University of Nebraska - Lincoln
DigitalCommons@University of Nebraska - Lincoln

Papers from the University Studies series (The

University of Nebraska) University Studies of the University of Nebraska

4-1917

The Meeting of the Estates-General, 1789: The Union of the Three
Orders, June 24 to June 27

Jeanette Needham

Follow this and additional works at: https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/univstudiespapers

6‘ Part of the European History Commons, and the Political History Commons

This Article is brought to you for free and open access by the University Studies of the University of Nebraska at
DigitalCommons@University of Nebraska - Lincoln. It has been accepted for inclusion in Papers from the University
Studies series (The University of Nebraska) by an authorized administrator of DigitalCommons@University of
Nebraska - Lincoln.


https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/
https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/univstudiespapers
https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/univstudiespapers
https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/universitystudies
https://digitalcommons.unl.edu/univstudiespapers?utm_source=digitalcommons.unl.edu%2Funivstudiespapers%2F103&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/492?utm_source=digitalcommons.unl.edu%2Funivstudiespapers%2F103&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/505?utm_source=digitalcommons.unl.edu%2Funivstudiespapers%2F103&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages

VoL. XVII ApriL-JuLy, 1917 Nos. 2, 3

UNIVERSITY STUDIES

PUBLISHED BY THE UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA

COMMITTEE OF PUBLICATION

F. M. FLING P. H. GRUMMANN

P. H. FRYE L. A. SHERMAN

C. A. SKINNER M. G. WYER
CONTENTS

THE MEETING OF THE ESTATES-GENERAL, 1789: THE
UNION OF THE THREE ORDERS, JUNE 24 TO JUNE
27. JEANETTE NEEDHAM ................... 135

LINCOLN, NEBRASKA




"UNIVERSITY STUDIES
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THE MEETING OF THE ESTATES-GENERAL, 1789:
THE UNION OF THE THREE ORDERS,
JUNE 24 TO JUNE 27

BY JEANETTE NEEDHAM

I

The calling of the estates-general for 1789 marked the cul-
mination of a long and bitter struggle between the king and the
privileged orders, caused chiefly by the financial embarrassment
of the country. The victory over the king was the signal for a
still more bitter conflict between the third estate and the priv-
ileged classes over the organization of the estates-general. It
was continued after the formal opening of the estates in May,
1789, under the guise of a new contest, over the manner of
verification of credentials. Although outwardly but a matter
of parliamentary procedure, this question in reality veiled that
other most important question of whether there should be a
single assembly with majority rule, upon which the third estate
insisted, or an adherence to the ancient custom of three assemblies
with vote by order. Consequently the decision on credentials
would imply the settlement of the other question which was the
real cause of strife. Conferences due to the initiative of the

~clergy failed to break the deadlock; nor did the renewal of the

conferences, under the direction of the government, bring more

satisfactory results. At last, after more than a month of dis-

sension, this struggle of the orders, which had at bottom the

further question of how France should be reformed, was resolved
115



2 Jeanetie Needham.

by the assumption of supremacy on the part of the third estate,
when, on June 17, it declared itself a national assembly.

As the consequence of this decisive step, which in a sense
marked the end of the first phase of the early revolution—the
strife of the orders—the government, through Necker, began the
formulation of a plan for a second interference by which it hoped
to compromise with the deputies of the commons and to prevent
all power from passing into their hands. However, before the
execution of the project—delayed by the opposition of the
reactionary court to Necker—could be effected, the government

“itself had forced on the very thing that the plan was to avert.

On June 19, the same day on which Necker’s plan for a royal
session was considered for the first time in the council of ministers,
the clergy closed their discussion of verification of credentials
and put the matter to a vote. The vote resulted in a very small
plurality for verification by order because the majority of the
deputies had divided their votes among three other propositions,
all of which, however, favored verification in common.

After what appears to have been the closing of the session,!
this majority remained in the hall and held a meeting with the
Archbishop of Vienne as the presiding officer. The result of
two hours of deliberation was the unanimous agreement of the
one hundred forty-one members present to the following decree:
“The plurality of the members of the clergy assembled have
been of the opinion that the definitive verification of credentials
should be done in the general assembly, under the reservation
of the distinction of orders and other reservations of right.”
Those present signed the decree and eight absent members
added their names later, making a total of one hundred forty-
nine in favor of common verification.

This action of the majority created consternation among the
adherents of verification by separate assemblies. The union was
to occur the next day. Not only would it be a severe blow to

1 The minority claimed that the assembly had been legally adjourned before
the majority held this session. The majority, as will be shown later, denied
that such was the case. Their version of the affair was that the minority,
seeing that they were losing their advantage, proclaimed the assembly ad-

journed in spite of the protests of the majority. The minority left the hall,
but the majority continued the work of checking up the vote.
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Meeting of the Estates-General, 1789. 3

the order of the clergy, but it would render more precarious the
already difficult position of the government. So the minority
of the clergy sought the assistance of the king and ministry.
During the night of June 19, the Cardinal de la Rochefoucauld
and the Archbishop of Paris made a hurried trip to Marly to
beg the king to prevent the ruin of .the order of the clergy.
In view of this plea and of their own perception of the danger to
the authority of the government, if the prospective union were
to occur, the ministry decided to suspend the sessions of all the
orders until June 22, under the pretext of preparations for the
royal session, announced for that date. '

The threatened union of the clergy with the third estate was
averted, but the other result of the government’s action was the
momentous session and oath of the tennis court, June 20, by
which the third estate practically declared that no one had the
right to suspend or dissolve the national assembly and that the
sovereign power was transferred to the people forever. The
national assembly then adjourned to meet the day of the royal
session. ‘ A

But dissension within the king’s council over the plan to be
presented there led to a postponement of that session for a day.
Consequently, the hall of the estates was still closed June 22.
Bailly, president of the national assembly, was notified of the
government's action, but received no prohibition of a meeting
of the third estate. After some search for a suitable place, the
national assembly finally gathered in the church of St. Louis,
where the majority of the clergy came at last to join them.
- This accession of the clergy was hailed with “intense joy.
Doubtless, their coming did strengthen the external position of
the assembly, but there is every indication that the clergy had
no intention of accepting the policy of that body in any respect
except in the matter of the verification of credentials. Their
decree of June 19 stated clearly that all rights, which distin-
guished the clergy as a separate order, were in no way to be
impaired by their union. The Bishop of Chartres, who headed
the deputation of June 22 that announced the clergy’s intention
to join the third estate, referred to the “majority of the order
of the clergy” and stressed the ‘‘common verification. of cre-
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4 Jeanette Needham.

dentials” as their sole object. The Archbishop of Vienne, who
led the majority and who, curiously enough, was placed at the
side of President Bailly, in his speech to the assembly, called his
followers the ‘“majority of the deputies of the order of the clergy
to the estates-general.” ‘This reunion,”” he added, “which to-
day has for its object only the common verification of credentials}
is the signal and, I may say, the prelude to that constant union
which they desire with the other orders, and especially with
that of the deputies of the commons.” Thus verification of
credentials was their sole purpose in coming and his reference to
“that constant union” doubtless meant nothing more than
harmony in the relations of the orders. _

It was not the sort of union that Bailly had in mind in ex-
pressing the joy of the national assembly at their coming—a
union which had for its object the sinking of all class distinctions
in the body of the national assembly. But the very fact that
the majority of the clergy supported the commons in just one
phase of their policy must have strengthened the latter to meet
the crisis which they faced the next day, especially as more
than one interpretation might be placed upon the clergy’s action.

In the royal session of June 23, from which Necker was con-
spicuously absent—a striking testimony to the failure of his
conciliatory scheme—the king, unconscious of the significance
of the action of the assembly on June 20, presented the much
modified plan. The project embodied two sections, an outline
of procedure dealing with that particular session of the estates-
general, and a sort of charter which, from its indefiniteness and
lack of guarantees, could not be accepted by the third estate.
All acts of the national assembly were nullified, deliberation by
order enjoined, and immediate separation of the deputies com-
manded. To these imperative orders, the representatives of
the commons openly refused obedience by remaining in the
hall and decreeing that the national assembly persisted in all
its preceding acts. When reminded by the master-of-ceremonies
of the king's order to separate, the deputies challenged him to
expel them by force and took positive steps for protection by
declaring their persons inviolable. In the evening, the report

2 The italics are not found in the text of the decree.
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Meeting of the Estates-General, 1789. 5

that Necker, the people’s idol, had resigned,.caused great popular
apprehension, and it was only at the personal request of the
king that the minister consented to renounce his resolution to
withdraw. ' ‘

The momentous day of the royal session closed with the king
and the third estate at open issue. It remained to be seen
whether the king woyld enforce the decrees that had been pro-
claimed, whether the national assembly would persist in its
opposition, and what the attitude of the clergy and the nobility
would be toward the stand of the third estate. Furthermore,
there were the questions of the preservation of harmony with
Necker in the ministry, and of the loyalty of the troops to the
government should it summon them to its aid in the evidently
impending struggle.

It

The sight that met the deputies when they assembled on
June 24 was not one to inspire confidence in a peaceable settle-
ment of the issue, or to appease a populace already stirred to
excitement by the course of events. As on the previous day,
bodies of the French Guards, probably several hundred in all,
surrounded the hall, and again the representatives of the people
were obliged to make their entrance in the midst of armed men
who indicated the particular door of access which each order
should use.! But not only on the outside was a military display
to be found. The interior of the hall as well was invested with
troops.? Force was at hand, apparently in readiness to execute

1 Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la rvév., X111, 73; Leltre d'un membre
de Vassembiée nationale, 38; Procés-verbal, No. 6, 3; Point du jour, 1, 44; Du-
quesnoy, 1, 125; Assemblée nationate, 1, 212; Courrier de Provence, Lettre X111,
12; Biauzat, II, 138; Jallet, 102, 103; Bulletins d'un agent secret, No. 47 (La
révolution frangaise, XXIV, 71). Of these sources the Procés-verbal, Boullé,
and .the Leitre state that the troops were French Guards. Bailly (I, 223),
re-affirms the same. The author ot the Letire gives the number as four to
five hundred. Boullé says: ‘‘ Trois barriéres extérieures établiés dans la
rue A quelque distance I'un de 'autre étaient gardées par des gardes frangaises.”

2 Procés-verbal, No. 6, 2; Bailly, I, 224. The second corroborates the first
- and adds that the officer s name was Rennecourt. Evidently, the interior
sentinels were oi the provost guard since the Procés-verbal states that ‘‘ un

officier des gardes de la prévbté de I'hbtel est entré,” while a committee of
three was sent to the ‘‘ troupes placées & 'extérieur de 'h6tel.”
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6 . Jeanette Needham.

the royal decree of June 23 that the public should be excluded
from every session and the command that deliberation should
be by separate order. But just how far would the vacillating
king, under the influence of his reactionary entourage, presume
to go in the conflict with the nation’s representatives? Would
he dare to use force against them? These were the impending
questions. There was a certain assurance for the commons in
the fact that the king had not evicted them on the previous
day, although he had been challenged to do so, and that no
attempt had been made to seize the leaders of the assembly
during the night, as doubtless had been feared.

It is clear that excitement, indignation, and apprehension as
to what the results might be were rife among the deputies at
the military investment of the hall.? The probable effect of the
presence of troops upon the excited populace, it may well be
believed, was not the least of their fears. Duquesnoy, in his
view of the situation, definitely expressed this feeling when he
said: *‘This measure, which is infinitely 'vicious in itself, was
still more so under the circumstances when excited spirits were
not able to witness, without indignation, such an attempt against
the public liberty. . .. In order to justify it, it is said that it
was necessary to give protection to citizens threatened by the
people, but . . . the sight of troops served only to irritate the
people and to furnish excellent pretexts to those who are able to
excite them.”"*

But despite the unwisdom of such a measure and the threat
implied against free deliberation, there was no retreating on the
part of the men who had assumed the sovereign power. Every

8 Point du jour, 1, 44—45. The additional precautions taken to protect the
deputies by Target’s motion would indicate such fears. Duquesnoy, I, 125-
26; Bailly (I, 223-24) gives some account of what he himself did in the matter.
Although Bailly is dependent, mostly upon the Point du jour, Courrier de
Provence, and Procés-verbal, the fact that he corroborates what they state
adds somewhat to the value, for he saw the events. In this instance, he
gives material that seems to be what he remembered. Letire d'un membre de
Passembleé nationale, 38.

4 Duquesnoy, I, 124-125. The action of the crowd on the morning of
June 23 and the Necker incident of the evening of the royal session were
enough to indicate what a popular demonstration might mean if it were

hostile,
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Meeting of the Estates-General, 1789. 7

move, cautious though it might be, indicated but more clearly
their persistence in the stand they had taken. Their first act
after the opening of the assembly by the president was a re-
emphasis of their resistance of the previous day; the decrees
passed after the royal session were re-read.® Not content with
this action, they seem to have taken further steps in the develop-
ment of their attitude of persistency by making more compre-
hensive the decree of inviolability, and by providing for the
printing of their proceedings. The Point du jour is responsible
for the statement that on the reading of the motion of inviola-
bility, M. Target proposed an additional provision. By that
measure, the deputies were to be protected from civil and
criminal prosecutions, or, at least, the assembly, upon appeal
to it, was to decide upon the cases in which its members should
not be exempt from prosecution. While, by the original act,
the deputies were to be protected from arbitrary seizure by the
government, through the added clause they were to be secured
from any arrest whatsoever unless the assembly itself should
decree that detention were permissible. To the proposed addi-
tion, Pison du Galland is reported to have made objections on
the ground that since it concerned the limits of executive power,
it could not be appended without the king's sanction. The
decree of the previous day, however, being only a declaration
of rights, did not require the royal assent. Apparently, Mirabeau
made clear the nature of the provision and removed the objection
by declaring that Target’s motion was not a new law, but a
provision of the rights of man. Furthermore; he urged the
necessity of establishing an impenetrable barrier as a guarantee
for the deputies against the obscure legislation of the court at
that time when the principles of the national assembly were not
yet established. Accordingly, without evidence of longer debate,
the motion is said to have been adopted.t

5 Procés-verbai, No. 6, x; Poitnt du jour, 1, 44. The Point du jour does not
directly state that the decrees were read, but the matter of the discussion
relative to the decree of inviolability indicates that such was the case,

8 Point du jour, 1, 44-45. Strangely, the Procés-verbal makes no mention
of this motion, but because of the reliability of this paper, we may feel reason-
ably certain that this clause was added. Mercure de France: Journal Politigue
de Bruxelles, No. 27, 4 juillet 1789, 40. The last named source states: * Quoi-

121



8 Jeaneite Needham.

The other new point in the assembly’s policy of persistency—
the decision to print its records’™—was an act of almost direct
defiance to the government which demanded closed sessions
and which would prevent, as far as possible, the dispersion
among the people of knowledge of the assembly’s acts. By the
printing of its records, the national assembly would not only
give a certain legality and dignity to its stand, but, above all,
it would acquaint the nation with the actual workings of the
body. Through this means of direct appeal, there would come
the opportunity to create popular sentiment in its favor. Such
" a result of its action was highly essential at this time, since
popular opinion was the only support the assembly could sum-
mon to uphold its position. Such a support would be vitally
necessary in case the situation, then pending, was rendered
critical by the reactionary party about the king. .

The government, on its side, in addition to policing the hall
within and without, took further steps to impress its policy upon
the deputies and to gain recognition of its action on June 23
from the unrecognized national assembly. By two letters, one .
from the grand master-of-ceremonies, M. de Brézé, and another
from the guard of the seals, Barentin, it sought to emphasize
officially that which it had been attempting to accomplish by
means of troops since the morning of June 23, namely, the
order that the third estate should enter the hall by the door in
the Rue des Chantiers.! When the general condition of affairs

que 'auteur de l'arrété ait défendu cette addition, en citant le privilége des
communes anglaises, I'avis d'un troisi¢tme membre, que l'addition exigerait
la sanction royale, a prévalu.”

T Procés-verbal, No. 6, 1; Point du jour, 1, 45. Mr. Baudouin, who was
named as official printer, had been elected a dépuié suppléant of the third
estate of Paris. (Brette, Les Conslituanis, 7.) The order of events differs
in the two sources. The Procés-verbal has this item immediately after the
reading of the two decrees. The Point du jour, on the other hand, places
the record of this action much farther along, after the officer s report con-
cerning the troops. This is a good instance of how two independent and
reliable sources may differ.

8 Point du jour, 1, 45; Procés-verbai, No. 6, 1; Boullé, Documents inédits,
Revue de la rév., X111, 74; Assemblée nationaie, I, 212; Bailly, 1,.223. The
first two sources say that two letters were received and read; the other two
mention only one, that from the grand-master-ot-ceremonies. The Assemblée
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"Meeting of the Estates-General, 1789. 9

under which the order was given is taken into consideration, it
may well be assumed that it was intended to mean more than
appeared on its face and that by the execution of this one com-
mand, the government anticipated the carrying out of a larger
part of the policy outlined in the royal session. If the deputies
were forced to enter by definite doors, there would be a greater
possibility of preventing any union of the estates or any ingress
of strangers. : i

In addition to the letters, the government sent to Bailly the
addresses and declaration of June 23.° Thus it asserted further
that the king was maintaining his position despite the fact that
he had kept Necker, who had opposed the work of the previous
day. And it may well have been a question to the assembly as
to just what the real attitude of Necker was and whether he
had any connection with this step. But whatever the govern-
ment might have hoped to attain by such action, the assembly,
after having annulled all that the documents represented, by
their action of the afternoon of June 23, refused—so Bailly

nationale says of this letter: “ M. Bailly a fait I'ouverture de la séance par
exposer qu'il avait recu une lettre de M. le grand maiire.” In speaking of
this error, Brette says (La révolution frangaise, XXIII, 61, footnote): “ Ce
mot ne s’employait jamais alors pour désigner le grand maitre des cérémonies,
mais bien le grand maitre de la maison du roi, titulaire d’une charge con-
siderable dont I'hétel était voisin de celui des Menus.” As to the contents,
the Point du jour states: *“ M. le président a lu une lettre de M. le garde-des-
sceaux et une autre de M. de Brézé, pour que I entrée de la salle des députés
du tiers état t(it désormais dans la rue du Chantier.” This would indicate
that both referred to the same thing. Bailly wrote: ‘Je reqgus une lettre
de M. le grand maitre des cérémonies, qui m'instruisait que dorénavant les
députés des communes entreraient par la rue des chantiers.” This would
indicate that only the one from the grand master-of-ceremonies dealt with
the place of entrance. Neither the Procés-verbal nor the Assembiée nationale
mentions the contents ot the letters. But we have Barentin's own statement
that on the evening of June 23, he had sent to Bailly a letter in regard to the
place of entrance for the third estate. In La révolution frangaise (XXIII,
71, footnote), Brette quotes the following extract from a bulletin of Barentin,
dated June 24:*‘ Je join ici le bulietin de ce qui s’'est passé 4 la Chambre du
Tiers. La lettre de moi qui y est annoncée est celle par laquelle, d’aprés les
ordres de Votre Majesté, j'ai écrit hier & M. Bailly de prévenir MM. les députés
d’arriver par la rue des Chantiers.”
9 Procés-verbal, No. 6, 2; Bailly, I, 225.
123



10 Jeaneite Needham.

states—to weaken their position either by re-reading the arbi-
trary articles or by granting them any discussion.!® Apparently,
no opportunity was to be given members who might be favorable
to the government’s plans to express themselves or to cause
any noticeable dissension in the ranks of the assembly. Bailly
makes the further statement that some did propose to annex
the documents to the minutes with the remark, * pour mémoire;"’
others with the note, ‘ pour y recourir-en cas de besoin.”’'* The
assembly, however, would not vouchsafe them even so much
attention as that and, presumably as the result of due delibera-
tion, decreed simply to append them to the record of the day’s
proceedings, where they may be found.®

Neither attempt of the government to influence the action of
the assembly through official communications resulted in any
acknowledgment of its policy. Rather, the spirit of persistency
in the assembly had been strengthened. But the attempts to
infringe upon the liberty of the commons through the presence
of armed troops was more formidable than any other means
the government had used, not only on grounds of the possible
consequences for the national assembly, but also of the probable
effect upon the inflammable populace of the city. From the
time of convening, feeling against the military occupation of
the hall seems to have run high and it was perfectly natural
that this feeling should find definite expression in some action
of the assembly. Bailly must have been much aroused, for he
reports that even before the opening of the session, he had

10 Bailly, I, 227. ~While Bailly is mainly dependent upon the Point du jour,
Courrier de Provence, and Procés-verbal, in this instance he had some other
account or else memory served him on this point. The order of events in
Bailly differs from that in the Procés-verbal. In the latter, the record of the
reception of the documents comes immediately after the reading of the two
letters. Bailly says: ‘‘ Aprés le rapport des commissaires,” 1. €., after the
_ report of the committee sent to the troops, he submitted these documents
to the assembly. )

1 7bid. Bailly is the sole source for this point. He may have used
some source inaccessible to me or he may have irusted to his memory. )

12 Procés-verbal, No. 6, 2. Bailly corroborates this statement and the
fact that these documents are found at the close of .the Procés-verbal for June
24, proves that this was the actual disposition made of them. Very probably,
Barentin had sent them to the assembly.
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Meeting of the Estates-General, 1789. CII

investigated the situation. He learned that the large door,
opening on the Avenue de Paris, which the deputies had been
in the habit of using, was closed to the third estate, while the
other orders still passed through it to reach their halls.® In all
probability, the government’s communication concerning the
entrance on the Rue des Chantiers served to increase still more
the spirit of excitement and resentment and to hasten the action
of the assembly upon the matter.

After the session was well under way, Bailly himself, evi-
dently, laid the matter before the assembly. He made the
complaint that communication with the other orders was inter-
rupted, that a military force was preventing the assembly from
continuing its sessions, and that such action was contrary both
to its liberty and to its right of self-policing."* It seems that he

13 Bailly, I, 223, 224. Brette (La révolution frangaise, XXIII, 71) quotes
two other contemporaries who state that some of the doors were walled up.
The first of these, Abbé Coster, says: “ L'assemblée s’est formée & 9 heures
dans la grand salle, les portes des galeries étant bouchées et baties.”” In the
other account, Contre-poison ou compie rendu des iravaux de I’assemblée nationale
depuis le 27 avril 1780 jusquw'au I5 avril 1790, par un député patriole @ ses
commettanis this is found: ‘‘ Nous vimes bien, dés le lendemain de la séance
royale que la cour avait cédé et non consenti. Notre salle était entourée de
barricades et de soldats; son entrée était interdite au public; on avait méme
poussé l'attention (et c'est sans doute un des chefs-d’oeuvre du grand maitre
des cérémonies) jusqu’d murer la porte de notre salle du c6té de I'avenue de
Paris, et aboutissant aux emplacements destinés & la noblesse et au clergé
de sorte que le tiers-état ne pouvait arriver que par la rue des Chantiers, la
noblesse et le clergé par I'avenue de Paris.” Another deputy in his Leitre
d'un membre de 'assemblée (p. 38) says of the union: “ par une porte intérieure,
car on avait donné aux gardes, du c6té de la porte du Tiers la consigne de
n'y pas laisser passer ceux du clergé; et du cdté de la principale entrée ou
sont les chambres des deux premiers ordres on avait fait murer pendant la
nuit la principale entrée, appellée Porte du Roi, de sorte que le clergé pour
parvenir jusqu'a nous a été dans le cas de prendre divers passages dans
l'intérieur de cet édifice.”” Boullé, Documenis inédits, Revue de la rév., XII1,
74, says: “ On voulut y opposer un moyen physique et en conséquence on fit
murer la porte par laquelle elle devait naturellement s'effectuer : . . la
majorité . . . arriva par une porte dérobée dont on avait trouvé la clef.”

4 Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la Rév., X111, 74; Lettre d'un membre
de 'assemblée nationale, 38; Mercure de France: Journal Politique de Bruxelies,
No. 27, 4 juillet, 1789, p. 40; Procés-verbal, No. 6, 2; Point du jour, 1, 45.
The last states: “ M. le président s'est plaint de ce que la communication
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12 Jeanette Needham.

then followed the complaint with a proposal that inquiries con-
cerning the orders of the troops be made, to enable the deputies
to deliberate upon the situation.’®

The assembly was in a position requiring the greatest caution
and discretion on the part of its members, but every detail of
their previous action seemed to warrant the belief that nothing
conclusive would be done without careful and foresighted
deliberation. However much they might be aroused by the
presence of the troops, it was essential that they should know
just what those troops were bidden. to do in order to have a
firm basis upon which to found their objections.

Evidently in response to Bailly’s proposal, which must have
been adopted, Rennecourt, officer of the provost guard in the
interior of the hall, was summoned' and the minutes show that a
commission consisting of Rostaing, Gouy, and Pison du Galland,
was despatched to get information from the exterior guard.l”
It seems that Rennecourt willingly complied with the assembly’s

avec les autres chambres était interrompue;’’ the first, *‘ Un des messieurs
a dit qu’on avait fermé les portes de communication intérieure de la salle.”
Bailly says in his Mémoires (I, 224) that he laid the matter before the
assembly. In the first point of the complaint, the Procés-verbal and the
Point du jour agree, but the latter says nothing of the succeeding points
which are given in the Procés-verbal alone. Both Boullé and the Letire refer
to motions on the military situation, but say that no definite action was taken
before the clergy came.

15 Procés-verbal, No. 6, 2.

18 Proces-verbal, No. 6, 2; Point du jour, 1, 45; Assemblée nationale, 1, 216—
217. The ltter says: ‘‘ La proposition fut acceptée,” but it evidently refers
to an incident of June 25, which Bailly gives (I, 234) regarding measures taken
to secure the release of Rennecourt, who had been arrested. The Assemblée
nationale seems to have confused occurrences of June 25 with those of June
24—a circumstance not so surprising when we remember that the editor
was not present at the sessions and that the paper appeared but three times
a week. The account continues: “ M. Bailly a mandé ensuite l'officier de
garde, pour lui demander de qu'il recevait les ordres, quels ils étaient.”
Neither of the other two sources says that it was in answer to Bailly's pro-
posal that the officer came, but, in either case, the report of his coming im-
mediately follows the record of the complaint. Bailly says in his Mémoires
(I, 224): * Je demandai, par son ordre, M. de Rennecourt,” just after telling
about laying the matter before the assembly.

17 Procés-verbal, No. 6, 3, Assemblée nationale, I 217. The latter does
not give the names, but says ‘‘ deux députés avec un secrétaire.’

126



Meeting of the Estates-General, 178 9. 13

request and reported that he was to prevent strangers from
entering.!®* Furthermore, his fidelity to the government was,
apparently, not such as to keep him from announcing that there
was a door of interior communication about which he had no
orders!®—in all probability a circumstance arising from an
oversight in the official instructions. Bailly writes that, when
he was making his investigation, he had discovered a small
door where there was neither password nor sentinel, but certainly,
he did not mention that fact when he put the matter before the
. excited assembly.20

When, by personal report, the duty of the interior guard had
been thus ascertained, the official record shows that the com-
mittee to the outside guard imparted to the assembly the results
of their inquiries. The commanding officer, the Count of

18 Point du jour, 1, 45; Procés-verbal, No. 6, 2; Assemblée nationate, 1, 217.
The first says: “ L'officier a exhibé des ordres écrits.” The Procés-verbal
states: “ Un officier des gardes . . . a dit.”” The Assemblée nationale says:
“Il dit . ...” However, this need not imply any inconsistency. The
man may have told what his orders were and have shown the written orders
in substantiation. In making reports of what happened, different witnesses
seized different details. As to the contents of the order, the Assemblée nation-
ale gives this: ** Il dit qu'il n'avait d’autres ordres que ceux d'obéir & "assem-
blée.” The Point du jour says of the written orders: *‘ dans lesquels il n'était
point fait mention de la communication des autres chambres.” The Procés-
verbal has this: ' Et a dit qu'il était chargé d’empécher les étrangérs d’entrer
dans la salle de I'assemblée.”

19 Procés-verbal, No. 6, 2-3. On June 25, we find this in Bailly (I, 234):
“ Au moment- de lever la séance, j’'appris que M. de Rennecourt avait été
mis aux arréts, pour le compte qu'il avait rendu hier 4 I'assemblée. Je fus
trés affligé du malheur de ce brave homme. J'écrivis sur-le-champ & M., de
Villedeuil, pour demander sa liberté; j'engageai quatre membres de I’assemblée
" & voir M. de la Chappelle, qui avait ordonné les arréts, et M. le Villedeuil, de
qui cela dependait, comme ministre. M. de Villedeuil me répondit qu'il
prendrait les ordres du roi. Il les prit, et M. de Rennecourt eut sa liberté
le lendemain.” Very clearly, this must have been the incident that the
Assemblée nationale (I, 216), reported on the previous day: ““ M. Bailly de-
mands 4 l'assemblée si elle voulait nommer quatre députés pour solliciter
auprés du grande prévoté l'élargissement d’un garde mis aux arréts, parce
qu'il avait laissé entrer du monde dans la salle.” The latter says the matter
was referred to the assembly, but Bailly does not mention that action at all.
Still Bailly may only be telling what the assembly empowered him to do.

'20 Bailly, I, 223-24.
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Belloy, had informed the committee that he had orders to per-
mit the members of the estates-general to enter, either indi-
vidually or collectively, at any hour, but not to permit strangers
to enter. In so far, his instructions were identical with those
of the interior guard, but he had the additional duty of indicating
the accesses to the different halls, conformably to the text of the
earlier government communication.?!

But despite the fact that both interior and exterior guards
were charged to keep the public out, many persons, other than
the deputies, are said to have been present.”? - Such a state of
affairs reflects strongly upon the effectiveness of the troops, or,
rather, furnishes a marked comment upon the degree of their
disaffection toward the government. This attitude was revealed
first, perhaps, in the readiness of the officers to yield to the
demands for their orders, on the part of the assembly which
had no legal power over them; then by the willingness of Renne-
court to impart information for which, apparently, he was not
asked, as if he would correct the false impression of the assembly
that communication with the other orders was not possible.
Finally, the presence of strangers in numbers seems the strongest
point of all in testing the fidelity of the troops. Had the latter
been perfectly loyal to the government, it must have been well
nigh impossible for many, not belonging to the estates, to have
forced their way into the hall through two sets of guards.

But however effective or non-effective the troops may have
been, the definite knowledge of what the government through
those troops was ostensibly seeking to accomplish furnished the
assembly a firm ground from which to present its side of the

2t Proces-verbal, No. 6, 3; Assemblée nationale, 1, 217. The latter merely
notes this: ‘ L'officier tenait ses ordres du roi.” The former gives the full
report of the officer to the committee. Bailly (I, 224) confirms what is given
in the Procés-verbal. The Point du jour makes no mention of the committee
to the exterior guard.

2 Duquesnoy, I, 128; Bailly, I, 22627, The former says: “ A peu prés
deux ou trois cents personnes; ’’ the latter: *“ Il y avait toujours de six cents
spectateurs.” We may be sure that both are merely estimates and. since
Bailly wrote so long afterward, we may assume that his “ 600 " is too high
an estimate. We may feel certain that strangers were present, probably in
noticeable numbers. :
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case. Still, it was not an easy matter for the assembly to
express its views in-some distinct plan of remedy. The con-
dition of affairs gave rise to various motions, interrupted with
much discussion which brought no results.® Finally, Mounier,
possibly profiting by the preceding expression of ideas, made a
motion in which he attempted to embody the more clearly
defined views of the assembly as to the most efficient means of
relieving their embarrassing situation. He proposed that a
deputation be sent to the king to ask for the withdrawal of the
troops on the grounds that the deputies, as representatives of
the nation, should have the policing of their place of meeting,
of entrance into and exit from their hall; that those who guarded
the doors should be under their orders; and that until the govern-
ment should remove the troops, the assembly could not deliberate
with freedom in its ordinary place of meeting.?

On the launching of this motion, the assembly broke out
into a period of heated debate over this particular pro-
posal, and of discussion involving various other proposals
related more or less closely to the matter under consideration.?

28 Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., X111, 74; Duquesnoy, I, 128;
Assemblée nationale, 1, 213; Lettre d'un membre de 'ass. nat., 38. All accounts
indicate that the assembly engaged in discussion without definite aim.

2 Procés-verbal, No. 6, 3—4; Point du jour, 1, 45; Duquesnoy, I, 125; Courrier
de Provence, Lettre XIII, 12; Assemblée nationale, 1, 213. The latter merely
mentions that there was talk of complaining about the military investment
.of the hall and does not name Mounier. The Procés-verbal likewise fails to
mention the name of Mounier. The text of the motion as found in the
Proceés-verbal, however, is followed in the narrative. The other accounts do
not give the details of the proposal, but rather the one fact of protest against
the troops. Bulietin d'un agent secret, No. 47, dated June 25, 1789 (in La
révolution francaise, XXIV, 71), notes that there was to be a deputation.
This writer says it was to be composed of forty members, but evidently he
" had heard what was done the following day, although the number is still
wrong. Twenty-four were to form the deputation as decided upon June 25.

% Duquesnoy, I, 125-126. He gives several motions which apparently
came in after Mounier’s, and at the clergy’s entrance, he says: * Pendant
qu’on s’occupait de ces divers objets, on a annoncé le clergé.” Point du jour,
I, 45. In this, the Mounier motion is followed by the account of one by
Brostaret and Pison. Procés-verbal, No..6, 4: “ La déliberation sur cette
proposition a été suspendue par l'entrée de MM. du clergé.” So nothing
had been decided upon. Since all these various motions, of which so little is
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Evidently, there was one proposal which seems to have voiced
the almost unanimous sentiment of the assembly, that of aban-
doning Versailles as a very effective way to combat the attempt
against free deliberation. Duquesnoy wrote that he felt assured
that such a step would be taken within a week if the hall were
not freed, or if there were no longer hopes of conciliation with
one of the other orders. But however favorable the attitude of
the first two orders might have been, the presence of the troops
seemed to preclude the realization of any hope of union. The
indignant deputies had not considered merely the matter of
removal in itself. Apparently, they had discussed also the
desirability of certain places of which, up to that time, Nantes
seemed to have the preference.?

Presumably, as another means of protest against the govern-

told, seem more or less related to this matter of removing the troops, we
may assume that they came in during this period after Mounier’s motion.

