of‘July 17

had planned to ralse the people in revolt against the National
Assembly; in his éiew, they were merely attempting to orgaﬁize
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a "peaceful" demonstration to intimidate the govefnment into
revoking the inviolability decree.ll Mathlez asserts that

the'pétitioners acted In complete accordance with the consti-

tutional laws enacted by the National Assembly and thus concludes

that the bloody repression was not legally justifiable.12
’Historians generally single out the~-schism in the -

Society of the Friends of the Constitution and the massacre

of fhe Champ de Mars as the foreseedble coﬁsequengg;jof the

Constitutionalists' determination to impose the unpopular and

impolitic inviolability decree upon the French people. The

implication is that in order to defend their foolhardy declslon
to reinstate the "traitor" king, the Constitutionalists were
compelled to adopt underhanded measures to weaken the power

of their strongest opponents:- the democrats and republicans.
0f ecourse, there is also the stigma which has traditiohally
been attached to the Constitutionalists® refusal to allow

the Revolution to reach its "natural" conclusion in the estab-
lishment of a democratic Republic. Nevertheless, the his-
torical controversy surrounding the Constitutionalists' spe-
cific roles in the schism and the massacre requires a reas-
sessment of the facts.l3 The purpose of this chapter 1s to
ascertain the causes of the schism in ﬁﬁe Society of the
Friends of the Constitution and to determine’ whether or not
the constitutionalist-dominated Assembly's acts prior to the
Champ de Mg;s/massacre can be said to have been defensible.

Although/éhese events occurred within a one-day perlod and

¥ *
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stemmed from conflicts between the supporters and opponents

of the inviolability of Louis XVI, they will be examlined

1

separately in this study.

The Triumyirate and the Schism of the Jacobin Club

Georges Michon's argument that the Triumvirate caused
the split that took place in the Society of the Friends of
the Constitutibn appéars to be based on unrellable evidence.
Although in his detailed study of the origins of the Feulllant

Club Michon does not disclose his sources of information,ll+

-the fact that his and the Jacobin Club's interpretations are

alﬁost Indistinguishable, together with the absence of qorrob-
orative evidence from non-jacobin sources, strongly suggests
that he depended to & large extent, if not entirely, on the
Jacobins' accounts of the secession. His aﬁéertion that
Pétion's speech of july 17 at the Jacobin Club indicated
",...les véritables causes de la seission" seems to substan~
tiate this view, for Pétlon's speech represented the Jacobin
Club's official version of the split.l5 In all 1likelihood,
the Jacobins were incapable of making an impartial assessment -
of thelr adversaries' actions and motives, especially when
consideration is given to the fact that the Cénstitutionalists'
and the other deputies' secession was a direct attack on their

past conduct. Without supportive evidence to substantiate

“” the Jacobins! assertions, which is not provided; Michon's in-

terpretation 1s open to doubt,
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Michon fails to specify that his contention concerning
the Triumvirate's supposed maneuver to divide the Jacobin
Club cannot, at least with the evidence now available, be
conclusively proved or disproved., Certainly the democrats
both inside and outside the National Assembly were never in
a position to prove that Aleyxandre Lameth, Duport and Barnave
possessed a preconcerted plan to destroy the Jacobin Club.

~

In all probability, only the Triumvirate and those closely
associated with them (the Fayettigtesg) could have furnished
the irrefutable evidence needed to confirm Michon's interpre-
tation of the schism. But this evidence apparently .does not
exlst. Of the men who had direct access to this information,
only Barnave left a description of the Triumvirate's conduct
in connection with the split; and hils portrayal 4s gquite dif-
ferent from the one put forward by Michon and the Jacobins:

Ce mouvement[i.e., the schism]fut absolument spontané;

s'il fut imprimé par quelqu'un, ce fut par ceux qui

auraient été témoins des faits qui donnaient 1ieu a

cette résolution, et je n'étais pas de ce nombre; je

n'eus, non plus qu'aucun de mes amis[allusion to the

Lameths and to Duport], part & la convocation et &

1l'indication du lieu de la réunion: je m'y trouval

avec trois ou quatre cents autres.i
Admitting that he attended the meeting held at the Palais
Royal on July 16, where the secession was apparently decided,
Barnave nevertheless contended that the split "...was ﬁﬁe
almost unanimous opinlon before I had spoken as well as\after."l7
Furthermore, he assefted that he and his associates advised

against the establishment of another club.18

If the Jacobin Club's and Barnave's versions of the
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schism are not subject to being proved or disproved defin-
itively,-Barnave's memolirs do at least suggest a way in which
his account of the split caq)be tested with a reasonable degree
of-accuracy. In the observations quoted above, Barnave alluded
to the factors that gave rise to the deputies® decision to
break with the Jacobin Society, factors which were in fact
set forth in the Feuillant Club's declarations to the jacobin
affilated socleties affer July 16, A critical study of the
allegations made against the Jacobins in these declarations
has for some.unaccountable redson never peen conducted by
modern historians. Yet an analysis of {ﬁ:se chafgés suggests
that the schism would have occurred without the intervention
of the Triumvirate, |

In thelr Address to the affiliated socleties and their <
Declaration to the Jacobin Club,19 the Feulllants asserted
that the schism stemmed from repeateé violations of the
Jacobin Soclety's rules by certain elub-members. They claimed
that these men suppressed freedom of opinion in the’Socieﬁy,
openly combatted constitutional principlesland even acted in
direct opposition to the Natlonal Assembly's decrees,20 Their
aim in transferrihg the meetings of the Friends of the Consti—
tution to the convent of the Feuillants, they explained, was
to run the club as its founders had originally intended, ac-

cording to the Réglement de la Soclété des amis de la consti-
tut;on.al The Reéglement, which was drawn up by Barnave and

adopted by the club in February 1790, contains the objectives
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and rules of the Soclety of the'Friends|of the Constitution.22
According to the Feulllants, the purpose of the Society was

to prepare the national‘reprgsentatives for their work ih the
National Assembly, to serve as a center of constitutional
opinions, to discuss but not to dellberate on questions before
the Assembly and to provide France wilth an example of absolute
freedom of opinion on "projected" laws but the most profound

regpect for and submission to the decrees of the National

Assembly.23 K\ﬁ/// ' '
An examination of the debates that took place in the

Jacobin Club between June 23, tﬁe day on which discussions
with respect to Louis XVI's future commenced, and July 16
itself reveals that those who eilther supported or just wished
to explain the committeeﬁ' recommendations on executive 1nvib—
labilMty found it almost impossiﬁie to have theilr oplnions
heard. According to the Babjillard, when Anthoine, who was

in fact a firm opg;nent.of inviolability, asked the Jacobins
to allow committee-members to present thelr views to them,

he was chased from the tribune.'?'+ Charles Lameth asked for

a motion of order on June 29 to respond to Anthoine's condem-
nation of the coal%tion of "nobles" and "mlllitary" leaders

who supported inviolabllity; but he was prevented from speaking
until Biauzat finally pointed out that freedom of opinion was
guaranteedvin the Jacobin Club.2” On July 15, Vasselin was
greeted with violent "purmureg" when he tried to pralse the

"Assembly's decision to uphold the king's inviolability.26
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Violations of freedom of opinion in the ciub ware 1in fact so
frequent that Pétion was forced to admlt Iin his speech at the
Jacobin Club on July 17 that "...souvent dans cette Assemblée
la liberté des apiniqns 8 été contraride. Depuls quelques
-temps, les membres de l'&ssémblée natlionale se sont plaints
dé n'avoir pas eu la liberté de proposer leurs opinions, pas
méﬁe de.donner connalssance de faits essentiels & connaitre 27
Thus Pétion, who played an important role in reorganizing the
" Jacobin Society after the split, agreed with the Feuillants
that the deputies of the National Assembly had been prevented
from voicing their opinions in the club,

The Feuillants! allegation that constitutional prin-
ciples were being challénged inereasingly openly in the club
during this period also seems to be correct. On June 22,
Robert, a renowned advocate of the republic, announced to
the club that along with two other Jacobins he had presented
an address to some fraternal societies demanding a repudiation
of the monar%hy. Upon hearing this, cries of disapproval
immedistely reng out; Boutidoux reminded Robert that all
Jacobins were friends of the Constitution and that "...la
monarchlie est dans la constitution."28 Ten days later, a &
similar explosion shook the Soclety after Billaud Varenne )
asked whether a monarchy or a republic was best suited for
France. After Bouche, the president of the Soclety at the
time, called Billaud to order, Royer requested that Billaud's
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name be stricken from the club's 11st.2? He declared that
"les Soelétés de la constitution s'attachent & montrer le
plus grand respect pour les décrets de l'Assemblée nationale.
Elle a décrété la monarchie."30 on July 6, one of the club's

secretaries began reading a letter from Perpilgnan in which

-

the belief was expr%ige ance_should have a republican
form of govermment and that "...un roi)est inutile."31 The
entire assembly arose In protest upon hearing this, a "thousand"
members simultaneously shouting their disapproval. By virtue
of his strong volce, one member was able to make himself heard
in a speech that presaged the sechism:
Permettez-moi, Monsieur, de représenter au secrétaire‘qui
- & 1lu la lettre de Perpignan, .,. qu'il efit mieux fait de
nous lire le passage sulvant de nos réglements: 'La
fidelité & la constitution, le dévouement & la défendre,
le respect et la soumission aux pouvoirs qu'elle aura
‘établis, sont les premidres lois imposées 4 ceux.qui
voudront &tre admis dans la Société.' Nous sommes
engagés par serment & maintenir la constitution., Parler
contre les décrets constitutionnels, lire les dcrits qul
leur sont opposés ou le souffrir, est un parjure: il
faut renoncer & la Soclétd et sortir de sonm sein.32
The speaker's recitation of the Society's rules was exact.
The frequent violation of the club's rules was starting to
generate discontent among some of the Jacobins.