26 Duquesnoy, I, 125. “Il y en a une qui a passé de bouche en bouche
et qui tot ou tard sera adoptée.”” Courrier de Provence, Lettre XIII, 12.
This account gives the following as one of the provisions of the Mounier
motion: “ Quesi le roi ne les écartait pas, 'assemblée nationale se verrait
forcée de se transférer ailleurs.” Builetin d'un agent secret, No. 47 (in La
révolution framgaise, XXIV, 71), says of the deputation, ‘‘ pour se plaindre
et déclarer que si, dans vingt-quatre heures, I'assemblée nationale n avait
point une liberté entiére, elle se transporterait dans un lieu ou elle pfit jouir
pleinement de sa liberté.”” This man irequently mentions having Mirabeau’s
paper before him, but, in this instance, it seems hardly possible. Very clearly
he wrote June 25 and Mirabeau’s Leitre XIII includes the accounts of June
23, 24 and 25, so it does not seem likely that the latter account was available
on the same day, June 25. The matter of removal must have been discussed,
but it is not at all probable that it was incorporated in Mounier’s motion, for
no others mention it as a part of that proposal. The Courrier did not have
the accounts written up regularly. Furthermore, Mirabeau, the nominal
editor, had two associates who did the work for him frequently, so that may
account for the statement that the motion had such a provision. Where
the author of the Bulletin d’'un agent secret got his information concerning the
assembly, is not clear. ’

Duquesnoy alone mentions the place which seemed to be most favored
for the seat of the assembly should it be obliged to change, but Arthur Young
wrote on June 20 (Travels through France, 171) after he had commented
upon the oath of the tennis court: * Their expectations were so little favorable,
that expresses were sent off to Nantes, intimating that the national assembly
might possibly find it necessary to take refuge in some distant city.”
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mental policy, Mirabeau took occasion, during the discussion’
over the troops, to attack the ministry whom he felt to be
responsible for the military occupation of the hall. First he
made a negative attack. He is said to have proposed, to the
extreme astonishment of the assembly, that a deputation be
sent to compliment Necker and Montmorin, the popular ministers
who had dared to oppose the reactionary schemes of their col-
leagues. The assembly may well have been taken by surprise
at the motion and have seen in it a humorous touch of Mirabeau’s
sarcasm, for, personally, he despised Necker. But when it was
a question of furthering the assembly’s policy of persistency
against the court opposmon, he could easily suppress any

personal feelings.?”
Then came what promised to be a positive denunciation of

27 Duquesnoy, I, 125-126; Assemblée nationale, 1, 213; Journal of Abbé
Coster, under date of June 24. (Quoted by Brette, in La révolution frangaise,
XXIII, 74.) Duquesnoy says: * Ce n'est pas sans un étonnement extréme
que l'on a oui le comte de Mirabeau dire: L’opinion publique nous a appris
hier, Messieurs, qu'il est deux ministres populaires, M. Necker et M. de
Montmorin. Je propose de leur faire une députation pour les complimenter:”
Then, he adds: ‘“ M. Necker loué par Mirabeau! Certes, il faut croire au-
jourd’hui 2 tous les événements.” The' second source does not mention
Mirabeau in connection with Necker: * Les autres pour députer vers M. le
directeur-général, et lui témoigner la reconnaissance qu’inspire son dévouement
et son courage pour salut de la patrie; pour le prier de ne pas donner sa démis-
sion.””  Only the Abbé Coster directly connects the affair of Barentin and of
Necker, although the other two give the report concerning Necker, immedi-
ately before the proposition relative to Barentin. So far as content is con-
cerned, the proposal relative to Necker might have been made when Necker’s
letter was read later. Abbé Coster wrote of the incident: ‘ Cette séance
est remarquable par une motion singuliére de M. de Mirabeau, S'il n’était
pas excessivement probable, a-t-il dit, que mon trés cher et trés honoré petit
cousin, M. de Barentin, garde des sceaux de France, sera renvoyé sous quel-
ques jours, je prendrais la liberté de vous lire un projet d’adresse au roi pour
demander la démission de ce cher petit cousin, et feliciter, en méme temps,
Sa Majesté d'avoir enfin préféré les conseils de deux ministres patriotes (M.
Necker et M. de Montmorin) 3 ceux de M. de Barentin.”

Thus two of the accounts mention a deputation to Necker and one of
these says Mirabeau made the proposal relative to such a step; the third
says that if Mirabeau had not considered Barentin’s dismissal imminent, he
would have proposed, not a deputation to Necker but the project of an address
to the king to compliment him for keeping Necker.
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" the reactionary Barentin, had not Mirabeau been restrained by a
belief that the guard of the seals would soon leave the ministry.
There is a report that others of the deputies had discussed
privately the matter of Barentin's ministerial responsibility,
but that Mirabeau first made public the feeling against the man
who had been one of the noticeable figures in the royal session.28
Mirabeau said something to the effect that if he did not have the
well-founded expectation that the guard of the seals would
soon leave office, he would propose that the assembly ask the
king to dismiss him and perhaps others of the ministry who had
supported the action taken in the royal session. However,
under those circumstances he would defer action until the fol-
lowing day or later.?® Probably in continuation of the same

28 Assemblée nationale, 1, 213; Branche wrote on June 24 (Biauzat, II,
138-139, footnote): ““ M. le garde des sceaux est renvoyé, et les déclarations
d’hier regardeés comme anéanties.”” So others than Mirabeau believed that
Barentin would lose his office. Le Hodey de Saultchevreuil, the editor of the
Assemblée nationale, says of this: “La maladie de Madame de Barentin,
la mort prochaine de son fils, donnait 4 croire que tous ces chagrins domestiques
feraient renoncer M. de Barentin 4 une dignité que tant d’envieux cherchent &
obtenir et qu’'on conserve avec tant de peine. L’on ignore quels sont les
faits qui serviraient d’appui 4 la denonciation. On lui reproche de n'avoir
pas rendu exactement les adresses au roi. Mais cependant elles ont été
toutes répondues par le roi.”

29 Duquesnoy, I, 126; Assemblée nationale, I; Abbé Coster, in his Journal
(quoted by Brette in La révoluiion frangaise XXIII, 74). The first quotes
Mirabeau as saying: *‘ Si je n’avais pas l'espérance bien fondée que mon
digne cousin, le garde des sceaux, sera renvoyé ce soir, je proposerais & l'as-
semblée de faire une députation au roi pour supplier S. M. de faire justice
des ministres qui lui ont conseillé 'attentat d’hier, mais, au moins, je prends
date de ma déclaration et je demande & l'assemblée la permission de 'en
entretenir demain.” The Assemblée nationale gives this: ‘‘ Mirabeau prit la
parole et dit: qu'il aurait denoncé des aujourd’hui son digne cousin, M. le
garde des sceaux, s'il n'avait la certitude excessivement fondée qu'il donnerait
ce soir sa démission, mais qu'il se reservait de le faire demain.” According
to Abbé Coster, we have: ‘S'il n’était pas excessivement probable, ait-il
dit, que mon trés cher et trés honoré petit cousin, M. de Barentin, garde des
sceaux de France, sera renvoyé sous quelques jours, je prendrais la liberté
de vous lire un projet d’adresse au roi pour demander la démission de ce cher
petit cousin.” '

There is somewhat of a variation in the accounts given, but not necessarily
any striking conflict. If a deputation were sent, as Duquesnoy says was
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topic of discussion—that concerning the removal of the troops—
it is said that two other deputies, Brostaret and Pison, proposed
an address to the king to disclose to his majesty the true prin-
ciples of the national assembly.?® This address was intended,
possibly, to supplement the motion of Mounier. By an exposi-
tion of the fundamental ideas for which the body assumed to
stand, and in accordance with which its action was regulated,
the reasonableness of and necessity for the assembly’s demand
for withdrawal of the troops would be shown. The king would
learn that the assembly was not seeking to usurp his prerogatives;
that it was opposing only encroachments on its legitimate rights;
that he could yield to the assembly’s request without weakening
his royal authority.

But, despite the various proposals bearing on the question,
which were made, it seems that until half an hour after noon,
at least, the assembly was still occupied with the matter of the
military investment of the hall. Nothing definite concerning
Mounier’'s motion or any other had been reached when the
debate was suddenly arrested by a great disturbance in the
vestibule outside the hall of the estates.®® Whatever of appre-

proposed, the will of the assembly would have been made known through an
address carried by the delegation. Hence, Abbé Coster has given one par-
ticular and Duquesnoy another. The Assemblée is concerned with an attack
that would have been made. That may mean merely the sending of the
deputation with an address, asking Barentin’s removal from the ministry.

Dr. Albert Scheibe in his Die franzdische Revolution (p. 171) quotes the
following statement from the Archivo hisiorico macional, sent home by the
Spanish minister to France: *‘ En la Asamblea Nacional han denunciado al
Guarda Sellos como opuesto 4 las mirasde ella y aun 4 la Reina por haber
contribuido 4 lo mismo.” June 24, 1789.

20 Point du jour, 1, 45.

i Duquesnoy, I, 126; * Pendant qu'on s’occupait etc.;’ Procés-verbal,
No. 6, 4; * La déliberation sur cette proposition a été suspendue par I'entrée
de MM. du clergé;”’ Courrier de Provence, Letire XIII, 12: * On n'eut pas
le temps, etc.”  Assemblée nationale, I, 214; * L’on en était 3 ces discussions,
lorsque l'huissier du clergé a annoncé le clergé;” Point du jour, 1, 45; “A
- midi et demi, un grand bruit s’est fait entendre dans le vestibule de la salle
nationale.” ~ Lettre d'un membre de I'assemblée nationale, 38. The latter says
they were debating upon the military investment *lorsqu’a midi et demi
la majorité du clergé est venue.” Mercure de France: Journal Politique de
Bruxeiles, No. 27, 4 juillet, 1789, 40.
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hension and alarm may have arisen was quickly dispelled or
turned to joy by the sight at the entrance. Preceded by the
doorkeeper, bearing the credentials already verified in a box,
the archbishops of Vienne and Bordeaux and the bishops of
Coutances, Rhodes and Chartres marched majestically into the
hall. Following them, came the stately procession of dark-
robed clergy, which advanced amid resounding acclamations
and shouts of joy on the part of the excited commons,® who
stood to receive their fellow deputies.?

I1I

This action on the part of the majority was the result of a
decidedly stormy session of the clergy, who had met at nine
o'clock in their own hall.! In meeting separately, they had
obeyed the royal injunction of the previous day. Jallet, a curé
belonging to the majority, makes it appear in his Journal, that
the members of the clergy who had joined the national assembly
on June 22, agreed to this course out of deference to the will of
the prelates in their group. He states that the bishops in favor
of union called a meeting for six o’clock the evening of June 23,
to be held at the lodgings of the Archbishop of Vienne. His
apartments being too small, those present went to the hall of
their order to consider their course of action, presumably, in
view of the king’s commands in the royal session. After de-

2 Biguzat, II, 138: ‘“ La majorité du clergé qui a porté ces régistres.”
Point du jour, 1, 46: “ Un secrétaire portait; *’ Duquesnoy, I, 126: * Précédés
de leur huissier portant les cartons; "’ Assemblée nationale, 1, 214, says, * I'huis-
sier du clergé a annoncé le clergé,” and later comments on this official’s fol-
lowing the majority (I, 215), adding, * les papiers, le procés-verbal, les régis-
tres, la caisse que les contient, le clergé n'a rien laissé dans la chambre.”
Very probably, it was the doorkeeper who bore the box, but the editor of the
Point du jour mistook the identity of the man.

# Lettre d'un membre de I'assemblée nationale, 38-39; Bailli de Virieu, 103;
Jefferson, II, 486; Dorset, I, 225-226; Duquesnoy, 11, 126; Point du jour,
1, 45-46; Biauzat, 11, 138; Procés-verbal, No. 6, 4; Assemblée nationale, 1, 214~
215; Jallet, 102; Thibault, 248; Mercure de France: Journai Politique de
Bruzxelles, No. 27, p. 40. :

3 Thibault, 248.

1 Thibault, 247.
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liberation they consulted their prelates to learn their opinion,
The latter submitted a plan of conduct to be followed the next
day.  Jallet adds that it seemed wise, so they resolved to carry
it out. He makes no definite statement concerning the nature
of this plan. Evidently, it advocated submission to the king’s
command that they meet separately on June 24. Under that
date, Jallet makes further explanation of the attitude of the
majority. His own opinion was that they should go immediatey.
to the national assembly instead of to the hall of the clergy
He claims that this opinion had been adopted, but the prelates
prevailed upon the majority to follow their plan.?- Consequently,
the entire order of the clergy met in its own hall.

The customary ceremony at the opening of the session, con-
sisting of the celebration of mass and the invocation of the
Holy Spirit,® was lengthened by prayers for a member whose
death had been announced by the Archbishop of Paris.* The
regular business was then taken up.

Copies of the king’s discourses and declarations had been for-
warded by the guard of the seals to the president of the clergy
as well as to the president of the third estate.® The implication
of this action was that the king expected the orders to begin at
once the consideration of these documents. Who suggested
their immediate examination is not certain, but very probably
it was the presiding officer, the Cardinal de la Rochefoucauld.
The proposal aroused violent opposition on the part of the
majority. The Bishop of Nancy, who, it seems, was to read the
documents, began, probably several times, but the majority
created so much confusion and noise that he could not be heard.®

2 Jallet, Journal, 100-101.

3 Coster, Récit, 339; Barmond, Récit, 267.

¢ Barmond, Récis, 267.

5 Coster, Récit, 339; Barmond, Récit, 267. The latter says the secretary
of the guard of the seals sent the documents.

¢ Coster, Récit, 339; Barmond, Récit, 267; Thibault, 247; Jallet, 101. The
first says *“ M. le Cardinal "’ proposed to have the declaration read, the second.
says the president suggested that it be done. Thibault states: “ M. I'Evéque
de Nancy a proposé a 1 ouverture de la séance, de faire lecture des déclara-
tions.” Jallet reports: * Les évéques opposants voulurent faire lire par
I’évéque de Nancy le discours du roi et les déclarations; mais nous nous y
opposimes; il se fit un tel bruit que 1'évéque ne put se faire entendre.”
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Two explanations of this opposition are clearly stated in the
reports of the session: (1) An urgent demand that the results of
the voting on the previous Friday be announced before the
declarations were examined; (2) an equally strong insistence
that the king’s declarations be considered in a general assembly
of the orders, instead of in the separate chambers.” Jallet claims
that it was the Archbishop of Vienne, leader of the majority,
who thus stated the latter’s views.®! Both demands were per-
fectly natural under the circumstances. To have proceeded to
the reading and separate examination of the declarations would
have invalidated the majority’s action on June 19, whereas,
by returning to the deliberation of that date, they hoped to force
the minority to recognize what they had done. ’

A survey of the events of that hotly contested session is neces-
sary to an understanding of the majority’s insistence upon the
further consideration of the action of June 19 and the minority’s
persistent refusal to entertain such a proposal. As previously
stated the vote upon the question of verifying credentials oc-
curred that day. Four different propositions touching the
matter had resulted from the debate.? The first embodied the
idea of verification by order, based on the plan of conciliation
proposed by the king; the second was for verification in common,
by going into the common hall of the estates-general; the third
favored verification in common, but with the express condition
that the members of the third estate recognize, by a preliminary
declaration, the distinction and independence of the orders;
finally, the fourth was for common verification only as a last
resort, after every other possible means of conciliation had failed.

7 Jallet, 101; Coster, Récit, 339; Thibault, 247; Barmond, Récit, 267—268;
Récit, 262—265.
8 Jallet, 101.

« ¥ Thibault, 237—238; Récit, 257-260. The latter indicates that there were
four different propositions, but does not give explicitly the terms of each.
Grégoire in Etats-généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, I, 90—91, gives the
impression that there were four. He quotes the first in full. It varies in
order from that given in Thibault, but the proposals which it embodies are
the same in essence.

10 Jallet, 91; Etals-généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, 1, go; Histoire de
la rév., 1, 208,
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The first was the proposal of the Archbishop of Paris;!® the
fourth is said to have been that of the Archbishop of Vienne;u
the second is credited to M. de Coulmiers, Abbé d’Abbecourt,?
but the author of the third is not mentioned. All except the
first recognized the principle of verification in common, but
varied as to the circumstances of its application.

Because of this situation, which-led the majority to divide
their votes among these three forms of verification in common,
verification by order received a plurality of all the votes.'* The
minority claimed that this advantage was maintained in the
subsequent checking of the vote, that it was duly proclaimed to
the assembly, and that, consequently, the deliberation of June

19 was legitimate in every respect. The report drafted by the
minority states that the first proposition received one hundred
thirty-five votes, the second, one hundred twenty-seven, the
third, nine, and the fourth only three, while three other deputies
gave opinions independent of any of the four propositions. The
roll was then called and each member was given an opportunity
to confirm or change his vote. Certain changes did occur, but
they were of a minor character. Two more votes were added to
the first proposition and three to the second, but there was no
further change. Thus, the final result was one hundred thirty-
seven votes for verification in separate assemblies, to one hundred
thirty for the second proposition, which declared for verification
in common. The fifteen other votes remained scattered until
the close of the session. Any later meeting in which combina-
tion of votes occurred was illegal.4

The majority reports, however, claim that the temporary
advantage for verification by order was reversed during the
roll-call, but, because of the machinations of the minority, the
final result was not formally announced to the whole chamber.
The minutes drafted by the majority state that the first proposi-
tion received one hundred thirty-two votes instead of one

1 Récit, 258.

12 Jallet, 91. )

18 Récit, 257-8; Thibault, 237-8; Elats-généraux, Extrait du journal de
Paris, 1, 81, go—91.

14 Récit, 257261,
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hundred thirty-five, the second, one hundred twenty-nine,
instead of one hundred twenty-seven, the third, nine and the
fourth, three. During the roll-call two other deputies, who had
not voted before, joined the first, making one hundred thirty-
four votes for verification by order. But, to offset that gain,
the three deputies of the fourth idea shifted their support to the
second, increasing its total to one hundred thirty-two votes.
This entire group then transferred to the third proposition with
its nine votes."” According to the majority, verification in
common, as expressed by the third proposition and not by the
second which, the minority asserted, united the most votes,
had one hundred forty-one votes as the result of this shifting and
combination, while verification by chamber had only one hundred
thirty-four.1

18 Thibault, 238; Récit, 259—260; Histoire de la rév., 208—9. The second
proposition, declaring simply for verification in common, attracted the most
votes on the first count. Thibault and the Histoire agree that all these shifted
to the third proposition, which embodied the idea of reservation of the rights
of the clergy. The latter says this was done because the nine members
adhering to the third form refused to abandon the idea of reservation. To
obtain a majority, the greater number was obliged to submit to the will of
the few, although some had already had their credentials verified in the
national assembly, without reservation of any sort. The Récit denies that
such a shift occurred. It admits that such a proposition was made, but,
' when the radically different character of the second and third proposals was
seen, the motion was withdrawn. But even though so large a number did
vote for verification in common without reservation, later they accepted the
idea of reservation in the meeting held after the minority left. The reserva-
tion agreed upon in the decree, however, is not so extreme as that attributed
to the third propositior, so concessions evidently were made on both
sides.

18 Thibault, 237—238; Elats-généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, 1, 81,
83-84, 89—91. The figures in the latter accounts vary slightly from those
given by Thibault, but all agree that the partisans of verification in common
ultimately obtained the majority.

Below is given a tabulation of the figures recorded in minority as well as
in majority reports. The Récit is the official statement of the minority,
Thibault that of the majority. Grégoire and Jallet represent the latter.
The Journai de Paris (Etats-généraux, I, 81) reports the figures it had heard.
Its information seems to have come from minority sources, since its figures are
similar to those in the Récit. The second column below indicates changes
that occurred during the roll-call for checking the vote.
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Before this result was attained, however, the partisans of
verification by order had the session adjourned, in spite of the
protests of their opponents. Grégoire, one of the majority, says
that this was done because the adherents of the proposal of the
Archbishop of Paris regarded themselves as assured of the
majority, since the roll-call was about at an end.!” But the
minutes of the majority declare that it was the combination of
votes which aroused some members of the minority, because the
whole question of verification was being reduced to two proposi-
tions,'® the very thing that the higher clergy desired to avoid.
When the matter came up on the morning of June 19, it was
proposed to vote simply yes or no on common verification, but
the higher clergy forced the vote on several propositions in order
to split the majority for verification in common.!® But the
combination of votes threatened to deprive them of their victory.
Since they controlled the presidency, they appealed to the
Cardinal de la Rochefoucauld to adjourn the session and the
minority left the hall.??

Récit Thibault Grégoire Jallet Journal de Paris
1st ...1354+2=137 132+2=134 136 136 137
2d....1274+3=130 129} 141+8 128 145 129
ad.... 9 9 p(absent) several + 148 9
4th. .. 3 3J) =149  several |several
Independent 3 ‘ -~ Jlater

The Histoire de la révolution (I, 208—209) states that the first had 137 votes,
verification in common, 129 without amendment, 9 with amendment, but
that finally the adherents of verification in common obtained 149 votes in
all. The list of those wha joined the national assembly on June 22 is given
as 149 in the Procés-verbal, No. 4, p. 11-16. Viochot, in correcting the figures
given by the Journal de Paris, sent a list of 149 signers of the decree to be
published in the paper. (Eiats généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, 1, 83-84.)
Without a doubt, verification in common had that number of adherents
by the time the union occurred. . The figures on the supporters of verification
in separate assemblies vary from 134 to 137.

17 Etats-généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, I, o1.

18 Thibault, 238.

19 Ihid.; Jallet, go—91; Histoire de la rév., 1, 207-208,

20 Thibault, 238; Grégoire, in Etats-généraux, Exirait du journal de Paris,
I, o1; Histoire de la rév., 1, 208-209. Jallet does not say that the session was
suspended before the roll call was complete, but he does make it appear that
the minority left before the supporters of verification in common. He implies
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The majority remained to continue the roll-call and under the
presidency of the Archbishop of Vienne, they deliberated for some
time.2! The one hundred forty-one members present passed
the decree to go to the general assembly to verify their credentials
and all signed it.22 Later a few absent members added their
names until the total was raised to one hundred forty-nine.

Jallet states that the secretary proclaimed to the crowd in the
court the victory for union,® but, in spite of that, at least one
of the leading newspapers, the Journal de Paris, reported that
verification by order received one hundred thirty-seven votes,
the number claimed by the minority, verification in common
only one hundred twéenty-nine, while nine others were scattered.

that they wished to leave before the crowd learned of their defeat: *‘Les
évéques vaincus et leur parti défilérent promptement avant que la nouvelle
de leur défaite ne fut répandue. Il y a dans les cours une foule immense:
on les laissa passer; on ignorait méme si la délibération était finie.” The
other three say that the minority left before the final count was complete.

The Histoire gives a slightly different version of the situation preceding
the minority’s departure. After stating that verification by order had 137
votes, verification in common, 129 without amendment and 9 with amend-
ment, it continues: ‘‘ Les évéques dirent que la majorité était de leur c6té,
et battirent des mains. Les vrais patriotes proposérent alors & ceux qui
avaient voté avec amendment pour la vérification commune, de se réunir
aux cent vingt-neuf qui avaient opiné purement et simplement. Ceux-ci le
refusérent, et les évéques s’applaudirent de nouveau de la majorité. Alors
les cent vingt-neuf dirent unanimement et par acclamation qu'’ils acceptaient
les réserves, qu'ainsi ils avaient la majorité d’une voix. Les prélats con-
sternés voulurent lever la séance sans la clorre, et sans prendre un arrété
définitif, afin d’empécher du moins de constater leur défaite. Mais on leur
déclara, que fallfit-il passer la nuit, on ne séparerait pas sans avoir déterminé
le véritable nombre des suffrages et sans avoir pris un arrété.

“ I1s sortirent cependant: mais MM. les archevéques de Vienne, de Bor-
deaux et I'évéque de Chartres ayant repris leur place, chacun en fit autant
I'appel fut recommencé, et MM, les évéques de Rhodez, d’Orange, d’Autun
et de Coutances et plusieurs autres s'étant réunis, la majorité se trouva de

" cent quaranteneuf voix.”

2 Jallet, 92—93; Thibault, 239. The first says this session lasted until
five o'clock, but evidently that was the time when the minority left. Thibault
says the session of the majority did not close until seven o’clock in the evening.

2 Thibault, 238-239; Viochot in Etfats-généraux, Exirait du journal de
Paris, 1, 83—84; Procés-verbal, No. 4, 11-16.

2 Jallet, 93. '
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It added that the session was adjourned at that point and that,
apparently, no definite decree was passed.*

Members of the majority protested immediately against the

inaccuracy of the paper’s information. On June 20, Grégoire
wrote to the editors of the Journal regarding their error in the
matter of numbers. He inclosed with the letter a full account
of the session of June 19, which agrees, in the main, with that
given in the minutes.”® The next day Viochot, Curé de Maligny,
deputy of the clergy of Troyes, sent to the paper a complete
list of the signers of the decree, unanimously passed by the
majority, and asked that it be printed along with his letter.
Lack of space, so the editors stated, prevented the insertion of
the list, but they published the letter and stated the number
~ of the signers of the decree to have been one hundred forty-
nine.% :
Through such appeals as these, as well as by their subsequent
action in joining the national assembly, the majority strongly
fortified its position in public opinion. But the minority had
not formally recognized the procedure of the majority on June 19.
Jallet says that the latter was prepared on June 20 to force the
confirmation of their action by a new roll-call if the minority
showed any inclination to question it.2” The suspension of the
assemblies until after the royal session prevented the execution
of this plan. On the other hand, the unyielding hostility of
the minority toward the action of the majority was made very
clear through the part played by the former in ¢losing the halls
on June 20.28 It was only natural that the majority should seize
the first opportunity to wrest from the recalcitrant higher clergy,
recognition of the legality of their action on June 19.

All their efforts in that direction on the morning of June 24
were doomed to failure. The rather brief accounts available
upon the debate indicate that it was recriminatory as well as
most disorderly. The majority howled down every attempt to

% Ftats-généraux, Extrait du journal de Pam’s,’ I, 81.

% Tbid., 89—91I.

26 Etats-généraux, Extrail du journal de Paris, 1, 83-84.
*1 Jallet, 93-94.

28 Jallet, 93; Coster, Récit, 341
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read the declarations, but they could not force the minority,
which controlled the presidency, to resume the deliberation of
June 19. The latter insisted, either that the business of that
session had been finished, or that everything done prior to
June 24 had been nullified in the royal session. Hence, it was
essential to do just one thing, to examine the king’s declarations,
to see whether they would accept these or not. The majority
declared that such examination could be made only in a general
assembly and refused to let the documents be read.?® The
Abbé d’Abbecourt, who is said to have proposed verification in
common, rose to speak, but could not be heard. Jallet says that
he waited until things quieted down and then attacked the
bishops for their personal abuse of him since he had joined the
party of union. He taunted them for pretending to control the
majority of the chamber and summoned them to produce, at
once, in defense of their claim, the procés-verbal which they had
drafted outside the chamber on Friday evening and presented
to the king that night.3® Jallet says that this meeting occurred
at the church of Notre Dame and lasted until half past nine.3t
The minority asserted that the meeting of the majority after
the champions of verification by order left the hall June 19 was
irregular and illegal. To be accused by the abbé of similar
but more flagrantly illegal action, inasmuch as their meeting
was held outside the chamber, must have infuriated the aristo-
cratic minority.

Finally, the majority grew tired of the tactics of the minority.
Jallet states that the Bishop of Langres began a speech which
threatened to embroil the chamber in a long discussion. The
curés in favor of union took the initiative in ending the intoler-
able situation. They sent Jallet to notify the prelates in favor
of union of their intention to betake themselves at once to the
national assembly.®® The Archbishop of Vienne arose and,
apparently without any formal action, although Coster refers

2 Jallet, 101; Barmond, Récit, 267; Coster, Récit, 239; Récit, 262-265.
30 Jallet, 101.

3 Ibid., 93.

# Jallet, 101-102.
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to a “tumultuous appeal to their partisans,” the majority retired
from the hall.®

v

Not only had that which the court opposition would have
prevented been effected, but it had been accomplished without
evidence of any real advances by the assembly toward bringing
about such union, although doubtless the desire for such a step
was strong. Duquesnoy states that, at the time when Mounier
made his motion concerning the removal of the troops, he had
proposed also that a deputation be sent to the clergy to learn
whether anything prevented them from joining the assembly.
But in all probability, nothing was done with this, at least, no
further trace of it is found.! It was very natural that the
assembly should feel that since the clergy had united with it
once, they would do so again. Under the circumstances, it can
well be assumed that the deputies of the commons were anxious
to have any support from the other orders that might sustain
them in their stand.

In viewing the significance for the assembly of the action of
the clergy, we note that not only was the position of that body
greatly strengthened by the voluntary accession of so many,
but one of the conditions which had given potency to the demand
for withdrawal of the troops was removed. The complaint that
communication with the other orders was interrupted no longer
held. If the guards had been placed to keep the orders apart,
as must have been believed, they had failed, at least, to execute
such instructions in full. Although the main door leading into
the general assembly hall was closed by troops, the clergy had
found a way that was unguarded.? Either some door had been

3 Coster, Réc.t, 339; Thibault, 247. Under the circumstances, formal
action could hardly have been taken by the majority, although in drafting the
minutes Thibault says, * ceux que avaient voté . . . pour la vérification des
pouvoirs en commun, ont arrété de se rendre sur-le-champ dans la salle de
I'assemblée nationale.”

! Duquesnoy, I, 125.

2 Jallet, 102.- This man, who was among the number that came to join
the national assembly, says of the route the clergy had to take: ‘ On avait
fait fermer la porte de communication qui conduisait des salles des ordres A
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overlooked or else the government had hoped to prevent a
union by the moral influence of the presence of troops rather
than by actual appeal to force. The hope of conciliation with
one of the other estates, without which, according to Duquesnoy,
the assembly would have been obliged to go elsewhere, had been
realized. Furthermore, the union had solved, in a measure,
one of the unfathomed problems of the previous evening. The
attitude of the first two orders toward the national assembly
was shown in part by the action of the majority of the clergy in
not proceeding to obey the royal dictates without conferring
with the third estate.?

celle de 'assemblée générale; nous ffimes obligés de passer par un souterrain
fort étroit et fort indécent.” Another witness whom Brette quotes (La
révolution frangaise, XXIII, 71-72) also mentions the underground passage
thus: “ Il était défendu aux soldats de nous permettre aucune communication
par lintérieur. Cette combinaison si prudente fut encore renversée parce
que la majorité du clergé, qui avait délibéré de se réunir, trouva une fausse
porte qui communiquait par des souterrains 4 notre salle, et vint nous joindre.”
_Brette considers it improbable that the majority of the clergy used the under-
ground passage, when the number and the rank of some of them are recalled.
Since there was, however, a narrow passageway. leading from the large court,
directly to the hall where the third estate sat, he thinks it not unlikely that
some, perhaps malcontent curés, took this shorter way instead ot making the
detour from the large court by way of the Rue St. Martin. The door of this
interior way may have been the unguarded door that Bailly found (I, 224)
or the one that Rennecourt mentioned when he reported his orders. Boullé,
Documents inédils, Revue de la rév., XI1II, 74. He states: * On fit murer la
porte par laquelle elle [the union] devait naturellement s’effectuer . . .
la majorité du clergé . . . arriva par une porte dérobée dont on avait trouvé
la clef.” Lettre d’un membre de I'assemblée nationale, 38. He says the majority
came “ par une porte intérieure, car on avait donné aux gardes, du ctté de la
porte du tiers, la consigne de n'y pas laisser passer ceux de clergé; et du cdté
de la principale entrée appellée Porte du Roi, de sorte que le clergé, pour
parvenir jusqu'a nous, a été dans le cas de prendre d1vers passages dans
I'intérieur de cet édifice.”

3 Letire d'un membre de Vassemblée mationale, 39. This deputy states:

* L’'Archevéque de Vienne a requis I"Assemblée d’arreter que demain les actes
de la Séance Royale soient discutés et la liberté publique préservée. Jallet
(101) says that in the deliberation of the clergy before the union the aim of
the majority was to prevent a reading of the king’s declarations in the chamber
of the clergy; Point du jour, 1, 47; Procés-verbal, No. 6, 4. These both repre-
sent the Archbishop of Vienune as giving for the motive of the clergy’s act,
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Immediately after the entrance of the clergy, the archbishop
of Vienne, as their leader, was placed at the right of President
Bailly, while a secretary from the same body was joined to those
of the assembly.* Then the archbishop, apparently at the
invitation of the assembly, set forth in a speech the object of
the second union.’ ‘‘Gentlemen,” he said, ‘ the majority of the
clergy resolved this morning in the hall where were assembled
the deputies of the order to the estates-general, that the contents
of the minutes of the royal session which was held yesterday
should be left to the decision of the three orders united. I
request the assembly with which the order of the clergy has
just united, to proceed immediately to the common verification
of the credentials of the members of the clergy which have not
yet been passed upon, that they may be able to deliberate, in
the general assembly of the representatives of the nation, con-
cerning everything that occurred in the royal session of which I
have just spoken.”® Very clearly, he ignored the policy of the
national assembly which had disposed of this matter the after-
noon of June 23. If the clergy had any intention of accepting
the principles of the third estate, their leader did not make
that known on this occasion. But in closing his speech, evi-
dently he sought to emphasize the good feeling of the clergy
toward the national assembly and the comparative unimportance
of insisting upon form. *‘We have established,” he said, ‘“‘by a
double act, the union of the clergy with your assembly; first by
our real accession in the meeting at the church of St. Louis;
second, by the plan of the majority which we have just carried
out. Particular acts and exact forms are unworthy of our body
and of so august an assembly when the question of public right
is at stake, that which pertains to the truth of acts and leads to
just and legal affairs.”” The clergy would pass over formalities

the necessity of discussing in a general assembly the declarations of the royal
session.

t Point du jour, 1, 46; Jallet, 102; Procés-verbal, No. 6, 4-5; Assemblée
nationale, 1, 216; Duquesnoy, I, 126.

§ Proces-verbal, No. 6, 4; Point du jour, 1, 47.

8 Procés-verbal, No.'6, 4, gives just this as the speech of the Archbishop of
Vienne,
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of organization in order to consider more important matters—
more important in their judgment.”

As soon as the general excitement attendant upon the union
had somewhat abated,? a roll call of the clergy was begun, the
names being read by their secretary.® During this call, several
incidents occurred which served to designate various members
of the clergy as especially pleasing or displeasing to the national
assembly because of their attitude toward the public welfare.
When the name of the Archbishop of Aix, a member of the
‘absent minority, was read, a deputy, said to have been M. Boucher
from the same sénéchaussée, rose to denounce the archbishop as
unfaithful to the mandates of his constituents in thus breaking
with the majority of the clergy. But the Archbishop of Bor-
deaux came to the defense of the accused by stating that those
members of the clergy who were present cherished the hope of a
complete union of their order and therefore did not wish to
recognize the division in their ranks. Accordingly, he asked
that the denunciation of the Archbishop of Aix might not be
entered on the record.’® Duquesnoy states that he asked the
same favor for the absent Bishop of Lydda who, evidently, had
been likewise attacked.® When, in the course of the call,

7 Point du jour, 1, 47. In the matter of the archbishop’s speech, this
account seems to supplement what is given in the Procés-verbal. It sum-
marizes briefly the points made in the portion found in the minutes, and then
continues, giving a quotation, presumably the conclusion of the speech.

8 Assemblée nationale, 1, 214; Duquesnoy, I, 126,

8 Jallet, 102, says “ les secrétaires du clergé firent Uappel ”’; Point du jour,
I, 46: “ Un secrétaire du clergé . . . a fait I'appel des députés du clergé.”
The other accounts merely indicate that there was a roll call of the clergy;
Duquesnoy, 1, 126; Assemblée nationale, 1, 214, Procés-verbal, No. 6, 5; Letire
d'un membre de 'assemblée nationale, 39; Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de
la rév., X111, 74. The latter states: * Un appel public accompagné d’une
inscription de chacun d’eux sur le procés-verbal.”

19 Point du jour, 1, 46; Duquesnoy, I, 126-27; Assemblée Nationale, I, 215~
216, Only the Point du jour gives the name of the man that criticised the
archbishop. Bulletins d'un agent secret, No. 47 (in La révo.ution frangaise,
XXIV. 71) makes some mention of the attack on the Archbishop of Aix and
the defense by the Archbishop of Bordeaux. Since this man wrote on June
25, he may have seen this in the Poini du jour which came out in the early
morning. Elsewhere he has made use of this paper.

U Duquesnoy, I, 127,
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Abbé Grégoire and Curé Jallet were named, they were greeted
with warm applause, but the name of the notorious Abbé Maury
was violently hissed.!? , .