The most serious charge advanced by the Feuillants was
that the Jacobins deliberately acted in opposition to the invio-
lability decree ",..alors que les amis de la constitution
devalent au contraire précher toujours l'obéissance aux
autorités légitimes et jamais la révolte."33 The Jacobins

vigorously disputed this accusation, claiming that 1t was
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fabricated by the Triumvirate in order to facllitate the ex-
ecution of its maneuver to divide thé Society of the Friends
of the Constitutibn.3*

16_c6uld not be {described as a protest against the

phasized that the petition of

Assembly's decislon to unize the king from trial because

the inviolabllity decrjee was not passed untll July 16. As

a matter of fact, all bput one of the nine articles that fi-
nally comprised the ln iolability decree were rendered on
July 15. Yet the Jacobins argued that since these articles
did not explieitly acquit Louis XVI, the question of the

~king's fate was stlll completely open for discussion; &a pe-
tition calling for the deposition of Louls XVI could therefore
st111l be drawn up;35 ’

The Jacobins' essertion that the National Assembly did
not expressly uphold executive inviolability on July 15 is
consistent with the facts. In their proiet de décret, which
was adopted on that day, the committees ruled that evidence
existed involving "...Bouillé, ses complices et adhérentsj..."
in a “,,.projet de renverser la constitution-....'36 They
also contended that in order to execute his plan to overthrow
the government, Bouillé lured ",..le roi et sa famille dans
une ville de son commandement,..,"37 Responsibility for the
flight was in this way shifted from the kihg to Bouillé and
his coconspirators. On July 15, Salles' proposed abdication

laws were also incorporated into the inviolability decree,.

According to these'laws, if the kinglviolated his oath of
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allegiance to the Constitution or supported in any way a
mllitary attack against France, he would automatically éb—
dicate his throne and would be liable for qey crime comgitted
subsequent to his abdication.38 Thus the eightqgrticles passed
on July 15 did not explicitly uphold inviolability. In point .
of fact, however, the National Assembly never directly ex-
eﬁpted Louis XVI from trial,39 The article passed on July 16
fixed the duration of the decree of June 25, which had pro-
visionally suspended the king's royal powers.L"O As such it
did serve as the only direct, written indication of Louis!
status.

Admittedly, the National Assembly increased the chances
of creating a misunderstanding by not proclaiming in the form
of a decree that inviolabllity precluded the king from bheing
prosecuted. But it had no practical alternafz;es under the
circumstances; and its decislon on this matter itself appears
to have been dilctated by the inviolability principle. The
inviolability principle, whether openly or tacitly accepted,
is inherent in monarchical regimes. Its major purpose 1s to
ensure the stability of the government by preserving the dig-
nity and authority of the throne, This 1s achieved (and this
appears to be the central function of the inviolablility prin-
ciple) not only by prohibiting the prosecution of the monarch
but also by elimlnating the evidence that would implicate the
-king in any criminal wrongdoing, It was probably obvious to -
the Assembly that a decree specifically upholding inviolsbility
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would have been interpreted as an avowal that Louls XVI was

a criminai and a traitor; clearly this would have caused con-
siderable harm to the monarchy and therefore to the Consti-
tution of l?9l.i For this reason, the Assembly was obliged
to throw a "vell" over the king's guilt.

The Assembly's indirect exoneration of Louls XVI, of
course, invited controversy concerning the exact date on which
the decision to uphold inviolabllity was reached (July 15 or
July 16?). It would seem, nevertheless, that the’ Jacobins'
,petition of July 15—162c0u1d not "legally" be defined as a
protest ggainst the inviolabllity decree until the National
Assembly specifically indicated what Louls' status was; and
“this was not done until the evening of July 16. It appears
that the Jacobins did not intend to place themselves in direct
opposition to a decree rendered by the National Assembly.

In fact, as soon as they learned that the article of July 16

had been passed, they withdrew their support from the petition.Lkl
This does not mean, however? that the Feuillants invented

their.allegation in order to justify the schism. The evidence

strongly suggests that the Natlonal Assembly added the article

of July 16 to the inviolability decree after it reallized that

some Parisians still harbored doubts about the king's fate,

In other words, from its standpoint, the inviolability decree

ﬁad been passed on July 15. It must be stressed that the Con-

stitutionalists and the royalists were not alone in contending

that inviolability had been accepted on that day. Deputles
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from the extreme Left like Anthoine and Vadier also reached

this conclusion.*? Although they later denied this, Pétion,

Robesplerre, Prieur and the Abbé Grégoire made thils assertion

as'well, On July 15, they informed a deputatioﬁ from the

Champ de Mars that its petitionh3 asking the Assembly not to

decide on the king's fate was "useless" because the inviola-

bility decree had just been passed.“u Even the repubiican

and democratic soclietiles understood the significance of the

articles adopted on Ju}y 15. On that evening, the Friends

of Truth issued the following statement: ",..elle[l.e,, the

Friends of Truth and the other socleties in attendance] proteste,

-«s contre le décret de l'Assemblée nationale par lequel,

s'établissant incompétemment en tribunal, elle a décidé que

le rol ne serait pas mis en cause."45 When 1t is considered

that Biauzat and Reubell, who were deputies in the National

Assembly, explained the meaning of the articles of July 15

to the Jacobin Club before the petition of July 15-16 was

drawn up, it is not difficult té understand why the National

Assembly, the future Feuillants in particular, were convinced

that the Jacobins' confusion:about these articles was

insincere.l+6
If the Feulllants were not entirely accurate in claiming

that the Jacobins had protested against the inviolability

decree; they apparently possessed good reasons for believing

that the Jacobins had challenged the sovereignty of the Na-

tlional Constituent Assembly. InN\their petition, the Jacobins

\

™
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did not request but authoritatively demanded in the name of
the soverelign peopie that the National Assembly recognilze
the abdication of Louis XVI. Moreover, they boldly pro-
claimed that ",,.1ls ne reconnaitront jamais Louls XVI pour
. leur Rol & moins que la majorité de la nation n'émette un
voeu contraire & cette pétition."h7 ‘The meaning of this pe-.
tition could not be more clear. On the éﬁening of July 15,
the Friends of Truth, who had recommended to the Jacobins
that the petition of July 15-16 be drawn up, stated that
", ..l'objet [of the petition]est de déclarer hautement que
Louls XVI ne pourra remonter sur le tréne, méme par un décret
de 1l'Assemblée nationale, si elle n'a pas receuilll le voeu
des communes des 83 départements de 1'empire."h8 By recog-~
nizing only the departments' power to declde on Louls XVI's
fate, the Jacobins who supported this petition not only wvio-
lated their oath to obey the Raglement, which in 1tself was
sufficient cause for the deputies to secede from the club,
they also committed.a non-violent act of rebellion against
the government. The petition implicitly but clearly challenged
| the Assembly's authority to keep the king on the throne; and
| such an encroachment on its sovereign power was seditlous.
After the Champ de Mars/massacre, the Jacobins did
theirggxmost to play down their involvement in drawing up
the‘petitidn of Jqu-lS-lé. They claimed that they had been
forcedﬁfgaaccept the petition in order to pacify the unruly
crowd (from the Palais Royal) which had invaded the club's
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premises on the evening of July 15.“9 They also contended
that they withdrew their support from it as soon as the first
opportunity presented itself. The Jacobin Club was indeed
invaded by a turbulent crowd on July 15. However, the re-
search of Albert Mathiez, Frangoils Braesch and Marcel Reinhard
clearly shows that the Jacobins voluntarily supported the
petition,so The evidence demonstrates that the Jacobins who
refused to'Join the deﬁuties in abandoning the club on the ,
morning of July 16 immediately voted to give their "1ndividual"
support to the petiticn.sl According to Braesch, after learning
that the National Assembly had passed the article of July 16
(fixing Louis' fate), the Jacobins hesitated before finally
renouncing the pet‘ition.52 Furthermore, they waifed until
noon on July 17 to inform the Cordeliers Club and the fra-
ternal socleties of this decision.53 _ -
The schism in the Society of the Friends of the Consti-
tution aﬁpears to have been sparked by the Jacobins! decision
to draw up the petition of July %5:16. Although+it was per-
fectly acceptable to oppose the committees! views on executive
inviolability, a challenge to the government's authority could
not be tolerated. This perhaps best explains why such fervent
opponents of the committees' conception ofiinviolability as
the Abbé Grégoire, Prieur, Anthoine, La Revellidre~Lépaux, |
Barére de Viauzac, Vadier, the Duke of Noailles, Chambon and
Salicetti joined the Feuilla:t Club.”® Thet this spirit of

loyalty to the government existed. is evident in Vadier's short
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comment in the Assembly. on July 15. Vadier, who was a Viokfff)
critie of Louis XVI and Marie-Antoinette, declared that he
had expressed "...une Opinion contraire & 1l'avis des comités /
avec toute la liberté qui doit appartenir 3 un représentant
de la nation; Cependant, Jje déclare quey eee J* exposerai ma
vie pour défendre les décrets.“55 On the same day, Anthoine
made a similar comment to one of his colleagues in the Na-
tional Assembly. He told Boussion that although he opposed
the inviolability decree in principle, "...}e serois des
premiers a le soutenir...."56