According to the Point du jour, it was in the midst of this
proceeding, about a quarter after one, that an interruption was
caused by the reception of a letter from Necker to President
Bailly.® . In view of the events in which Necker had figured the
previous evening, the effect of such a communication upon the
assembly can well be imagined. When the letter was read,
setting forth Necker’s desire to express his profound gratitude
for the marks of good-will and esteem shown him by members
of the third estate on the night before and proclaiming his
determination to work with renewed zeal for the public welfare,
it was received with ringing applause and cries of “Vive M.
Necker!"14 '

Again the hopes of the deputies must have been raised high
by Necker’s declaration of his intention and by his extremely
friendly attitude toward those who had annulled what he him-
self had opposed in its inception. His action was all the more
significant in view of the fact that he was in the service of the
government, which was doing all that it could to enforce its
reactionary policy. Any suspicion that Necker was connected
‘with such an attempt must have been removed by the com-

12 Duquesnoy, I, 126, 127; Point du jour, I, 46. Jallet is not named in
the first account, but perhaps he is meant in this: ‘‘ Lorsqu’on nommait un
des prélats assistants, les applaudissements recommengaient.”” Maury is
not named in the second, but there is reference to him, evidently, in this
sentence: ‘‘ Il n’en a pas été de méme d’un autre membre du clergé, plus con-
nus par quelques panégyriques que par son patriotisme.”” There is some
slight variation in the order or reporting these incidents of the roll call. The
Assemblée nationale (I, 214-215) indicates that there was a great deal of
applause during the roll call, so much that Bailly had to ask for silence.

18 Point du jour, 1, 46; Assemblée nationale, 1, 216, also says that the letter
came during the roll-call; Duquesnoy, I, 127, seems to follow practically the
same order; Proces-verbal, No. 6, 15, records the reception of the letter after
the completion of the roll-call and the report of the committee of verification
following the call.

4 Duguesnoy, 1, 127; Point du jour, I, p. 46 (gives copy of letter; I, 72);
Procés-verbal, No, 6, 15-16; Assemblée nationale, 1, 216; Histoire de la rév., 1,
228,
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munication. Bailly, anxious that the popular favorite should
know the degree of the assembly’s good will, asked, or at least
was granted, permission to report the profound impression made -
by the letter, as evidence of the commons’ hearty support of
the reform minister.'

At this move of the assembly, the Archbishop of Vienne
announced that his order would likewise send a deputation to
compliment Necker for his loyalty toward and decided stand
in defense of the people.’® In this action of the clergy, there is
given a noticeable commentary upon the real status of the
national assembly, in the minds of the orders. By constituting
itself national assembly, the third estate had’ effected an act
which, by its very nature, involved the elimination of any
.marked recognition of the individual orders within its precincts.
Now, however, there was presented the curious spectacle of a
definite recognition of the distinctive order of the clergy as
joined to the assembly, yet not forming an integral part. Even
before the proposal to send a separate deputation, this peculiar
attitude had been evinced, first in placing the president of
the clergy by the side of the president of the national assembly
and then by adding to the secretaries of the assembly, a secre-
tary to represent the clergy and having him call the roll for his
order.

On the completion of the roll call, apparently after the inter-
ruption caused by Necker’s letter, the result showed that about
one hundred and fifty were present and probably somewhat
more than one hundred and forty absent.!” It is a rather striking

15 Point du jour, 1, 47: * M. le président a été prie de témoigner incessa- |
ment & M. Necker; " Procés-verbal, No. 6, 16: ‘‘ M. le président a dit qu'il
rendrait compte;.” Duquesnoy, 1, 127: ‘‘Le président a demandé d'étre
autorisé a lui rendre compte.” Just how the matter of reporting devolved
upon Bailly is not clear from the statements given above.

18 Point du jour, 1, 47; Duquesnoy, I, 127; Procés-verbal, No. 6, 16.

17 Coster, Récit, 339; Thibault, 248; Leitre d'un membre de lassemblée
nationale, 39; Boullé, Documentis inédits, Revue de la rév., X111, 74. The first
and third give the number as 151, the second 149, Boullé, 155 present, 142
absent. Bailli de Virieu had heard that there were 150, according to his
letter of June 29, 1789, p. 103. Jallet, 102, says: ‘ Nous nous trouvames
‘cent cingante-un, ce qui causa la plus vive joie: La majorité était démontrée: ”
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fact that of the clergy who had united with the assembly, more
than three fourths were from the lower ranks of that estate,
being largely curés.!® An explanation of why these men should
support the body that seemed to promise reform may be found,
doubtless, in this other fact, that they represented the class of
country pastors, who no less than the peasantry, had suffered
under the arbitrary exactions of the ‘“old regime.” Conse-
quently, they felt most keenly the deplorable condition of the
country and the need of regeneration. Of the upper clergy,
very few had come. The archbishops of Vienne and Bordeaux
and the bishops of Coutances, Rodez, and Chartres completed
the list of higher ecclesiastics!® who had renounced the privileges
enjoyed in common with the nobles by joining an assembly
opposed to the existing system, of which “privileges” formed
no inconsiderable part.

Point du jour, I, 47, gives the following list; ¢ Présens, 151, absens, 143; "
Assemblée nationale, 1, 214: * Deux curés de tous ceux qui avaient signé
I'arrété, ont resté dans la chambre, néanmoins le nombre de la majorité n'a
pas été alteré, il était de 15I contre 145; "' Duquesnoy, I, 126: * Mgr. l'arche-
véque de Vienne, celui de Bordeaux, les évéques de Rodez, de Chartres et
de Coutances . . . suivi de prés de 150 autres ecclésiastiques;” Etats-
généraux, Exirait du Journal de Paris, 1, 107. This gives 151 present, 143
absent. )

Bulletins d'un agent secret, No. 47 (La révolution frangaise, XXIV, 71),
gives 151 as the number, but possibly this came from the Point du jour;
Branche (Biauzat II, 139, footnote) wrote on the evening of June 24: * Le
clergé, en majorité, est venu se joindre & nous ce matin, au nombre de 158
contre 142; "’ Procés-verbal, No. 6, 5-14, gives a list of the clergy that joined.
There we find 147 names and one other who came at the close of the call,
making 148 in all. It there were 151, as the more reliable witnesses assert,
then some of the names must have been omitted in the Procés-verbal. Mercure
de France: Journal Politiqgue de Bruxelles, No. 27, 40. It gives 15I present,
143 absent, possibly following the Point du jour.

18 Based on a computation from the list given in Procés-verbal, No. 6,
4-15. .

1 Bailli de Virieu, 103; Lettre d'un membre de lassemblée nationale, 38;
Duquesnoy, I, 126; Point du jour, 1, 45—46; Assemblée nationale, 1, 214; Procés-
verbal, No. 6, 5-14, list of clergy given; Branche (Biauzat, I, 139, footnote)
asserts ‘that there were six of the highest clergy. He names the two arch-
bishops and the three bishops and says that there was another whose name
he could not recall.
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The entrance of the clergy completely changed the course of
the assembly’s action. This was due, doubtless, to the fact
that the accession in itself served to remove some of the con-
ditions which had made deliberation upon the military occu-
pation of the hall so urgent. Very evidently, no further con- °
sideration of that matter was engaged in and the rest of the
session, after the roll-call, was taken up with affairs that con-
cerned both orders. The minutes of the famous session in the
church of St. Louis were read, evidently that the clergy might
rectify any errors in the record.2?

The next business was to hear and pass upon the report of the
committee of verification, consisting of members from both
orders, which had been enlarged at their previous meeting of
June 22.2* The Procés-verbal, which gives the only detailed
account, states that M. Bouchotte acted as spokesman for the
committee.?? He reported that, of the credentials under con-
sideration, most of which belonged to members of the clergy who
had been given provisional seats, all had seemed in proper form.
But a closer examination had revealed that the clerical deputies
from the séméchaussée of Bourbonnais had presented, not the
record of their election, but the record of their taking the oath
when the election was announced. The assembly, in passing
upon the report, recognized as legitimate all the credentials
except those of the deputies from Bourbonnais. As to those,
it decreed that the deputies should present the proper credentials
within two weeks, and that, in the meantime, they might have a
provisional seat.® Evidently, to further, as speedily as possible,
the work of wverification that the Archbishop of Vienne had
called for in his speech, the committee was instructed to meet
again that evening with the Archbishop of Bordeaux.?* With
that action, the assembly formally adjourned its session about

20 Proces-verbal, No. 6, 14; Point du jour, 1, 47; Assemblée nationale, I, 216.
Only the Point du jour says that the reading took place that the clergy might
rectify errors.

% Procés-verbal, No. 6, 14; Point du jour, 1, 47.

2 Procés-verbal, No. 6, 14.

% Procés-verbal, No. 5, 14-15.

% Ihid,
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three o’clock until the usual hour, nine o’clock of the following
' morning.®

\Y%

The renewal of the schism in the chamber of the clergy led to
decisive action by the minority. Since both of the secretaries,
Thibault and Dillon, accompanied the majority to the national
assembly, Barmond and Coster were appointed secretaries pro
tem.! The latter claims that, after the retirement of the majority,
the body had the minutes of June 19 read. Doubtless, these
were the minutes which, according to Jallet, had been drafted
in the special session of the minority, held at Notre Dame, on
the evening of June 19. Coster continues that these proved that
the legal plurality was for verification by order, and adds that
it was decreed to print this record in a memoir justifying the
course of the minority.?

With all opposition removed, they returned to the proposal
of the president, that the documents of the king be read. After
the reading, they deliberated upon the action to be taken under
the circumstances.? Without evidence of any debate, the
chamber passed a decree defining their position, upon one phase
of the first declaration, namely, upon its provisions touching

% Tbid.; Assemblée nationale, 1, 217, says that the assembly was adjourned
until ten o’clock the following day, but the minutes are to be relied upon in
the matter. The hour of closing is stated in the following accounts: Leiire
d’'un membre de I'assemblée nationale, 39; Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de
la révolution, X111, 74.

1 Barmond, Récit, 268.

2 Coster, Récit, 339. Jallet alone makes reference to the existence of
minutes drafted by the minority on June 19. It seems reasonable to presume
that these were the minutes read on June 24, inasmuch as those drafted by
Thibault contained the majority’s version of the vote on June 19, and would
not have been read by the minority to justify its action. Further proof of
the existence of another set of minutes is given in the fact that the figures,
presented by the minority in the memoir drawn up June 26-27 and submitted
to the chamber on June 27, differ from those found in the majority’s minutes,
drafted by Thibault. There is no evidence of the formulation of any memoir,
prior to that drawn up June 26-27. Probably the latter was the memoir in
which the record read on June 19 was incorporated. I have been unable to
find a copy of the minutes of the minority on June 19.

3 Barmond, Récit,, 268.
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the verification of credentials. The decree in full follows:
“The members of the clergy, assembled in the hall allotted to
their order, for the purpose of renewing their sessions in con-
formity with the will of the king, the first discourse and first
declaration of His Majesty concerning the present session of
the estates-general having been read, and in consequence of
articles I and Il of the aforesaid declaration, have agreed to
recognize as valid all credentials already provisionally verified,
of members absent as well as present, upon the rights of whom
to represent their constituents, no contest has arisen. Conse-
quently, they have declared that they constitute themselves
from this time on, the active assembly of the order of the clergy
to the estates-general. The said assembly has decreed in
regard to the communication of credentials among the orders
and the judgment upon contested credentials, to conform to
articles I and X of the said declaration.’*

Thus, they expressed an unqualified acceptance of the king's
policy upon the verification of credentials, because it harmonized
so closely with the proposition which the minority adopted on

- June 19. One clause of that same proposition provided for their
immediate organization as the chamber of the clergy.® Since
article I of the first declaration of the king formally approved
the idea of separate orders, it was only natural that the clergy
should act at once upon both its own decree and that of the
king, by declaring themselves the legitimate chamber of the
order. Jallet asserts that they justified their course on the
ground that they occupied the hall of their order.®

Certain members of the order took some exception to the

¢ Barmond, Récit, 269; Coster, Récit, 340. The latter says merely: “La
chambre s'est constituée ordre du clergé et a déclaré qu’elle exécuterait la
déclaration du roi publiée dans la séance royale.”” Procés-verbal . . . de la
noblesse, 268. The latter gives the text of the decree when it was communi-
cated to the nobility. The texts in it and in the Récit are identical except in
one instance. In the last sentence, the latter refers to articles XI and XII
of the king’s first declaration while the former gives articles IT and X. The
Récit is wrong, as shown by comparison with the first declaration of the king.

8 Thibault, 237; Grégoire in Etats-généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris,
I, g0.

¢ Jallet, 102,
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decree. A deputy whose name is not given, but who, on June
19, is said to have been in favor of common verification, declared
that his respect for the king and his will according to the declara-
tion, attached him to the chamber, but he could not vote in
. this case. Two deputies from Dauphiné, Dolomieu and Saint-
. Albin, were of the opinion that the minority should draft minutes
~of the sessions of June 19 and 24 to be submitted to the king.

In regard to the verification of credentials, they persisted in
their opinion given in the session of June 19, for the adoption
~of the form proposed by the king and unanimously accepted
without reservation by the clergy. In the matter of consti-
tuting the chamber of the clergy, they could not consent because
of the mandates of their constituents. Consequently, they
asked that their explanation be entered on the record and this
request was granted to them.” Incidents such as these prob-
ably account for the discrepancy between the number of deputies
said to have remained in the hall and the number of votes for
the decree.® '

When the newly constituted chamber proceeded to the formal
election of a president, the same individuals seem to have pro-
tested again.? But there is no evidence of further opposition
to the choice of the Cardinal de la Rochefoucauld, who had been
serving as provisional head of the order.! The newly elected
president thanked the assembly for the honor conferred upon
him. Without completing their formal organization, the clergy
adjourned about five o’clock to meet the next day at half past
nine.t ’

The separation of the minority was the signal for an outbreak

” Barmond, Récit, 269—270.

8 Moniteur, 1, 96; Jallet, 102. The former states that 132 remained in the
hall of the clergy, but that only 118 voted for the decree. The accounts of
the sessions of the clergy in this compilation are drawn largely from Barmond’s
Récit, but these details are not given in the latter. Jallet claims that only
119 remained in the hall,

9 Barmond, Récit, 270.

10 Barmond, Récit, 270; Coster, Récit, 341. The latter mentions the
election of the president under date of June 235, when the rest ot the officers
were chosen.

11 Barmond, Réci:, 270; Jallet, 102.
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of hostile demonstration at their expense, as they passed from
the hall of the estates. All day long, a crowd had surged about
the building, eager to catch the slightest hint of what was going
on inside. It is not strange that this crowd, irritated by the
presence of the troops, fearful for the fate of the national as-
sembly, and worn by the strain of waiting, should have given
expression to its feelings in some extreme action. Evidently
as the time for the adjournment of the assemblies approached,
most of the spectators shifted around into the Avenue de Paris,
in front of the entrance of the upper orders. Presumably, in
anticipation of some disturbance, the troops that had been
stationed before the door of the third estate, were moved into
the avenue. It was estimated that five to six hundred guards
were located there and in adjacent streets.’? It was only three
o'clock when the national assembly adjourned,® but the street
upon which their entrance opened was practically clear at that
time. A deputy of the third estate states that he walked
around the building to find the troops collected in the avenue
and the crowd in wait for the higher clergy. He lingered for
some little time, conversing with people in the crowd, and then,
with other deputies, went to dinner. After they had dined,
reports reached them that the minority of the clergy feared to
leave the hall on account of the hostile crowd." So it was
probably five o’clock, if we may trust Jallet, before any of the
minority dared to venture forth.'s

Doubtless, the entire group was subjected to insults and
hisses, as Coster claims.!* The Cardinal de la Rochefoucauld,
especially, is mentioned as having been hissed!” and the Bishop
of Senez was hit on the head with a stone. Jallet says a strong

12 Leitre d'un membre de I'assemblée nationale, 39. ,

13 Ibid.; Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la révolution, X111, 75; Jallet,
102. The latter states that the national assembly had been adjourned for
some time when the clergy dispersed at 5 o’clock.

14 Lettre d'un membre de l'assemblée nationale, 30—41.

15 Jallet, 102. He makes it appear that the closing of the session was
delayed that the minority might avoid a hostile demonstration.

16 Coster, Récit, 340.

17 Young, 180; Bailli de Virieu, 104. Neither one was an eyewitness, or
even in Versailles.
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with having frightened the king and queen by representing the
third estate as bent on the annihilation of the royal authority.2
Naturally, he was designated as one of the court cabal that had
instigated the proceedings in the royal session.?® He was also
held responsible for the failure of all the clergy to join the third
estate.”

In view of this manifold popular indictment, the archbishop
was hissed in the most violent manner as he emerged from the
building. Mud was thrown at him as he entered his carriage;
the coachman tried to save him from further indignities, by
driving madly down the street toward his lodgings. But the
crowd pursued, increasing in number as it went, hurling rocks
at the carriage and breaking the glass.?” The story goes that
the terrified prelate descended precipitately from the vehicle
to seek refuge in his lodgings at the Mission, occupied by the
priests who conducted the services at Notre Dame, but the
shower of stones forced him to take shelter behind a sentry box.
He was rescued from this situation by some deputies of the
commons who interceded with the crowd, took him into their
midst, conducted him into the church of Notre Dame, and
closed the door after him.?8

2 Lettre d'un membre de I'assemblée nationale, 40.

28 Boullé, Documents inédils, Revue de la révolution, X111, 74; Jefferson,
I1, 486.

26 Young, 180; Bailli de Virieu, 104.

27 Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la révolution, X111, 74-75; Saiffert,
Documenis inédits, Revue de la révolution, VII; Coster, Récit, 340; Biauzat,
11, 138; Branche, Letter of June 24, quoted in Biauzat, II, footnote, 138-139;
Lettre d'un membre de I'assemblée nationale, 41-42; Jallet, 102; Duquesnoy, I,
128; Young, 180; Bulletins d'un agent secret, La révolution frangaise, XXIV,
71; Bailii de Virieu, 104; Dorset, I, 224-225; Jefferson, 11, 486.

The first six, at least, seem to have been eyewitnesses of all or part of the
affair. The last five were in Paris, but Jefferson went to Versailles the next

. day.

28 Lettre d'un membre de I'assembiée nationale, 42. This man says that he
watched the crowd from his window. Branche, one of the deputies in the
crowd, says also that the archbishop escaped into the church. Coster says
that he had to take refuge with the beadle, probably connected with the
church of Notre Dame. Duquesnoy reports that the archbishop was saved
from further maltreatment through the intervention of some deputies.
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By this time, the crowd had grown to huge proportions?® and
was besieging the door of the Mission. Their victim having
escaped, they began to throw rocks at the windows of his apart-
ment and broke some of the glass. Naturally, the disturbance
brought troops to the scene. Some patrols are said to have
appeared first, but no attention was paid to them. Then came
two large detachments of French Guards, who took possession
of the doorway of the Mission. They were followed by a larger
number of Swiss Guards who drew up in order, loaded with ball
in the presence of the people, and advanced to the support of
the French Guards who had begun to repulse the crowd. At
that moment, a squadron of mounted body guards galloped up
and they also are said to have loaded in full view of the people.
In spite of that fact, the crowd gave little heed to the troops
and the latter manoeuvred for some time, evidently, without any
result other than to increase the size of the crowd. Finally,
however, passages were forced and the people began to scatter,?®
but several witnesses ascribe this outcome to the influence of
some deputies of the commons, aided, perhaps, by some curés.
The whole demonstration lasted an hour, according to Branche,
a deputy of the third estate who claims that he was one of the
group of nine men who helped to quell the tumult.3! Fortunately,
the affair ended without serious consequences. One young man
received a slight wound from a blow by a sabre, given by an

29 Saiffert, Revue de la révolution, VII; 71; Branche, footnote in Biauzat,
I, 139. The former estimates that there were three thousand people in the
crowd. Branche says ten thousand, but certainly the latter number must be
greatly exaggerated.

" 3 Coster, Récit, 341; Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la révolution,
XIII, 75; Saiffert, Revue de ia révolution, VII, 71; Branche, in Biauzat, II,
footnote, 139; Letire d'un membre de I'assemblée nationale, 42-43; Jallet, 102~
103; Bulletins d'un agent secret, La révolution frangaise, XXIV, 70.

% Biauzat, II, 138; Brarche, in Biauzat, II, footnote, 139; Jallet, 102~
103; Lettre d'un membre de l'assemblée, 43. Both of the first claim to have
been among the deputies who talked to the crowd, and Branche adds that
there were nine who assisted in restoring quiet. Jallet says that there were
five or six Poitevins among them, and that some curés aided the deputies of
the third estate.
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officer of the body guard, and Coster adds that another man was
suffocated.®

That the riot did not lead to a clash with the troops doubtless
was due to the disaffection among the latter, who were more
or less in sympathy with the crowd. Baron de Saiffert observed
that the troops lacked decision in their attitude toward the
crowd and he criticized them for not quelling the uproar, instead
of merely stopping the throwing of stones® It was current
rumor in Paris that the guards took no action against the people,
except to laugh at them.* The French Guards declared that
they would have turned their bayonets against the body guards,
had the latter clashed with the people.» Evidently, the danger
of that was not great, to judge from the later conduct of the
body guards, who complained because they were obliged to act
as patrols, when their particular service was to guard the person
of the king.?®

The demonstration produced the desired effect upon the
Archbishop of Paris. He was so terrified by his experiences
that he promised to join the national assembly the next day,
it is stated, although his promise was not executed until two days
later. The crowd is said to have demanded, evidently as a
guarantee of his good intentions, that he send his credentials at
once to the committee of verification of the national assembly.??
The evidence indicates that he complied with the request im-
mediately. Boullé states that, before the uproar had abated,
the frightened archbishop sent an order to the Archbishop of
Bordeaux authorizing his friend to submit his credentials to the
committee which met that evening at the latter’s apartments.

32 Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la révolution, X111, 75; Coster, Récit,
340; Jallet, 103.

3 Saiffert, Revue de ia révoluiion, VII, 71,

34 Busietins d'un agent secret, La révolution frangaise, XXIV,.70.

% Jallet, 106. :

3 Duquesnoy, I; Salmour, in Flammermont, Correspondances diplomatiques
des agents élrangers, 231.

37 Lettre d'un membre de I'assemblée nationale, 43. This man says that he
strolled past Notre Dame to see the crowd at close range and found them
very well satisfied with their action, the archbishop having assured them
that he would join the assembly the next day.
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Boullé adds that the order was shown to the crowd, but the
Archbishop of Bordeaux refused to act upon the commission and
advised his fellow deputy to delay his action for a day or two,
in order to give an appearance of greater liberty.?® Other ac-
counts report that he did send his credentials to the committee
that same evening, but with a statement that he had been forced
to take this step.?® Whereupon, the committee of verification,
if we may believe the Journal de Paris, laid the credentials before
the assembly the next morning, and it decided that a valid
verification pre-supposed a free and voluntary submission of
credentials. Consequently, they were returned to the Arch-
bishop.#® This item called forth a protest and explanation
from the Archbishop of Bordeaux on June 27, when he wrote to
the paper, denying that the assembly had ever heard of the
credentials before the morning of June 26, the day on which the
Archbishop of Paris joined the assembly. That same evening
the credentials were presented to the committee of verification
of which the Archbishop of Bordeaux was president, and reported
to the assembly on June 27.%* It may have been that the
Archbishop of Bordeaux did prevent the formal submission of
the credentials to the committee of verification on June 24,
and thus made it possible for the Archbishop of Paris to submit
them himself when he joined the assembly in person. No
account, other than that of the Journal de Paris, refers to any
action upon the credentials in the assembly June 25, but it seems
unlikely that so much rumor could have arisen if the Archbishop
- of Paris had not promised at least to send the crederitials and
so made the public believe that he had despatched them to the
committee.

Despite the apparent victory of the crowd over one of the
prominent leaders of the clergy, there was no reason for hoping

38 Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la révolution, X111, 75.

39 Jallet, 103; Etlats-généraux, Exirait du journal de Paris, 1, 108; Lettre
d’un membre de U'assemblée nationale, 43. The latter says that the archbishop
had it done by his secretary.

40 Etats-généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, 1, 108. Jallet states (p. 103)
that the committee of verification returned them and does not mention the

assembly’s action at all.
4 Etats-généraux, Extrail du journal de Paris, 1, 127-128.
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that the rest of the minority would yield to the policy of the
commons. But the addition of the larger part of the clergy to
the national assembly gave to that body a strong majority of
all the deputies to the estates-general. That very fact in itself
was sufficient to make the position of the non-united deputies
less tenable and that of the third estate more firm. But, to
increase still more the determination of the national assembly
to persist in the execution of its policy there had come, just as
the deputies were separating on June 24, the cheering announce-
ment that the minority of the nobility would join them the
following day.2 -

VI

The session of the nobility, on June 24, however, showed no
indication of the impending defection of part of their members.
The day passed without decisive action of any sort, although no
meeting had been held since June 19. After the reading of the
minutes of that date,! some time was devoted to a report by the
president concerning a deputation to the king. The chamber
had decided upon this some days earlier. An address, to be
delivered to the king whenever he should see fit to receive the
deputation, had been drafted and approved in the session of
June 19.2

The Duke of Luxemburg, president of the order, explained

2 Duquesnoy, I, 127: *‘ Au moment ol | assemblée se sépare, le comte de -
Clermont est enfré et a dit au président que le lendemain 22 gentilshommes
se joindraient & l'assemblée, et que peut-étre il y en aurait un plus grand
nombre;’" Lettre d'un membre de I'assemblée nationale, June 24, 1789, p. 39:
“ La séance a donc été levée, et une partie des notres étaient déja sortis lorsque
le Comte de Clermont-Tonnerre est venu nous annoncer que le Duc d’Orleans
et la minorité de la Noblesse feraient demain la jonction avec nous.” =~ Biauzat,
I, 140, writing at midnight of June 24, said: * J'ai appris que la minorité
de la noblesse se rendra chez nous demain;’’ Branche, a colleague of Biauzat,
wrote a letter June 24 (Biauzat II, 138-139) in which this is found: * Je
suis instruit que, demain, cinquante-deux gentilshommes viennent s unir 3
nous.” Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la révolution, X111, 74, says it
was announced before the session closed that the minority of the nobles would
unite the next day.

t Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 249.

2 Jbid., 239. The deputation was voted on June 17.
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had decided upon this some days earlier. An address, to be
delivered to the king whenever he should see fit to receive the
deputation, had been drafted and approved in the session of
June 19.2

The Duke of Luxemburg, president of the order, explained

% Duquesnoy, I, 127: * Au moment ou | assemblée se sépare, le comte de -
Clermont est entré et a dit au président que le lendemain 22 gentilshommes
se joindraient & l'assemblée, et que peut-étre il y en aurait un plus grand
nombre; ”’ Lettre d'un membre de I'assemblée nationale, June 24, 1789, p. 39:
¢ La séance a donc été levée, et une partie des notres étaient déja sortis lorsque
le Comte de Clermont-Tonnerre est venu nous annoncer que le Duc d’'Orleans
et la minorité de la Noblesse feraient demain la jonction avec nous.” = Biauzat,
I1, 140, writing at midnight of June 24, said: ‘‘ J'ai appris que la minorité
de la noblesse se rendra chez nous demain; "’ Branche, a colleague of Biauzat,
wrote a letter June 24 (Biauzat II, 138-139) in which this is found: * Je
suis instruit que, demain, cinquante-deux gentilshommes viennent s unir a
nous.” - Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la révolution, X111, 74, says it
was announced before the session closed that the minority of the nobles would
unite the next day. :

1 Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 249.

2 Ibid., 239. The deputation was voted on June 17,
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to the chamber that on Saturday, June 20, while the sessions
were suspended, the king had set Sunday as the day on which
he would receive the deputation from the nobility. Accord-
ingly, the president named a group of forty-one nobles, including
himself, the Duke of Croy, who was the vice-president, and
five of the six secretaries. Their reception occurred at six
o’clock in the evening of June 21.* It is significant to recall
that this was the night when Necker’s plan was so violently
opposed in the king's council. It seems not unlikely that the
uncompromising attitude of the nobility toward the third estate,
expressed in the discourse presented by the delegation, may
have been one of the reasons why Louis XVI backed the op-
opnents to Necker's project in the council, held later that
evening. '

The discourse? in general is most flattering in tone toward
the king, but severely hostile to the third estate, who are charged
with usurping the rights of king, nobles and people, as the text
discloses. It begins with a eulogy extolling the king: ‘The
order of the nobility at last is able to bear to the foot of the
throne the solemn homage of its respect and love. The goodness
and justice of Your Majesty have restored to the nation, rights
too long disregarded. It is sweet for us to be able to present
to the most just, to the best of kings, the striking testimony
of the sentiments which animate us. Interpreters of the French

3 Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 250-251. The names of the members
of the deputation follow: Duc de Croy, vice-president; Marquis de Bouthillier,
Président d’Ormesson, De Chailloué, Comte de Serent, Marquis de Digoine
(secrétaires); Marquis de Mirepoix, D’Eprémesnil, Comte de Choiseul d’Aille-
court, Marquis d’Ambly, De Bressey, Vicomte de Ségur-Cabanac, Comte de
Richier, Cazalez, Comte d'Escars, Vicomte de la Queiiille, Baron de Noyelles,
Comte d’Antraigues, Comte de Toulouse-Lautrec, Marquis de Clermont
d’Amboise, Comte de la Gallaissonniere, Comte de la Chastre, Baron d’Allarde,
Baron de Coiffier, Marquis de Loras, Marquis d’Avaray, Duc d’'Havré, Duc
de Villequier, Comte de Malartic, Marquis de Saint-Simon, Marquis de
Causans, Marquis de Saint-Mexant, Marquis de Juigné, Comte d’'Estagniol,
Baron de Poiiilly, Comte de Montjoye, Coma Serra, Président de Grosbois,
Vicomte du Hautoy, Vicomte de Rafelis-Broves. All names have been
verified by comparison with the list in Brette, Les Constituants.

¢ Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 247-248; Etats-généraux, Extrait du
Jjournal de Paris, 1, 91-93.
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nobility, we swear to Your Majesty in its name, an unlimited
gratitude and an inviolable fidelity to your sacred person, to
your legitimate authority and your august house. These senti-
ments, Sire, are, and will be forever, those of the order of the
nobility. Why is it necessary that sorrow should be mingled
with the sentiments with which it is filled!”

Then the speech dealt with the point at issue between king
and nobility, the plan for the verification of credentials: ‘The
ministers of Your Majesty presented to the conferences in your
name a plan of conciliation. Your Majesty asked that it be
accepted, or some other; you permitted that fitting precautions
be added to it. The order of the nobility has taken them, Sire,
in harmony with true principles; it has presented its decree to
Your Majesty; and it is this decree that Your Majesty appears to
have seen with sorrow. Your Majesty would have desired to
find more deference there . . . . Ah, Sire, it is to your heart
alone that the order of nobility appeals. Deeply touched, but
ever faithful, always pure in our motives, always true in our
principles we will preserve, without doubt, claims to your kind-
ness; your personal virtues ever build up our hopes.”

The crimes of the third estate were next emphasized: ‘“The
deputies of the order of the third estate have believed that
they could concentrate in themselves alone the authority of the
estates-general. Without awaiting the concurrence of the other
two orders and the sanction of Your Majesty, they have believed
that they could convert their decrees into law; they have ordered
that they be printed and distributed in the provinces; they have
declared null and illegal taxes actually existing; they have con-
sented provisionally for the nation to the limitation of the
duration of these taxes. Without doubt, they have thought
that they could assume rights vested in the king and the three
orders.” .

Against such illegal procedure, they.appealed to the king,
basing their plea, not upon self-interest, but upon the interests
of all: “It is in the hands of Your Majesty that we place our
protestation and opposition to such pretensions. If the rights
which we defend were purely personal, if they concerned only
the nobility, our zeal in claiming them, our constancy in up-

162



Meeting of the Estates-General, 1789. 49

holding them would be less energetic. They are not our interests
alone which we defend, Sire, they are yours, they are those of
the state, finally, they are those of the French people.”

The address closed with an ardent protestation of their loyalty
to the king and of their sincere desire to co-operate in the great
work for which they had been summoned: ‘Sire, patriotism
and love of their kings have always characterized the nobility
of your realm. The mandates which they have given to us prove
to Your Majesty that they are the heirs of their fathers’ virtues.
Our zeal, our fidelity in executing these, prove to them, as well
as to you, Sire, that we are worthy of their confidence. In
order to merit it still more, we will occupy ourselves unceasingly,
with the great objects for which Your Majesty has convoked
us; we will never have a desire more ardent than that of co-
operating for the welfare of a people, upon the love of whom
Your Majesty has set his heart.”

Such a statement of good will must have reacted most favor-
ably upon the king. His speech, although not less flowery, was
tempered by an appeal for their support of the scheme for con-
ciliation, then being developed. But in view of their ardent
protestations of affection for his person and their bitter ani-
mosity toward the third estate, he might feel justified in be-
lieving in the nobility’s readiness to sanction whatever might
be done to thwart the usurpations of the national assembly.
Certainly, the address must have given the opposition courage
to force through their modifications of Necker’s plan in favor
of the privileged classes. After assuring the delegation of his
belief that patriotism and love for their kings had ever char-
acterized the French nobility, the king went on to add: “I
receive with deep feeling the new assurances which they have
given me of these. I recognize the rights attached to birth.
I will ever know how to protect and defend them. I shall know,
at the same time, how to maintain, for the interests of all my
subjects, the authority which has been confided to me and I
shall never permit it to be altered. I count upon your zeal
for the country, your attachment to my person; I expect, with
confidence in your fidelity, that you will adopt the views of
conciliation with which I am-occupied for the welfare of my
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people.  You will thus add to the title, which you already have,
to their attachment and consideration.”’

It was highly appropriate, that, at the end of this report,
the president should have laid on the table the king’s discourses
and declarations, sent as true copies by M. Laurent de Villedeuil,
secretary of state.® Doubtless, these had been in part the product
of the influence of the nobility. They were read to the chamber,”
but before any action upon them occurred, the committee of
verification reported favorably upon the credentials of two
members, the Chevalier de Chalon from the sénéchaussée of
Castelmoron and the Comte de Panetier, from the sénéchaussée
of Couserans, both of whom were granted a seat.?

Just what occurred next is not clear from the minutes of the
nobility, but the proposal evidently had to do with the king’s
declaration. One of the deputies made a motion, said to have

" been strongly supported by one of his co-deputies, both asserting

that the proposal was a necessary consequence of the king’s
first declaration. Unfortunately the text of the motion is not
given, but ‘several deputies maintained that it was wholly
foreign to the declaration. After some discussion, the previous
question was called for, to ascertain whether it was necessary
to deliberate upon the motion at this time. By the ensuing
vote, 193 to 58, the motion was shelved,? and the assembly
returned to the examination of the declaration.

To facilitate this work, a deputy proposed to submit the
preliminary examination to the ten bureaus into which the
chamber was already divided, that the assembly might be aided
in deciding more promptly upon the action to be taken relative
to the declarations. Another deputy pointed out that the
second declaration, which simply gave notice of the king's
beneficent intentions, did not require immediate consideration,

5 Procés-verbal . . . de la notlesse, 251; Elals-généraux, Extrait du journal
de Paris, 1, 93-94. The sentiments expressed are similar, in many respects
to those found in the concluding paragraphs of the first discourse delivered on
June 23, by the king.

8 Proces-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 251-252.

7 1bid., 252.

8 Ibid., 262.

9 Ibid., 262-263.
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and suggested that only the first should receive attention by
the bureaus. Both proposals were adopted by a very large
majority. The bureaus were notified to meet at six o’clock
that same evening to examine the first declaration, and to draft
the project of a decree based on the results of their work. The
chamber adjourned until the next day at nine o’clock.!?

The nobility showed no haste in approving the king’s declara-
tions, but that they would accept them was very likely. Sup-
port of the policy of the third estate by any considerable number
of the nobility seemed a very remote probability. Nevertheless,
the important event of the session of the national assembly on
June 25 was to be the union of the minority of the nobles.

VII

That the clergy had once joined the assembly increased the
probability of its doing so again after June 23, but the adhesion
of the nobility, even in small part, who had shown little inclina-
tion toward the third estate seemed to have greater significance,
occurring, as it did, after the royal session in which everything
had been done in the interests of the upper classes. Besides the
nobles, several more of the clergy followed, on June 25, the ex-
ample of the majority of their order. Some of these, in making
explanation of their action, merely stated their desire to be
with the majority; others said they came to end the divisions
existing among the estates that the objects for which they had
been convoked might be taken up; and others had joined the
assembly because of changed instructions.