In sum, there does not appear to be any firm evidence '
connecting the Triumvirate or any of the other constitution—
alist chieftains in a precgncerted plot to divide the Society
of the Friends of the Constitution. Michon's postulate about
the Triumvirate s maneuver therefore remains at best unproven,
On the other hand, the evidence reviewed above E rq&gly suggests
that the Jacobins? consistent disrespect for the club's reg-
ulatlons during this period produced a scission in the Society
of the Friende of the Constlitution that was made permanent by
thelr decision to support a pefition wﬁich the:Assembly's dep-
uties. viewed as seditieus. This would seem to lend credi-
bility to Barﬁave's assertion that the schism was a '"spontaneous"

(as Opposed‘to a '""'planned™) event.
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The Aggegblx and thg.Chgmn de Mars Masgsacre

' Mathiez considers the massacre that F}anspired-on
July 17 as a Eaﬁggﬁuence of the National Assembly's deter-
mination to enforce the unjust and unpopular 1nviolabi%;ty
deqree. Although he admlts that the decision to proclaim
martial law was made by the municipal governmént of Paris,
he nonetheless places most of the responéibility for the
ﬁ;titioners' deaths on the constitutionalist-dominated Na-
tional Assembly. /;rior to the repression, he'argues5 it
put inordinate pressure on the municipal governmenp_to repress
disturbers of the peace and inflaped public opi 'Gn (especially
the National Guard) agailnst the democrats and.éziublicans.
The Constitutionalists, 1t i1s implied, intentionally contrib-
uted to building a spirit of confrontation by frequently
ﬁenouncing the Parisian political socletles and clubs. In
addition, the Assembly's orders of July 16 and July 17 that
the municipal and departmental governments do everything in
their power to restore publié order in Parls were, in Mathlez's
view, major‘causes of the massacre of the Champ de Mars. |
Leaving asidé the.considerations upon which the municipal
government based its degision to disperse the petitioners on
July 17, considerations which, 1t must be stressed, are the
subject of unending historical debate, it would seem that
Mathlez's inteppretation raises important questions which
apparently havé";ot yet been resolved., Admittedly, this

interpretation is not susceptible to being proved or disproved
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with any certainty. But its plausibility apbears to rest on
whether or not it can be shown that in their speeches during
this period, the deputies in the National Assembly, the Con-
stitutionalists In particular, made consistently false or
1nordinatel& exaggerate& statéments about the democrats and
republicans. j X

In the spéééhes they delivered between July 13 and
July 17, the Constitutionalists repeatedly éxpressed their
deep concern over the seemingly uninterrupted state of unrest
which they claimed was incited by the leaders of the Parisian
political socleties. On July 13, Dandré censured the clubs’
leaders for profitting from the instability oceasioned by the
king's unsuccessful flight to carry 1nt6 execution their plans

to topple the government, Furthermore,\he declared that

",..la Constitution n'a pas d'enrfmis p dengereux que

1
On the %;me day,

Alexandre Lameth also denounced those whose unconcealed object

ceux qui veuleﬁz\?xciter les troubles...."

was to influence the outcome of the Natlonal Assembly's delib-
erations on the inviolability of the king.’0 Goupil de

Préfelne and Regnaud de Saint-Jean d'Angély delivered similar,'

if somewhat more declamatory, speeches on July 15 and July 16,79

Judging from the reiterated applause that invariably accom-
panied these speeches, it 1s safe to conclude that the over-
whelming majority of the Assembly's deputies shared the Con-
60

stitutionalists' views.

However alarmist the Constitutionalists' speeches seem
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to be, an examination of the evidence suggests that their
fgafs\ggput the agitation of the deﬁggg;tic clubs were not
“without foundation. Like most Parisians, the Constitution-
alists were aware of the fact that these clubs were calling
for the deposition of the king and the replacement of the
constitutional monarchy by a democratic Republic. Moreover,
1t was no secret that they were challenging the Constituent
Assembly's authority to rule on Pouis XVI's 1nviolability,61
a question that was obviously of considerable constitutional
significance. But these petitions were not, it seems, the
primary source of the Consfitutionaiists' anxiety. What
especlally dlsturbed them was the democrats' apparent will-
1lingness to accomplish their goals through the use of force.
The democratlc clubs 1n fact started to issue threats
to the Natlonal Assembly in mid~July, after they learned of
the constitutibqilist-dominated committees! intention to
support Louis XVI's inviolability. According to Marcel
Reinhard, on July 8, the Parisian popular soéieties announced
their decision.fo rid the&;elveé of the king and the National
Assembly.62 On the same day, moreover, a proposal was adopted
in the Société des Artg to force the government to dethrone
Louls XVI by surrounding the mandge.63 On July 9, the
Cordeliers Club posted a petition throughout Paris which
indireetly threatened the Natlonal Assembly with an insur-

rection if Louls XVI was allowed to remain on the throne.6l+

In its Adresse of July 11, which according to the ideas of
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the period was, as Mathiez himself writes, "...un acte de
quasi rebellion,"®® the Cordeliers Club invited the French
people todissolve the National Assembly, to eledt'a‘Con—
vention and;to establish a democratic Republiec. The_authbrs
fdf /ﬁié\ggg_eés asserted that the deputies of the Nationall
onstituent Assembly "...ne vous[i.e., the French peoplel
conviennent plus, et ... la prolongatién abusive. et arbitralre
du terme de leur mission vous averti;sent de retirer vos
pouvoirs et de les transmettre en des nmains plus pures."66
Two days later, on July 13, the Fraternal Society of Two |
Sexes lssued an Adregse ay peuple francajs which made a
similar, though less threatening, appeal to the nation. After
| denouncing the "corrupt“ committees which (in their greed for
rewards from the Civil List) ;upported inviolability and com-
pletely ignored the French people's universal desire for
the king to be punished, the writers of thils long address
advised the nation to take back "...l'exercise du pouvoir
souverain,...'" and to prohibit the Assembly from judging the
king until the results of a national referendum on his fate
wers known.67 On the same day, -the Halles Club voted to send
some of its members to the Chaﬁp_de Mars on July l4. Thelr
3nstructions were to unite the people attending the meeting at
the Champ de Mars and then to surfSﬁhdl the mandgze.®8

The democratic journalists were'even less restrained
than their counterparts in the clubs. Ediltors of such

papers as the Réyolutions de Parls, the Patriete frangaig, the




.

137

¢

Orateur du peuple, the Ami du peuple and the Journal univergel
time and‘again invited the Parisians to revolt against the
constituted authorities.69 The tone of these papers ' may be

illustrated by one excerpt from an article published between

July 9 and July 16 by the Réyolutions de Paris:

Citoyens de toutes les villes, de tous les pointg de la
République, éveillez-vous-.,.,. Formez-vous en assemblées
primaires, ordonnez & vos corps ' électoraux de se réunir;
faites procéder & la nomination de nouveaux représentans;
envoyez-les sans délai prendre leur place, ordonnez,
commandez & ceux-clfi.e., the deputies of the National
Assembly]de se retirer, faites-leur trés expresse défense
de rien décider sur le fait de 1l'évasion du 21 juin; donnez
& vos.députés des pouvoirs spéclaux de juger, et vous aurez
Justice. On n'a que de trop justes sujets de craindre que
le sénat actuel ne veullle éterniser sa domination; s'il

te, i1 est de as o 'insurrection est le u aint
deg devyoirs. Chauvmettets iltalies. '

In this atmosphere, it is, to say the least, not surprising
that the Constitutionaiists should have condemned the actions
of the democrats. ’ \j;:

As might be expected, the National Assembly was con-
cerned about the extralegal agitation of the Parisian societies
and clubs. Contrary to the decree of May 18, 1791, these clubs
continued to publish and post "gollective™ petitions;7l and
the "requests" and '"demands" made in the petitions drawn up
during this perlod apparently substantiated the assertions
advanced by Dandré and Alexandre Lameth on July 13. However,
it was not until the clubs' threats were accompanied by violent

demonstrations that the Constitutionalists asked for stringent

' measures to be taken to restore public order.

On the morning of July 15, it appears that a proposal
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to exterminate the officers of the National Guard of Paris
recelved the overwhelming support of the pecple assembled
at the Champ de Mars.’? Later that day, a large number of
people led by Le Franc, & ngémbel: of the Cordeliers Club, and
Richard’3 tried to storm the "‘Rue Qggpnlng'entrance of the
manege, In actuality, this was a repetition of what had taken
place on the previous day. On July 15, Bailly made numerous
unsuceessful attempts to persuade the people sgfrounding the
manége td leave the area. Afﬁer several incendiary motions
and several attacks on the national guafdsmen protecting the
National Assembly, Bail;y was finally compelled to order the
dispersal of the crowd. The guardsmen succeeded in_protecting
the independence of the Assembly's deliberations; but they had
to make several arrests.7& Later that evening, a méeting of
the Parisian popular and fraternal societies at the Palais
Royal, which had been organized eight days earllier by the
Friends of Truth, ?%sultedrin the adoption of a resolution
never to recognizéﬁéhe inviolébility decree passed by the
National Assembly.75 After thls meeting, between four and
eight thousand of the Palais Royal spectators took part in
violent demonstrations as they marched throﬁgh the streets
of Paris and forced the closure of the theatres that crossed
their path.”® According to Braesch, the authorities had sub-
stantial reasons for fearing the consequences of such meetings.77
It was in the aftermath of the events of July lS,lwhen
the threats of the democrats and republicans in the clubs and
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the press coincided with violent demonstrations, some of which
were known to be led by members of the Cordeliers Club, that
Dandré, in a speech before the National Assembly on July 16,
requested that steps be taken to put éﬁ end to the lawiessness
that plagued the capital. "L'Assemblée montrera en ce moment
le m8me courage contre les ennemis de la révolution en sens
contraire," he declared, "qu'elle a montré contre les valets
du déSpotisme."78 Even though only some of the illusﬁrative
evidence has been cited here, 1t 1is evident that Dandré's
anxleties were well-founded. Thus on-the evening of July 16,
Charles Lameth, who was president of the Assembly at the time,
Instructed the officers of the municipal and departmental gov-v
ernments of Paris, the public prosecutors and the ministers
that the National Constituent Assembly did not want them to
tolerate any unrest cpnnected with eriminal resisténce to the
law. As a consequence, he ordered them to émploy ", ..tous

les moyens que la constitution vous a remis de les[i.e., the
disorders] réprimer, pour en connaitre et faire punir les auteurs,
pour mettre la tranquillité des cltoyens & 1'abri de toute
atteinte."’?