The minutes show that immediately after the opening of the
session four curés appeared, one of whom bore a declaration
from a fiftth.! M. Tridon, curé of Rongéres and deputy from the
sénéchaussée of Moulins, explained, in submitting his credentials,
that he came because the circumstances were such that the
estates-general must be held and that it was obligatory upon
those composing it to adopt any means which would remove

10 Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 263.
1 Procés-verbal, No. 7, 1.
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and prevent divisions and would unite the three orders in the
same opinion, forming the national assembly. Otherwise, he
would feel himself morally responsible for the baneful disorders
to which the state and the church would be a prey, if these
difficulties were not anticipated by prudent deliberation of the
estates. On the other hand, although he felt the moral necessity
of uniting the two orders, he did not agree that verification in
common was the only means to that end. Personally, he had
deemed the plan proposed in the king's name sufficient for that .
end, but he expressed his willingness to yield to the majority
of his order which he no longer doubted was within the assembly
for the purpose of common verification.? Very clearly this man
had not embraced the broader policy of the national assembly,
but his general attitude was such that we cannot doubt that
he would follow when occasion demanded.

M. Gueidan, deputy of the bailliage of St. Trivier, presented
the declaration of his colleague, M. Bottex, curé of Neuville-
sur-Ains, deputy of the bailliage of Bresse. Bottex stated that
he was too ill to appear in person, but that he wished his cre-
dentials submitted and he promised to abide by any action the
assembly might take in regard to them.?

Another of this party, M. Vallet, curé of Gien and deputy
from that bailliage, explained his absence as the consequence of
the circumstances of his election and of the redaction of his
cahier. He said that, when it came to this latter task, he asked
the clergy if they did not wish to unite with the nobles and
third estate of Gien to complete this work together. But the
clergy refused and proceeded alone. As a result, he had felt
that he was fulfilling his constituents’ will in remaining in the
hall of the clergy and asking separate verification for the cre-
dentials which had not been framed in common. Despite the
circumstances of redaction, however, his instructions were for
common deliberation and vote by head. Then he went on to
explain that he had come to the assembly at the earliest oppor-
tunity, for on June 19, when the clergy voted to join the third

2 Procés-verbal, No. 7, 1-3.
3Ibid., No. 7, 3-4.
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estate, he had been in Paris, where he had remained until June 24.%

The other members of this group, M. Rouph de Varicourt,
deputy of the bailliage of Gex, evidently made no statement.
Two more of the clergy, M. Perier, curé of Etampes and repre-
sentative of the bailliage of the same name, and M. Dumouchel,
rector of the University of Paris and deputy from the capital,
who had arrived at the same time, made addresses to the as-
sembly.® Duquesnoy wrote that the rector’s coming created a.
great sensation in the assembly® and the statement may well
be credited, for he represented the thought and the influence
that the assembly needed for its support. In his speech,
Dumouchel made very clear the reasons for his coming. He
had been much disturbed by the unfortunate discussions which

1 Proces-verbal, No. 7, 4-5; Souvenirs de I'abbé Vallet, député de Gien o
Vassemblée constituante (in Nouveile revue rétrospective, April, 1902, 240; May
1902, 313). This account runs thus: “ Le 20 juin, le roi avait fait fermer la
salle du clergé et des deux autres ordres, pour tenir une séance royale le 23.
Le curé de Gien fut, pendant ce temps, visiter le chiteau et la machine de
Marly, ainsi que Louveciennes. A son retour & Versailles, il apprit que MM.
Janson et Bazin, députés du tiers pour le bailliage de Gien, avaient écrits a
M. Fernault et Meffe, Chanoines de Gien, conjointement avec M. Paultre
des Epinettes, député d’Auxerre et originaire de Gien, que le curé était un
mauvais citoyen qui ne voulait pas se rendre au tiers pour y faire vérifier ses
pouvoirs. Ces deux chanoines I'annoncerent a toute la ville; les mauvaises
tétes s’animerent de telle sorte, que le curé fut pendu en effigie dans le faubourg
du Champ, dans sa paroisse, 4 la porte d’'un marinier nommé Fougere. Le
vicaire ayant tout découvert, P'écrivit au curé, qui fit un mémoire imprimé,
comme on le vera par la suite, en son temps . . . jusqu'au 25 il passa au
tiers un certain nombre d’ecclésiastiques, qu'il ne se trouva plus que la minorité
du clergé dans la salle de cet ordre. Alors Mgr. I'évéque d’Auxerre et I'abbé
Maury, d’aprés les cahiers du curé de Gien qu'ils connaissaient lui direct que
d’aprés 'ordre de ses commettans, il était obligé de suivre actuellement la
majorité puisqu’elle se trouvait aux communes; et il s’y rendit sur-le-champ.”
Then follows the text of his speech. Bailly (I, 230-31) recounts the following
incident relative to the union of the curé of Gien who said his cahiers were for
vote by head. * Comme il y avait quelque doute & cet égard sur les in-
tentions du clergé, qui n’avait annoncé d’abord que celle de concourir 4 la
vérification commune des pouvoirs, je saisis cette occasion d’explication: je
lui dis: ““ Vous vous réunissez donc dans cette salle pour toujours?” Sa
reponse affirmative fut suivre des applaudissements de toute 'assemblée.”

5 Procés-verbal, No. 7, 5.

6 Duquesnoy, I, 130.
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had divided the orders and by the loss of valuable time in such
debates—time for which the deputies were responsible to the
nation. He continued that he had been long restrained from
any action hostile to the conditions imposed by his constituents
in the hope that the various plans of conciliation discussed
would effect an understanding. But this hope having failed,
he could not longer persist in a separation opposed to reason as
well as to the country’s interest. Then with a glowing tribute
to the wisdom of the assembly, and a fervent wish that, following
in its track, he might be able to serve the country and a king
.who knew no other happiness than that of his subjects, he gave
way to M. Perier.” The latter briefly stated that his presence
was the outcome of new instructions, replacing his original ones
which prescribed vote by order.® A little later, Estin, prior of
the abbey of Marmoutiers in the généralité of Tours, also entered.®

Although the assembly gladly gave a hearty reception and a
willing ear to the explanations of the clergy, the addition of
these eight!® deputies was of slight significance as compared with

7 Procés-verbal, No. 7, 5-6; Point du jour, I, 50. °

8 Procés-verbal, No. 7, 6.

9 Procés-verbal, No. 7, 17. Dom Estin's entrance is recorded after the
account of the coming of the minority of the nobles. Biauzat (II, 140) merely
names him as among those that came, not saying when. The Point du jour
(I, 50) mentions him after the coming of the minority of the nobles. The
rector of the university of Paris and the other curés are also mentioned. But,
evidently, this account makes the coming of these clerical deputies incidental
without attempting to explain when or how they came. Dugquesnoy (I, 130)
refers to all the clerical deputies after the union of the nobles and the affair
of the deputation to the king. Assemblée nationale (I, 220) mentions Estin
among the clergy that came.

10 Ftats-généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris (I, 109) gives the number as
nine as does also the Mercure de France: Journal Politigue de Bruxelles, No.
27, 41. The Procés-verbal (No. 7, 1—7) gives the names of seven clergy who
came in person and one other who sent his credentials, making the eight.
Biauzat (I, 140) says: “ Six membres entre lesquels se trouvent un Gén-
ovésain, un Bénédictin prieur de Marmoutiers et le recteur de 'université de
Paris '’ came. The Point du jour (I, 50) names “le recteur de l'université
de Paris,” * trois autres curés, et le prieur des bénédictines de 1'abbaye de
Marmoutiers,” making five in all. "Duquesnoy (I, 130) says: ‘‘ quatre curés "’
and then names the * recteur de T'université (Dumouchel) et un bénédictin
(Dom Estin), prieur de Marmoutiers, making six. The Assembdlée nationale
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the coming of the nobles between ten and eleven o’clock.! It
was rumored and even semi-officially announced to the assembly
the evening before that this union would take place!? and this

(I, 220) has six: * Trois curés se sont rendus 3 la salle nationale.” ‘ Un
autre curé s'y est rendu également,” who, from the explanation he made
of changed credentials, we identify as M. Perier, whose speech is given in the
Procés-verbal (No. 7, 6-7). Bcsides these four, the prior of Marmoutiers ard
the rector of the university are named. Boullé (Documents inédits, Revue de
la rév., X111, 76) gives six. Thus four accounts give six, the Point du jour,
five, the Journal de Paris, nine, the Procés-verbal eight, while the Courrier
de Provence does not mention them at all. Since the Procés-verbal gives the
names or speech in every case, we may accept that number as correct. That
the one man merely sent his credentials, might account for his being passed
over by witnesses who were perhaps depending upon sight to note how many
there were. Then another evidently made no speech, at least, the Procés-
verbal does not record any from Rouph de Varicourt, so perhaps he was not
noticed. Furthermore, the attention of the assembly was being taken up
by other matters. Boullé, the Procés-verbal, Biauzat, and the Assemblée
nationale all treat the clergy’s coming as the first event of the session; the
Point du jour and Duquesnoy mention these deputies after the entrance of
the nobles. But it can be seen that the union of the nobles would be con-
sidered important enough to subordinate this other to it. The situation may
have been this: Some curés did come at the opening of the session, but others,
as the prior of Marmoutiers, did not enter until after the arrival of the nobles.

1 Boullé (Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., XI1I, 76) says at half past
ten; Procés-verbal (No. 7, 7) says of the time: “ A dix heures " and has the
session opening at nine o'clock. The Point du jour (I, 49) gives the time as
“hier 4 onze heures.”” The Assemblée nationale (I, 220) has this: “La
séance s'est ouverte A dix heures "’ and (I, 220) ‘‘ sur les onze heures la minorité
s'y rendit.,”” Duquesnoy does not refer to the time nor does the Courr.er de
Provence. Perhaps the session was formally called about nine o’clock, the
usual hour, but it may be that nothing official was immediately transacted,
thus accounting for the statement of ten o’clock in the Assemblée nationale,
If several of the clergy came and made speeches before the nobles arrived,
evidently it must have been between ten and eleven o’clock when the latter
came, thus accounting for some sources saying ten o'clock, the others eleven.
Biauzat (II, 140) wrote that the nobility * est arrivée au moment de 'ouverture
de la séance,” perhaps indicating that the opening had been deferred to a
later hour than the usual nine o’clock.

2 Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., X111, 14; Leitre d'un membre
de U'assemblée, 39; Duquesnoy, I, 127; Biauzat, II, 140; Branche, in a letter
under date of June 24, 1789, quoted in a footnote to Biauzat (II, 139) also
gives this. As one of Biauzat's colleagues, he may not be independent as to
this matter.
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consummation was the occasion for the deepest enthusiasm on
the part of the assembly, which gained by so much in its con-
tention against the reactionary policy of the government. The
story goes that because of the narrowness of the corridors, the
nobles were forced to enter one by one®® and that at the appear-
ance of the first, cries of ‘“Long live the country! Long live
the king!” burst forth and were renewed again and again.
Affecting scenes, where tears of gladness fell and the most
tender sentiments were displayed toward the nobles known to .
the commons—if we may believe Duquesnoy—attested the
significance of their coming in the eyes of the assembly.’* The
assembly might well feel proud of the addition to their number,
for among the forty-seven'®s that came were the most celebrated
names of the nobility of France, members of the parliaments,
and even a prince of the blood.!®

18 4 ssemblée nationale, 1, 222.

Y Ibid., 1, 222; Point du jour, 1, 49; Duquesnoy, I, 128-29; Jallet, 103;
Courrier de Provence, Leitre X111, 33.

18 The list given in the Procés-verbal (No. 7, 9-12) includes forty-seven
names. The Assemblée nationale (I, 223) says forty-seven and gives part of
the names, some of which, as the Marechal de Broglie and the Vicomte de
Mirabeau are incorrect. Jallet (103) says forty-seven. Duquesnoy (I, 128)
has “ une quarantaine,” but later speaks of the * 45 dissidents.” The Point
du jour (I, 49) agrees that there were forty-seven, but under the date of
June 26 (I, 60) it gives a list of the nobles that had joined. There are found
forty-nine names, including the Comte de Crécy, who had joined that day.
Thus forty-eight would be left for June 25. But a mistake has been made,
apparently, whereby one name has been divided, making two: ‘‘ Le marquis
de Lazay,” and “ Leze marnesia.” 1In Brette (Les Constituants, 241) only
this name is found: ‘‘ Lezay-Marnésia (Claude-Francois-Adrien, Marquis
de). Noblesse, Lons-le-Saunier. Boullé (Docs. inédits, Revue de la rév.,
XIII, 76) gives forty-seven, as does Etats-généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris,
I, 109. Jefferson (11, 486) in Versailles that day heard there were forty-eight.
Dorset (I, 224) gives forty-nine, while Bailli de Virieu (103) refers to guaranie.

16 Duquesnoy, I, 129-131; Biauzat, 11, 140; Jallet, 103; Assemblée nationale,
I, 222—223; Boullé, Docs. inédits, Revue de la rév., X111, 76; Etats-généraux,
Extrait du journal de Paris, 1, 109; Dorset, I, 224, Jefferson, II, 486; Bailli
de Virieu, 103. Apropos of the excitement aroused by the appearance of the
Duke of Orleans, the following incident is reported: ‘‘ Lorsque ces messieurs
se rendirent & l'assemblée, le duc d’Orléans fut applaudi avec une sorte de
délire par des peuple qui entourait la salle, *‘ Mes amis,” disait-il, en mettant.
la téte & la portiére de sa voiture,” je vous en prie, point de bruit actuellement;
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The dissenters had apprised the rest of their order of their
intentions and explained the motives for their desertion in a
letter to the Duke of Luxemburg, who presided over the nobility.
They stated that while they respected their order and its rights,
they regarded it as an indispensable duty to go to the hall where
the plurality of the estates-general was found, that they might
give to the nation a proof of their zeal and to the king a testi-
monial of their devotion in accepting the step that he considered
so necessary to the welfare of the state. Their chief desire was
to see the remainder of their order take this view of the situa-
tion. But for themselves, as public men and the representatives
of all France, which called for the estates-general, stern duty
had impelled them to this course which they regarded as the
grandest act of devotion of which the love of country rendered

them capable.'”
From this statement of their position, it is clear that the

minority of the nobles was committed generally to the procedure

je veux votre bon heur; ja vais m’en occuper de tout mon pouvoir; vous
applaudirez ce soir, si vous voulez.”” Found in Es: /15 historiques sur les causes
et les effets de la rév. de France . . . par C. F. Beatlieu, I, 257.

17 Duquesnoy (I, 130) states that such a letter was sent; the Courrier de
Provence (Lettre XI1II, 23—24) gives the text of this letter as an annex to this
number; Procés-verbal des séances de la. chambre de U'ordre de la Noblesse, June
25, 1789, p. 264. The nobles themselves requested that this letter should be
printed. Under date of Versailles, June 25, the following note was sent to
the editors of the Journal de Paris: * Nous nous sommes déterminés, MM., &
nous transporter ce matin A la salle des Etats-Généraux. Nous rendons trés
incessamment un compte public de notre conduite, et nous vous prions d’insérer
cette lettre dans votre Journal, afin que nos commettans soient promptement
instruits de notre démarche et de notre résolution de leur en soumettre les
motifs.

Nous avons 'honneur d’étre, etc.

Signe: Stan. de Clermont-Tonnerre du Pont;
le Duc de la Rochefoucauld; le Comte de
Rochechouart; le Comte de Lally-Tolendal;
Dionis du Séjour; de Lusignem; le Marquis
de Montesquiou, Députés de Paris.”

Quoted in Etats-Généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, des 24, 25, 26, 27 Juin
1789, I, 108. The full text of the letter addressed to the order by the
minority is given in the Mercure de France: Journal Politiqgue de Bruxelles,

No. 27, 44—46.
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outlined by the king and not to the newer and broader idea of
regeneration through the representatives of the nation. While
not so strongly portrayed in the speech of the Count of Clermont-
Tonnerre to the assembly, still the same ideas are noticeable.
The impulse of conscience and the fulfillment of a duty were
the motives he imputed to the nobles who had come. But the
very conscience which had forced them to this step held back a
larger number of their brethren, bound by instructions more
or less imperative, but dominated by motives as pure as their
own. He continued by acknowledging the gratitude the minority
felt for the assembly’s glad welcome. Then he announced their
firm adherence to the assembly in coming to work with the
third estate for the regeneration of France, a labor conditioned,
however, by the degree of activity permitted each individual.!®
To this candid statement, Bailly replied in a manner equally
frank. ‘‘Gentlemen,” he began, ‘“your presence here spreads

18 Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., X111, 76; Eiats-généraux,
Extrait du journal de Paris, 1, 109; Procés-verbal, No. 7, 7-9; Courrier de
Provence, Letire XIII, 15,16. The speech is given at the close of this number.
It may have been drawn from the Procés-verbal or probably it was obtainable -
elsewhere. The Assemblée nationaie (I, 226-27) reports the speech aiter the
roll-call, but it seems that naturally this explanation would: precede the
roll-call. In Duquesnoy (I, 128) the text was suppressed by the editors.
The Point du jour (I, 49) contains a short summary. Jallet (103) merely .
makes mention of the speech. In his Histoire de I'assemblée constituante (1,
35-36, footnote) Alexandre de Lameth, one of the nobles who joined the
national assembly on June 235, tells the story of how the vacillating Clermont-
Tonnerre was really forced to unite with the assembly through the influence
of some of the members of the “ société de Virofley,” a club which took a
prominent part in the political life of that day. He says of the society and
Clermont-Tonnerre: * A 'ouverture des états-généraux, elle loua une maison
de campagne du bout de 'avenue de Versailles, 4 Virofley. Elle y donnait
souvent des diners a divers députés de la noblesse et des communes, Cler-
mont-Tonnerre en faisait partie; il vivait dans U'intimité de M. Necker, par-
tageait plusieurs des idées de ce ministre, et surtout ses hésitations. Aussi,
le jour méme on la minorité de la noblesse arréta qu’elle se réunirat aux com-
munes, il était encore tellement indécis, qu’il s’en serait probablement séparé,
si plusieurs des membres de la société de Virofley n'avaient été chez lui le matin
lui rappeler la nature de leurs engagemens antérieurs. Alors il se décida,
entra dans la salle des communes 4 la téte de la minorité et, comme premier
député de Paris, il porta la parole.”
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consolation and joy. We said in receiving the members of the
clergy that there still remained some desires to be formed because
some brothers were absent from this august family. These
desires,” he added, ‘“have been fulfilled almost as soon as they
were formed. We see here an illustrious prince, an important
and respectable portion of the French nobility. We give our-
selves up to the joy of receiving them; to the hope of seeing the
whole body of this nobility united. Those who are still absent
will join us, all our brothers will come to this place. Reason
and justice, the interest of the country call them and guarantee
to us that they will come.

“Let us,” he exclaimed in conclusion, “work together for the
regeneration of the realm and the welfare of the people; let us
carry the truth to the foot of the throne and its voice will be
heard by a king whose confidence may be deceived but whose
intentions are just and his goodness unchangeable.” ¥ This
peroration of the worthy president called forth much applause
from the assembly which was ever sensitive to such views.20

As in the case of the Archbishop of Vienne, June 24, the
Count of Clermont-Tonnerre was placed at Bailly’s left,?* thus
recognizing in a most conspicuous manner the existence of orders
within the national assembly despite all the acts destructive of
such divisions. Yet an incident occurred later in the day, in
reference to which the assembly absolutely refused to recognize
any order outside its jurisdiction. The minority of the clergy
wished to open negotiations with the assembly by sending a
deputation, but Bailly answered that he recognized no clergy
except those within the assembly. If the rest of the members

19 Proces-verbal, No. 7, 8-9; Courrier de Provence, Lettre XIII, 21-22;
Duquesnoy, 1, 129; Biauzat, 11, 140; Assemblée nationale, 1, 227-228. The
first two and the Assemblée nationale give full texts of the speech.

30 A ssemblée nationale, 1, 228. In giving accounts of Clermont-Tonnerre’s
speech and Bailly’s reply, this paper says: * On y repondit de part et d’autre
par les acclamations les plus vives.” Duquesnoy (I, 129), remarks: * M.
Bailly lui a repondu d’une maniére noble et simple, et avec une grande effusion
de sentiment.” Biauzat (II, 140) wrote: ‘‘ Notre président y a répondu en
académicien qui a I'ideé juste. Noussommes tous trés contents de la maniére
dont il se tiré de toutes ces missions imprévues.”

2 Duquesnoy, I, 129; Bailly, I, 234.
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" of the order wished to come to have their credentials verified in
common, the assembly would gladly welcome the minority.2
But whether or not the assembly intended to recognize the
existence of orders by its action relative to the Archbishop of:
Vienne and the Count of Clermont-Tonnerre, it proceeded to
carry out, as quickly as possible, its policy of common verifica-
tion: The roll of the nobility was called and those who were
present submitted their credentials.?® At the reading of the
name of the Duc d’Orléans, it is said the hall rang with shouts
and applause and that similar manifestations were made for
the Count of Montmorency, the Duke of Rochefoucauld and
Count Lally-Tolendal, but that the name of the absent D'Epré-
mesnil was hissed as that of Abbé Maury had been the day
before.# Outside the hall, this man seems to have been the
target of popular disapproval and to have escaped from violent
handling only through the efforts of some of the third estate,
who forced his tormentors to withdraw.?

In the light of contemporary evidence, the significance of
these two days of June 24 and June 25 cannot be too highly
emphasized. One enthusiastic journalist wrote that ‘no
citizen, no worthy Frenchman ought ever to forget these two
great days; that the union of the clergy and of the nobility ought
to be immortalized in our calendar. Since the foundation of
the monarchy, it had been desired; division has caused the mis-

22 Duquesnoy, I, 131; Barmond, Récit, 272—273; Coster, Récit, 343. The
last states that this incident occurred on June 26, but evidently it occurred
June 25.

2 Duquesnoy, 1, 131; Procés-verbal, No. 7, 10~12; Point du jour, 1, 49-50;
Assemblée nationale, 1, 223-24; Bulletin d'un agent secret, No. 47. (La révo-
lution frangaise, XXIV, 72.)

% Point du jour, I, 50. This account says that names such as the Duc
d’Orléans, the Marquis de la Fayette, and many others were cheered. Duques-
noy (I, 130) refers to the Duc d'Orléans and then names ‘“ Mm, de Montmor-
ency, de la Rochefoucauld, de Rochechouart et de Lally ”’ as having been
applauded. The Assemblée nationale (I, 223—224) mentions the Duc 4'0Ox-
léans and indicates that the roll-call was accompanied by a great deal of
applause. Duquesnoy (I, 132) and Bulletin d'un agent secret, No. 47 (La
révolution framgaise, XXIV, 72), tell of the attitude toward D’Eprémesnil.
Etats-généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, 1, 109,

% Duquesnoy, I, 132.
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fortune of the nation; it is the source of its degradation; it has
fixed abuses in our midst. May these two great days, forever
memorable, be the dawn of those that shall witness our happiness
and our liberty.”’? Biauzat was profoundly impressed by the
action of the nobles. ‘‘These gentlemen,” he declared, *showed
themselves as brave at that moment as they ever could have
been at the head of the army:. since they rose above the prejudice
sustained by the ministerial system, by the example of their
comrades, and by their own individual interests, even by the
apparent desire of the monarch whom the ministers deceived.?
Duquesnoy, who was very conservative in his views, noted that
the presence of the clergy and nobility gave the assembly an
appearance of dignity and caused a gravity hitherto unknown.
“I firmly believe,” he wrote, ‘“that this is going to force a com-
plete union; it is impossible, to my mind, for the minority of the
clergy to remain alone, very difficult for the nobility not to come.
It is no longer the question today of rigorously calculating our
rights, of weighing them in an exact balance; it is necessary to
save the state, to snatch it from an imminent peril and to re-
affirm the royal authority, sapped to its roots by the detestable
and infernal operation of June 23. Some names already dear to
the country will become more dear.

It is impossible that the most virtuous men of the realm, as
Rochechouart, La Rochefoucauld, etc., are guided by senti-
ments other than those of imperious duty; it is impossible that
Montmorency, Lameth, Crillon, have any other motive than
that of honor.”’?8 ~

The discourse of the Marquis of Sillery,?® who asked to speak

26 A ssemblée nationale, 1, 222-223.

27 Biauzat, II, 140.

28 Duquesnoy, I, 131.

29 Procés-verbal, No. 7, 12-15. The text of the speech is given in full here.
The Point du jour (I, 50) says: * Sa modestie s’est refusée & publier un dis-
cours trés patriotique et trés noble,” but we find the text given in its entirety
in the Courrier de Provence, Lettre XIII, 17-20. The Marquis must have
changed his mind or it may be that Mirabeau saw the paper submitted to
the secretaries, for Biauzat (II, 141) tells us that * son discours était écrit et
bien fait.” Then he adds: “ Il parait que cet ordre est plus éclairé qu'au
temps ol il ne signait pas son nom, méme dans les contrats.” Jallet (103,
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after the roll-call, would seem to justify all that was believed
of the exalted patriotism, high integrity, and genuine enthusiasm
for- the nation’s good ascribed to the nobility. He began by
referring to the gratification the nobles felt at meeting again
compatriots whom they had come to know and honor in the
provinces and by saying that the nobles asked from their fellow-
citizens the same sentiments'as were entertained for them.
“We do not seek to boast,” he declared, ‘‘that we have pre-
ceded, perhaps by a few days, the coming of the remainder of
the nobles into this hall; the severity of some of their instruc-
tions, the examination of the plan proposed by the king, pre-
vent them from joining us yet; but the spirit of justice and the
love of the public welfare which direct them will doubtless soon
force them into our midst.” He appealed to the assembly to
forget the first moments of disquietude that had divided them
and to let the world see that the French nation had preserved
its ancient character. )

*Carried away by our passions, gathered from all parts of this
vast empire, having various interests to protect, holding to our
opinions and wishing to imperiously maintain them ... ,”
such circumstances, he felt could but result in the effervescence
that for some time had agitated them. ‘‘But let us view the
tempest with a calm and serene eye,” he urged, “ that our spirits
may be quieted in proportion to the dangers which surround us;
let us cast an attentive eye upon all the abuses which we must
reform; let us have before us only the happiness of the people
confided to us and let these sacred motives be the rallying
point of our hearts and of our thoughts.” '

The theme of devotion to the king was next touched upon,
of devotion to a king, ‘‘so worthy because of his personal virtues,

104) says of the speech: ‘‘ M. le marquis de Pilleri fit un excellent discours,
repli de sentiments patriotiques.” He has the name wrong or it has been
printed incorrectly, Jallet noted that ‘“ Il fit éloge des curés, de toutes les
classes de citoyens qui composaient les députés des communes et méme des
laboureurs; il ne dit pas un mot des prélats.” Duquesnoy (I, 130) mentions
that the marquis made a speech, but before the roll-call, while the Point du
jour and the Procés-verbal note that it was after the roll-call. Etats-générausx,
Extrait du journal de Paris, I, 109. This source refers to the speech after
theroll call. Mercure de France: Journal Politique de Bruxelles, No. 27, 43-44-
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of being forever the object of affection by his people. He calls
us his children: Ah! without doubt, we should regard ourselves
as a united family, having varied interests in our paternal house-
hold. He offers us peace: let us accept it without hesitation,
that he may not see the olive branch which he offers us, fade and
wither away in his hands.” To the first order of the state, he
likewise paid high tribute. ‘‘Itisin the presence of the assembled
nation that we render to the clergy the homage due to its virtues.”
Then continuing, he said: ‘‘the great number of you, gentlemen,
witnesses of the sorrows and comforters of the rural inhabitants,—
you will make known to us the sympathetic details of their
sufferings and, by your advice, will aid us in finding the most
speedy means to relieve them.”

“And you, gentlemen,” addressing the members of the third
estate, “who embrace within your body distinguished citizens
of all stations—enlightened magistrates, celebrated litterateurs,
faithful merchants, clever artists—you will assist by your in-
telligence and your learning, in procuring for France laws neces-
sary for the reform of the public order.” Then heé turned to
the provincials as the men whose ‘“‘respectable labors served to
support and enrich the citizens of all classes. If the French
nobility is proud to have the right of marching at the head of
the legions for the defense of the country,” he declared, ‘it
honors to the same degree this formidable soldiery which con-
stitutes the glory and the security of the empire.” The lofty
sentiments of the marquis produced a marked impression upon
the assembly which showed its appreciation by applause.?

But before the labor and the excitement of speech-making
and of roll-call attendant upon the union of the nobility were
over, a great commotion was produced in the assembly by an
attempt of the populace to force an entrance into the hall.®

30 Point du jour, I, 50; Duquesnoy, I, 130.

31 Assemblée nationale (1, 224) says, * L'appel n’était pas encore fini que
la salle se trouva, du c6té de la rue du Chantier assaillie par le peuple.” The
Point du jour (I, 49-50) has this: “ On a fait I'appel des députés de la noblesse
qui remettaient leurs pouvoirs pour la vérification, lorsque le peuple . . . a
forcé la porte,” but the paper gives some incidents of the call after the account

of the attempt of the people to enter. Duquesnoy (I, 129), indicates that the
disturbance preceded the roll-call. Jallet (104) and Bulletin d'un agent
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Such an attempt can only be regarded as the natural consequence
of conditions. Ever since the royal session of June 23, the hall
had been completely invested with troops®® and every day the
number of soldiers in Versailles was being increased. A detach-
ment of hussars arrived on the morning of June 25 and—if we
accept the statement of the Point du jour—was dispersed in
different quarters of the city.® A force of French guards that
was said to have arrived at the same time as the hussars, evi-
dently was sent to the hall of the estates, for the Point du jour
adds that the patrols of Swiss and French Guards, as well as
two squadrons of the king’s body guards sent there at one
o'clock, did not disappear from around the hall until about
four o'clock. Furthermore, the body guards had definite
instructions to use force as shown by the order of the king, given
to the Duc de Guiche apparently on June2s. It ran: I order
Monsieur de Guiche, captain of my body guards, if it is
necessary in Versailles, to repel force with force. Louis.”*
The extra precautions, Barentin states, were due in part
to the indignities inflicted upon the Archbishop of Paris as
the Point du jour surmises, but at any rate, the presence of
a strong and increasing armed force must have been a constant
source of irritation to all whose interest centered in the assembly
hall.¥ In addition to this, popular feeling had been raised to
the highest tension through street encounters with men believed
to be antagonistic to the general welfare?® Furthermore, the

secret, No. 47 (La révolution frangaise, XXIV, 72), both mention the attempt
of the people to enter but do not indicate just when the attempt was made.
The Courrier de Provence (Lettre X111, 13) says the proposition of an address
to the king to ask the removal of the troops was up when the popular attempt
at forcing the door occurred. Boullé (Docs. inédits, Revue de la rév., X111, 76)
states that the noise was heatd during the roll-call.

32 Point du jour, I, 50; Duquesnoy, I, 128,

8 Point du jour, 1, 51; Biauzat, II, 140.

3 Biauzat, II, 140; Point du jour, 1, 51; copy of the order is given in La
révolution frangaise, XXI, 538.

® Point du jour, 1, 50, 51; Courrier de Provence, Lettre XIII, 13. Letires et
bulletins de Barentin & Louis X VI, LVIII, 25 juin, 1789.

38 Biauzat, II, 138; Point du jour, I, 51; Young, 180; Assemblée nationale,
I, 219-20; Duquesnoy, I, 128-132. He records several instances of popular
hostility and vulgar jokes at the expense of the upper classes.
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news of the coming of the minority of the nobility was, as some
have suggested, enough of itself to arouse the people who were
not certain that such a step would be permitted, but who, if it
were possible, were eager to enjoy the sight.?”

Whatever the motives that impelled them, the crowd forced
the door on the rue des Chantiers®® and some are said to have
" gotten inside despite the opposition of the guards, when the
disturbance arrested the attention of the assembly.®® It can
well be imagined into what a predicament this threw the deputies
and how very necessary it was that this delicate situation should
be wisely handled. The opening of the door to the curious and
interested throng would have been a public repudiation of the
king's express orders on June 23; the closing of the door in the
face of the crowd would have been interpreted as an affront to
the people of whose good opinion the assembly had so much
need, and would have caused much more serious demonstrations
than those of the previous evening.*® Something had to be done
and that very quickly.

Barnave seized the moment of indecision and suspense to
utter a fiery denunciation against depriving the nation of access
to the national hall.#t ‘“‘Itis in this august spot that its interests

3 Point du jour, 1, 50: Bailly (I, 223) also gives this reason, but he may
have read the Point du jour. Bulletin d’'un agens secret, No. 47. (La révo-
lution frangaise, XXIV, 72.)

38 Point du jour, 1, 50; Assemblée nationale, 1, 224; Jallet, 104.

39 Bailly, I, 233.

40 Assemblée nationale, 1, 224. This paper has summarized the situation
very well.

4 Duquesnoy, I, 129; Assemblée nationale, I, 224—25. Both of these sources
-state that it was the disturbance of the people which led Barnave to take the
floor, Jallet (104) confirms this, for although he does not give the speech,
he says that Barnave made a motion to send a deputation to the king as the
means of relieving the situation. The Procés-verbal and the Point du jour say
nothing of Barnave. The Courrier de Provence, Leitre XIII, 13, gives this:
‘“La proposition d'une adresse au roi pour demander le renvoi des troupes
qui environnent la salle des états-généraux, a été reprise et soutenue par M.,
Barnave; et il a été arrété qu'on enverrait une députation a sa majesté; mais
au moment ou l'on s’occupait de cet objet, on a appris qu'il y avait de la
fermentation hors de la salle.”” None of the other sources indicates that the
matter of a deputation to the king was taken up before the popular disturbance.
The Courrier de Provence, evidently has the order of events reversed. The
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are stipulated, its lot decided,” he cried. “Thus it is in view
of the nation that we should work. To surround us with troops,
as has been done, is to fail in duty to the nation, to insult it in
the person of its representatives. Can deliberation be carried
on in the midst of arms? Are we in the midst of a camp? Yes,
this much vaunted liberty, promising so much, is chimerical
and of no consequence. In view of this, is it any wonder that
the people are excited, that their spirits are inflamed and em-
bittered, that the people revolt and that uprisings are frequent?
Let the troops be removed and all will become calm and or-
derly.”’# Then, apparently desirous of striking at the root of
the matter at once, Barnave proposed that they send immedi-
ately to the king a deputation to ask the withdrawal of the
obnoxious troops. Although the motion seems to have been
supported, evidently the danger in such radical action was felt.
One member, said to have been a noble, proposed a temporary
substitute, that of sending out to the people, the three men
who stood at the head of the orders, that-it might be known
that the orders were united.# Rabaud de St. Etienne is re-

evidence seems to warrant this construction: The attempt of the people to
enter, brought before the assembly the matter of the exclusion of the public.
Barnave seized this opportunity to denounce the governmental scheme of
guarding the hall, of which the avowed purpose was to exclude spectators.
He followed up his speech by the proposal of a deputation to the king forth-
with to ask that the troops be removed. But, instead of immediately acting
on his suggestion, the heads of the three orders were sent out, and the matter
of the deputation was taken up later.

. 2 Assemblée nationale, 1, 225. The text of the speech ascribed to Barnave
is given only in this account. The Moniteur (I, 99) gives the speech, but,
barring two sentences which are omitted, it is a literal copy of the Assemblée.

4 Duquesnoy, I, 129; Jallet, 104; Assemblée nationale, 1, 225-226. The
latter does not mention Barnawe’'s motion. Of the substitute proposal,
Duquesnoy says: ‘‘ Un membre de la noblesse a senti ce que cette démarche
avait de dangereux et il a proposé que 'archevéque de Vienne, le comte de
Clermont-Tonnerre, et M. Bailly se rendent 4 Uentrée de la salle.” Jallet
has this: ‘“ M. Barnave fit une motion . . . Plusieurs appuyerent cet avis.
Un des membres, en 'adoptant, proposa, que M. le président et M. I'arche-
véque de Vienne se présentassent au peuple pour I'apaiser.” The Assemblée
gives the following: * Un membre de la noblesse dit qu'il fallait députer au
peuple trois membres des trois ordres.” Boullé, Docs. inédits, Revue de la
rév., XIII, 76.
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ported to have added to this the suggestion that it should be
announced that the assembly, always concerned for the popular
interest, was going to send a deputation of the three orders to
_the king to ask him to grant free ingress into the hall.#

These suggestions seem to have been well received, for Ballly,
Clermont-Tonnerre and the Archbishop of Vienne were sent
outside and soon succeeded in quelling the uproar.® Bailly,
it appears, asked the people at the door to withdraw, warning
them that the assembly was going to send a deputation to ask
of the king free access to the hall, and that they would surely
be able to enter the next day.® The Archbishop of Vienne
adopted the clever ruse of engaging these persons as special
emissaries to go into all quarters of the city, there to restore the
peace and quiet so necessary to the freedom of the assembly.*

Conformably to the promise made and as the resumption of a
half-finished portion of the previous day’s work, the assembly
voted to send a deputation to the king. It was to carry the
complaints of the assembly, first, that the place of its sessions
was surrounded by soldiers; second, that entrance into the
hall was forbidden to the public; in addition it was to repre-
sent to the king that the policing of the hall where the assembly
met should be controlled by the assembly itself. The deputa-
tion was to be composed of twenty-four delegates, twelve from
the third estate and six from each of the upper orders,*® thus

4 Assemblée nationale, 1, 226, ) ]

4% Assemblée nationale, I, 226; Jallet, 104. This account omits mention
of the Count of Clermont-Tonnerre. Duquesnoy, I, 129; Point du jour, 1, 50;
Courrier de Provence, Letire XIII, 13-14; Bally, 1, 233; Bulletin d'un agent
secret, No. 47 (La révolition frangaise, XXIV, 72) Boulle, Docs. inédiis, Revue
de la réy., X111, 108. )

48 Assemblee nadonale, 1, 226; Bulle.in d'un agent secret, No. 47 (La révo-
lution frangaise, XXIV, 72), does not name Bailly as having used this argu-
ment, but says such a one was made.

4" Duquesnoy, 1, 130; Point du jour, 1, 50; Assemblée nationale, 1, 226;
Boullé, Docs. inédits, Revue de la rév., X111, 76.

48 Etats-généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, 1, 110; Boullé, Docs. inédits,
Revue de la rév., X111, 76; Procés-verbal, No. 7, 18-19; Point du jour, 1, 51;
Duquesnoy, 1, 130; Assemblée nationale, 1, 229; Courrier de Provence, Lelire -
XIII, 13. This matter of naming the deputation was taken up, evidently,
some time after the popular disturbance. The Courrier de Provence places
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following the established ratio of representation which recog-
nized the existence of orders. Of those who were to go, the
Archbishop of Vienne headed the list of the clergy, which in-
cluded also the Bishop of Coutances; Pison du Galand, Target,
Mounier, Le Chapelier, and Rabaud de Saint-Etienne are to be
noted among the third estate, while the Duc d’Aiguillon, the
Marquis de la Coste, and the Comte de Castellane formed half
of the noble delegates.t* When he wrote on June 26, Duquesnoy
said that he had been assured that the king had promised to
receive the deputation, but without recognizing the title of
deputation from the estates-general.®

As usual, a large part of the session was taken up with matters
pertaining to the furtherance of the assembly’s organization.
The oath was administered to M. Baudouin, who had been
chosen official printer of the assembly’s records.’® Committees
were enlarged to keep pace with the growth of the assembly.
The credentials of sixteen of the nobles were publicly verified
at once, that they might be added to the committee of veri-
fication.®? Three of these, it happened, had not produced the
proper papers, but they were given two weeks to report and
were granted a provisional seat and allowed to take part in
debate.®® In this committee, the principle of proportional
the discussion on the deputation before the attempt of the people to enter,
but clearly it is incorrect. Mercure de France: Journal Politique de Bruxelles,
No. 27, 46. ]

4 The list given by the Procés-verbal (No. 7, 19) is as follows, with the
spelling corrected by comparison with the list in Brette: Clergy, MM. Arch-
bishop of Vienne, Bishop of Coutances, Abbé d’Abbecourt, De Surade, Aury,
De Champeaux; Nobility, MM. Duc d’Aiguillon, Marquis de la Coste, D’An-
dre, D’Eymar, Comte de Castellane, De Burle; Third Estate, MM. Pison du
"Galland, Vigron, Arnoult, Mounier, Rabaut de Saint-Etienne, Blancard, Le
Chapelier, Target, Populus, Marquis de Rostaing, Reubell, Laborde de
Mereville.

50 Duquesnoy, I, 130.

& Procés-verbal, No. 7, 17; Point du jour, 1, 51.

%2 Boullé, Documents inéd.ts, Revue de la révolution, XIII, 76; Point du
jour, 1, 50; Procés-verbal, No. 7, 16; Courrier de Provence, Lettre XIII, 13;
Assemblée nationale, 1, 299; Biauzat, II, 141; Duquesnoy, I, 130; Jallet, 103.
The last named source gives the number as * douze "’ which is evidently a
mistake.

8 Procés-verbal, No. 7, 16-17.
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division among the orders was carefully observed. On June
19, when the various committees were organized, the assembly
chose thirty-two of its members to serve on this committee and
the same number for the committee on food supplies.® June 22,
when the clergy first joined, sixteen of them were added to the
committee of verification,® as were the sixteen nobles in this
session. But in the matter of the committee on food supplies,
the usual proportion of two from the commons and two from
each of the upper orders seems to have been disregarded. Only
ten of the clergy were named for this, just as for the committees
on redaction and on rules, each of which had twenty members
from the commons.®® After the change, all committees were
notified to meet at five o’clock the same evening.5?

The committee of verification was pushing its work as rapidly
as possible, but every day was bringing new tasks. The Marquis
of Toulongeon, deputy from the bailliage of Aumont in Franche-
Comté, reported a contest relative to the deputation from that
bailliage, which implicated himself, the Chevalier of Eclans,
and Bureau de Puzy. They wished to leave the decision to
the national assembly and, pending its judgment, they asked
that they might not be counted in the list of nobles that had
joined. Naturally, this matter was referred to the committee
of verification.?®

Four members of this committee, Grégoire, Bouchotte, Garat,
Sr., and Tronchet, acquainted the assembly with the work done
on credentials since the previous day.’® The report first dealt
with some members of the third estate. The papers of some
deputies from Castlemoron d’Albret, and from Besancon, which
had not been presented at the roll-call of June 13 and 14, had
been found to be in proper form, so the assembly granted these
delegates permanent instead of provisional seats. A re-examina-

8 Procés-verbal, No. 2, 3—4.

% 7bid., No. 4, 9.

56 Ibid., No. 2, 3—4; No. 7, 17-18.

-57 Ibid., No. 7, 17.

58 Ibid., No. 7, 15.

% Ibid., No. 7,20-24. The complete report of the committee of verification
is found on these pages.
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tion of some seemingly illegal credentials belonging to the
deputations of  St. Pierre le Moutier of the city of Lyons, and
to M. Ricard of the sénéchaussée of Toulon, had proved their
legitimacy and the assembly ratified the report.

The most of the time, however, had been given to the clergy
who had joined the assembly. Of these, ninety-nine had pre-
sented their true credentials and were voted full powers by the
assembly, but eleven had brought papers merely announcing
their election. In accordance with custom, these were granted
two weeks in which to secure their proper credentials and the
privilege of a provisional seat in the meantime.

In addition to this work, the day seemed to be made the
occasion for a clearing up of past minutes. Those of the sessions
of the afternoon of June 13 and the forenoon.of June 14 were
read. They contained the record of the verification of the
credentials of those answering to the roll-call of June 12 and
June 13 and were presented to acquaint the upper orders with
what had been done. The new members appear to have recog-
nized without question the legitimacy of the assembly’s action.®®

VIII

On the same day, while the national assembly was thus pur-
suing its course almost as if a royal session had never occurred,
the minority of the clergy and the chamber of the nobility
made the first declaration of the king the main subject of dis-
cussion. Both finally passed decrees of acceptance, but more
than a hundred nobles felt obliged to explain or justify their
attitude in the matter, by submitting a large number of protests
and declarations. The minority of the clergy; however, evi-
dently acted without such careful examination of the declara-
tion and without making any individual reservations.

The session of the latter opened with the usual religious
ceremony.! Following that, the Cardinal de la Rochefoucauld

80 Procés-verbal, No. 7, 24; Point du jour, 1, 51; Assemblée nationale, 1, 229~
230. The Point du jour says that the minutes of the royal session were read,
but no other source refers to their reading on this day.

1 Barmond, Récit, 270.
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reported upon a conversation which he had had with the king
the previous day, relative to the situation of affairs.2 Whether
he had been summoned by the king or whether he had sought
the interview, the record does not state. Nor is there any
further statement as to-the subjects of the conference. It is
reasonable to suppose, however, that the irregular action of the
majority of the clergy, the revolutionary attitude of the third:
estate and the outbreak against the Archbishop of Paris engaged
the attention of king and cardinal. There can be no doubt
that the staunch adherents of separate assemblies must have
been alarmed by the defections from their own ranks which
went to swell the size of the national assembly. The fact that,
despite his orders of June 23, the king had let the third estate
go on its way unmolested must have been further cause for
anxiety on the part of the extreme conservatives. It mattered
little that the clergy who had joined the third estate were by
no means in full accord with the latter’s policy. In as far as
possible, the commons acted upon the presumption that these
deputies were in harmony with them and the people interpreted
their union to mean that all gave their support to the national
assembly’s ideal of a single body. Hence, it was highly neces-
sary that the supporters of the policy of separate assemblies
keep the king on their side. Louis XVI commissioned the
cardinal to testify to the chamber of the clergy his royal satis-
faction with its course® Presummably encouraged by their
sovereign's approval, the clergy proceeded to their regular
business.

The minutes of the previous session were read, approved, and
signed.* Then the election of officers was completed. The
candidates for the secretaryship were the secretaries pro fem,
of the day before, Abbé de Barmond, Councillor of the Parlia-
ment of Paris, and Abbé Coster, arch-deacon and deputy of
Verdun. The former was chosen,® and the latter states that

2 Ibid., 271.

8 Barmond, Récit, 271,

4 Ibid., 271.

8 Coster, Récit, 341; Barmond, Récit, 271. The latter does refer to Coster’s
candidacy.
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the choice of two secretaries, the customary number, was pro-
posed, but postponed because they still hoped for the return of
their members who had gone to the third estate. To permit
the co-operation of the majority, the election of a second secre-
tary was deferred.® Besides the secretary, a promoteur, a sort
of floor leader, in the person of the Abbé de Montesquieu, general
agent of the clergy was elected. Both he and Abbé Barmond
took immediately the oath to fulfil their duties.”

The promoteur began his work at once by stating his opinion
in regard to the action to be taken upon the first declaration of
the king, to which the chamber next turned its attention.3
Without record of any debate, the clergy passed a resolution,
first, to adhere purely and simply to the declaration of the king
the twenty-third of June, concerning the present session of the
estates-general; second, in order to be able to execute the said
declaration at once, to send deputations to the other two orders,
either to arrange with them the form for the communication of
credentials, or to propose to them to proceed, in a genera
assembly of the three orders united, to the judgment of cre-
dentials which are or may be contested.®

The president and the Archbishops of Aix and Rheims were
commissioned to present this resolution to the king and to
- portray the situation in which the clergy, all of whose steps had
been dictated by the purest zeal and the most inviolable fidelity,
found themselves. They were exposed every day, as Coster
adds, to the insults of the populace and to the slights of the
third estate and of the numerical majority of the clergy, because
they obeyed the king’s orders and conformed to the declaration
of June 23.1° ‘

6 Coster, Récit, 341-342.

7 Coster, Récit, 342; Barmond, Récit, 271.

8 Barmond, Récit, 271.

9 Ibid., 271-272; Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 269. The texts vary
slightly in a few phrases. The first has ‘ soit pour concerter ” where the
second has merely ‘‘ pour concerter.’” The Récit runs ‘‘au jugement des
pouvoirs '’ while the Procés has “ au jugement de ceux.”” The variations are
of a minor character which do not change the meaning of the decree.

10 Coster, Récit, 342; Barmond, Récit, 271—272.
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Before deputations were despatched to the other orders, the
courriers of the clergy was sent to notify them of the action to
be taken. The nobility expressed its readiness to receive the
delegation which was sent at once. It was composed of the
Bishops of Lugon and Nimes with Villebanois, Maury, Coster
and Martinet, who soon returned to report concerning their
reception and the reply of the president of the nobility. The
latter assured them that the nobility ever recognized in the
deliberations of the order of the clergy, the wisdom which char-
acterized that body, and the principles upon which rested the
happiness and stability of the empire.!!

At this point, the courrier returned from the third estate and
explained that the order had adjourned, but that he had seen
the dean, Bailly, who told him, as already noted, that the deputa-

U Barmond, Récit, 272; Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 268-269. The
Récit states that six were selected to carry the decrees to the nobility, namely,
the Bishops of Lugon and Nimes, with Villebanois, Coster, Maury, and
Martinet, but the record of the nobility gives the names of eight. These are
the Bishop of Augouléme, the Bishops of Lugon and six abbés, namely, Damas,
Maury, Villebanois, Le Pelletier, Coster, and Martinet. The speech made.
by its president is not given in the record of the nobility.

Apropos of this deputation, it is well to give an incident by Coster con-
cerning his connection with it. He records it in his account of the session
of June 26, saying that the decree in question was that on pecuniary privileges
and states that the third estate refused to receive the deputation. Evidently
he is in error, for there is no record in the Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse of
the sending of such a delegation to them by the clergy nor is the refusal to
receive it found in the accounts of the national assembly. It was a deputation
with the clergy’s decree of June 25 which the third estate refused to receive.
The incident touching his appointment on the committee reveals his idea
of his own importance and also his implacable hostility toward the third
estate. He says the president named him a member of the deputation to
the third estate. At this, he rose in protest: “ Qu’il n’avait encore été nommé
d’aucune députation; que cependant il avait 'honneur P’appartenir & une
classe de députés, la premiére aprés les évéques, savoir les archidiacres, dig-
nitaires des églises cathédrales; qu'il avait eu I’honneur d’en faire 'observation
a4 M. le Cardinal, il y a avait plus d’un mois; que M. de Cardinal n’y avait
fait aucune attention, et qu'il le nommait aujourd’hui, pour la premiére fois,
A une députation peu honorable; qu’l ne voulait pas faire son apprentissage
par une pareille commission, et le président eut égard a ces rémontrances, I'6ta
de la députation du tiers pour le mettre de celle de la noblesse.”
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tion would not have been received had the national assembly
been in session.!?

Rebuffed in their attempt to secure recognition of their
position from the national assembly, the clergy devoted the
remainder of the session to the question of pecuniary privileges.
The promoteur seems to have put the matter before the house.
The minutes of the minority state that it was their desire to
take up the question of the abandonment of their pecuniary
privileges, just as soon as the chamber of the clergy had been
constituted. Evidently because time did not permit such action
that day, the clergy agreed to make the consideration of their
financial privileges one of the first matters of business on June
26.1% By supporting the king in his efforts to relieve the financial
embarrassment of the government, they might count upon his
aid in other affairs of special interest to the clergy

IX

The first declaration of the king received a much more thorough
examination from the nobility on June 25 than from the clergy.
As soon as the minutes of the previous meeting were read, the
reports of the ten bureaus upon the first declaration were made,
members selected from each bureau giving accounts of the
results of the examination and presenting the decrees drafted
in each bureau.!

It was at this stage in the report from the bureaus, that the
nobility learned that a group of their members had deserted the
order. The president had just received the letter signed by

12 Barmond, ,Rém't, 272-273; Duquesnoy, I, 131; Coster, Récit, 343 June
26. As indicated above, Coster tells this incident on June 26, as referring to
the decree concerning pecuniary privileges. Bailly himself had forgotten
this incident when he wrote his Mémoires in 1792, but . (V. I, 246) he makes
this reference to the matter: * Le Journal de Versailles dit, nombre 7, suppl.,
P- 49, que, la séance de ce jour étant levée, le courrier du clergé vint annoncer
une députation des membres restés dans sa chambre. Il lui fut répondu que
la séance était levée; mais que d'ailleurs, le clergé étant dans I'assemblée on
n'avait aucune députation & recevoir de cet ordre. Je n'ai point mémoire de
ce fait.”

18 Barmond, Récit, 273.

1 Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 264.
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the thirty-seven and he interrupted the session immediately to
read it to the chamber, but there is no evidence that any further
notice was taken of the communication.? The matter before
the house, the decrees of the different bureaus, again engaged
their attention. In the meantime, some one had taken steps
to put these projects into form for presentation. Noting their
strong similarity, a deputy drafted a decree which embraced
practically all the ideas of the ten individual proposals. This
decree was then read to the assembly.?

It dealt at some length with the reasons for the nobility’s
acceptance of the declaration. In explanation of their motives,
it said: “The order of the nobility, eager to give to the king
some proof of its fidelity and its respect; moved by the perse-
vering pains which His Majesty has deigned to take to bring
the orders to a desirable conciliation; considering how important
it is for the nation to profit without delay from the great benefit
of the constitution, indicated in the second declaration of the
intentions of the king, read at the session of the 23d of this
month; urged, also by its desire to be able to consolidate the
public debt, and to realize the abandonment of its pecuniary
privileges as soon as the re-establishment of the constitutional
bases will permit it to deliberate upon these two objects, to which
the nobility attaches national honor as well as the dearest wish
of its constituents; without being bound by the form of the
aforesaid session, valid for the present session of the estates-
general only, and without establishing any precedent for the
future;”’—these were the considerations which led the chamber
to accept “purely and simply the propositions contained in the
first declaration of the king read at the session of June 23.”
It is significant to note that both the upper orders were seeking a
rapprochement with the king on the basis of renouncing some of

2 Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 264-265. The contents of the letter are
given above in the account of the reception of the nobles in the national
assembly.

3 Ibid., 266; Barmond, Récit, 276. There are a few unimportant textual
variations in the copy given in the minutes of the nobility and that found
in the minutes of the clergy, to whom the decree was communicated June 26,
but these do not change the meaning.
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their financial privileges. It had come to the point where they
realized that concessions along this line must be made if the
king were not to be thrown wholly into the arms of the national
assembly. If they were willing to make pecuniary sacrifices,
sufficient to place the government on a firm financial basis once
more, they might hope to save all their other prerogatives, as
well as those of the king, from destruction by the hostile com-
mons. The necessities of the situation were driving the privileged
classes into the arms of the king, in the belief that they could
still avert the disaster which the third estate had forced upon
them.

It was very natural that the last paragraph of the decree
should have dealt with the solution of the problem of imperative
instructions. Many of the nobility were in a position of absolute
impotence under the existing circumstances. Their constituents
had permitted them no latitude in interpreting their mandates
so their hands were tied in the face of the crisis in the estates.
The first declaration of the king offered them a way out of the
« difficulty, and this they proceeded to use. “In consequence
of and in order to execute article V of the aforesaid declaration,”
they decreed ‘““that His Majesty will be entreated to summon
the nobility of the bailliages, whose deputies judge themselves
bound by imperative mandates, in order that they may receive
new instructions from their constituents and, moreover, may
take into consideration, in the form indicated by the king, the
articles contained in the second declaration of the intentions of
His Majesty, which the order of the nobility regards as the
most touching pledge of his justice and his love for his people.”

Another project for a decree, which aimed also at the ac-
ceptance of the first declaration, was put before the chamber,
but it had additional features, namely, to nominate commis-
sioners in accordance with article XIII of the first declaration,
as well as to send the decree to the other orders by a deputation
and to the king by the president.*

The ensuing discussion led to a rather careful examination
of all the articles of the first declaration, especially with respect
to their relation to the mandates of the various deputies. One

4 Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 266.
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deputy, in supporting the first decree, broached the idea of
carrying it to the king and offering to him all the measures,
which, as father of the country and friend of the people, he
judged fitting in this decisive circumstance. Another suggested
a project of the discourse which should be delivered when the
decree was presented to the king, whether by the order of the
nobility as a whole, by a deputation, or by the president. After
more discussion they passed, as was customary, to the expression
of their opinions upon the first decree; several different views
were disclosed by the roll-call. Some were for adoption, others
for modification and explanation, a large number favored ac-
ceptance, but with reservations, while a few acting in accordance
with their instructions, refused to vote. A very small number,
bound by imperative instructions, advocated rejecting it alto-
gether.®

This point in proceedings had been reached when the deputa-
tion from the clergy, bearing their decrees of June 24 and June 25
relative to the first declaration, was announced. Eight nobles
were sent to receive the eight clergy,® said to have formed the
party, which was seated at the president’s right. Their spokes-
man, the Bishop of Lugon, read the two decrees and laid them
on the table. The accustomed ceremonies marked their retire-
ment.” '

Immediately after this interruption the question of adopting
the first decree proposed upon the declaration was put to a
vote. It carried by a very large majority, one hundred eighty-
eight to nine, but many votes were qualified. Only sixty-four
deputies voted simply yes, sixty others added restrictions to
their yeas, and twenty-six others supported it indirectly by
voting for the plurality, but seventeen of these made reserva-
tions, sixteen members did not vote at all, two voted an un-
conditional no, while seven others made explanation of their
votes. The decree having been adopted, it was decided by a

§ Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 267.

® As noted previously, the minutes of the clergy name only six and one
of those names is not found in the list of eight given in the Procés-verbal of
the nobility.

7 Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 268,
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rising vote that the president alone should present it to the
king.?

The fact that the adoption of the decree itself was made con-
ditional in many cases led to the submission, by a large number
of deputies, of statements explanatory of their action. One
hundred ten members either had given a qualified support,
voted no, or refused to participate in the deliberation at all.?
The signers of the declarations submitted to the chamber number
one hundred five individuals,'® but six of these had passed in
protests on other matters prior to the vote on the decree.l
Because of the nature of their protests, however, doubtless these
six were in the same position with reference to the decree, as
were the ninety-nine who made explanations after the decree
was passed.

Fifty declarations in all are appended to the minutes of the
session of June 25.2 All but four were passed in on that date,
and these four came in the next day.!* Twenty-two are signed
by only one noble, who, in every case, was the sole representative
of his bailliage;"* nineteen bear from two to seven signatures,
each group including all the deputies of the.nobility allotted to
that particular district;' in four cases only part of the deputies

8 Procés-verbal . . . de la moblesse, 269. The record of the vote follows:
“ 94 ont été pour le oui; 68 pour le oui, avec acte; 17 pour la pluralité, avec
acte; 9 pour la pluralité,” a total of 188 votes for the measure. Besides there
were “ 16 sans voix; 2 pour non; 7 pour non et acte.”

¢ Computation based on figures of vote. .

10 Proces-verbal . . . de la noblesse. Piéces annexées @ la tremle troisieme
séance, 270-294. :

11 Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 266. The first three declarations came
in just after the reading of the letter from the nobles who joined the national
assembly.

2 Tbid., 270-294.

18 Nos. 21, 26, 27, 40 came in on June 26. No. 2 is dated June 27, but
evidently through error, for the contents refer to the deliberation on the
king's declaration as occurring hier. No. 2 simply bears the date of June,
1789, but it came in on June 26, No. 79 is undated.

14 Ascertained by reference to Brette, Les Constituants. The declarations
are numbers 2, 3, 4, 6, 10, 14, 16, 21, 24, 25, 26, 27, 30, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 41,
46, 49, 50.

¥ Nos. 1, 5, 7, 8, 9, 12, 13, 15, 19, 20, 22, 23, 28, 31, 32, 38, 39, 42, 44.
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signed ;! in one instance, two deputies, each sole representative
from different districts, combined in a protest;'” another state-
ment was signed by six deputies from five different bailliages of
Burgundy;!8 in still another, one deputy made a declaration to
~which several others from scattered bailliages subscribed;'®
finally one deputation passed in two separate protests, part of
the members having taken no action on the decree, while the
rest accepted it, but all declared themselves subject to the
will of their constituents.?

As already indicated, three of the declarations were submitted
before the decree was passed. In these cases, the deputies gave
notice of their appeal to their constituents for new instructions
or for the interpretation of certain articles in the mandates
already confided to them.? The fundamental reason for the
great majority of the other declarations was the fact that the
king’s plan, accepted by the decree of the chamber, opened the
prospect of vote by head in the general assembly, proposed for
the estates of 1789.2 In two cases, there were also objections
to statements in the decree itself, those touching the renunciation
of pecuniary privileges and the consolidation of the public debt;?
one of the two protested further against the articles in the first
declaration of the king, concerning restrictions upon instructions,
present or future, against the form of the royal session, and
finally, against article XXIII of the king’s second declaration
which referred to the estates-general protests of ancient estates
against the institution of new provincial estates.® But the

16 Nos. 11, 40, 45, 48. Those signing No. 11 were alternates from the
bailliage of Amont in Franche-Comté, and were nat seated in the national
- assembly, according to Brette, Les Constituants, 129.

17 No. 29.

12 No. 43.

19 No. 47.

20 Nos. 17, 18.

4 Nos. 1, 2, 3.

2 Nos. 4, 6, 8, 9, 11, 15, 16, 17, 22, 23, 26, 28, 29, 31, 33, 35, 38, 39, 41, 43,
46, 49, 50. All of these state or imply that voting by head was against their
instructions. -

% Nos. 43, 45. )
2% No. 43. Art. XXIII follows: ‘ The disputes occurring in the province

where ancient estates exist and the protests that have arisen against the
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chief cause for the flood of documents containing declarations,
protests and explanations, was the prospect of vote by head,
implied in the decree accepting the king’s declaration.

On this ground, deputy after deputy qualified his vote for
the decree or refrained from voting at all. Many were bound by
their constituents not to consent to vote by head in any case.?
A few were restricted, not only to vote by order, but also to the
further condition that two orders had no power to bind the
third:?® A few others might vote by head—the estates being
united—provided that their chamber, by separate action, con-
sented thereto.?” Others were under obligation to protest if
ever voting by head occurred during a union of the orders.?s
Still another group was bound by their cahier to uphold vote by
order constantly and as long as the most imperious necessity
did not force them to abandon it. But these deputies agreed
that the moment of ‘‘imperious necessity”’ had arrived. Hence,
they fell back upon an apparently novel alternative permitted
by their constituents, namely, the reduction of the three orders
to two.?? Evidently some sort of bicameral arrangement was
intended, whereby the conservatives of clergy and nobility
united might act as a check upon the radical third estate, even
though voting were by head.

In view of the limitations upon their action, a large number
could accept the decree only with the reservation that their
constituents grant them a sufficient extension of power,?® while

constitution of the assemblies ought to claim the attention of the estates
general; they shall make known to his majesty the dispositions of justice and
wisdom that it is suitable to adopt to establish a fixed order in the administra-
tion of these same provinces.”

% Nos. 4, 7, 8, 9, 11, 15, 16, 22, 26, 29, 38, 43, 46.

26 Nos. 4, 16, 49.

27 Nos. 17.

28 Nos. 8, 46.

29 No. 7. Jefferson, -who was the American ambassador in Paris during
the period of the strife among the orders, says there was some talk that the
nobility and the higher clergy might be induced to unite in one house while
the third estate and lower clergy formed another, The third estate, however,
was unalterably opposed to this solution of the problem. Vol. I, 456, 461, 470.

% Nos, 13, 14, 19, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 31, 33, 34, 35, 37, 38, 39, 41, 44, 45,
48, 50.
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others announced that they must abstain from any part in the
deliberation until they had permission from their constituents.®
Some simply gave notice of their remaining in the minority
without evidence of any intention on their part to appeal to
their electors.®? Several who did appeal, added that they must
refrain from participation in any deliberation where vote would
be by head® and some expressly reserved all rights while awaiting
new instructions.?* Various deputies gave their adhesion to the
decree in so far as it was not contrary to their mandates,® or
with the reservation of conforming to article V of the king’s
declaration which offered them release from imperative instruc-
tions.?® Still other representatives simply accepted the will of
the majority, although not voting for the decree themselves.?”
Others stated that they accepted the decision of the plurality
of their order, in harmony with their mandates, or subject to
the sanction of their constituents.3?

In order to ascertain the will of those who had elected them,
various deputies proclaimed their intention of taking steps
to have the nobility of their districts convoked again by the
king, that the mandates which they had received might be
modified or confirmed.?® One group, however, protested against
such convocation of the nobility and also against the king’s
prohibition of imperative instructions, as infringements upon
the freedom of the nobility.*® In some instances, it was proposed
to have the re-convened nobility consider the king’s declarations
as the step preliminary to the modification of limiting instruc-
tions.t Some explicitly bound themselves to abide by what-
ever changes might be made,” but many of the deputies must

% Nos. 8, 9, 10, 1I, I2, 18, 40, 46.

32 No. 40.

# Nos. 4, 15, 16, 17, 20, 23, 26, 47, 49, 50.

3 No. 44.

# Nos. 4, 5, 13, 16, 42, 43, 47, 49

36 Nos. 17, 34, 41, 42.

37 Nos. 28, 29,

38 Nos. 21, 22, 30, 32, 36.

39 Nos. 3, 8, II, 12, 13, 41, 42, 46.

40 No. 45.

4 Nos. 4, 42, 47, 49.
2 Nos. 16, 41, 42, 44.
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have felt that their constituents would support their action
in voting for the decree.

More than half of the fifty protests laid on the table, con-
tained the specific request that official record be made of their
action, evidently in order to justify themselves to their consti-
tuents.® A few who did not either protest or explain, but simply
stated how they had voted, made the same request, apparently
for the reason just indicated.*

The analysis of these declarations shows that, at bottom,
the question of the definite acceptance of the first declaration
of the king rested upon a referendum decision by the various
constituencies of the nobility. The decree had only a small
plurality of unqualified votes. Others supported it temporarily,
out of deference for the king,* or because forced by *imperious
circumstances,”’*® because conscience so advised,*” or to secure
the boon of peace and the safety of the state.®®* Whether they
might continue to create a majority in its favor depended upoh
the attitude of the nobles whom they represented.

Doubtless the king had not expected so much opposition by
the nobility to his project for effecting the temporary union of
the estates. That they had raised such objection to acquiescence
in the denatured plan for the union of the orders, sponsored by
the king, shows how divergent from the revolutionary scheme
of union, fostered by the third estate, was the nobility’s con-
ception of the organization of the estates-general. Their atti-
tude indicates further how urgent the circumstances would
have to be, that could impel the nobility, as a whole, to a partial
or even an apparent support of the policy of the despised national
assembly.

# Nos. 9, 10, 21, 40, 49. All state that they made declarations for the
purpose of justifying themselves at home.

4 Nos. 6, 9, 10, 40, 36.

% Nos. 4, I3, 14, 43, 44, 45, 47.

46 Nos. 27, 33, 35, 38, 39-

47 No. €.

8 Nos. 14, 43, 45, 48.
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X

The circumstances, however, which were to result in an apparent
yielding of the nobility as well as of the minority of the clergy,
to the policy of the third estate became more evident every day,
as did also the absolute failure of the king’s intervention on
June 23. The editor of the Assemblée nationale clearly summed
up the situation disclosed by a general survey of conditions on
June 26.

“It is only today,” he declared, ‘‘that the inconsistency and
baneful result of the royal session are felt. They wished to
divide the orders, but the violent means they have used to
effect this division, have produced a wholly contrary effect.
They wished to calm the public mind, to seduce it, but they have
only irritated and aroused it. They desired to paralyze the
authority that the national assembly should have, but the
assembly has acquired more force and more vigor. To restrain
the people, they conceived the necessity of surrounding them
with arms and foreign troops, but this unrighteous manoeuvre
has served merely to cause murmurs, confined up to that time,
to reveal a fire which in an instant can set all France aflame.”?
It is apparent that the government was treading on dangerous
ground and that the assembly had less cause for apprehension on
June 26 than at any time, perhaps, since the royal session.

As on the day before, so on this day, the strength of the
assembly was increased in numbers, if in no other sense, by
seven more of the clergy who were drawn to the majority of
their order. It is significant that three of these represented the
high clergy, for two bishops and that object of popular hatred
and indignation—the Archbishop of Paris—came with a group
of curés.? On the opening of the session, the bishops of Orange

1 Assemblée nationale, 1, 231.

2 Duquesnoy (I, 133-134) names only the two bishops and the Archbishop
of Paris; Point du jour (1, 53, 54, 59) mentions the three high clergy and says
(54): “Ily a des curés qui se présentent;” Biauzat (II, 14I) names merely
the Bishop of Orange and the archbishop; Courrier de Provence (Lettre XIV, 1)
speaks of the three high clergy and also ' quelques curés; "’ Assemblée nationale
(1, 233, 234) notes only the three high clergy; Procés-verbal (No, 8, 1, 2, 16),
however, names seven; Jallet (104) gives four. Boullé (Docs. inédits, Revue
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and Autun appeared,® forced to this action, one member sus-
pected, by the attitude of public opinion.* At any rate, they
submitted their credentials for common verification. Following
them came four curés, who are said to have been introduced by
the Archbishop of Vienne® Two of them, Saint-Albin and
Dolomieu, were deputies from Dauphiné, who had protested in
the chamber of the clergy June 24, against the formal organiza-
tion of the order,® circumstances that account, perhaps, for the
archbishop’s interest in them. The third, Goubert, represented
the sénéchaussée of Gueret (Haute-marche); the last, La Porterie,
who acted as spokesman for the party, was a deputy from the
sénéchaussée of Mont de Marsan. The latter stated very briefly
that they had come to join the majority of their order and to
submit their credentials to the assembly.”

The arrival of the Archbishop of Paris, later in the day,
produced a great sensation.! The rank and file of the clergy

de la rév., X111, 77), mentions only the two bishops and the Archbishop of
Paris.

3 Procés-verbal, No. 8, 1; Courrier de Provence, Lettre XIV, 1; Point du
jour, 1, 53; Biauzat, 11, 141; Assemblée nationale, 1, 233; Duquesnoy, I, 133.
The last says they came after the committee of verification had reported,
but he does not follow the order of events closely.

4 Point du jour, 1, 53.

5 Ibid.; Courrier de Provence, Lettre X1V, 1; Procés-verbul, No, 8, 2. These
came, or.were introduced after the session was under way.

8 Barmond, Récit, 269-270.

7 Procés-verbal, No. 8, 2.

8 Just when the archbishop entered the assembly is not clear, but it is
evident that the session was well under way. The Procés-verbal (No. 8, 16)
reports his arrival after the reception of the electoral deputation from Paris,
and after the report of the committee of verification, but before the deputations
from the nobility and the Paris commune. - The Point du jour (I, 59) gives
his entrance following the third deputation, that from the Paris commune.
The Assemblée nationale (I, 243) places his advent immediately after the
second delegation, that from the nobility. Duquesnoy (I, 134) reports his
arrival after the deputation of the Paris commune, but before that from the
nobility. Both the Courrier de Provence (Lettre XIV, 1) and Biauzat (II, 141)
name the clergy together, but evidently these do not attempt in general to
follow the order of events. Boullé (Docs. inédits, Revue de la rév., X111, 77)
places the archbishop’s arrival just after the deputation from the majority
of the nobility and before that of the Paris commune.
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was always welcome, but the turning of the leaders to the
assembly was of vastly greater consequence. That one curé
came meant so much increase in numbers, but that another
archbishop came, and that one the Archbishop of Paris, meant
casting the weight of his influence on the side of the assembly.
The Point du jour states that he was conducted into the hall
by the Archbishop of Bordeaux? and as the two took their seats
with the clergy the liveliest shouts and applause went up.l?
Much affected by these testimonials of joy, the archbishop rose
to explain his action. ‘Gentlemen,” he began, ‘‘the love of
peace has brought me today into the midst of this august as-
sembly; accept, gentlemen, the sincere expression of my com-
plete devotion to the country, to the service of the king, and to
the welfare of the people. I shall deem myself more than
fortunate, if I am able to contribute to these objects even at the
cost of my life. May I be able to co-operate in the conciliation
which is so necessary, and which I have always had in view.
I will be more happy if the step that I have taken at this moment
can contribute to this conciliation, which will always be the
object of my prayers.!! We may well imagine that his “love of
peace’’ had a very specific application in his mind. The taunts
and indignities of the crowds in the streets to which he had been
a constant victim were enough to drive him to seek a refuge in
the assembly, lest he be assassinated.'* Duquesnoy reports a

¢ Point du jour, 1, 59.