The passage of the inviolability decree did not temper
the democratél determination to secure the deposition of the
king. Although the Jacobin Club did reluctantly withdraw 1its
support from the petition of July 15-16 after learning that
Louis XVI's suspeﬁsion had been 1lifted, the Cordellers Club

and the fraternal socletles refused to abandon thelr crusade

/

2
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for the eétablishment gf a demoeratic Républic. On the evening
of July 16, one of fhe presiding officers at the Cordeliers
Club announced that a petlition not to récognize the inviola-
bility decree was golng to be signed at the Champ de Mars on
the following déy.so Upon hearing this, a member warned that
Bailly was authorized to deploy the red flag (to proclaim
martial law)-and that Lafayette was ready to shoot them at
the first opportunity. An unidentified member subsequently
moved that the Cordeliers show up at the Champ de Mars with
arms to‘répel Lafayette's attack. According.to the testimony
of three men who attended thlis meeting, the unidentifled man's
proposal was enthusiastically applauded by the club.81 Else~
where, the presldent of the Indigent Club instructed his
colleagues to collect rocks and sand and to use these weapons
against the Natlonal Guard.82 In addition, La Poype advised
his fellow club members at the Fraternal Soclety of Two Sexes
to go to the Champ de Mars equlpped with hidden arms.83 It
1s therefore evident that some of the major democratic clubs
planned to resisffﬁhe‘municipal government's "expected" proc-
lamation of martial law by force of arms; and these plans were
clearly seditious. It is not known whether the muniecipal
authorities were informed of all these motions; but they did
know about the proposal that was adopted at the Cordeliers
Club on the evening of July 16,84 .

The National Assembly's letter to the muniecipal gov-

ernment on July 17 ordering rigorous steps to be taken to
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maintain or restore public tranquillity thus seems fully
understandable. The decision to send this letter was reached
after the Assembly learned of the two murders that had occurred
earlier that day at the Gros Caillou, nea; the Champ de Mars.
Admittedly, the news of these crimes had been reported in a
delliberately exaggerated manner by one of the depuﬁies, whose
identity cannot, unfortunately, be ascertained. This deputy
had asserted that two "good" ecitizens had been slain for urging
the people assembled at the Champ de Mars to obey the law.85
For his part, Regnaud de Saint-Jean d'Angély also claimed that
he had heard this rumor; he argued that whether or not the
unidentified deputy's account of the facts was exact, it was
imperativelthat those who had committed these crimes be arrested
and punished. It is often alleged that at this point, in a fit
of reaction, Regnaud demanded that the red flag be depioyed.

As a matfer of fact, the indignation of the Assembly had been
arouged by the news of the murders; but Regnaud did not ask

for martial law to be proclaimed. What he sald was that

".e.51l le désordre continue, je demanderai 1la proclamation

de la loi martiale."86

He ithen requested that the Assembly's
president, Treilhard, find out the facts surrounding the.
murders so that the nécessary steps could be taken.87 Con-
sidering the pitch of emotion in the National Assembly at
that time, Regnaud's motlon was both reasonable and moderate.

Treilhard consequently informed the mayor of the rumored
killings at the Gros Caillou and requested that the Assembly
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be furnished with a complete report of the facts regarding
this incident. He also ordered that ",..les mesures les plus
sires et les plus vigoureuses..." be taken ".,.pour arréter
ces désordres et en connaltre les auteurs."88

The Constitutionalists' speeches during this perlod
admittedly reveal a high degree of hostility on theif part
towards the leaders of the democratic movement. This is not
surprising when consideration is given to the fact that from
thelr standpoint the agitation of the democratic clubs pésed
a serious threat to the constitutional monarchy,., There is
evidence, nevertheless, which suggeéts that the Constitution-
alists also became embittered to a'certaiﬁ extent bylpersonal
considerations. During this period, the democrats repeatedly
insinuated that the Constitutionalists defended the inviola-
bility of Louis XVI because they were ambitious, thirsty for
power and greedy. One democratic newspapef, the Courfjgr de
Gorsas, described them as the "...amls de la liste civile."89
In Annales patrjotiques, Carra referred to the Constitution-
alists as "...les roils de la quatriéme race._"90 These insin-
uations did on occasién evoke a response from the Constltution-
alists. On July 1%, Duport ridiculed those who, in order to
destroy the credibility of the Constitutionalists, "...ont osé
supposer des motifs personnels aux défenseurs de 1ltautorité
royale."91 In his speech before the Assembly on the next day,
Goupil de Préfelne censured those who, in their "ecriminal® f
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pamphlets and speeches, claimed that "..,certains députés ont
de bonnes raisons pdur demander un gouvernement od il y a‘une
liste eivile."92 The Assembly exploded in applause when Goupil
chalienged these men to provide the national representatives
with good reasons for breaking the "...serment que nous avons
fait d'achever la Constitution et de la maintenir,"93

It would seem that apart from politiecal considerations,‘
the Constitutionalists® hostile speeches stemmed mainly from
certain journalists' attempts to persuade the people of Paris
to assassinate governmental authorities. Marat and Fréron,
the editors of the Ami du peuple and the Orateur du peuple
respectively, were the most violent of these Journalists.
On June 22, Marat exhorted his readers to slay the ministers,
Ballly, Lafayette and the traitors in the National Assembly,
He also urged them to seize "...ce moment pour détruire l'organi-
sation de votre garde nationale."9LF On the same day, Fréron
derided the Parisians for not having killed Bailly and Lafayette;
and he, too, encouraged them to exterminate their enemies.95
Marat launched another of his countless attacks on the Consti-
tutionalists on July 8: "Quant aux députés du peuple qul ont
vendu au despote les droits de 1la natlon, aux Sieyés, aux
Chapelier, -aux Duport, aux Target, aux Thouret, etc., empalez-les
tout vivants, et qu'ils soient exposés sur 1les crépeaux du
Sénat pendant trols jours aux regards du peuple;"96 On the

morning of July 17, Marat called on Sgévola to stab Lafayette,9?

Mutius Scéyola was apparentlj a secret socliety of thirty persons
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which, shortly after the king's evasion, sent a threatening
letter to the president of the National Assembly. In this

letter, the Scévola society demanded that Louls XVI stand

trlal and that Bailly and Lafayette be arrested, In addition,
1t warned the pfesident to read its letter to the Assembly
it

-«es'll ne voulait pas &tre compté lul-méme au nombre des

tyrans et grossir leur liste d'une victime de plus."98 After

the Champ de Mars massacre, a copy of fhis letter was found

in Fréron's possession; it was also discovered that another
c0py had been sent to the Cordeliers Club.?9 Considering the
violence of the attacks launched by journalists like Marat
and Fréron, the Constitutionalists! hostility towards the dem-
ocratic préss seems completely understandable. _
Apparently the only plece of evidence involving a deputy
of - the National Assembly in a deliberate attempt to inflame
opinion against the democrats concerns an event which occurred
outside the confines of the mandge. In an.article published
in Le postillon par Calais on July l6,qRegnaud de Saint-Jean
d'Angély inserted a pétition which he claimed had been drawn
up by one of the democratic clubs but whiéh either he or one
of his associates actually rabricated. In this art%éle, Regnaud
made the fraudulent assertion that this petition had been
severely criticized in the mandge by the president of the Na-
tional Assémbly.loO Regnaud's obvious aim in inventing this
story was to turn his readers against the democrats., However,
his conduct in connection with this deceltful article cannot

4
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alone be ugsed as proof thét“the Agsembly's deputies promoted
a spirit of confrontation‘dufing this period. Ceftainly they
cannot be held collectively responsible for ﬁegnaud's behavior,
Fufthermo}e, there does not appear to be any evidence that
Regnaud had any ties eitherrwith the Triumvirate or with the
members of the Constitutional Committee, the men whose conduct
in 1791 has been studiled 1n this thesis.

In conclusion, it would seem that the Natlonal Assembly's
measures to restore publlic order in Parlis prior to the Champ
de Mars massacre were defensible. The national heputies under-
standably;denounced the 1llegsl and sometimes seditious agi-
tation of‘the‘Parisian political societies during this perlod; -
and there is apparently no firm evidence that they made these
denunciations for the pﬁrpose of promoting & repression of thelr
political opponents. Indeed the evidence suggests that they
delayed the adoption of rigorous measures to keep the peace
until the passage of the Inviolability decree and until the
violent demonstrations of the democrats started to threaten
the' securlty of the government. There appear to be good '
.reasons, therefore, to question the view that the Constitu-
tionalists possessed machiavellian designs to destroy the
democratic movement during this period. A closer examination
6} the evidence suggests that the cohduct of the Constitution-

alists can best be under spontalresus—reaction to the

seditious activities of the Jacobins and the democratic clubs in.

accordance with their desire to preserve the constitutional

monarchy.
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1p commentary of these petitlons can be found in Frangols
Braesch's "Les pétitions du Champ de Mars (15, 16, 17 Juillet 1791),"

Reyue historigue, Vol. 142 (19233, PP. 192-209 and Vol. 143 (1923)
vp. 1-39 (Hereinafter referred to as Leg pét,§£ ons dg Chamg de Mars}
see also Albert Mathiez's Le_club des Cordeliers, 150, and
his "Le massacre et le proc s du Champ de Mars: 17 juilhet-
13 septembre 1791" in Anpa ;gg rgzolgt;ongai:gg, III (192 )R pp‘\~/58
(Hereinafter referred to as Le masgacre et le procés).

2For an 1nformative account of the attitude taken by the Jacobln

Club, see Aulard's Sociét aco y 11, meeting of June 26, ||
June 276 DD %3& 23 June 30, pp. 563-67; July 8, ppo &%E,

206 July 1o, $p. 608-26.

3see the Serment icide deg Cordeliers (June 21); Ea

the Adresse du club des Corde rs '"Assemblée nationale (June 22)
Affiche: Trente millions 8 gagner: Ayis auy Francaig (July 1);
Demande d'ouvriers aupres de l'assemblée de 1l section du Théitre-

Francais (July 7); Adresse 8 1'Assemblée nationale de la société
fraternelle des Hal;gg (July 13) in Lacrolx, Actes de la Commune,
v, 113-14%, 373-78, 385; see also the petition of July 17 in Buchez
and Roux, Histoire pariementaire, XI, 114-15,

LbBraesch identifies the men who drew up this petition from
Anthoine's list (Anthoine presided over the meeting of July 1% /
during which the decision to write the petition was made): issot,
Lanthenas, Danton, Sergent, Ducancel and Laclos. See Leg pétgt;ogg
du_Champ ée Marg, Vol. 1%2, « 201y and Vol. 143, pR 1-2; the petition
of July 16 is reproduced in,Lacroix, op.cit., V, 39 lis%s of those
who joined the Feuillant Club on Juiy 16 and July 18 are printed in
Augustin Challamel's L&s €l 253 r

¢ rairieg, Collectior
de documents relatifs & l'histoire de Parls pendant la Révolution
frangalse (Parisy L., Cerf, 1895, Paris: Charles Noblet, 1895;

Paris: Maisop-Quantin, 1895), Ppe 286-93, (Hereinafter referred to
as Les clubs contre-révolutionnaires’. .

5Lacroix, opecit., V, 4065 the petition of‘JuIy 17 1s reproduced
on pp. ¥31-32,

6Most historians accept/this flgure- However, this 1is merely
speculation. The ”official"\report indi‘étes eleven or twelve dead,

. ten or twelve wounded. A m ipal officer, Filleul, counted thirteend
bodies transported to the Hos?ital of the Gros Caillou. A fayettist
pamphlet dated July 18 listed/ten dead, twenty wounded. Marat came up
with the implausible figure of 400 dead thrown into the Seine (July 20)

At Bailly's trial, P. Nicolas Chretien, & witness of the massacre,
listed nineteen dead. Chaumette's Révolutidns de-Paris contended N

O
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that there were fifty deaths.' See Mathiez, Le massacre et le
procés, p. 15.

.7M1chon, Parti feuillant, p. 272,
81p1d. C_
1OMathiez, Le club des Cordeliers, pp. 191-92.

11&@.., pp. 108, 126-27.

121bid., p. 134 B
<:—\‘\13H13torians' opinions on “the Champ de Mars massacre are pre=-

sented in Chapter 1, pp. 3-29.

lb’l‘*lichon uses footnotes 1n this chapter, but not to support
his assertions wegarding the origins of the Feuillant Club. See

Partl feulllant, Chapter 12, pp. 271-85.

131pid., p. 27%; Pétion's geech 1s reproduced in Aulard's
Sociétd des: Jacop;gg, 11T, 26 2

16Ba rave, Ocuvres db Barnave, I, 137-42.

17ps quoted in Bradby, The Life of Barneve, II, 19%.,

181bi14d.
197he Adresse (July 17) is printed in Challamel's Les ¢lubg

contre-révolutionnaires, pp. 323- 25; the Declaration is summarized

by Michon (with no indication of the date) in Parti feuillant, p. 274.
2OChallamel QpecClteyPe 324, In this study, the term "Feuillants"

refers to all those who Joined the Feulllant Clu% and this includes

the Constitutionallsts and deputies from the extreme Left, The term

"Jacobins" identifies those members of the Soclety of the Friends of

the Constitution who stayed with the Jacobin Club after the Split
and supported the petition of July 15-16,

| 21pp. | -
/?2pulard, Société des Jacobing, I, xxviii-xxxiii.
23Challamel, op.git., p. 324.
2pulard, opegit., II, 588- 89.
251bid., pp. 566-68.
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26Aulard, Société des Jacobins, III, 15.

271bid., pe 27.

B1ri4., II, jiiﬁing of June 22, 1791, p. 54l. -

29;21@., meeti¥g of July 1, p. 574%.

301pi4,

3119;@., meeting of July 6, p. 587.

32;9;;., pp. 587-88.

335 quoted in Michon, Parti feuillant, p. 274.‘ N
3%por the Jacobins' version of the schism, see the Adresse de/

) dante aux Jacobi de Paris
1n Aulard _ologit.’ III, 30"32,/

s

351bid., meeting of July 15, pp. 16-17. o I
36Argﬁige§ parlementaires, XXVIII, 331:32.
37;21g.

33121&. :
39Braesch, Les pétitions du Champ de Mars, Vol. 142, pp. 195, 200.
qurgh;zeg parlementaires, XXVIII, 377.

lhlBraesch, op.cit., Vol. 143, pp. 12-13.

"“2athiez, Le club deg Cordeliers, p. 3%l; Moniteur, IX, 146;
Braesch,'gn.gi&., pp. 11-12.

LI';J’ThfLs is the petition of July 15, dravm up by Massoulard. See
Buchez and Roux, Histolre parle aire, XI, 80-82; see also Braesch's
comments, op.cit., Vol 55 pp. LRI ,

Lrl*Maltl'liez, op.¢it., pp. 120, 283.

L"5Lacroirac, Actes de la Commupe, V, 391. "This 1s a quotation
which Lacroix reproduced from the éogggg de Fer's article of July 18

on the Aggemblde fédérative des amis de la varité.
l+6Aulard, Société deg Jacobins, IIf, 15-18.

h'?LB.cI'Oix, ij,._glﬁ., V, 39)'}‘-

8
' Ibid., p. 391. ;

/
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Braesch, Les pétitions du Champ de Mar » Vol. 142, pp. 200-01.
501
bid., pp. 200-01, fnd Vol. 143, pp. 1, 6-7; Mathiez, Le &;gg
Corde érs, p. 121 Reinhard Lagéhgte de la ioxagté, ﬁ. 1'%,

5 BraeSCh, :m-, Vol. ll'l"3, PPe 1-2,

52Ibid., ppe 12-13.

53Reinhard, op.cite, p. 147.

5“Cha11amel, Les ontre-révolutionnajres, pp. 286-93.
SMopiteur, IX, 146.
56

Mathiez, op.git., p..34l.

57Mo tep :

epr, IX, I20
..JﬁL.%%}; ’ *
58 :
Ibid.

%9Ibid., pp. 133- 3, 146,

61See the petitions of June 2%, July 8 ll 13, 14, 15, 16
H
and 17 in Lacroix, opegite, V, 373-74, 3782 98 31, ’The petition -

of July 15 is briefly discussed in Buchez and Roux, Histoire parlie-~
mentaire, XI, 80-82.

62Reinhard, oD.cit., p. 141, -

63 Ibid., the manége was a building thet was originally used-fQr
the exercise of the horses in Louls XV's riding school; in 17 _
it became the meeting place of the National Constituent Assemlly.

6hlacr01x, gp,.m., Pe 380-

65ﬁathiez, Le club des Cordeljers, p. 108.

66Lacroix, op.cit., pp. 381-82.

67 ’

Ibjd., pp. 383-84.

68Mathiez, op.clt., p. 108. At the Fraternal Society of Two
Sexes, a proposal for an Insurrection against the government was
rejected on July 1.

®9Reinhard, op.gits, p. 141
70As quoted in Mathiez, Le b des Cordellers, p. 109.
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7lBraesch, Les pétitions du Chemp de Mars, Vol. 143, p. 118.
72Mathiez, Le club des Cordeliers, p. 246.

'73R1chard was arrested for murdering the men who were discovered
under the Altar of the country on July 17. See Mathlez, op.cit.,
PP. 366, 371. )

™Ind., p. 365,

?SLacroix, Actes de la Commune, V, 391.
7Mathiez, opegite, pp. 117-20.° |
77Braesch, op.cit., Vol. 142, pp. lh2,119§.

78Mogjtggr, IX, 145-46.

791b1g., p. 147..
8

0 o
Thig is undoubtedly a reference to the. petition of July 15-16,

‘ 8lMathiez, op.cit., see the testimonies of Etienne-Jean Lamy,
Antoine Bonneau and Jean-George Du Gardin, pp. 240-43. '

S%Iblg., see the testimonies of Nicdolas Schouler and Léonard
Schryers, pp. 3i4-U45. o

83Ibig., see the tesiﬁiony of Alexis Causel, ppe. I3l

B hid., pp. 240-43.

8%Monite T, IX, 152.
86.;

Ibid,

87291@-

88Lacroix, op.cit., p. 413,

89As quoted in Challamel, Leg clubs coptre-révolutionnaires, p. 335.