10 Ibid.; Duquesnoy, I, 134; Assemblée nationale, 1, 214.

11 Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., X111, 77; Procés-verbal, No.
8, 16; Point du jour, 1, 59; Assemblée nationale, 1, 243. The latter says:
“ 11 exposa en fort peu de mots, qu'il y avait longtemps qu'il se serait rendu
dans cette salle si un pouvoir impérieux, n’eut enchaine sa conscience et qu’il
espérait de la part de ses commettans des pouvoirs moins rigoreux.” The
speeches in the first two do not indicate that he said anything about creden-
tials. The text from the Procés-verbal is followed in the narrative.

12 Duquesnoy, I, 128, 132; Biauzat, I1, 138; Young, 122; Assemblée nationale,
I, 219; Jallet, 102; Bulletin d'un agent secret, No. 47 (La révolution frangaise,
XXIV, 71). Bailly (I, 232) gives the following as the cause of popular
hostility toward the Archbishop of Paris: * Je crois que la députation, vraie
ou fausse, faite par le clergé secrétement et dans la nuit du 17 ou 18 au roi,
a4 Marly, y contribua beaucoup. ... On disait que M. P'archevéque de
Paris était A la téte, qu'il avait porté le crucifix, et qu'il s’était jeté aux genoux:
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rumor that six merchant guilds of Paris had written to him
that they were running the greatest risks, that his palace would
be burnt, and that trade would be ruined.® Whatever the
motives that brought him might be, the assembly gladly wel-
comed him. Bailly replied to his speech, stating, in part, that
they had long had their attention fixed on him—doubtless very
true as well as polite,—and that the proof of patriotism given
in his act of that day was the final crown to all his virtues.*

The clergy were coming over rather rapidly, but the thinning
in the ranks of the nobles was slow. Only one, the Count of
Crécy, came June 26. He explained that he had been kept
away against his personal inclinations because his instructions
were for vote by order, unless the majority of the estates decided
otherwise. The number then embraced-in the assembly justi-
fied him, however, in consenting to vote by head, so he had
gladly yielded to the dictates of his conscience and to the order
of his constituents.’®* He had stated clearly his acceptance of
the principles of the assembly.

du roi; c’est ainsi qu'on excite le peuple.” Jallet (103), after speaking of
the disturbances on the evening of June 24, says: ‘ L’archevéque de Paris
envoya ses pouvoirs, le soir méme, 4 la commission de la vérification, en
annoncant qu'il y était forcé par la multitude. Sur cette declaration, on lui
renvoya ses pouvoirs, et on lui fit dire que cette démarche, pour étre légale,
devait étre parfaitement libre.”” This is corroborated by the Correspondance
d'un député . . . avec la Marquise de Crequy, Documents inédits, Revue de la
rév., 11, 37, where an account similar to that of Bailly is found. Evidently
the visit to Marly occurred the night of June 19—20, instead of June 17-18
as given by Bailly. ' '

13 Duquesnoy, I, 137.

4 Point du jour, I, 59; Procés-verbal, No. 8, 16; Biauzat, 11, 142; Duquesnoy,
1, 134; Assemblée nationale, 1, 243; Courrier de Provence, Lettre XIV, 2. Mir- -
abeau praises Bailly very highly for this response: * M. le président, qui
trouve toujours tant d'esprit dans I’Ame pour servir d’auxiliaire 4 son superbe
talent, dit en deux mots au prélat attendri, ce que la circonstance pouvait
offrir de plus convenable et de plus flatteur.” The reply was carried to
Paris, as noted in the Bulletin d’un agent secret, No. 47. (La révolution fran-.
gaise, XX1V, 73.)

18 Proces-verbal, No. 8, 1; Point du.jour, 1, 53; Courrier de Provence, Letire
XIV, 1; Duquesnoy, 1, 133; Assemblée nationale, 1, 234; Biauzat, II, 141.
The last named says: ‘ M. de Crécy et deux autres nobles se sont joints &
nous.” Perhaps he mistook some of the clergy for nobles.
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But, important as these daily additions were in increasing the
internal stability of the assembly, of vastly greater significance
was the definitive declaration of the city of Paris in favor of the
policy of the third estate. First, through a deputation from the
electoral assembly of the third estate in the capital and then by
a delegation from the citizens of Paris, the deputies were con-
_ vincingly assured that the public opinion of which they had so
much need was firm in their support. What Paris had done
would have an influence in determining other cities to do likewise.

The electoral deputies appeared early in the session, bearing
their tribute of recognition. But before speaking of their
reception, let us notice how the body which they represented
happened to be in existence still and what had led to this action
of June 26. On May 10, the assembly of electors, representing
the third estate of Paris inside the walls, voted to continue its
meetings during the session of the estates-general in order to
correspond with its deputies.'® This decree in itself was a
revolutionary act and it was executed in direct opposition to the
decision of the government. Bailly, who had been the secre-
tary of the electoral assembly until May 23, gives some details
of the attempt to secure governmental sanction of its decision
to meet. The decree had resulted in further discussion after
the appointed work of the assembly was completed, without
resuming the sessions, at least regularly, since there was no
procés-verbal. Although it persisted in its decision, Bailly was
commissioned to talk to the ministry in regard to the matter.!?
His appeal to Villedeuil resulted in the decision that the work
of the electors being finished, there would be no occasion for
their further meeting. ‘

This seemed conclusive, but the matter was urged, and
Villedeuil consented to submit the question to the commission
appointed by the king to deal with matters relative to the

18 Procés-verbal des électeurs de Paris, I, 39; Bailly (I, 235) gives the same,
but he had the Procés-verbal before him.

17 Just. when Bailly made his appeal to the ministry cannot be deterinined.
Perhaps it was after May 22, when he resigned his secretaryship in.order to
go to the assembly at Versailles. The ministers and commission would have
been easily accessible then.
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primary assemblies. - The commission, however, confirmed the
reply of the minister, but, nevertheless, the obstinate electors
had not submitted.’® May 23, a committee had been appointed
to secure a fit place for the continuation of the sessions.'® Fin-
ally, came the royal session which led directly to the action of
June 26. The circumstances of that meeting caused the electors
of the third estate of Paris to gather on June 25, in the Salle du
Musée, rue Dauphiné. A few nobles desired to join them and
were admitted. This assemblage, after having heard the report
of the committee appointed May 23, then voted to send a
deputation to ask again for a room in the Hbétel-de-Ville, as the
committee had already made some advances in this direction.
Besides this, they voted to send a deputation with an address
to the national assembly.2?

18 Bailly, I, 235—236. No mention of this negotiation is made in the
Procés-verbal of the electoral assembly. }

19 Procés-verbal des électeurs de Paris, 1, 87. ‘Il a été arrété que l'as-
semblée serait convoquée par bulletin envoyé A chaque électeur, pour le
mercredi 7 juin prochain, dans le lieu qui serait choisi.,”” The record contains
no account of a meeting on June 7, which would not have been “ mercredi
anyway.

20 Correspondance d'un député de la noblesse . . . avec la Marquise de Crequy,
Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., 11, 36; Young, 180; Procés-verbal des
électeurs de Paris, 1, 88—93. Bailly (I, 234-236) confirms this. In Bulletins
d'un agent secret, No. 51, dated June 29, 1789 (in La révolution frangaise,
XXI1V, 77), is given a similar account. In his Bulletin, No. 46 (La rév. frang.,
XXIII, 546), the same writer says there was talk, June 24, at the Palais Royal,
of a meeting of the electors at the Salle du Musée, rue Dauphiné to invite the
national assembly to come to Paris. He did not believe that the meeting
would take place. In No. 51, he announced that the electors had met there
both June 25 and 26, but that the hall was too small, so they adjourned to
the city hall to hold their sessions. He says they proposed to establish a
bourgeoisie militia to guard the city. Young spoke (181) of the electors’
meeting: ‘‘ In the assembly of electors . . . for sending a deputation to the
National Assembly, the language that was talked . . . was nothing less than
a revolution in the government, and the establishment of a free constitution:
what they mean by a free constitution is easily understood—a republic.”

The writer of the Correspondance d'un député de la noblesse . . . avec la
marquise de Crequy, says of the meeting, on June 25: * Hier, il a fait assembler
le Tiers Etat ou ses créatures du Tiers Etat de Paris. Le projet est de retirer
les pouvoirs de MM. Treilhard, Malouét, et autres, que l'on regard comme
traitres 4 la patrie, parce qu'ils osent avoir un avis modéré et le dire.”
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The delegation arrived in Versailles about nine o’clock in the
morning of June 26 and at once one of the members was sent to
apprise Bailly of their arrival and of the purpose of their coming.?
When Bailly announced to the assembly that this deputation
asked permission to enter great applause was heard and the
consent of the assembly seemed to have been granted without
question.2 At exactly ten o’clock—Moreau de Saint-Méry
stated—they made their way through the troops about the
hall up to the vestibule where a member of the national assembly
came immediately to introduce them.?* Their entrance was the
signal for the most enthusiastic applause from the whole as-
sembly.?* Moreau de Saint-Méry, as spokesman for the party,
made a short speech of explanation.? ‘“We were sent by the
electoral assembly of Paris,” he said, ‘‘to carry the just tribute
of affection and gratitude from the inhabitants of the capital.
Although we cannot express to you the feelings awakened in
French hearts, still we dare to assure you that they are the same
as you yourselves have voiced. The electoral assembly con-
gratulates itself on being the first to render this homage to the
virtue and courage of the assembly, where the most eminent
ranks shine with a new brilliance by reason of their union and
the assumption of that finest and the first of all titles—citizen.”"?

1 Ipid., I, 100. From the report made to the electoral assembly by Moreau
de Saint-Méry.

2 4 ssemblée nationale, 1, 234.

2 Procés-verbal des électeurs de Paris, 1, 100-101.

2 Procés-verbal, No. 8, 3; Point du jour, 1, 53; Duquesnoy, I, 133; Assemblée
nationale, 1, 234; Biauzat, 11, 142; Courrier de Provence, Letire X1V, 2; Procés-
verbal des électeurs de Paris, 1, 101; Jallet, 104.

% Point du jour (I, 53) says Moreau was known by an excellent work on
the colonies; Bulletins d'un agent secret, No. 48 (La révolution frangaise, XXIV,
73), says of this man: ‘“ Moreau de Saint-Méry, conseiller au conseil superieur
de St.-Dominque, a porté la parole.”” Brette, the editor of these manuscripts,
adds in a footnote: * Mederic-Louis-Elie Moreau de Saint-Méry, fut admis
en octobre 1789 a l'assemblee nationale comme député de la Martinique; "
Procés-verbal, No. 8, 3: Duquesnoy, I, 133; Procés-verbal des électeurs de Paris,
1, 101; Eiats-généraux, Extrait du Journal de Paris, 1, 113; Histoire de la rév.,
232-233; Boullé, in Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., XI11, 77-79.

28 Procés-verbal, No. 8, 3; Point du jour, 1, 53-54; Boullé, Docs. inédits,
Revue de la rév., X111, 78~79; Etats-généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, 1,
113.
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Without further preliminaries, Moreau read an extract from
the minutes of the electoral assembly of June 25, showing that
an address was voted that was to contain the electors’ sentiments,
particularly, the statement of their adhesion to the decrees of
the national assembly, and first of all, to those of June 17.
Then the minutes showed that four men were selected to frame
the address in harmony with the assembly’s outline.?” “The
assembly of the electors of the city of Paris,” it ran, “filled with
respect and gratitude for the wise, firm and patriotic conduct of
the national assembly, takes advantage of the first moment of
its union after vain attempts to get together, to give expression
to its sentiments and to declare its unalterable adhesion to the
deliberations of the national assembly, particularly those of
June 17. It will sustain those principles at all times and under
all circumstances. It will consecrate forever in memory the
names of the nobles and clergy who have joined the national
assembly.”” 22 Finally, the extract noted that twenty delegates,
including the four who had drafted the address, were named to
carry it to the assembly in Versailles.?* This reading called
forth as much applause as had the appearance of the delegation
itself,—so Moreau reported to the electoral assembly.3?

In his most felicitous manner, Bailly thanked the electors for
this testimonial of hearty support and he commissioned the
delegates to report to the body that had sent them, that a
partial union of the orders was already effected and that a
complete union was hoped for soon.®* Then, as a mark of its-
favor, and perhaps for reasons of its own, the national assembly

27 Procés-verbal des électeurs de Paris, 1, 93; Procés-verbal, No. , 4-3; Boullé,
Docs. inédits, Revue de la rév., X111, 78; Mercure de France: Journal Politique
de Bruxelles, No. 27, 47.

8 Proces-verbal des électeurs de Paris, 1, 93; Procés-verbal, No. 8, 4-5;
Assemblée nationale, 1, 235. With some changes in paragraphing and a few
in wording the text of the address is given here. Point du jour, 1, 54.

29 Proces-verbal des électeurs de Paris, 1, 94; Procés-verbal, No. 8, 5-6;
Boullé, Docs. inédits, Revue de la rév., X111, 78.

30 Proceés-verbal des électeurs de Paris, 1, 101.

%t Procés-verbal, No. 8, 6. The full text is given. Assemblée nationale
(I, 235) has a condensation of what Bailly said; Point du jour, I, 54; Jallet
(104), Biauzat (II, 142) and Duquesnoy (I, 133) mention that Bailly replied.
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unanimously agreed to the proposition that the deputation be
invited to remain throughout the session® and it is stated that
they were seated opposite the president’s desk, between the
clergy and nobles.#® Through this means, the actual workings
of the assembly would be carried to the public in spite of the
king’s prohibition of spectators and with a directness and force
that no printing of the records could effect. This invitation
might be a revolutionary act in the eyes of the government, but
necessity justified the third estate in extending it to the repre-
sentatives of the electoral assembly.

This deputation had, after all, some pretense to legality, but
the delegation from the citizens of Paris that came later in the
day had not even a suspicion of legality about it. Under ordinary
circumstances, doubtless, it would not have been admitted, but
the necessity of having the public sentiment of Paris on its side
was too urgent for the assembly to pass such an opportunity to
secure it.* As the idea of such an undertaking had originated
in the Palais Royal, at the Cafés du Foy and Caveaun,® so back to

82 Procés-verbal des électeurs de Paris, 1, 101; Procés-verbal, No. 8, 6; Point
du jour, 1, 54; Assemblée nationale, X, 235; Courrier de Provence, Letire X1V, 2;
Jallet, 105.

8 4 ssemblée nationale, 1, 235.

3 Boullé, Docs. inédits, Revue de la rév., X111, 77; Etats-généraux, Extrait
du journal de Paris, I, 116. Both say this was the third deputation. Procés-
verbal (No. 8, 20) and the Point du jour (I, 58) agree that this deputation was
the third one that came, as does also the Assemblée nationale (I, 214). Biauzat
(II, 145) makes but mere mention of it in a postscript. In the Procés-verbal
des électeurs de Paris (I, 101, 102), Moreau de Saint-Méry reported on his
deputation’s being seated and added: * Un moment aprés, on a annoncé et
proposé d'introduire une autre députation de Paris, envoyée non par aucune
corporation,” and Jallet (104) gives practically the same thing: * Quelque
moments aprés, une députation qui s’annoncait des citoyens de Paris . . . se
presente.”” Duquesnoy (I, 133—44) has it precede the deputation from the
nobles and the entrance of the Archbishop of Paris. Courrier de Provence
(Lettre X1V, 2) also treats this in connection with the electoral deputation
before the nobles. So also does the Mercure de France: Journal Politique de
Bruxelles, No. 27, 46.

3 Duquesnoy, I, 133; Bulletins d'un agent secret, No. 48, under date of
June 26 (La révolution frangaise, XXIV, 73). The writer of this account,
who was in Paris, says: ‘‘ La seconde était une députation-directe du Palais
Royal, marquée sous la dénomination des trois ordres.” = Jallet, 104; Procés-
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these gathering places of enthusiastic and democratic spirits
would be carried the accounts of the reception given by the
assembly. From these centers, the reports of what had been
done in the hall at Versailles would be spread over the capital.
Yet, in face of these considerations, the assembly showed some
hesitancy in admitting the delegation. Bailly thought it best
to permit it to enter, however, and it was given a hearty welcome.3

Eight men composed the party which bore an address to the
assembly. It bore a large number of signatures, among them
names of lawyers, merchants, and even a few nobles.3” M.
Mailly presented the address, which was marked through-
out by an enthusiastic tenor.®® Offering, in the first place,
a sort of apologetic explanation for the coming of the dele-
gation, the address declared that the citizens of the com-
mune of Paris were cognizant of the fact that their views
were legitimately and sufficiently expressed through the as-
sembly of electors. Still, a great many had thought that, in
the ardor of the zeal which animated them, it would be per-
missible to express in a more direct way their approval which
they could no longer defer when they knew with ‘“‘what dignity,
what activity, and what firmness” the assembly had fulfilled
the glorious and difficult functions entrusted to it. *The quiet,
the security, and the happiness we enjoy after days-of trouble,
alarm and chagrin are the work of your common zeal, intensified
by circumstances, and that of the other members united today,”
was the tribute paid to the labors of the assembly. The address
then begged Bailly to interpret the sentiments of the citizens of
Paris to their own representatives ‘“whose sublime spirit has so

verbal des électeurs de Paris, 1, 102. Here is found ‘ Une autre députation
de Paris, envoyée . . . par une sociéte de citoyens librement réunis.”

38 Proceés-verbal, No. 8, 20; Point du jour, I, 58; Duquesnoy, I, 134; Jallet,
104-105; Assemblée nationale, 1, 244; Proces-verbal des électeurs de Paris, 1,
102; Bailly, I, 242.

37 Procés-verbal (No. 8, 20) gives the names of the eight delegates and
Duquesnoy (I, 134) says there were eight in the party. The Procés-verbal
(No. 8, 23—24) gives the list of signers. In the Courrier de Provence (Lettre
X1V, 2) Mirabeau makes a sweeping statement: * Une addresse chargée
de dix mille signatures.” :

38 Procés-verbal, No. 8, 20; Duquesnoy, 1, 134.
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courageously manifested itself; to the illustrious and respectable
members of the clergy . . . who by their union with the national
assembly, acquired a new claim to the homage of the«present
generation and to that of posterity; finally, to those noble citizens
who were inclined to sink individual interest in the general
welfare and to seek their happiness only in the happiness of all.”
Particular emphasis was laid upon the satisfaction it gave the
people to see the “first prince of the blood” in the ranks of the
assembly. The address closed with a statement of the inability
to depict in strong enough terms ‘““the love of all the citizens
for their king, their devotion to their country, and their con-
fidence in their representatives.’’s?

Bailly made a very judicious response to the address. He
thanked the citizens of Paris for their interest, although it had
not been conveyed through regular channels, but yet gave no
undue attention to their act. He emphasized the fact of the
unity of the assembly where the Paris delegates saw their worthy
archbishop sitting. He urged them to inform the capital of the
zeal of the assembly for the public welfare and to ask all the
inhabitants of the city to do everything possible to quiet any
popular agitation and to represent peace as the first condition
requisite to the assembly’s labors for the regeneration of France.
The deputation from the electors and that from the commune
showed conclusively that the assembly had the public support
of Paris, yet Bailly’s words clearly indicate that the deputies
did not desire, and might even fear, any immoderate expression
of popular sentiment.

If the admission of those two deputations had caused the

3% Procés-verbal, No, 8, 20~23. The full text of the address is given here-
The Assemblée nationale (I, 244—46) also prints the address, with a few slight
variations or omissions in wording as compared with the form in the Procés-
verbal, Jallet (104, 105) says of the address: * Ils lurent, avant que d’entrer,
leur discours & deux députés dés communes, qui leur firent retrancher quel-
ques paragraphes un peu trop forts.”

10 Pyrocés-verbal, No. 8, 24—25; Assemblée nationale, 1, 246—47. The text is
found in the second also. The Point du jour (I, 58) gives a reproduction of
the last part of Bailly’s response; Duquesnoy (I, 134) and Procés-verbal des
électeurs de Paris (1, 102) say that Bailly made a response, as does also Jallet
(105); Boullé, Docs, inédits, Revue de la rév., X111, 77; and Etais-généraux,
Journal de Parts, 1, 116,
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assembly to act with hesitation, the news of the coming of a
deputation from the majority of the nobility, previous to the
appearance of the delegation of the Paris commune, not only
led to much greater hesitation, but produced marked excitement:
The admission of the deputations from the capital was, at bottom,
a question of expediency; the reception of that from the order of
the nobility had to do with the prineiples upon which the national
assembly was based. A heated debate was on when Bailly
announced that the nobles were coming.# Everything was put
aside to meet this new exigency which gave rise to a lengthy
discussion, marked by a lively tilt between Fréteau for the
nobles, and Mirabeau for the third estate. Some, it seems,
did not wish to receive them under any condition and Bailly’s
opinion was that the manner in which the assembly was organ-
ized prevented any effective reception.? Fréteau, however,
while recognizing the integrity and indivisibility of the national
assembly, held that the delegation should be admitted as a
means of effecting the desired union of .all the orders. The
nobles were to be received, however, not as deputies of the
chamber of the nobility, but as deputies of the bailliages, of
which they were representatives. This.capacity belonged to
them, he held, because, even if a truly legal judgment of their
credentials had not yet been pronounced, the deputies of the
nobility, who were already united, could attest, at least, to the"
truth of a friendly and a provisional verification.®

The Archbishop of Vienne and Garat seemingly supported
the view that they should be admitted, but not in such a manner
as to recognize the order of the nobility.*

4 Point du jour, 1, 57; Assemblée nationale, 1, 239.

2 A ssemblée nationale, 1, 239-40; Boullé (Docs. inédits, Revue de la rév.,
X111, 77) merely refers to the debate, but gives no particulars. Etfals-généraux,
Extrait du journal de Paris, 1, 114.

4 Point du jour, 1, 57; Assemblée nationale, 1, 240; Courrier de Provence,
Leitre XIV, 3. The second source represents Fréteau as having spoken twice,
once at the opening of the debate, and again after Mirabeau; the first gives
- but one speech, which seems to be a combination of the two in the Assemblée
nationale. The Courrier de Provence does not give Freteau’s name, but says:
* Un député réuni,” and gives the import of his speech.

4“4 Assemblée nationale, 1, 240.
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At this point, it appears that Mirabeau interposed to criticize
the ideas and to reflect upon the motives of Fréteau in advancing
such views. Fraternity, he grimly remarked, was the duty of
all men, but principles alone could save rights and form the basis
of justice and even of prudence. Consequently, he held that
the nobles could not be received as noble deputies of the bailliages.
He used, apparently, the following line of argument. The
nobles then in the national assembly recognized in the fact
that they had come to submit their credentials, that these could
be passed upon only in common. The verification in the chamber
of the nobles was illegal and no one could participate in such.
Furthermore, if this were not so, the nobles already united
could not sanction as witnesses that which they had done as
judges when they had no right to do so. Hence, those coming
could never be received as deputies in any sense, but merely
as nobles.® At this reflection upon the motives and logic of
Fréteau—an attack which Biauzat states brought forth murmurs
and the cry of “Order!” from the assembly*—Fréteau himself
indignantly rose to reply. He sought to explain his sentiments
and he declared that, if he had been slow in uniting with the
assembly, he had not been kept away by his mode of thinking.
His opinion, he maintained, was stronger perhaps than that
manifested in the decree of June 17. Instead of constituting
themselves national assembly, he held that the commons had
the right to constitute themselves the states-general, thus show-
ing less regard for the féelings of the other orders. This self-
justification is said to have elicited the most sincere appreciation
from the assembly, but he continued to talk on in extenuation
of his views. He held that they could not refuse to receive the
deputies as noble deputies of the batlliages and finally that they
could no more close the doors to them than they had done to
the city of Paris.#’ '

% Courrier de Provence, Letire XIV, 3. Mirabeau uses his favorite mode
of reference to himself, * Un député des communes,” in giving the points of
his argument. The Point du jour (I, 57) gives a brief account of Mirabeau's
remarks; Assemblée nationale, 1, 240—41; Biauzat, II, 142.

46 Biauzat, II, 142.

47 Assemblée nationale, 1, 241—42; Point du jour, 1, 57. -The certainty of the
arguments used in this debate is hard to establish. Each witness seems to
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While the discussion was going on it appears that the nobles
already in the assembly agreed to a fraternal reception of those not
united, following Target’s suggestion that it was fitting to send
out four nobles to conduct their brothers in.#8 At the same time,
he is reported to have warned the assembly to prepare itself for
the words “ third estate,” which would surely be used.*® Finally,
the assembly did vote to receive the deputation, but under con-
ditions proposed by Bailly.5 :

The delegation came and took seats with the nobles. Two
dukes, three counts and a marquis composed it.%* The Duc de
Liancourt acted as spokesman. He stated briefly that the
nobility had commissioned them to communicate a decree passed
in the chamber of the nobility. Apropos of this, he emphasized
the fact that the sanction given to the first declaration of the
king showed their desire for conciliation, and their sincere hope
that all the orders might be brought into concord without which
it was impossible to secure the welfare of the state, the first duty

have seized a different point, thus, oftentimes, making the accounts supple-
mentary. ) : .

48 Point du jour, 1, 57; Assemblée nationale, 1, 242; Procés-verbal . . . dela
noblesse, 297. The first has: ‘ Au milieu de cette discussion, les députés
nobles réunis ont voté, par un mouvement fraternal, au devant de ceux de la
noblesse non réunis.” The second gives: “ M. Target représenta qu'il
convenait & l'assemblée que quatre de MM. de la noblesse, par un mouvement
de confraternité, allassent au-devant de la députation et les amenassent dans
I'assemblée, comme des fréres qui conduisent leurs autres fréres.” The
Procés-verbal of the nobility gives the report of the leader, the Duc de Lian-
court, after the return of the deputation: ‘ Qu'un assez grand nombre de
députés de cette chamber, parmi lesquels il y en avoit plusieurs de ceux de
I'Ordre de la Noblesse qui y avaient passé la veille étaient venus la regevoir,
mais sans proportion determinée.”

49 4 ssemblée nationale, 1, 242.

50 Ibid.; Etats-généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, 1, 114; Boullé, Docs.
inédits, Revue de la rév., X111, 77; Procés-verbal, No. 8, 17; Biauzat, II,
142.

8 Procés-verbal, No. 8, 17; Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 206. Comte
de Motboissier, Comte de Laipaud, Comte de Rennel, Duc de Biron, Duc de
Liancourt and Clermont-Mont-Saint-Jean, Marquis de La Bathie. The list
of names has been verified by comparison with the list in Brette, Les Con-
stituants, 198—273. ’
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of every good citizen.? Then a long extract from the minutes
of the nobility, containing the text of the decree passed the
day before, was read. As previously noted, it declared for an
unconditional acceptance of the propositions embraced in the
first declaration of the king, given in the royal session of June 23.
Under such circumstances, there could be no recognition of the
order of the nobility by the assembly; the conflict of principles
was irreconcilable.
Bailly calmly made the reply agreed upon before the admission
. of the nobles as the condition of their reception. In conformity
with the policy of the assembly, he stated that it could recognize
them only as noble deputies not united, as their fellow citizens
and brothers. The assembly wished to place before the nobles
the efforts constantly being made to effect their union in the
general hall® Such a repulse to all that the nobles had done
was followed by so marked a silence, the Point du jour records,
that it seemed as if the use of applause had been entirely lost.5
Without another word, the nobles withdrew having been con-
ducted outside in the same manner as they had been received.’
The assembly had dared to vindicate its principles not less firmly
by this act than when it declared its persistence in all that had
been done before the royal session. Once for all, the nobles

52 Proces-verbal, No. 8, p. 17. The speech of the duke is given in full.
The Courrier de Provence, Lettre X1V, 4; Assemblée nationale, 1, 242; Point
du jour, 1, 57; Duquesnoy, I, 134; all these mention the speech. Proces-
verbal . . . de la moblesse, 296. This gives the text as agreed upon in the
chamber before the deputation went to the national assembly. The texts
are the same except for one word. The Procés-verbal of the national assembly
has the clause, * pour que les Ordres soient ramenés & la concord.” The
Procés-verbal of the nobility inserts fous before les Ordres.

8 Procés-verbal, No. 8, 20; Assemblée nationale (I, 243) also gives the text
of Bailly’s reply; the Point du jour (I, 57-58) gives a resume of the reply;
Courrier de Provence, Lettre XIV, 4; Duquesnoy, I, 134. The last gives the
speech and criticizes it as ‘‘ trés déplacée, séche, et propre & éloigner peut-
8tre pour jamais la réunion que nous devons tant désirer.”” Bulletin d'un
agent secret, No. 48 (La révolution framgaise, XXIV, 74), gives the gist of
the reply, but does not name Bailly. Boullé, Docs. inédits, Revue de la rév.,
X111, 77: Etats-généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, 1, 114-115.

5 Point du jour, 1, 58.

% Procés-verbal, No. 8, 20.
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had learned that the national assembly would not compromise
itself by any recognition of another legislative body.

But before all these matters had come before the assembly,
the committee of verification had begun its report, apparently
just after the deputation of electors had been received.*® This
day the contest in the Dauphiné delegation and the declaration
of Lally-Tolendal, found with his credentials, seemed to vary
somewhat the monotony of the uninteresting but necessary
report. . Bouchotte began by presenting the papers of seventeen
clergy and nobles which were correct and which the assembly
ratified. Two others of the clergy, Blandin from Orléans and
Delettre from Soissons, brought only the record of their oath
of office in which their election was announced. The assembly
gave them the customary two weeks in which to secure the
proper- papers; meantime they had a provisional seat. The
deputies of the commons from Douai and Orchiex, who had
made a similar blunder earlier, had presented their real creden-
tials to the committee, so they were voted a permanent seat.?

Thibault, another member of the committee, notified the
assembly that the credentials of M. de Coulmiers, the Abbé
d’Abbecourt, deputy from the Prév6té of Paris, were in correct
form and he was recognized as a lawful deputy.’®* M. Bluget
announced that the credentials of another group of seven clergy
and nobles were regular. They also were pronounced deputies
by the assembly.??

But previous to this, the ordinary course of business had been
interrupted when Bouchotte laid before the assembly a declara-
tion he had found among the credentials. It emanated from
Lally-Tolendal and explained his situation. Consequently, his

58 Proces-verbal, No. 8, 6-15; Point du jour, 1, 55; Duquesnoy, I, 133;
Assemblée nationale, 1, 236, Courrier de Provence, Letire XIV, 2—3. The first
two indicate that the report began after the electoral deputation had been
received and the Assemblée nationale gives the same order. Duquesnoy
mentions it first, but he does not strictly adhere to the actual order of oc-
currence. The report may have begun early and then have been discontinued
as other matters engaged the attention of the assembly from time to time.

57 Procés-verbal, No. 8, 67, 11~12. ’

58 Proceés-verbal, No. 8, 12.

59 Procés-verbal, No. 8, 12-13.
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statement was read to the assembly. ‘Gentlemen,” he wrote,
“I presented myself to this august assembly adhering in heart
and spirit to its dispositions, but not master of my will upon
all subjects.” He then explained that while his instructions did
not forbid a common verification, in which he had always
believed, unfortunately, they bound him to vote by order.
These injunctions might not seem so imperative to some, but
to him the obligation of an oath depended upon the idea attached
to its taking. When he took the oath, he had believed himself
bound to the idea of vote by order, and so he must still conceive it.
Since this oath conflicted with his conscience, he had determined
to return to his constituents to ask from them new instructions.
If granted his freedom, he would take part in the labors of
the assembly; if not, then his firm intention was to resign a
mission which he could not conscientiously fulfil. He asked the
assembly to recognize the purity of his motive, even if his con-
duct did not seem justifiable. If he was making an error, he
asked their indulgence for an honest error.5°

Just as this declaration had been read, Lally-Tolendal himself
entered and expressed his regret that the state of his health
had caused his absence, thus preventing his reading the declara-
tion. Again, he avowed that the most urgent considerations
which weighed equally upon his conscience and his heart had
forced him to make such a statement. No one, he asserted,
had tried more carefully than he to fulfil the duty to which he
was called, as shown by his career in the chamber of nobles,
with which several members of the assembly were acquainted.
He ended by declaring that it took more courage for him to make
this announcement than it ever would to defend the interests of
the assembly in the most difficult circumstances.®

These statements of individual intention brought forth some
debate in the assembly upon the matter and threatened to open
the whole question of imperative instructions. Fréteau made
the observation that the assembly could not take cognizance of

0 Procés-verbal, No. 8, 7—9; Point du jour, 1, 55-56; Assemblée nationale,
I, 237-39. These three sources have the text of the declaration which was
read. Dugquesnoy (I, 133) mentions it.

. Procés-verbal, No. 8, 10-11.
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this declaration or permit Lally-Tolendal to appeal to his con-
stituents till the assembly had passed upon this subject. He
held that the assembly must be master of all the individuals
composing it and Target at once proposed that the assembly
pronounce immediately upon imperative instructions. But
Fréteau evidently believed that such deliberation should be
postponed until all credentials were verified. Lally-Tolendal’s
statement, however, might be inserted in the minutes.®? To
this, Mounier is said to have retorted that in case of such dis-
position, the minutes would have to make mention of Target’s
motion also.% At this point the matter was dropped, evidently
because of the announcement of the deputation from the nobles
already mentioned.

A very similar declaration, verbal, however, was made by
Clermont-Tonnerre when Bluget reported on the seven nobles
and clergy, one of whom was Clermont-Tonnerre. His instruc-
tions, he stated, contained the order to form a constitution and
one of the bases outlined for that was vote by order, subject
to a decision by the majority of the nobility. But, on the other
hand, the same article provided that the states-general might
decide that the veto of one order should not prohibit the enact-
ment of laws for the general welfare. Hence this was contrary
to the principle adopted by his order, that the veto of each
order was a basic principle of the monarchy. He felt that a
condition so clearly hostile to the intentions of his constituents
must be decided by an appeal to them.  Until their decision was
known, he did not desire to participate in the work of the assembly
although he would remain in the hall.® Both of these deputies
seemed to regard their constituency, rather than the assembly,
as the final arbiters of their action. Yet it is quite evident that
they took this more narrow view because of their earnest desire
to support the assembly’s policy of vote by head and majority rule.

2 Point du jour, 1, 57; Assemblée nationale, 1, 239. The first source has
Fréteau open the debate with Target as the second speaker; in the Assemblée
the order is reversed. Perhaps Fréteau spoke before Target and again after-
ward, thus leaving no conflict. The two accounts vary on the details of
what was said.

8 A ssemblée nationale, 1, 239. :

8¢ Proces-verbal, Ne. 8, 13-14; Point du jour, 1, 58; Duquesnoy, I, 133.
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The third important incident in connection with the report
of the committee of verification, was its decision relative to the
Dauphiné contest reported by Hebrard.s Before the report
was made, the Archhishop of Vienne and his colleagues, with
the exception of Pison du Galland who was acting as secretary,
withdrew, in order, we are told, that the assembly might be
perfectly free in discussing the matter.®® The nature of the
contest undertaken by some Dauphinese clergy and nobles was
explained to the assembly in a printed document distributed
among the members—so the minutes state—and Hebrard, it
appears, confined himself to the work of the committee.®” The
unanimous opinion was that the challenge had no foundation
and the assembly immediately confirmed this, declaring the
representation of Dauphiné legitimate,’8 but not prejudicing the
method of choosing future deputations,®® a matter upon which
the assembly would decide. On his return, the Archbishop of
Vienne thanked the assembly for the confidence shown in them
and added: ‘Permit me to say to you that this province has some
claim to the confidence of the assembly because of its zeal for
the public welfare,”’?° referring to the part Dauphiné had played
in the year just preceding.