9QAs quoted in Challamel, op.cit., pe 341.
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The author of this fabricated petition demanded tha;fﬁéﬁzg Xvl
be brought to trial and denounced the supporters of execfitive invio-
lability as traitors. Speaking on behalf of the nation, he demanded
that the king's fate be decid y the people In a national refer-
endum and threatened to ovepthrow the government if the demands

set forth in the petitionégere not met. The demands and threats

made in this fabricated p¢tition were bellevable because the dem-
ocratic clubs had already made them in their own petitlons. See
Lacroix, op.cit., 397-98.




~~~_CONCTUSION

The evidence reviewed in the preceding chapters suggests
very strongly that on the .whole historians héve been excesslvely
hostile to the Constitutiopalists in so far as their conduct
between April and July 1791 is'goncerned. This in turn would
indicate that a revision of the majorIgeneralizations‘connected
with the subject is in order, From our examination of the
events of thg spring and Aummer of 1791; it would seem that
the conduct of the Constitutionalists can best be understood
as a sincere and consistent effort on their part to establish
the constitutional monarchy”and thereby to bring the Revolution
of 1789 to a peaceful coﬁﬁ%&ilgn. On the other hand, there
is apparently no need to postulate-ulterior motives of self-
1ntef@§t or counterre#olutionary intent in their endeavor to
conso;idate the new reg;me. . pﬁi

The Constitutionalists do not appear to have reversed
or altered their constitutional policies during the spring
of 1791. There 1s no firm evidence that the Triumvirate ever
entered into an alliance either with the Court or with Lafayette;
and in so far as 1%s unsuccessful negotiations with them are
concerned, they seem to have been undertaken in the hope that
an agreement with the Fayettistes and with Louis XVI, whose

cooperation was a major precondition for the success of the

152 -
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hew.government, would facilitate the consolidation of the
Constitution of 1791. That the Trivmvirate should attempt
to reach these agreements at a time when the Constitution
was rapldly nearing completion is not in the least surprising.
Certainly no truétworthy evidence has beén produced that would
substantiate the view that the Trilumvirate and the Fayettistes,
either in a treaty with the Court‘or in ag;eément among them-
selves, contemplated sacrificing the principles and laws they
had fought so hard to establish._ Their support of the legis-
lation of May 18 and June_lh can be seen as a necessary attempt
to restore lawful government in accordance with the principles
set forth in the Cdnstitution.

Rouis XVI's flight and his subsequent arrest in the
town of Varennes produced the first major crisis of the French
Revolution in late June 1791, It was during this period that
the Constitutionalists made the most difficult and by far the
most important political decision of their political éareers.
On {uly 15, after three days of debate, they resolved to Ebepﬂ
Louis XVI on the throne. As we have seen (Chapter 1), his-
‘torians generally describe the inviolability décree as imprac-
tical and cite it as a clear example of the political incom=-
petence of the moderates. It would seem, nonetheless, that
the Constitupionalists had good reasons to support the invio-
lability decree and to be optimistic that they could establish
a\lasting constitutiShii monarchy with Louis XVI as king. 3

Thé r constitutional prineciples and laws precluded them from
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dethroning and prosecuting the king. ‘;heir defense of his

15%

inviolabliity, however, seems to havé stemmed mainly from their
desire to maintaln the constitutional monarchy, which i1n their
estimation was the only form of government that could ensure
both/;ﬁ; liberty and stability of the French Emplre, 1In
r;;ﬁiving to save Louls XVI, the Constitutionalists in effect
eYected to bring the Revolution to a halt; and herein lies

the significance of their decision. It seems premature to
condemn them for failing to proclaim the democratie¢ Republiec,

a regime which in their view would ultimately lead to a return
of despotic government iniFrance and which onlyla small fraction
of the French population desired. At any rate, the ihviola—
bility decree in all likelihood spared France from the strife
connected with civil war and foreign invasion, a situation

that 1t was not prepared to face at that time.

The Constitutionalists seem to have had sufficient cause
to bélieve that the king would remsain loyal to his oaths after
the flight. The manifesto of June 20 had admittedly revealed
Louis XVIt's profound dissatisfaction with the Constitution.
From the Constitutionalists' standpoint, howe#er, the flight
had demonstrated to the king that his only reasonable course
of action was to submit to the Revolution, to unite with the
French nation (and break away from the aristocratic order) in
support of the Constitution. The Constitutio QE}Bts were appar-
ently convinced that his hostility to the new)regime would
disappear once the Revolution had beenhprougﬁz to an end and

<
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he realized the extent of the authority that had been left

to him by the Constitution. The Court's voluntary request

for advice from the Triumvirate and 1ts apparent willingness

to follow that advice understandably instilled confldence in
Barnave, Duport and Alexandre Lameth that the Constitution
could be firmly consolidated. The Constitutionalists undoubt-
edly understood the risk they took in keeping_Louis AVI on the
throne. However, from their point of view, upholding executive
inviolability was much less.risky than establishing the dem-
ocratic Republic.

The Constitutionalists apparently did not posses any
machiavellian designs elther to/yeaken or to des roy the dem-
ocratic movement after the pa//age of\\hevithoIf;ility decree.
There is no firm evidence in support of the long-standing -
assertion that the Triumvirate plotted to difide the Jacobin
Club on July 16. The evidence seems to show conclusively that
the Jacobins'! violation of the club's rules produced a schism
in the Society of the Friends of the Constitution that was
made permanent by thelr decision to support the petition of
July/15-16, which the Assembly's deputies, including prominent
members of the extreme Left, viewed as seditlous. Similarly,
there 1s apparently no solid evigﬂﬁ;e that the national deputies
intentionally promoted a repression of their political adver-
saries during this period. The measures they adopted on July 16
and July 17 seem to have been both necessary and moderate.

/

The evidence reviewed—in Chapter 4 suggests that the conduct

el

)
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of the Constitutionalists on July 16 and July 17 cén beét be
understood as a sponéaneéus reaction to the illegal and in-
creasingly threatening agitation 6f the democrats in accordance.
with their désire to‘preserve the constitutional monarchy.

The last duty performed by the Natlonal Constituent
Assembly before its session ended was the revision of the
Constitution. After Thouret read the '"revised'" Constitutional
Aet to the Assembly on August 5, it was evident that the
Constitutionalists had effected some changes in the decrees
related to the status of the king and of the Royal Family.

On August 10, on behalf of the Constitutional and Revision _
Committees, Thouret proposed the modification of a'decree
which he himself had sponsored a few months ear%%e:._ He

requested that the king no longer be designated as the first

"fonctionnaire" of the country and that, like the legislature,
he be given the title of'"represéntative of the nation.”1

It was not difficult for the Constitutionalists to convince
the Assembly that this title was a more accurate reflection
of the king's actual duties. The king was a representative,
they argued, because in negotiating treaties with foreign
powers and vetoing legislation, he in effect madé important

decisions on behalf of the nation. For his part, Barnave

" warned that 1f only the legislature represented the people,

it would sooner or later become a constituent body because

it alone would be entrusted with the nation's powers.2 The

National Assembly agreed; and the committees! 3;i§?sal ﬁ%i«-

“ . /
= .
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adOpted on the same day. The Constitutlionalists succeeded
in securing enough support for a decree that provided all

successors to the crown with the title of "French Pringe'j

but they failed in their bld to persuade the Assembly to restore

the king's power to grant‘pardons.3
The most important changes recommended by the Constitu-
tionalists, and the ones which received the most lengthy and

passionate discussion, concerned the relations between the

executive and - the legislative branches of the government.

Not without surprise, the Constifutionalists asked for the
repeal of the Four years law, and they proposed that ministers
be allowed te sit and to express thelr views freely in the
legislature; On August 14, the Constitutionalists outlined
what they considered as the major drawback of the Four years

law. Under this law, they claimed, "...les pouvoirs sont

tellement divisés "le parti du pouvoir exécutif et le parti
de la 1égislatupé fassent deux pouvolrs dans 1'Etat;...."

hils increased the danger of dividing the

be that the stronger of the two powers would assume despotic

control over the government.5 The success of the Cohstitution

could not be ensured, they argued, unless there was somg degree

of harmony betwee the executive and the legislative powers,
unless the king's authority was identified with the will of"
a majority of Frenchmen. They asserted that thils could be
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achieved by alloﬁiﬁg the king to select legislative deputies
as his ministers. This would not be-destructivé of 1liberty
because the king would of necessity,seiect his ministers’from
the dominant party in the legislatupé, thgs leaving a vigilant ((f—ﬁwf/
opposition party to serutinize the activities of the'ministers.
The Constitutionalists warned that the Cogstitution would be -
overtuégéd unless the Four years law was revoked. The National
Assembly, however, persisted in its support of a rigid defi-
nition of the separation of poﬁers; consequently, it rejectéd
the Consti%ﬁtionalists' proposal.7 It did support a modified
version of the motion allowing ministeés to address the legis-
' lature.8 -
The revision proposals reviewed above do not indicate
a major shift in the Constitutionallists' views on the monarchys
" but they do suggest a desife to rease the prestige and author-
ity of the king. While it‘is trigf hat their proposals to
restore Louls XVI's right to grant.t;;%ons and to designate
the kiﬁg as a representativé of the nation were at variance
with their previous positions on these matters, they were
relétively minor in importanée. The Constitutionallsts appar-
ently wanted-to make the Constitution more acceptable to the
king. Their,positian on the Four years law demonstrated their
desire to revoke‘an important constitutional decree that had
met with the Assémbly's‘dompleté approval. However, this did
not repféiint a changé in the Constitutionalists' outlook: they i

had Opposéd the Four years law since April 7, 1791. In any event;
N
= _

/
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S
Barnave's secret letter of July 31, 1791 to the Count of
Artois, in which the latter was urged ffo submit to the Rev-
olution or forfeit his claim to the thijone, cleérly sho
that the Cbégtitutionalists held firmly\during this period
to their belief\ig the fundamental re\\i tionary principle /_\\\
of the soverelgnty\of the people: 'M, le \comte d'Artois ‘
reconnaitra lui—%gme " he wrote, "qu une soalété qui sexgbnne
des lois, a le %foit d'exiger que son chef les fasse exécuter;
que, de prés et de loin, les pouvo%rs des rols viennent des
nations, et que Voulolr régner autrément\ ue’ par la volonté

des peuples légalemené bxprimée, éerait un acte absurde, si

ce n'était pas un projet lmpossible."?

If there were no significant changes in the Constitu-
tionalists' views on the monarchy during this perlod, there ‘
were alterations in thelr attitude towards democratic government.
In the proposals they introducad on August 11, the Constitu-

tionalists moved to abolish the much-hated marc d'argent qual-

ification for eligibility to the legislature. However, they
also requested that qualificationsifor electors, administrators
and local officials be ralsed from the payment of ten to forty
days of wages in direct taxe;ié yeér (the‘eligibility set for
the right to vote, the payment o l"ié days of wages, was

not altered).10 The intensification of electoral gualifications
indicatgs a major turnabout on the part of the Constitution-
alists. The net effect of their proposals, which the Assembly

subsequently adopted on August -12, was to shift)control of the
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local aﬁd departmental governments in France g;om the poorer
classes to the more ébnservative,.ﬁropertied middle classes.
Clearly the Constitutlonalists¥ proposals were reactiongry.
Their attempts to complete the Constitution coinclided with the
rise of %he demoeratic movement, a movement which grew in pop-
ularity and strength after Louis XVI's flight. In all prob—'
ability the illegal -and sometimes seditious agitation of thé
Parislan political socletles, which culminated in theJmassacri//
of the Champ de Mars, inducéd the Constitutlonalists to make

their reactionary electoral proposals. In any event, this
1 . . _

'appears to have been the extent of their couﬁterrevolutfgg;;;v

conduct during this period. '

The attempt has been made in this thesis to arrive at a
more eritical understandiné of the history of the Constitution-
alists. It would seem thaf the major conclusion to be drawn
from ogr study is that thete is a need for a revised assessment
of the significance of the Constitutionalists in the French
Revolution. It appears that with respect to.the Constitutlon-
alists' conduct in 1791, the conclusions of historians who adhere
to the social and economic interpretation of the Revolution ™
are for the most part unsatisfactory.' It might be suggested
as an argument worthy of consideration that their neglect of
the Constitutionalistsl(and of the period 1789-1791) led them
to misinﬁerpret the Revolution. The findings of Frén;ois Furet

and Denis Richet, which first appeared in La Révolution in 1965,

seem to substantiate this view.ll Furet ahd Richet rejected

(
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" the long-standing definition of the Revolution as the struggle

for the establishment of a democratic Republic.12 To the
contrary, they asserted that the advent of this form of gov-
ernment in 1792 represented a 'deviation' from the course of
the Revolution which was made possible by a combination of
extraordinary circumstanceé; it was an 'accident! which tempo-
rarily blocked the successful completion of the "liberal" rev-
olution of the eighteenth century.13

Furet's and Richet's conception of the Revolution has
a significgnt impact on the way in which the Constitutionalists
are percelved. Historians oﬁ;%hq\o;thodox social and economic

school of ought generally regarded the opening phase of the

Revolutio only secondary importance and consequently

rise of the First Fronch Republic. Bylconcluding that the Rev-
olution was "liberal" 1n character, however, Furet and Richet
in effect drew attention to the important years of 1789-1791. ..
And what this implies is that the Constitutionalists, the men
who endeavored to consolidate a regime based on liberal ideals,
p}ayed a'primary, not alﬁsgohdary, role in the Revolution.

The theory of a liberal revolution of 1789-1791, put‘

forward by Furet and Richet, is supported by the evidenée

_reviewed in this thesis. During this period, the major goal

of\EﬁgwConstitubionalists was the substitution of an individ-
ualistic soclety for one based on "cof%orate" privileges. The

moderates wanted to establish a written constitution which would
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guarantee individual 1llberties and abolis&,&{k}trary dis-
tinctions. They wanted the highest poslitions in society to

be filled by men of ability and merit, men who had all too
often been subjected to the arbitrariness of the ancien régime.
It is our view, and that of Furet and Richet, that in underes-
timating the role of liberalism in 1791, previous historians
have compensated by overemphasizing social conslderations in
their explanations-of the Constitutionalists! policies.lu For

example, they interpreted the Loi-Chépelier as first and foremost

a plece of "class" lggislation designed to oppress the working
classes. Yet our research 1ﬁdicates that this law was enacted
in order to prevent the return of ''corporate® privileges and
thét it won the support of some radical democratic journalists.
The democrats.in the Constituent Assembly and the democratiq

press did not protest against the Loi Chapelier. Marat denounced

it, but only for political reasons. In conclusion, it would
seem that the Constitutionalists' desire to establish a rep-
resentative, constitutional government was based primarily on

ideological and political, not social, considerations.
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APPENDIX I

Barnave's and Alexandre Lameth's letter of July 25, 1791 to
Marie-Antoinette provides a rare glimpse of the Triumvirate's re-
lationship with the Court after the flight and of its views on the
monarchy and the Constitution. I% also contains a summary of the
major points of its advice to the queen.

»

No, L& A LA REINE 25 juillet

Le moment est arrivé ol la Reine doit agir; ceux 2 %91 elle
témoigne de la confflance, sont les premiers a i'inviter,.avant
de faire une démarche, 3 s'interroger elle-méme et & s'assurer que,
dang la conduite qu'eile va adopter, elle ne rétrogradera, elle ne
variera jamals. Elle est-faite pour sentir qu'il vaudroit encore
mieux ne prendre aucun partl que d'agir momentanément dans le sens
qui lui seroit indiqué, pour perdre ensuite, par une conduite
contraire, le fruit de ce qu'elle auroit fait et 1l'estime de ceux
qul l'aurol e nt conseillée. Les consseills qu'ils 'lul donnent sont
bons; le succés en est certain, loin qu'ils pulssent jamais 1'engager
4 manquer & son caractdre et 3 la dignité de son rang; le soin de les
maintenlr sera toujour une parti essentiele de la conduite qui lui
sera indiquée; mais 11 faut avant tout ‘&tre résolue 3 la suivre
constamment,

Ce langage n'est point celui de la méffilance; c'est parce
qu'on est décidés 2 croire & la résolution que la Reine adoptera,
que l'on veut qu'elle ne doive rien & la contrainte nl & la surprise.
It est nescessaire de dire encore que ceux qui duil parlent en ce
moment seront toujours adverssaires généreux comme invariables amis;
que si, aprés avoir réfléchi sur leurs consseils, la Reine se
décidolt g les rejetter, elle n'aurolt jamais & en craindre rien
qui ressemble 3 la trahison, Pour parler ouvertement, le sentiment
qui les conduit est, avant tout, 1'intérdt d'une révolution dans
laquelle 1ls ont placé leur existence et leur gloire; mais aucun
motlf sur la terre ne les engageroit a4 manquer & la conffiance que
lt'on met en eux, Si1 les intérets qui leur sont conffiéds -etol e nt
incompatibles avec ceux de la Reine, ils s'éloignerol e nt d'elle,
ils ne chercheroi e nt pas & la tromper. Ainsi, dans toux les cas,
elle pourroit compter sur leur infflexible droiture; mais le courage
dans le malheur a encore d'autres droits A& réclamer; ce seroit &tre
trop austéres, ce seroit vouloir parer sa vertu de ce qui ne lui
appartlent pas que de dissimuler qu'il y a un vif intérét, qu'il y a
une douce et pure jouissance & le consoler et & le servir.

Voilcl maintenant les idées Sur lesquelles la Reine doit méditer.

La Reine a mal jugé la révolution; elle a failli trouver sa
perte dans un événement qui devoit 1luil étre perssomnellement
avantageux; mais il est inutile de revenir sur le passé; il faut
examiner ou nous en sommes et chercher le parti qu'on peut tirer
de 1l'avenir.

4

Q}l
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La Reine seroit bien trompde, sl elle pensoit que son existence