In addition to the committee reports, the organization of the .
assembly was developed by the further enlargement of com-
mittees. The nobles chosen for the committee of verification
the previous day, were, with a few changes, made permanent
members. Sixteen nobles, among them the Duc d’Orléans, went
to the committee on food supply, ten to that of redaction, and
the same number to that on rules. In the same connection,

% Procés-verbal, No. 8, 14-15; Point du jour, I, 55; Duquesnoy, I, 133;
Assemblée nationale, 1, 236; Biauzat, I, 146; Jallet, 104. The last-named
_source includes this under June 25, but it is clearly wrong.

¢ Point du jour, 1, 55; Procés-verbal, No. 8, 15.

7 Proceés-verbal, No. 8, 14.

88 Procés-verbal, No. 8, 15; Point du jour, 1, 55; Duquesnoy, I, 133; 4s-
semblée nationale, 236; Biauzat, 11, 146; Jallet, 104.

8 Point du jour, 1, 55; Biauzat, II, 146; Procés-verbal, No. 8, 15; Jallet,
104. This deputation from Dauphiné had been elected by the provincial
estates, instead of by the three orders in separate assemblies.

"0 Point du jour, 1, 55; Proces-verbal, No. 8, 15; Assemblée nationale, 1, 236.
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several changes were made. In the committee of verification,
two curés, MM. Viochot and Guépin, took the places of the
Abbé d’Abbecourt and the Abbé de Villeneuve. M. Royer was
substituted for Curé Gouttes in the committee of redaction.
Five of the clergy, MM. Brouse, Genetet, Guiniot, Gibert, and
Le Francois, were in part added to the committee on food
supply and in part substituted for other members.” As usual,
the committees were notified to meet for work that evening.™
Besides the committee work, the intervals during the session
seem to have been given over to the reading of past minutes.
Those of June 15, 16, 17 and 19 were read to the assembly.”

Another matter of organization is said to have been broached
in this session. Duquesnoy and Boullé both state that Bailly
proposed to resign and to have an election held the next day,
doubtless that all orders might participate. But Duport, a
noble, opposed such action until all the orders were united and
his fellow nobles seem to have supported his view.™

A further subject of consideration, toward the close of the
session, was the old affair of the military investment of the
hall. As to the deputation decided upon June 25, the Arch-
bishop of Vienne announced that he had taken some steps
looking to its reception by the king. While he had no posi-
tive assurance, still he felt reasonably certain that it would be
admitted to the royal presence.™

2 Biauzat, 11, 143; Procés-verbal, No. 8, 25—27; Point du jour, 1, 59; As-
semblée nationale, 1, 248. The Procés-verbal gives a detailed account of the
changes made.

2 Point du jour, 1, 59; Procés-verbal, No. 8, 27.

73 Procés-verbal, No. 8, 15; Duquesnoy, I, 137; Assemblée nationale, I, 248.

% Duquesnoy, I, 137; Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., X111, 79;
Assemblée nationale, 1, 269. The latter gives, in the report of the session of
June 30, this notice relative to an election of officers: “ Le 27, & la séance -
du matin, M. Bailly avait proposé de nommer les officiers; mais cette nomina-
tion avait été remise.” Either this writer made a mistake in the date, or
else Bailly broached the matter again, June 27. No other source mentions
his having done so. It seems not improbable that the reference is to the
same thing as reported for June 26.

" Procés-verbal, No. 8, 25; Point du jour, I, 59; Duquesnoy, 1, 137; Etats-
généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, 1, 116; Boullé, Docs. inédits, Revue de
la rév., X111, 78,
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Apropos of the same matter, Target read the project of an
address which, it was intended, should be presented by the
deputation. It had already been submitted to the committee
of redaction to which Target belonged, but it did not meet the
approval of the assembly, so was returned to the committee.’s
Its language, its arraignment of the offenders in court circles,
who were believed to be responsible for the position of the
assembly, and its bold outlining of policies are hinted at as
the causes of rejection by the assembly.”” The conservative,
Duquesnoy, characterized it as full of bombast, of vague dec-
lamations against the ‘‘flatterers of the king who slander the
nation, as a ridiculous apology for the conduct of the commons;
not a word of union, although the deputation is composed of
the three orders.” He continued: ‘‘It seems very strange that
in ten or a dozen lines, M. Target alone should have laid down
the principles of the constitution and have indicated the re-
spective limits of the rights of the nation and of the royal author-
ity.”? Even if it had not been immoderate in tone, the assembly
could not have afforded to throw prudence to the winds under
the conditions then existing.” It was gaining in strength without
doubt, but still it could not assume the responsibility for an

76 Proceés-verbal, No. 8, 25. The name is not given. Point du jour, 1, 59;
Duquesnoy, 1, 136; Assemblés nationale, 1, 247; Courrier de Provence, Leitre
XIV, 4. The Assemblée nationale says the project had been presented to the
Archbishop of Vienne, also, but the Point du jour seems to make him partly
responsible, at least for its return. ‘* M. l'archevéque de Vienne, en donnant
des éloges au style eloquent de cette adresse, a demandé de réfléchir sur
certains articles; elle a été renvoyée de nouveau au comité.” Duquesnoy
indicates that it was not returned to the committee: “ On a nommé 6 com-
missaires de la noblesse qui avec 6 du clergé et 12 des communs, doivent
revoir ce projet ou en faire un nouveau.” Perhaps the membership of the
delegation that was to take the address to the king has been confused with
those who were to draft the address. .Etafs-généraux, Extrait du journal de
Paris, I, 116-117. No name is given, but it says: ‘ On a paru approver une
grande partie de ce discours; mais il a été impossible de I'adopter dans son
entier, sur une lecture rapide; il a été renvoyé i l'examen du comité de
rédaction, qui, aprés les changemens qu'il croira nécessaires, le renverra au
jugement de I'assemblée.

77 Duquesnoy, 1, 136; Assemblée nationale, 1, 247.

78 Duquesnoy, I, 136.
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affront to the government which had. force at hand to uphold its
policy.

Although, as yet, no definite action had been taken by the
government, the military situation showed no signs of improve-
ment. The policy of the assembly in dealing with the matter
seems to have been clearly comprehended by Le Hodey de
Saultchevreuil, who wrote June 26: ‘“The hall is still sur-
rounded and to prevent all accidents the culpable prudence of
the council has summoned a troop of pandours to be in readiness
for any occurrence and to execute with more vigor the orders
given by men who are the enemies of France, but whom, never-
theless, the council summons into its body.” The cautious
action of the assembly was explained on' these grounds: ‘The
deputies conceal within their hearts the chagrin which the con-
duct of the court inspires; circumstances induce them to stifle
their murmurs that they may give the French nation lessons in
subordination, and doubtless, they would prefer to owe to the
love of the king rather than to the plenitude of their own power
the revocation of an order which cannot last long.” = °

Then he went on to show that the placing of troops around
the hall of the estates was contrary to all custom and precedent:
“Courts of justice, companies, corporations have the interior
policing of their halls and the national assembly cannot be
deprived of this right. It cannot deliberate in the midst of
arms, it cannot be free when invested with troops; regiments
cannot enter cities where the provincial estates are in session;
there are reasons of justice and equity, customs, which prescribe
to the court the conduct it should follow, unless it desires to
persist in violating the liberty of an assembly representing
twenty-four millions of men.”’”®

XI

- Matters connected with the presentation to the clergy and
the third estate, of the decree passed by the nobility on June 25,
engaged the attention of the nobility during most of their session
on June 26. After the minutes had been read, the president gave

9 Assemblée nationale, 1, 232—33.'
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a brief report concerning the audience in which he had presented
the decree to the king. He read his own speech and the short
response of the king, which expressed the latter’s satisfaction
with the conduct of the nobility and which assured them that
they could count upon his kindness and protection.!

The president then named eight nobles under the leadership
of the Count de Lachastre to present the decree to the clergy.?
The chamber voted that it should be communicated to the third
estate in a similar manner. But, in view of the antagonism of
that body to the policy of the nobility, the handling of this
affair became a matter requiring special attention. Evidently,
the deputation to the clergy, or its leader, formulated the address
delivered to that body,® but the content of the speech to be
delivered to the national assembly was considered by the whole
chamber. Two members had prepared projects for discussion.
The first, said to have been very detailed, apparently explained
and justified the policy of the nobility. The minutes of the
order which do not give its content, merely state that it com-
prised not only a statement of the motives of the conduct of the
nobility up to that day, but also the course which they intended
to pursue in effecting the great work in which they were to
co-operate. The evident necessity of a careful examination of
every phase of this discourse, lest it contain something which
might be wrongly interpreted, led the assembly because of lack
of time to lay it aside and consider the second project which
was briefer, To salve the feelings of the author of the first,
it was explained that it would fit perfectly some other occasion
when there was need of justifying the motives of the nobility.

1 Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 295. Neither speech nor response is
given in the Proces.

2 Ibid.; Barmond, Récit, 274. The Procés-verbal gives the following mem-
bers: Vicomte de Chalon, Comte de Lachastre, Comte de Versay, Vicomte
de Mirabeau, Comte d’Andlau, De Piis, Comte du Ludre, Marquis de Ternay.
The minutes of the clergy mention no names, not even the names of the
spokesman.

3 Proces-verbal . . . de la mnoblesse, 297. The Procés omits all reference
to the drafting of the address used by the deputation to the clergy. The
Comte de Lachastre read it when he reported to the nobility after the return
of the deputation, probably, or the whole group formulated it.
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The second project was read again and passed by a large ma-
jority.* In the meantime, the deputation to the clergy returned
and reported.® Then the president named the six nobles who,
through the decree that they bore,® went to flaunt before the
national assembly, the action of their order, which ignored all
the principles for which the commons stood and accepted all
that they had rejected.

The report of Bailly’s response to the deputation given to
the chamber by the Duc de Liancourt evidently provoked intense
excitement among the nobility.” The conservative Duquesnoy,
who criticized ‘the reply of Bailly rather severely, heard that
the nobles were especially irritated at the clause, elle s’est portée
a vous recevotr, which made them feel that the third estate had
deliberately attempted to humiliate the nobility. Duquesnoy
declared that at the reading of this expression several nobles
involuntarily placed their hands on the hilts of their swords,
while the most moderate shared the general feeling of irritation.
Some of the more hot-headed members wished to take immediate
action upon the affront offered by the third estate. Duquesnoy
continues that it was proposed that the nobility retire at once,
place a veto upon all that had been done in the estates, and go
in a body to the king, declaring that the third estate wished to
deprive him of his crown, but that the nobility would defend
it and would fly to his aid when he should call.

The more prudent members, however, prevailed upon the others
not to take such extreme measures at once. A roll call of the
chamber resulted in a very large majority in favor of postponing
any further discussion of the matter until the next day.®! Du-
quesnoy states that the Duke of Luxemburg said that he con-

4 Proces-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 295296, The vote is given thus:
165 ont été pour son adoption; 21 pour le oui, avec un léger amendment; 8 pour
la majorité; 1 pour le rejetter; 5 n'ont pas eu de voix.

5 Ibid., 297. '

8 Ibid., 296-297.

7 Proces-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 298; Duquesnoy, I, 134-136.

. 8 Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 298. Duquesnoy does not give the
figures upon the vote. The Procés gives the following result: * 154 ont été
pour remettre la déliberation 4 demain; I s'est rangé a la pluralité; 7 n'ont
point eu de voix; 45 ont opiné pour déliberer sur-le-champ.”
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sented to the postponement only because, as president of the
French nobility, he knew that a night would in no way alter its
courage and firmness.

Duquesnoy felt that the answer of Bailly was particularly
inopportune because a considerable number of nobleswere working
to influence the entire chamber to join the third estate.® There
is other evidence that the question of union was being agitated
to some extent. The Marquis of Montcalm is reported to have
said, apropos of this matter: ‘I have thirteen thousand livres
income, but I would sacrifice half. of it to secure this union so
much desired, and my six children would not disavow my act.”’1?
Duquesnoy believed that, had Bailly sent an urgent invitation
to unjte, instead of sharply rebuffing the overtures of the no-
bility, at least twelve or fifteen members would have left their
chamber at once to join the national assembly. After this
affair he felt that all hope of such action was lost.

The remainder of the session of the nobility was devoted to
matters of minor importance.! Some nobles who protested
against the election of the deputies from the bailliage of Aval
were admitted to the bar of the chamber to read a memoir con-
taining the reasons for their protests. Since the state of affairs
was such that the chamber did not think of passing judgment
in the matter, the memoir was turned over to the committee of
verification to be used when circumstances demanded. The
Baron de Poutet, deputy of the nobility of the city of Metz,
had addressed a letter to the president asking the assembly
to define his position in the body. Presumably on account of
some irregularity in his election, he had been refused a seat in
the chamber until the nobility of his bailliage had been con-
voked again by the king. For reasonsnot stated in the minutes,
he explained that he had not yet been able to take advantage of
this solution of his difficulties. Until he could do so, hé re-
quested that the assembly grant him a provisional seat and

9 Duquesnoy, I, 135.

10 Le poial du jour, 1, 60; Histoire de la révolution, 1, 233. The Histoire
evidently copied the statement from the Point du jour.

11 Proces-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 298—299.
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voice without vote, but the chamber postponed any immediate
action upon his request.

Besides these matters, one of the members took occasion to
remind the chamber that since it had been presided over by the
Comte de Montboissier for almost six weeks,? it would be fitting
to take measures to thank him for his services. This suggestion
was unanimously applauded, so the president named a deputa-
tion to convey to the former president the gratitude of the
assembly for his leadership. The Baron de Montboissier, the
Duke of Havre, the Marquis de Juigne, and the Marquis de
Clermont-Mont-St. Jean, were appointed to serve on this
committee. Then the chamber adjourned until nine o’clock
the following morning, June 27.1

XII

The whole course of the national assembly on June 26 had
been more or less a matter of marking time and of upholding
its policy by inaction. Even the nobility did little more that
day than complete the work of the previous day, and it definitely
refused to deal with the covert challenge to its legitimacy,
implied in the response of the national assembly to the deputa-
tion from the nobility. The minority of the clergy, however,
displayed more constructive activity when, in accordance with
the order of the day, it outlined the principles of the decree
abandoning the pecuniary privileges of the clergy as an order.

The session of the clergy, however, was short, lasting only
from half past nine to three.! After the celebration of mass,
the Cardinal de la Rochefoucauld, gave a report for the depu-
tation which had carried to the king the decree of the previous
day respecting the first declaration of the king. The delegation
had explained to him the sentiments that guided the assembly.
The cardinal stated that their reference to the prospective
renunciation of their pecuniary privileges, had been especially

12 The Procés-verbal of the order shows that the Comte de Montboissier
had been president until June 12 when the Duke of Luxemburg was elected.
13 Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 299.
! Barmond, Récit, 273.
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pleasing to the king, who expressed himself as higlily satisfied
with the action of the clergy. The king concluded his response
by promising to examine the clergy’s request concerning the
course it should pursue.? But evidently, lest the king forget
his promise, the clergy agreed to use pressure by writing a letter
to the guard of the seals, Barentin, asking him to remind the
king of his promise and to solicit a prompt response. Doubtless
in view of Barentin’s well-known activity against Necker and
in favor of the privileged classes, they considered him.a highly
valuable ally in holding Louis XVI in line. The clergy also
gave a vote of thanks to the president and his associates for the
way they had acquitted themselves in the affair of presenting
the decree

The group of nobles bearing their long decree of June 25
was announced at this state in the proceedings, and several of
the clergy were sent to receive the deputation. The spokesman,
the Comte de Lachastre,* expressed the gratification of his cham-
ber at the recent formal constitution of the chamber of the
clergy, saying that the nobility had awaited with impatience the
time when the first order would be organized. Since that step
had been taken, the nobility had commissioned him to express
to the chamber their satisfaction at the clergy’s ‘‘eagerness to
respond, with the utmost confidence, to the views of conciliation
presented by the best of kings.” ‘‘Our sentiments for him,”
the count added, ““are the same. They are found in the decree
which we passed yesterday, and which we are charged to bring.
to you.” Then rising to heights of emotion, he exclaimed:
‘“May the union which reigns between the first two orders, may
the patriotism which inspires them, maintain the constitution
of the fairest realm in the universe, fix the crown firmly upon
the most august head and cause this holy religion of which you
are the faithful organs, and this noble firmness which, for so

2 Barmond, Récit, 273-274; Coster, Récit, 343-6. Coster does not state
that the president made the report. He adds that the king assured the
chamber his special protection and promised it every securit ;.

3 Barmond, Récit, 274.

¢ Ibid., The minutes of the clergy do not give the name of the leader, nor
of the other members of the delegation. These are found only in the Procés-

verbal of the nobility, pp. 295, 297.
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many centuries, has been the portion of the order of the clergy
and of the nobility of France, to contribute to the happiness of all.

After the conclusion of his speech, the decree passed by the
nobility was.read in full.® The Cardinal de la Rochefoucauld
responded by stressing the fact that all acts of the clergy had
for their principle, attachment to the king and zeal for the
welfare of all the people.” The deputation then withdrew, the
customary honors being shown by the clergy to the departing
nobles.? :

The clergy meanwhile took up the problem of justifying their
conduct on June 19, when the schism in their order first occurred.
The hostile attitude of public opinion toward them made it very
essential that the correctness of their position be shown. As
already noted, Coster claims that action looking to this end
had been contemplated on June 24, but evidently nothing had
been done in regard to the matter until this session, when a
member proposed that a narrative of the events that had taken
place in their order since June 19 be prepared, and the proposi-
tion seems to have been adopted. Six commissioners, besides
the officers of the chamber, were named to draft the memoir
which was to be completed by the next day and which was to
be printed with all the minutes up to that date. Coster adds
that the committee was to meet at six o’clock at the chateau
with the Archbishop of Aix where the draft would be made.?

With this matter out of the way, the promoteur reminded

5 Barmond, Récit, 294—295; Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 297. The
texts are exactly the same.

¢ Barmond, Récit, 275-276; Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 266; Procés-
verbal of the national assembly, No. 8, 18-19. The texts in the first and
third sources are identical with the exception of one word, but they vary
slightly from the text in the Procés-verbal of the nobility, The variations are
unimportant,

7 Barmond, Récit, 276. )

8 Ibid.; Proces-verbal . . . de la noblesre, 297.

9 Barmond, Récit, 276; Coster, Récit, 344. Coster refers to this after the
deliberation upon the renunciation of pecuniary privileges. He does not
mention the number forming the committee. The final proof of the action
said to have been taken here is the existence of the Récit de ce qui s'est passé
dans I'ordre du clergé, depuis le 10 juin jusqu'an 24 du méme mois., which was
ratified by the assembly the next day.

‘ 224



Meeting of the Estates-General, 1789. I1I

them of their agreement to consider the renunciation of pecuniary
privileges in this session. A vote, taken upon the matter,
showed that the plurality favored the following opinions: (1) The
clergy consented that all ecclesiastical property should bear
taxes in proportion to income; (2) they were in favor of thanking
the king for the abolition of the names of faille, mainmorte,
franc-fief, and corvée; (3) the clergy would formally announce
its desire to see the national debt consolidated as soon as it
should have been recognized by the estates-general; (4) a decree
embodying the sentiments and wishes of the clergy upon these
matters would be drafted at once and presented to the chamber
at the opening of the session the next day.!®

In so far, the clergy were in practical harmony with the king's
financial policy, probably hoping, as already suggested, to
commit him fully to the support of their political ideals, which
he seemed to have approved in the royal session. In this matter
of finances, the clergy went further than the nobility, whose
reference to the matter in the decree of June 25 showed that
they insisted upon the realization of their political aims before
the matter of finances was considered. But both clergy and
nobles were in direct opposition in this, as in every other matter,
to the policy which the third estate was upholding in the face
of apparent odds.

XIII

Although the national assembly must have recognized, by
June 26, that circumstances were slowly playing into their hands,
they had no knowledge that these circumstances were about to
modify the attitude of the government, decidedly to their
advantage. On the other hand, the king and. court themselves
seem to have been unconscious that these circumstances, over
which they had no control, would oblige them suddenly to reverse
their tactics and to bring pressure to bear, not on the revolution-
ary national assembly, but on the conservatives of the upper
orders, who, to a certain degree, were their own allies.

Without doubt, during the days from June 23 to June 26, the
court cabal and the Barentin party of the ministry confidently

10 Barmond, Récit, 276-277; Coster, Récit, 343.
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believed that the government possessed the means to carry out
the policy announced in the royal session. All sorts of positive
steps were taken to enforce its program. First and foremost
stood the exclusion of the public from the hall. The hesitancy
of the government—amounting practically to a refusal—in re-
ceiving a deputation from the national assembly which desired
to protest against the military guard about the hall, was but
another side of the governmental policy.

The king had the speeches and declarations printed and sent
copies to the three orders.! They appeared in the conservative
papers devoted to government interests, as well as in the more
radical organs of popular opinion.? Heralds were notified to
cry them in the streets of Versailles, but this order was not
executed, because ‘the heralds had colds.”® The people of all
France were to be reached by despatching copies of these docu-
ments to the intendants in the provinces. Biauzat incorporated
in the report to his constituents on June 26, the copy of a letter
from the government to the intendant of his own généralité.
It ran as follows: ‘I hasten to send you, sir, some copies con-
taining the discourses and the declarations given by His Majesty
at the session which he held the 23d of this month in the estates-
general of the kingdom. The intention of the king is that you
have them printed immediately and posted in your généralité
and distributed to the principal officers of the municipalities
and even to the syndics of the parishes. It is possible that
false notions respecting the object of this session may have been
given; and the prompt knowledge of the truth can only inspire
confidence and confirm more and more the paternal intentions of
His Majesty.””* Biauzat, however, warned his constituents not

1 Proceés-verbal, No. 6, 2; Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 252; Barmond,
Récit, 267.

2 Etats-généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, 1, 94~107; Mercure de France:
Journal Politique de Bruxelles, No. 27, 27-37.

3 Letires et bulletins de Barentin' & Louis XVI, LV, bulletin, dated
June 24: “ J’avais donné des ordres pour faire crier les lois émanées hier de
Votre Majesté; elles ne le sont pas encore, et sur la demande faite &
plusieurs crieurs pourquoi ils ne criaient pas, ils ont répondu qu'ils étaient
enrhumés.”

4 Biauzat, II, 143.
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to be deceived by the king’s action of June 23. He branded it
as a “very insidious attempt to establish infallibly either a
ministerial despotism or the aristocratic system.”*

On the other hand, the reactionary entourage of the king
were planning a resort to force should the third estate and its
supporters prove obstreperous. Barentin, to whom several
members of the minority of the clergy had carried complaints
concerning the treatment accorded them by the populace on
June 24, wrote to the king the next day urging repressive meas-
ures against the third estate. Apropos of that matter he stated;
*“ The conduct of the chamber of the third [estate], the passion
which characterized its deliberations yesterday, its decree of the
day before, the apparent contempt which it displays toward the
wishes of Your Majesty, all show how necessary it was that you
preserve the principles of the monarchy. But it does not suffice,
Sire, to have consecrated them, it is necessary to maintain them;
and the more they are scorned, the more does it become the
duty of a king to bring to a realization of the truth those who
have gone astray. I shall take care not to propose to Your
Majesty any act which may be contrary to the goodness of
your heart, but yet, you owe it to yourself, to those of your sub-
jects who are truly attached to you, finally to the legitimacy of
your power to see to it that this power be not enfeebled or
revolutionized during your reign.” In conclusion, Barentin
suggested that a council be held that evening to consider these
matters., The continued military investment of the hall and
the patrolling of the streets of Versailles by troops formed
but one aspect of this policy. Regiments from distant garrisons,
mostly foreign troops, were being moved toward Paris.® Boullé
claims that some of these had already arrived.” According to

5 Ibid., 144.

¢ The matter of the concentration of troops in the region of Paris and
Versailles is treated fully by Caron, P. “ La tentative de contre-révolution
de juin-juillet, 1789,"” in Revue d’histoire moderne et contemporaine, VIII, 5-34.

7 Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., XIV, 26. He wrote on June
28. Salmour in Flammermont, Les correspondances des agenis diplomatique
étrangers, 231, reported the same day from Paris that two regiments, the
Swiss regiment of Reinach and the Hussars of Lauzun, had just arrived.
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Jallet,® the number of men ordered to the capital was sixteen
thousand, but Boullé reported on June 28 that the number was
more than twenty thousand. He adds that their headquarters
were to be established at Saint-Cloud and a full train of artillery
was to be brought from Flanders. All communication with
Paris was to be broken off. With such a force at hand, the
intimidation of the national assembly would become a possi-
bility.? '

In fact, rumors of a ministerial scheme to seize leading deputies
were rife. Fear of such an attempt led the national assembly
to adopt, on June 23, Mirabeau’s motion declaring the persons
of the deputies inviolable. Jallet had heard that, in the council
held the evening of the royal session, violence against the deputies
was advocated. The leading members were to be abducted and
killed, the rest dispersed. He referred to another scheme for
stationing two soldiers at the door of each deputy to prevent
meetings. Reports were current that apartments had been
prepared at the Bastille and at Vincennes to receive them,
should the deputies be arrested. Biauzat wrote the night of
June 25 that it had been proposed in a council of that evening to
arrest some of the deputies to hold them as hostages, as it were,
for what might occur in the provinces. He adds that he was
warned at midnight that he had been honored by being included
in the list. His colleague, M. Andrieu, had jested with him
about it and he himself was going to bed without fear. Not
that he wished to be lodged in the Bastille, but he did not believe
that the intriguers would dare make an attack upon the liberty
of the deputies. The next day, other deputies inquired whether
he had not been informed that plots were being formed against
the deputies, but he did not reveal what he had learned the
previous midnight.1°

8 Jallet, 106,

9 Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., X1V, 26,

10 Biauzat, 1I, 141, 146; Jallet, 108-109; Hardy, Journal de mes loisirs:
‘ Le bruit courait que l'intention de la cour était 'de faire arréter un député -
par chaque bailliage pour les retenir en 6tages dans I'intérieur du chiteau de
la Bastille, ot 'on avait vu arriver un grand nombre de lits et une grande

quantité de matelas.” Quoted in footnote, Biauzat, II, 141. Staél-Holstein
(105) wrote on July 9: “Il est certain que peu aprés la séance royale le
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Besides planning violence against the deputies, the court
cabal was still suspected of plotting the downfall of Necker, in
spite of the fact that on June 23 the king requested him not to
retire and that he was, in a greater degree than ever before, the
object of popular adoration.!! The sentiment of the people was
evidently his chief support. Although many deputies paid their
respects to Necker during the demonstration on the evening of
June 23 and although his letter to the assembly the next day
had been enthusiastically received, contemporary accounts state
that the national assembly was not seriously disturbed over
his prospective retirement. Jefferson, who visited Versailles
June 25, wrote to John Jay on his return: ‘““The mass of the
common chamber are absolutely indifferent to his remaining
in office. They consider his head as unequal to the planning a
good constitution and his fortitude [unequal] to a co-operation
in the effecting it. His dismission is more credited today than
it was yesterday. If it takes place, he will retain his popularity
with the nation, as the members of the states will not think it
important to set themselves against it, but, on the contrary,
will be willing that he should continue on their side, on his
retirement. The members of the states admit that Mr. Necker’s
departure out of office will occasion a stoppage of public pay-
ments. But they expect to prevent any very ill effect, by
assuring the public against any loss, and by taking immediate
measured for continuing payment.’’!?

The same day, Young observed in Paris: ‘The criticisms that
are made on Mons. Necker’s conduct, even by his friends, if
above the level of the people, are severe. It is positively asserted

projet était formé de faire arréter trente députés et de disperser le reste.”
Biauzat (II, 146) refers to the * projet de faire arréter dix 4 douze d’entre
nous, comme un grand comte 'avait proposé,” probably meaning the Comte
d’Artois.

11 Bulletins d'un agent secret, La rév. frangaise, XXIV, 70, 72, 74, 76. This
witness of scenes in Paris refers time and again to the attitude of the Parisian
crowd toward Necker. June 26 he wrote: ‘ M. Necker est consideré comme
le saveur de la patrie, on ne parle que de lui, on prononce son nom avec at-
tendrissement, jamais ministre n’a joui plus complétement de I'estime et de
la reconnaissance de la nation.”

12 Jefferson, II, 487.
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that Abbé Sieyés, Messrs. Mounier, Le Chapelier, Barnave,
Target, Thouret, Rabaud, and other leaders, were almost on
their knees to him, to insist peremptorily on his resignation
being accepted, as they were well convinced that his retreat
would throw the queen’s party into infinitely greater difficulties
and embarrassment than any other circumstance. But his
vanity prevailed over all their efforts . . . '8

Without naming any one concerned, Necker practically con-
firmed this when he wrote in his Sur I'administraiion* “I re-
sisted likewise the suggestions of those who considered my
retirement as the epoch of a great revolution and tried to make
me understand that such a determination on my part could not
fail to be followed by a brilliant triumph.”

June 26, Biauzat wrote home that Necker still held his position
and that the latter had remarked that very day that he would
keep his courage until death. ‘‘But why,” queries Biauzat, “is
he of the opinion that the distinction of orders is constitu-
tional? I am much irritated with him on account of his error,
which is causing us so much trouble. I hope that he will change
his mind; but will there be time?''*

Duquesnoy noted on the same day that Necker’s ministerial
existence seemed uncertain,!® while Boullé informed his consti-
tuents that Necker was said to have made, on the evening of
June 26, preparations for a hasty departure.!” Count Mercy,
in close touch with the court at Versailles, reported in a despatch
of July 4, that there was an idea which he characterized as insane,
but which was supported even by some members of the royal
family, of arresting Necker.18

That he possessed much influence in the government after
June 23 is very questionable. Certainly he did not recover
the confidence of the king, which he had lost during the week

13 Young, 178-179.

U Necker, Sur Uadministration, 114.

1 Biauzat, 11, 145.

18 Duquesnoy, 11, 137.

17 Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., X1V, 27.

18 Arneth and Flammermont, Correspondance secréte, 11, 252, Mercy to
Joseph, 11, July 4, 1789.
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before the royal session. His retention in the ministry was
a matter of temporary expediency. Evidently he had no part
in shaping the policy of the ministry, in which Barentin main-
tained his position. It is true that in his De la révolution Necker
asserts that he regained his old authority and could have secured
the dismissal of both Barentin and Villedeuil had he not mag-
nanimously refused to demand this action of the king,'® but
Barentin denies that such was the case. He claims that Necker
did ask the dismissal of the other ministers, but the king refused
to comply with Necker’s request.?? And Necker himself, in his
earlier work, Sur I'administration, written in 1791, admits that
he had sought to obtain the dismissal of the ministers, but
failed.22 Although some contemporary reports refer to the
expectation of Barentin's dismissal,”? more speak of the un-
certainty of Necker’s tenure in office or of his lack of influence.
The fact remains that Necker himself, and not Barentin, was
the first of the ministry to be dismissed. It is reasonable to
presume that his influence was somewhat proportionate to the '
degree of his security in office. Staél-Holstein wrote on June 25:
“I am still ignorant of whether he has secured the necessary
ascendancy to struggle against the intrigue of the Comte d’Ar-
tois.”” Biauzat claims to have heard from Necker himself that
the latter knew nothing, on Saturday, June 27, of the letters
sent to the intendants of the provinces. Mercy’s despatch of
July 4 implies that the court had not been heeding Necker's
wishes prior to June 27.%

The action of the court and the Barentin faction indicates
clearly that they understood that Necker’s retention in the min-

19 Necker, De la révolution, 309-310; 313.

20 Barentin, 232. :

2 Necker, Sur 'administration, 114. He admits it by referring to the
“ inutilité de mes efforts pour obtenir le renvoi des ministres dont I'opposition
4 mes projects s’était ouvertement signalée.” y

22 Dorset, 1, 223; Correspondance d'un. député . . . avec la Marquise de
Creguy, Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., 11, 38; Branche, footnote of Biauzat,
11, 139; Duquesnoy, I, 126. i

2 Biauzat, II, 145; Duquesnoy, II, 136-137; Mercy to Kaunitz, July 4,
1789, quoted by Wertheimer, Revue historigue, XXV, 328; Staél-Holstein,
103; Jefferson, II, 487.
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. istry was merely a sop to public opinion. They were striving to
put through a scheme which he had openly disavowed, so it
was not to be expected that they would consult him as to its
execution. Yet, curiously enough, Necker himself seems to
have accepted the work of the royal session. Certainly, Necker
had no intention, after June 23, of recognizing the national
assembly, even though the annulment of the decree of June 17,
proclaimed in the first declaration of the king, was more drastic
treatment of the national assembly than he advised. His letter
to the assembly on June 24, sent through President Bailly,
contained only the expressions ‘‘the order over which you
preside” and “your order’’; nor was there any hint that he
repudiated the declarations of June 23. His attitude toward
the latter seems to indicate that his opponents ascribed to him
deeper political insight and more strength of character than
he actually possessed.

The people and the deputies in general, however, had no
* knowledge of Necker's true attitude. They still looked upon
him as the champion of the popular cause in a reactionary
ministry. As a result, the persistent rumors of his dismissal
caused real apprehension. Mercy gave as his conviction that
either his dismissal or his voluntary retirement would have
resulted in .an uprising of the people.*® The threats against
the persons of the deputies caused genuine concern. The
presence of guards at the hall was a constant menace and the
reported concentration of troops near Versailles and Paris cre-
ated grave fears for the future. So far as the assembly could
tell on June 26, it was still questionable whether the forces on
its side would ultimately win over those the government had
brought together to enable it to carry out its policy. Asa matter
of fa{ct, the fear of an uprising in Versailles, evidence of insub-
ordination among the troops there, and the possibility of an
insurrection in Paris were suddenly to influence the court to
such a degree that the complete union of the orders, at the insti-
gation of the king, resulted the very next day. The various
circumstances which culminated in this event must now be traced.

2 Arneth and Flammermont, Correspondance secréte du Comte de Mercy-
Argentean, avec L'empereur Joseph 11, et le Prince de Kaunitz, 11, 252,
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XIv

The swiftness with which the outlawed national assembly
pronounced judgment upon the royal policy, proclaimed in the
session of June 23, could not but have disconcerted court and
government circles. Its determined persistence in its course
during the following days, practically ignoring the fact that
a royal session had been held, doubtless caused alarm. This
apprehension must have increased when, on June 24, the attempt
of the clergy to take action upon the king’s declarations drove a
hundred fifty-odd of their members into the national assembly.
The addition of a large group of the nobility the following day,
as well as continued accessions of individual members of the
clergy and nobles raised the number in the hall of the national
assembly to not less than eight hundred by the close of June 26.
As already emphasized, popular opinion interpreted the attitude
~of all who sat within the general hall to be identical. All were

looked upon as supporters of the policy of the third estate.
The mere existence of a body which included at least two thirds
of all the deputies to the estates-general was a constant warning
to the government not to push things to extremities, especially
when public opinion was solidly behind this body.