personnelle est perdue en France pour toujour, Ceux qul sgavent
juger l'opinion sans prestige et sans timidité? lui diront qu'elle
est 1'objet d'un ressentiment profond, mais qu'il reste toujour de
grands moyens de ramener les esprits, lorsqu’on a conservé la répu-
tation du caractére et du courage. ‘

La Reine a excité contre elle de proffonds ressentiments, mais
elle a souffert, et les Frangois sont tout prés de 1'intérét pour
peu qu'ils croient s'étre vengés.

La Relne a surtout un avantage, c'est qu'elle a fait peu de
chose pour donner le change au public sur ses véritables opinions:
on 1'a toujours regardée comme ennemle; elle a falt pour ainsi dire
guerre ouverte, et c'est pour cela qu'on reviendroit 4 elle avec
plus de conffiance, si, par une conduite prononcée, par des choses
utiles qui ne pussent pas étre dlversement interprétées, elle
faisoit connoitre clairement qu'elle a pris son parti, qu'aprés
avoir longtemps combattu le nouvel ordre des choses, elle a fini
par &tre éclairée, par en reconnoitre 1l'inévitable o1 et par
chercher 3 s'y faire une place et & y acquérir de la_conssidération,

Dans les temps de trouble, tout sert 3 exciter les haines et
les méfiances; dans les tems de calme, tout raméne aux passions les
. plus douces. Le peuple frangois sera bientdt fatigué de hairj i1
cherchera, il désirera avec avidité de se livrer 4 des_sentiments
selon son coeur; ce sera atiprés de lui un grand bienffaliit que de
lui donner lieu & les épancher.

Qui plus que la Reine a dans son perssomnel ce qu'Al faw T
s'emparer de ces dispositions; n'a-t-elle Jamais connue cetie
brillante popularité? Si 1l'opinion a changée, au moins elle nta
jamais été & 1'indifférence, et lorsque le coeur ne s'est point
reffroidi, il est toujours possible de le remmener: 11 suffit, en
ce moment, d'envisager sa position d'un coup d'oceull hardl et ferme.
Nous alons nous en occuper. ’

L'Assemblée nationale vient-encore, par ses derniers décrets,
de raffermir la constitution; jamais l'opinion publique n'a été plus
unie, plus déterminée qu'elle ne l'est en ce moment.

L'Assemblée nationale a mis & couvert les frontiéres par les
grandes mesures dont elle vient d'arréter le complément et bien
Tongtemps avant qu'une attaque vrayment redoutable pit étre tentée,
nous serons en état de la repousser.

Mais au milieu de nos préparatifs de guerre, nous n'en désirons
pas moins la paix. Premidrement, parce gue nous sgavons que la
tranquilité intérieure ne peut étre parffaitement affermie que par
1a cessation des inquiétudes sur l'extérieur. -Secondement, parce
que .nous ne pouvons nous dissimuler que la dépense qu'entrainnent
- nos précautions déffensives deviendront avec le temps extrémement
onnéreuses, o ‘ :

Touttes les puériles inquiétudes qui nous obligent ‘& ce grand
appareil de guerre, cesgeront dé¢s qu'une des grandesﬁpuissances”de'
1'Europe, en reconnoissant notre constitution, aura 0té tout espoir
3 nos émigrants et aura fait disparoltre ces incertitudes sur nos
rapp0£ts extérieurs.

q
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Cette puissance quelcongue se présentera et un tralté se
passera entre elle et nous; nous n'en pouvons douter, puisqu'il
¥y a, dans le moment ol nous sommes, un intérét puissant et réeciproque;
cette pulssance sera la Prusse ou i'empereur.

Ltun et l'autre, la Reine le sgalt, ont un grand intérét &
notre alliance; l'un et L'autre jugeront bientdt, quand les affaires .
de France.depuls le 21 juin leur seront parffaitement connues, que
notre révolution est achevée, que ltautorité publique va se retablir,
que nous alons reprendre place dans les intérets politiques, et que
le moment est arrivé de s'ocuper A acquérir ou & consserver notre
amitié. ' '

L'empereur est actuelement notre allié, et la Reine ne peut
ignorer que de puissantes conssidérations politiques tendent &
donner au sistdme prussien un grand nombre de partisans. Nous
n'examinerons point cette question; nous croyons, dans le moment
actuel, que le sistéme autrichien vaut mieux, parce qu'il offre
un moyen pulssant de rendre au Rol la conffiance et la conssidé-
ration qu'il doit avoir; mais si 1'on veut adopter ce parti, 1
faut s'y résoudre sans retard, lui donner l'avantage du moment et__
sten assurer le mérite et la reconnoissance. -

s Cl'est & la Reine qu'appartient le rdle important dans cette
négotiation; placée entre la France et son frére, elle peut etre
utile & 1'un et A 1l'autre, et 12 est le premier et le plus pulssant
moyen de rétablir son crééit et son existence. Elle a & faire
- valoir, auprés de’ son frire, l'attachement qu'il a pour elle et

un igﬁég&t politigue évident et majeur. Elle a, dans 1'attachement
que Mr“de Mercy lui a voué, un me¥en puissant & faire agir; il
faut qu'elle employe l'un et l'autre.

Ainssi, dés & présent, écrire 2 1l'empereur, solt pour le
détourner de toutte 1dée, quelgue invrais mblaéle qu'elle puisse
.8tre, de se lier en ce moment & des proj#¥ts hostiles contre la
France, -soit pour se préparer 2 reconnoitre la constitution,
immédiatement aprds qu'elle aura été acceptée par le Roi, affin
que l'Assemblée puisse, avant de se séparer, conffirmer le traité
d'alliance; presser, en outre, le retour de Mr de Mercy, pour
concérter avec lul les moyens de conduire cette grande négotiation
3 don terme, Voild de quoi il faut s'ocuper, sans perdre un moment.

. On donnera 2 la Reine un homme habile et slir, pour exécuter
{ ‘

sa commission auprés de son frére: on lui indiquera quelques ideées
pour la lettre qu'elle doit lul a&resser, si elle conssent. Tout
sera prét et l'homme sera parti, avant que cette semaine soit
terminée.

Quant 3 Mr de Mercy, come il ne s'agit que de le décider a
venir, il suffit que 1a Reine lui écrive qu'elle désire sa présence
ici, qu'elle a acquis de grandes lumidres par les derniers événements,
qu'il est nescessaire qu'il arrive.

La Reine doit marquer aux personnes qul sont envoyées aupres
des émigrants un désir vif et sincdre que leurs missions réussissent.

Elle examinera si une lettre d'elle 2 la Reine de Naples peut
8tre utile pour diriger cette cour dans les intéréts de la France;
elle examinera si elle a encore quelques moyens & faire agir et nous
les communiquera.

-~
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La Reine n'est pas garante du succés de ses démarches, mais
on a drolt d'attendre d'elle qu'elle n'adoptera point un parti
foiblement et qu'elle employera franchement et avec chaleur toux
les moyens qu'elle peut avoir pour le faire réussir. Le succés
déffinitif de nos affaires générales est silir, quelque route qui
nous y conduise,; mais 11 faut que la Reine y ait contribué auttant
qu'il sera poss{ble- ceux qui la consselllent le veulent pour son
intérét; ils le veulent pour le plaisir qu'ils trouveront & lui
devoir de la reconnolssance et 4 pouvoir placer en eé}e une conffiance
que rien n'altére. Pour &tre quelque chose &prés une révolution,
i1 faut y avolr mis sa part; la Reine a encore un moment et n'a plus
qu'un moment.

; Marie-Antolinette va redevenir reine de France. Car il importe
. -peu & son existence que les ministres fassent des loix contrariées

par des parlements, ocu que la loi, faite par 1l'Assemblée nationale,
soit sanctionée par le Roi & qui {e veto donne un droit bien supérieur
3 cellui qu'il a jamais réelement et perssonnellement exercé, Le
Roi représente la nation auprés des puissances étrangéres; tout se
fait dans le Royaume et s'exécute en son nom; le nombre des places
auxquelles il nomme, dans la diplomatie, la guerre, la marine, la
justice, la finance, est encore extrémement conssidérable; sa liste
civile est trés supérieure 3 la dépense d'aucun autre roil de 1'Europe.
Que faut-il de plus pour étre Roi? Il faut que la lol s'exécute et
que les désordres cessent; nous y marchons & grands pas; il faut que'
l'opinion et le respect public le fasse rol, comme la constitution.

La Reine ne verra point, comme autreffois, tout plier socus sa
volonté souverainne et absolue? mais elle pourra encore se volir
environnée de 1'empressement d'une société nombreuse et des homages
d'un peuple immense, Elle pourra avoir dans les affaires une tres
grande inffluerce, si la nation la croilt dans ses intéréts et si
ceux qui, par leur caractére, auront toujour une place marquée dans
la conffiance vublique, peuvent ouvertement 1luil communigquer la leur,
Dans molns d'un an, la France et Paris auront changé de face;
l'aisance, l'industrie, les arts, les plalsirs auront succédés &
ces désoréres a ce mai €tre momentané qui accompagne nescessaire-
ment une révoiution; une nation falte pour jouir se dédomagera avec
ardeur du temps qu'elle aura perdu. L'imagination, animée par les
grands événements, multipliera les chef d'oeuvre des‘arts mais
l'esprit de-la révolution annimera ces arts et ces plaisirs; partout
on verra les emblémes; les éloges, la poésie, l'empressement public
seront pour ceux qui i'auront servie, qul l'auront adoptée, qul
aurons sgu & temps y prendre leur plgce.

Ol doit étre la place de la Reine dgq France? Ou elle doit
étre pour son bonheur et méme pour le crédit et pour 1l'éclat de
la Royauté. :

Voild les éldments sur lesquels il faut réfléchir, voila ol
est la vérité, voild les calculs que l'avenir ne cessera de justiffier,
et non des projets d'aventure ol on se laisse entralner par des hommes
qui, n'ayant pas jugé la révolution, sont incapables de juger les
effets de ce gqu'ils entrepremnent, ol l'on dégrade son existence,
ol le succés n'auroit condult qu'é se trouver 4 la merci’ dejyquelques

—
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perssonnes, & mendler leur services 3 essuyer leurs humiliants
caprices..,. 1 Mais ce moment niest pas cellul des reproches; on
n'a pas méme le droit d'en adresser, puisque jamais on n'avoit eu
11oceasion de faire entendre ces vérités qui pouvol e nt n'étre pas
connues., C'est aujourd'hui que commence la conffiance; c'est -
aujourd'hul que commencerol e nt les torts.

La Reine recevra demain quelques idées sur la lettre qu'elle
doit derire & l'empereur; la personne qul pourra s'en charger sera
préte dans trols jours. On attend un billet d'elle.

Note 1l: the periods exist in the origihal letter.

(Soderhjelm, ed., Correspondance secréte, pp. 4-61.)
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