Without doubt, the attitude of the populace in Versailles,
but more especially in Paris, was a most potent factor in deter-
mining the king’s action on June 27. The tension in Versailles
increased daily after the royal session. The attack upon the
Archbishop of Paris was only one manifestation of popular
antagonism to the conservatives. The same night, June 24, the
windows of the church of Notre Dame were shattered, apparently
from the inside. As a consequence, the king was prevented from
attending a service there the next day in honor of the late queen.!
During the most of the night of June 24—25, people surged through
the streets of Versailles, while the soldiers remained under arms
for patrol service. Boullé reported that the guards at the
chateau were doubled the evening of June 24.2 The next morning

t Jallet, ro5; Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la révolution, XIII, 75.
The latter does not tell how the king was prevented from attending the service.
2 Jallet, 103; Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la révolution, X111, 75-76.
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more troops arrived in Versailles, among them, according to
Boull¢, all the body guards in quarters at Saint-Germain or
elsewhere. Besides these, additional forces of French and
Swiss Guards and also a large number of hussars, a regiment
according to Jallet, appeared early on June 25.% Boullé adds
that it was announced that still others were on the way. He
asserts that to give a plausible pretext for this military invest-
ment of Versailles, rumors were spread that the country house
of the Archbishop of Paris had been burned and that Chantilly,
the country seat of the Duke of Condé, had suffered a similar
fate, but neither report was true.!

Additional guards were placed around the hall of the estates
the next day, as already indicated. The exclusion of the public,
although by no means absolutely enforced, kept popular feeling
at white heat and led, as has been shown, to an attempt to
break into the hall despite the guards. Restrained from carrying
. out this project, the populace made further demonstrations of
hostility against unpopular members of the upper orders. D'Ep-
rémesnil, for iﬁstance, was saved from violence on June 25,
only by the intervention of some deputies of the third estate.
The popular Archbishop of Vienne, on the other hand, was
embraced by fish-wives when entering his carriage.’

The hostility of the masses of Versailles toward the conserva-
tives of the upper orders and their outspoken support of the
third estate, were given a more serious aspect by the fact that
the troops, upon whom depended the keeping of order in the
city, gave increasing evidence of their adhesion to the popular
cause. Jallet claims that when the hussars arrived, the French
Guards gave them to understand that if they committed the least
act of violence against any one, they themselves would be fired

3 Jallet, 103, 106; Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., X111, 75, 77;
Biauzat, II, 140.

¢ Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., X111, 75.

5 Duquesnoy, I, 132. Inthe same passage, Duquesnoy relates the following
incident also: * On assure que le duc de la Trémoille a osé derniérement dire
dans la galerie qu’il fallait pendre quelques députés du tiers état, et qu'un de
ceux qui I'a entendu a dit tout haut: ‘Il n'est pas possible que cet homme-
14 descende du brave chevalier La Trémoille: sans doute qu'il est fils d'un des
laquais de sa mére.” "’
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upon.! Duquesnoy relates an incident of June 25 showing not
only the temper of the guards at the hall, but the attitude of
the people as well. The secretary of the Marquis de Brézé
presented himself at the door of the hall, but the guards refused
him entrance. He appealed to a passing deputy to introduce
him, as he had a letter from his master to the president. The
deputy replied: ‘I know neither you nor your master and I do
not see what he can have to do in our hall.”” At this retort, the
people loudly applauded the deputy and hissed the secretary.”

The French Guards, as indicated in the instances previously
cited, were the first of the troops stationed in Versailles to
show their sympathy with the popular cause. Very shortly
after the royal session, however, the body guards in the city
rebelled against the duties assigned to them, although evidently
not from sympathy for the popular cause. Mounted body
guards, it will be recalled, took part in quelling the demonstra-
tion against the Archbishop of Paris, but apparently the service
required of them roused their antagonism. Jallet reports that
on the following days, they refused to co-operate with a detach-
ment of mounted police which was added to the guard at the
hall, June 25.8 Afterward complaint about the service which
they had to perform was carried to their captain, the Duc de
Guiche, evidently by one, or perhaps by two, of the under
officers in the name of their comrades. They stated explicitly
that their duty was to guard the person of the king, not to be
mounted to fight the rabble. Consequently, they refused to do
patrol duty and to serve around the hall of the estates. The
duke promptly discharged the offending officers, to the indig-
nation of the companies whom they represented and who now
threatened to leave the service unless their comrades were
restored. They sent a memoir directly to the king, assuring
him of their loyalty, but demanding the re-instatement of the

¢ Jallet, 106.

7 Duquesnoy, I, 132.

"8 Jallet, 106; Boulié, Documenis inédits, Revue de la révolution, XIII, 76.
The latter does not mention the mounted police, but refers to the body guards:
* Nous avons trouvé la salle entourée comme les jours précédens et de plus
un escadron nombreux de guardes du corps devant l'entrée et la sortie des
prélats de la minorité.”

235



122 Jeanette Needlram.

dismissed officers. The king, Salmour adds, wrote at the bottom
of the memoir, “I have always counted upon the fidelity of
my body guards,” and returned it to them. The latter were
not appeased, however, although Duquesnoy reported on June
28 that one of the officers had been restored. They declared to
the Duc de Guiche, according to Salmour, that if their comrade
were not re-instated the king would have six hundred bandoleers
at his disposition when their term of service expired at the end
of June.? In face of such a spirit the order of the king given to
the Duc de Guiche, apparently on June 25, presumably as a
consequence of the disturbances of the previous evening, was
not likely to' be executed. Clearly these troops could not
be depended upon to carry out such an order, although their
defection was due, not to their sympathy with the popular
movement, but to their repugnance toward the performance of
ordinary police duties which the authorities were requiring of
them. Their resentment toward such service was natural in_
view of the fact that both the men and the officers of the body
guards came from the nobility.

The excitement in Versailles was mild, however, compared
with the insubordination in Paris, where the Palais Royal was
the center of the most extreme agitation. Bailli de Virieu,
ambassador from Parma, in a despatch of June 29, gives a vivid
picture of the intense excitement in the capital during the days
after the royal session:!® “The fermentation of spirit was so
great from Tuesday, the 23d, to Friday, the 26th, that one might
believe, from seeing and hearing the Parisians that a burning

9 Jallet, 106; Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., X111, 27; Salmour,
in Flammermont, Les Correspondances des agents diplomatiques étrangers, 231;
Duquesnoy, I, 141. Jallet simply states that two were dismissed, but says
nothing asto how the complaint was made. Salmour says: “ Un maréchal
des logis, bas officier avec rang de lieutenant-colonel, est venu dire, au nom
de troupe.” He adds that the officer was dismissed. Duquesnoy has this:
“ On raconte qu'un un exempt et un maréchal des logis des gardes du corps
du roi ont été déclarer au duc de Guiche etc.” He adds that both were
dismissed, but the exempt was restored. Duquesnoy states that it was
possible that four companies would resign and Salmour indicates that six
hundred men threatened to take this step.

10 Bailli de Virieu, 99-100.
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fever had seized them. This public inclination toward revolt
was pushed to the point that two or three days of such madness
would have produced, without fail, a violent crisis, the effects of
which necessarily would have been fatal to the royal authority.
In the squares and on the streets, one sees only crowds of people
assembled, talking of the Estates-general; the words Third Estate
and the Nation are heard constantly and form everywhere a
deafening echo. Baggage carriers, shopboys, fishwives even
take part in these conversations; in all the stores, clerks neglect
customers to concern themselves with public affairs; finally the
words ‘Third Estate’ become a war cry and all the speeches
that are heard are those of men capable of anything, if the
nobility and clergy persist in their determinations.”

A member of the nobility who evidently spent much time in
Paris, said that he would not be surprised to see a St. Bartholo-
mew of the nobility and clergy; that he had heard with his own
ears, an orator in the Palais Royal advise this.? Other con-
temporaries made reference to the fear of a wholesale massacre
of the upper orders.'®+ Ferriéres, writing, to be sure, long after-
ward, said it was current rumor that the members of the majority
of the nobility were to be murdered, and that the day for the
massacre had been designated.

Maleissye, an officer of the French guards, in speaking of
conditions at the Palais Royal, evidently at this time, states
that he heard a man, mounted upon a table at the doorway of
the Café du Caveau say: ‘' My opinion is that the king should be
shut up in a convent, the queen at the Salpetriére; as to Monsieur
and the Comte d’Artois, since they are badly educated children,
it is necessary to send them to Bicéire and if, at the end of six
months, they have not reformed, we will see then what it will

12 Correspondance d'un député . . . avec la Marquise de Crequy. Docu-
ments inédits, Revue de la rév., 11, 35.

13 Mercy to Joseph II. Letter of July 4, 1789 published by Arneth and
Flammermont, Correspondance secréte du Comte de Mercy-Argentean avec
L'empereur Joseph 11 et le Prince de Kaunitz, 11, 252; Bulletin d'un agent secret,
La révolution frangaise, X111, 546; Mounier, II, 5. The latter states: “Les
factieux faisaient proposer, au milieu des attroupemens qui se formaient au
Palais Royal, l'assassinat de ceux qu'ils appelaient les ennemis de la liberté.”

U Ferriéres, I, 6.
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be needful to do.” He adds that the speaker was ap-
plauded.’® .

Arthur Young corroborates the reports of excitement in th
capital.® ‘“The ferment at Paris is beyond all conception,’ he
wrote on June 24; *10,000 people have been all this day in the
Palais Royal; a full detail of yesterday’s proceedings was brought
this morning and read by many apparent leaders of little parties
with comment to the people. To my surprise, the king’s propo-
sitions are received with universal disgust . . . the people seem,
with a sort of frenzy, to reject all idea of compromise, and to
insist on the necessity of the orders uniting, that full power
may consequently reside in the commons, to effect what they
call the regeneration of the kingdom . ... It is plain to me,
from many conversations and harangues I have been witness to,
that the constant meetings at the Palais Royal which are carried
to a degree of licentiousness and fury of liberty, that is scarcely
credible, united with the innumerable inflammatory publi-
cations that have been hourly appearing since the assembly of
the estates, have so heated the people’s expectations and given
them the idea of such total changes, that nothing the king or
court could do would now satisfy them.”

On June 26 Young wrote again: ‘‘Every hour that passes
seems to give to the people fresh spirit; the meetings at the
Palais Royal are more numerous, more violent, and more as-
sured . . . . In the streets, one is stunned by the hawkers of
seditious pamphlets and descriptions of pretended events, that
all tend to keep the people equally ignorant and alarmed . . . .
The spectacle the Palais Royal presented this night, till eleven
o’clock, and as we afterward heard, almost till morning is cur-
ious. The crowd was prodigious and fireworks of all sorts were
played off, and all the building was illuminated; these were
said to be rejoicings on account of the Duc d’Orleans and the
nobility joining the commons.”

Another eyewitness of events in Paris, the author of the
Bulletins d'un agent secret, gives a similar picture of the situation.
He stated that during the night of June 24—25, bonfires were

18 Maleissye, 29.

18 Young, Travels in France, 176-177, 181.
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kindled and innumerable rockets fired in front of the Palais
Royal and the Controle-général, while neighboring houses were
" illuminated. Any one who dared to criticize the demonstrations
or to utter a word against the third estate was likely to suffer
at the hands of the crowd.!” An abbé who criticized the third
estate was made to ask pardon on his knees and to kiss the
ground and then apparently was soundly cudgelled. Desmoulins
tells of others who were caned or chased from the Palais
Royal.l®
Another favorite method of expressing popular sentiments
was through placards. The writer of the Bulletins reported
that on the morning of June 25 a placard posted on the door. of
the Controle-général proclaimed the admiration of six thousand
French citizens for Necker, * the new Sully, the guardian angel
of France, the restorer of the country, the helm of the nation.”
A similar placard, lauding the Duc d’Orléans for his popular
virtues and invoking his protection for the people was on the
door of the amphitheatre at the Palais Royal. Our informant
adds that this was printed immediately and widely distributed
to increase the strong sentiment in favor of the duke.!* Appar-
ently as he was in the habit of doing at intervals, the duke
visited the Palais Royal only the evening before the placard

17 Correspondance d'un député . . . avec la Marguise de Crequy, Revue de
la rév., 11, 36; La révolution frangaise, XXIV, 6g—70.

18 Ibid., 71; Desmoulins, I1, 84. )

19 Bulletins d'un agent secret, La rév. frangaise, XXIV, 69—70. He gives
the text as follows: * Vous, illustre descendant du plus chéri des Rois, august
rejeton d’Henri IV, votre zéle patriotique vous confirme l'immortalité que
votre ame élevée vous a déji assurée, Comme guerrier, vous vengez la patrie
opprimée; comme excellent prince du sang royal, vous soutenez la classe
infortunée de la nation, et un concours de cinq 2 six mille citoyens du troisiéme
ordre et de cette méme classe viennent aujourd’hui dans votre palais vous
prouver, avec une effusion de coeur, que le nom frangais garantit combien
ils sont respectueusement reconnaissants de l'intérét que vous avez pris 2
£tablir son bonheur. Veuille le ciel perpetuer vos illustres rejetons! Daignez,
grand prince, appuyer la nation de votre puissante protection: elle en portera
le souvenir jusqu’a la postérite la plus reculée.

Oh! grande et verteuse princesse! digne épouse d'un prince chéri de la
nation, daignez partager ces voeux, ils sont purs et sans melinges. Vive
monseigneur le duc d’Orléans!”
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appeared.?? His numerous visits to the capital were believed
to have a very definite purpose behind them. It was generally
assumed that a plot was on foot to place the royal authority in
some form, in his hands, and there is evidence to indicate that
a popular movement of some proportions aimed at such a change.
One eyewitness in Paris, writing on July 4, 1789, says that he
had seen manuscript placards which stated that if the Duc
d’Orléans wished to accept the crown, sixty to seventy thousand
men offered it to him. The Austrian ambassador, Mercy,
believed that a movement in favor of the Duc d’Orléans existed.?*
The latter's own personality and his troubles with the reigning
family, which culminated in his exile to Villers-Cotterets in his
hereditary domain, inclined him to play a demagogic rble. The
situation in Paris and Versailles gave him excellent opportunities
to act the part. Duquesnoy calls attention to his reputed utter-
ance on his return from exile: ‘“They will repent of this.”’?? In
fulfilment of that threat, it was commonly believed that he
incited popular disturbances and demonstrations against the
upper classes and the government.? His money was credited
with providing the continual and enormous displays of fireworks
at the Palais Royal.2 Furthermore, as will be shown later, he
was accused of causing, or, at least, of encouraging the disloyalty
of the troops to the government. The corruption of both people
and troops was highly essential if he meditated playing the
role ascribed to him. That he did pose as a liberal and as a
champion of the people is well known. Duquesnoy claims that
the Abbé Sieyes drafted the duke’s cahier, and that, although
they were rarely seen together, they were on terms of intimacy.?

20 Desmoulins, II, 84; Bailli de Virieu, 98. The latter gives an account
of the duke’s visit to the Palais Royal on June 18, when a very affecting scene
occurred between him and the people.

2t Correspondance d'un député . . . avec lo Marquise de Crequy, Documents
inédits, Revue de la rév., I1, 39; Bulletins d'un agent secret, La rév. frang., XXIV,
70; Mercy to Joseph II, Letter of July 4, 1789, given by Wertheimer, in Revue
historique, XXV, 327-8.

2 Duquesnoy, I, 145; Maleissye, 15. The latter refers to his attitude
toward the king. :

2 Young, 181; Duquesnoy, I, 145; Maleissye, 18-19.

2 Young, 184.

% Duquesnoy, I, 145.
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Laclos, a man notorious for his immorality and lack of principles,
was the chief agent of the Duc d’Orléans in corrupting the
troops and in influencing public opinion.?® The strength of
popular sentiment in favor of the duke and the fear that he
might appropriate the royal power must have been factors which
impelled the government to a circumspect course.

Some contemporaries were of the opinion that the tension
in Paris lessened somewhat on June 26 on account of the im-
proved conditions in Versailles, due to the continued defections
from the upper classes and especially to the entrance of the
Archbishop of Paris into the national assembly.?” But it was
on June 26 that the Palais Royal sent the deputation to the
assembly. . There could be no doubt that the masses of the
capital backed the national assembly. Although the assembly
of the electors of Paris also sent a delegation to the assembly
on June 26, there is a marked distinction between the attitude
of the electors and that of the crowd at the Palais Royal. The
electors were not yet ready to resort to force to save the revolu-
tion. ~This is made clear by the fate of the measure proposed
June 25 or June 262 by M. de Bonneville, inviting the national
assembly to approve the formation of a citizen militia. The
electoral assembly was so timid that, not only did it not vote
the proposition, but it made no record of the proposal in its
minutes.?® At the same time, M. de Bonneville proposed to

28 Besenval, I1, 341; Duquesnoy, I, 145; Maleissye, 33; Sta&l-Holstein, 142.

27 Bulletins d'un agent secret, La rév. frangaise, XXIV, 73.

28 Procés-verbal . . . des électeurs de Paris, 1, 130, 132, 152, 155. The
Procés of July 10 includes a motion of M. de Bonneville said to have been
made June 26 for the first time. M. de Bonneville himself states, in con-
nection with other motions made on July 10, that he made on June 25 the
proposal to establish a citizen militia.

29 Procés-verbal . . . des électeurs de Paris, 1, 130, 132. No reference to
the matter is found in the Procés for either June 25 or June 26. The writer
of the Bulletins (La rév. frangaise, XXIV, 75, 77) says in the first passage
written June 27: “ Il existe trés sérieusement le projet d’expulser toutes les
troupes étrangéres qui sont dans la ville ou dans les environs de Paris. Les
bourgeois veulent former une troupe et se garder eux-mémes. Je sais trés
positivement qu’on s'occupe de l'exécution de ce projet.” Two days later,
he tells of the transfer of the electoral assembly from the Salle du Musée to
the city hall and adds: * On a proposé de supprimer le lieutenant de police
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invite the national assembly to transfer its sessions to Paris,
should it feel the necessity of moving from Versailles.?® This
was a natural suggestion to make, in view of the fact that,
since June 20, members of the national assembly had con-
templated removal to Paris, or elsewhere, to secure greater
freedom of action.®® Such a move would have been highly
approved by the radical populace of the capital.

In the face of such possibilities, the execution of its plans by
force was the only hope for the government, but by June 26,
it was very evident that the king could not rely upon the troops
then at Versailles or Paris. Insubordination among the soldiery
of the capital was much more marked than at Versailles, par-
ticularly among the French Guards, but it was a serious enough
matter even at Versailles. The Marquis de Maleissye, an
officer of the French Guards and Baron de Besenval, lieutenant
colonel of the Swiss guards, agree in ascribing the responsibility
for this situation to the arrogance and incapacity of the un-
popular Duc de Chatelet, colonel of the French Guards, and to
the machinations of the Duc d’Orléans and his agents.®

The Duc de Chatelet succeeded the much esteemed Duc de
Biron in 1788, but by no means filled the latter’s place. Im-
mediately he began making changes in the traditional régime
of the regiment, introducing many innovations which resulted
in the alienation of the love and respect of both officers and
men. He was positive in his notions, petty in the means em-
ployed, as well as arrogant in his manner and exacting in his
et d’établir une milice bourgeoise pour la garde de la ville. Ces deux propo-
sitions ont été admises et ’on travaille & réunir les titres de la ville que étab-
lissent son droit sur ces deux points.” Thus news of the activities of the
electoral assembly was abroad, although for several days it did not officially
recognize that such proposals had been made.

30 Proces-verbal . . . des électeurs de Paris, 1, 132.

3 Young, 171; Assemblée nationale, 162; Bailly, I, 189; Mounier, I, 296;
Duquesnoy, I, 125.

% Besenval, II, 351; Maleissye, 10-11, 15, 21—-22; Ferriéres, I, 479—495.
The appendix of Ferriéres contains the Exposé de la conduite de M. le duc
d'Orléans, dans la révolution de France, rédigé par lui-méme, & Londres. The
duke frankly admits that he had mingled with all classes of the French people

and also that he was accused of bribing the French guards to join the popular
cause, but, of course, denies the charge that he corrupted the guards.
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requirements, according to the characterization by Maleissye.
To illustrate his methods, the latter states that several times
the colonel had a certain quantity of wine distributed among
the companies to win their favor, but this action was soon turned
against him. For several months, the king had granted each
man an additional sum of a sou and a half per day, but the men
had not been informed of this by the colonel, who held the
money back. At last rumors of this state of affairs got out and
the troops demanded, in the most seditious manner, that an
accounting be made. The colonel complied with the demand,
but, to the disgust of the men, he took care to count out the
cost of the wine which he had distributed.®

Naturally, the discipline of the regiment suffered under a
commander of this type. Besides the unpopularity of the Duc
de Chatelet, the harshness of the military régime and the eco-
nomic circumstances of the time created intense dissatisfaction
among the troops. Maleissye shows that the poor pay of the
rank and file, the lack of effort on the part of their superiors to
provide comforts for the soldiers after fatiguing marches, con-
fusion in orders which tended to irritate the men, and finally
the indifference of the majority of the upper officers to the
service—all of these things served to alienate the troops and
open the way for corruption. He says that he himself never
saw either M. de Besenval or the Duc de Chatelet except in
civilian attire.®* The upper officers in general were rarely seen
by their men, to say nothing of becoming acquainted with them.
All the real work was left to the under officers,?® who had little
in common with the aristocratic commissioned officers.

While the latter spent much of their time in the gay society
of Paris and Versailles, the lower officers and the men were
overworked and underpaid. Nine sous per day were wholly
insufficient to support a man in view of the high prices of food
in the spring of 1789. Maleissye explains that it was necessary
to send a certain number of men from each company into the
city to work, that their wages and their absence from the barracks

3 Maleissye, 33-34.

3 Maleissye, 35.
¥ Ibid., 35; Besenval, 11, 352.
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at meal time -might help to solve the food problem. That situ-
ation rendered these men particularly susceptible to the influence
of the revolutionary sentiments that stirred Paris in the spring
and summer of 1789. Those who worked in the shops were
seduced and returned to win over their comrades.?

Since the rank and file of the French Guards came from the
common people, especially of Paris, it was very natural that they
should sympathize with the aspirations of their friends and
relatives in the great reform movement of 1789. Unlike the
aristocratic body guards or the foreign Swiss Guards, their
interests were identical with those of the people of the capital.
They did not need to be seduced to be made conscious of that
fact.3” On the other hand, the guards were thrown into direct
contact with the revolutionary spirit of the masses through the
fact that, in the spring of 1789, they were called upon to render a
larger amount of police service than usual. The uneasiness of
the population of the capital, due to the threat of a bread famine
and the drifting into Paris of large numbers of unemployed
persons of all sorts, rendered the matter of keeping order too
large a task for the ordinary police and guards of Paris. Con-
sequently, the two regiments of Swiss and French Guards were
called to their aid.®® Naturally, their duties threw them into
direct touch with all the currents of popular opinion, and ren-
dered them particularly susceptible to outside influences of cir-
- cumstances or of persons.

Maleissye places the beginning of the corruption of the French
Guards about the first of May, immediately after the uprising
in the Faubourg Saint-Antoine against Réveillon, the wealthy
paper manufacturer.®® Although the economic circumstances
of the time, combined with the presence of large numbers of

38 Maleissye, 19.

3 Flammermont, ‘‘ Les gardes les francaises en juillet 1789.” La révolu-
ion frangaise, XXXVI, 12—24.

38 Besenval, I1, 342-343.

3 Bailli de Virieu, 82-85; Biauzat, II; Maleissye, 15-19; Jallet, 44-45;
Jefferson, 459—460; Histoire de la révolution, 1, 148-163. All give more or
less detailed accounts of the affair; the fullest secondary acccount is found in

Tuetey, A., Répertoire général des sources manuscrits de I'histoire de Paris
pendant la révolution frangaise, 1, pp. XIX-XLVL.
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vagabond agitators probably account for the outbreak, Maleissye
and Besenval lay the responsibility for the whole affair upon
the Duc d’Orléans. Maleissye’s theory was that the duke had
the insurrection staged to test the loyalty of the troops, especially
of the French Guards. Since they showed practically no signs
of defection, the Duc d’Orléans, through his agents, entered
upon a systematic course of seduction.®® The degree of the
duke’s guilt is problematical, although, of course, the support
of popular opinion in Paris, without the backing of the French
Guards would avail him nothing in furthering the schemes he
was believed to cherish. As a matter of fact, the Duc d’Orléans
appears to have been the dupe of a group of unscrupulous indi-
viduals like Choderdos de Laclos, who made use of the Orleanists’
desire for revenge and the widespread hatred of the queen and
court to further schemes of their own.* The duke’s intimate
association with such characters and his huge fortune naturally
awakened the suspicion that he pald for the defection of the
French Guards.

Wine, women, and money were designated as the means
employed to break down the discipline and undermine the loyalty
of the guards.? On the other hand, the circumstances noted
above, without any additional cause in the form of bribes sup-
plied by the Duc d’Orleans, would explain the adhesion of the
_French Guards to the revolution.® Yet it is a well-known fact
that reputed agents of the Duc d'Orléans, especially M. de
Valady, appeared in the quarters of the soldiers. M. de Valady
was a former officer of the French guards who, it is said, left
the service to escape a dishonorable dismissal. According to
contemporaries, he had no visible source of income, but seemed
to be rolling in wealth and went among the soldiers distributing

40 Besenval, 11, 348; Maleissye, 10-11, 15, 2I-22.

4 Rouff, “ Le peuple ouvrier de Paris au 30 juin et 30 aout 1789,” in La
rév. frangaise, LXI1I, 439—441.

# Besenval, 11, 358; Maleissye, 19.

# Flammermont, ‘‘ Les gardes francaises en juillet 1789,” La rév. fran-
¢aise, XXXVI, 12—24. Flammermont shows by copious quotations from
contemporary writers, among others, from the Duc de Chatelet himself, that
the French Guards were not an undisciplined, immoral force, open to bribery
or ready to engage in any sort of disorder.
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money in the most lavish fashion.## He is credited with saying:
“Voila pour boire a la santé du tiers-état et du duc d’'Orleans!”
Maleissye adds that one soldier to whom he gave a dozen livres
carried them immediately to his captain. As a result, M. de
Valady was pursued and arrested, but, because he was the son-
in-law of the Marquis de Vaudreuil, deputy of the nobility from
Castelnaudary,”® he was treated as crazy. Although the cir-
cumstances were reported to the authorities, the king himself
gave orders not to follow up the matter, and M. de Valady was
soon at home again.®

The under officers were fully aware of the conditions produced
by such activities among their men, but, Maleissye asserts,
declined to report their knowledge to the Duc de Chatelet,
who had forfeited their confidence by his treatment of them.
Even when he did learn the true situation, he lacked the neces-
sary strength of character, in the judgment of Maleissye, to
take measures that might have saved the guards.?’

4 Duquesnoy, I, 145; Staél-Holstein, 142; Maleissye, 24, 33; Besenval,
11, 341; Correspondance d’'un dépuié . . .  avec la Marquise de Crequy, Docu-
ments inédits, Revue de la rév., 11, 40. The first four name Laclos as an im-
portant agent of the duke. Duquesnoy, Maleissye and the last-named source
refer to Valady, or Valadi, as the name is sometimes spelled. Maleissye
refers to a Chevalier d’Oraison also. Staél-Holstein gives the following as
the entourage of the Duc d’Orléans: “ M. de la Touche, son chancelier, le
duc de Biron, son ami, M. Silleri, son capitaine de gardes, et surtout M. de
Laclos.” Then he refers to M. de Calonne as the London agent of the duke.
There were rumors that English gold supplemented the resources of the Duc
d’Orléans in fomenting popular demonstrations.

4 Maleissye, 24; Correspondance d'un député . . . avec la Marquise de
Crequy, Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., 11, 40,

46 Maleissye, 24.

47 Ibid., 19-20; Histoire parlementaire, 11, 29, The Histoire says of the
disaffection: ‘“ En méme temps, on apprit que les gardes avaient établi parmi
eux une société secréte, dans laquelle ils s’engageaient & n’executer aucun des
ordres qui leur seraient donnés, s'ils étaient contraires aux intéréts de 1'as-
semblée nationale; cette société avait ses conseils, qui s’assemblaient le soir
dans les casernes. Elle rédigeait des circulaires; et ce fut un de ces papiers,
tombé dans les mains d’un officier, qui gn révéla l'existence. Le soldat qui
I'avait livre fut obligé de quitter le corps,i Qui avait établi cette organisation?
On l'ignore. Peut-8tre était-ce un patriote ancien officier des gardes-fran-
caises, et qui fut noté alors comme distribuant des brochures aux soldats.”
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Presumably, all external signs of their corruption, in the
form of indifference to, or neglect of, their duty, were lacking
until the work of demoralization was practically complete. - To
Besenval, the best proof that the insurrection of the guards
was cleverly directed, lay in the circumstance that, until its
entire defection, the body did not commit the least disorder,
but performed its service with the utmost exactitude, and very
few members ever failed to answer roll-call.#® Clearly, no
direct evidence of any insubordination showed itself before the
royal session. On the day before, however, two of the ministers,
Montmorin and Saint-Priest, sent separate communications to
the king who had asked their opinion of Necker’s plan for the
royal session. In urging that he accept it without modification,
both stressed the possibility of the disloyalty of the troops if
it were not adopted. Their line of argument was that the
third estate would reject the plan if the contemplated changes
were made, that, as a result, the estates-general would fail,
and the treasury, which was empty, would remain so. Conse-
quently, the troops could not be paid, and the king would be
without any means of repressing the manifold disorders which
would inevitably follow the separation of the estates-general.*?
Still, there is no indication that either man had in mind the then
existing demoralization of the troops, or even that either had
any knowledge of the situation at all.

According to Maleissye, insurrection openly appeared at Paris,
the morning of the royal session. He states that the first
company of grenadiers of the regiment of the French Guards,
which was ordered to reinforce the guard in Versailles that day,
refused to take bread, saying that the third estate had it for

The Histoire parlementaire is a compilation, but I have not been able to find
the source from which this account was drawn, nor is it given in any other
source available to me,

48 Besenval, 11, 352; Maleissye, 23. The latter tends to confirm the former
on the matter of their attention to regular duties when he says, evidently in
reference to the outbreak of June 25: ‘ Ce qui peut paraitre singulier c’est
qu'a deux heures ces compagnies débandées eurent le plus grand soin de
faire retourner 4 la caserne les soldats qui devaient étre de garde aux spectacles,
afin que le service se fit.”

49 The letters are quoted in full in the Revue historique, XLVI, 63-67.
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them. The firmness of their officers finally induced them to do
their duty.?® He adds that it was only the fearlessness of the
first lieutenant, M. de la Valette, which enabled the latter to
bring them back the next day. He heard that market women
awaited the troops on the route with wreaths of laurel and
pitchers of wine. To avoid such a scene, he proposed to have
them march by another route, whereupon they refused, but
drawing his sword, the officer stood in the way and swore to
kili the first man who attempted to pass.® At this, the troops
stopped their murmuring and obeyed their lieutenant. A rumor
which evidently was based upon no foundation in fact, but
which was widely circulated in Paris, declared that the guards in
Versailles, ordered to fire upon the people, some time during
June 23, had flatly refused to obey the command. Despite its
falsity, people persisted in believing it and it doubtless con-
tributed its share to the popular agitation in the capital.? As
previously noted in connection with the attack on the Archbishop
of Paris, June 24, the French guards at Versailles did conduct
themselves on that day in a way to make their loyalty appear
very questionable. .

From that date on, all accounts from Paris are filled with
reports of the openly expressed disloyalty of the French Guards,
of their hobnobbing with the crowds that surged through the

5 Maleissye, 22. It is probable that Maleissye has attributed to June 23
events that occurred on June 25. Such a mistake would not be strange,
since he wrote several years after 1789. Additional guards were summoned
to Versailles for June 25. Jallet states, evidently in reference to June 25,
that four companies of French and Swiss Guards were ordered trom Paris,
- Jbut that they refused to march. He might have heard of the incident related
by Maleissye, who may have the date wrong. Still, Maleissye says that
they went on June 23, but returned the next day.

5 Ibid., 26.

52 Bailli de Virieu, 102; Desmoulins, 11, 82; Correspondance d'un dépuié .
avec la Marquise de Crequy, Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., 11, 38. The
latter says: *‘ Pour augmenter cette fermentation, on a dit-on, imprimé,
ou a publié que le jour de la séance royale on a ordonné aux gardes francaises
de faire feu sur le tiers, mais que les soldats ont baissé les armes en répondant,
qu'ils ne tireraient pas.sur leurs fréres.” This man added that he had asked
officers as to the truth of the matter and found it to be a fabrication, but
people believed in the order as well as in the troops’ refusal to execute it.
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Palais Royal, of their being treated free of charge at the cafés,
and of the eulogies pronounced in their honor by enthusiastic
orators of the popular resorts. There was said to be a standing
order at the cabarets to give the soldiers whatever they desired.
It was generally assumed that the Duc d'Orléans provided the
funds to pay the bills at the cafés.®® Apropos of the treatment
accorded the French Guards by the Parisian public, the author
of the Bulletins d'un agent secret wrote on June 25: ‘I have
seen several of them promenading upon the boulevards and in
the Palais Royal, followed by a huge crowd which never stopped
applauding them. I have been the witness of a most extra-
ordinary scene at the Palais Royal. Several French Guards
who went there with the intention of attracting notice were sur-
rounded by the people and conducted in triumph to the café,
where they were made to drink perhaps more than they wished.
One individual mounted a chair in the Palais Royal, opposite
the Café du Caveau; there, surrounded by more than ten thousand
persons, he pronounced very loudly the eulogy of the French
Guards. He was generally applauded. In the distance could
be seen some French Guards half intoxicated, promenading in tri-
umph.” Two days later, the same man noted that the French
Guards conducted themselves in their usual manner: ‘“They cir-
culate in platoons, become intoxicated and cry, ‘Long live the
third estate!’"” He adds: I have seen a strange sight. About sixty
or eighty of the dregs of the populace joined and paraded insideand
outside the city; one of them marched at the head and carried a
banner upon which could be read very distinctly: Vive le Roi!
Vive M. le duc d'Orléans! Vive le tiers état! This troop stopped
before all bodies of the French Guards to salute them and then
shouted at the top of their voices: Vivent nos comarades!'™

% Young, 180; Jefferson, II, 487—488; Bulletins d'un agent secret, La rév.
Sfrangaise, XXV, 70, 74~75; Correspondance d'un député . . . avec la Marquise
de Crequy, Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., 11, 36—38; Salmour, in Flammer-
mont, Les Correspondances des agents diplomatiques éirangers, 231; Dorset, I,
226; Mercy to Jos. II, in Arneth and Flammermont, Correspondance secréte,
I1, 252-253; Lescure, Correspondance secréte, 11, 367; Bailli de Virieu, 106;
Maleissye, 23; Besenval, II, 351. The last two did not write at the time,
but both were in Paris during the time these events occurred.

5 Bulletins d'un agent secret, La rév. frangasse, XXIV, 70, 74-75.
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The defection of the French Guards was generally known.
Arthur Young wrote on June 25: “The confusion is so great that
the court have only the troops to depend on; and it is now said
confidently, that if an order is given to the French Guards to
fire on the people, they will refuse obedience.”’”® On the same
day, a similar report was sent to the British government by
Dorset, the English ambassador.®® The next day, a noble in
Paris stated: ‘‘Already the disaffection of the troops is assured:
the French Guards have declared that they are the third estate
and that they will never fire except upon nobles and ecclesiastics.
The officers are no longer masters; one of them was struck by a
soldier . . . . At the Palais Royal they are applauded to the
limit, they are regaled with ices and liquors. They had some
pensioners come also, and regaled them too. I heard one of these
old soldiers from the Invalides, still very vigorous, reassure the
people by saying to them that they had nothing to fear from
the soldiers; that the troops are for the nation who pays them
and not for the king who happens to command them.”’%

In fact, June 25 and 26 seem to have been days of the wildest
license among the French Guards. At least since the day of
the royal session, if not earlier, the officers had been instructed
to keep the men in their barracks.®® On June 25, however, a
considerable number abandoned the barracks without leave and
spread into the city, visiting public places and going to inns, or
cabarets, where they were served without expense. On other
details, the accounts of this affair vary rather widely.®® Maleis-
sye, who claims to have participated in it, says that two com-
panies stationed in the Faubourg Saint-Antoine forced the sen-

% Young, 180.

56 Dorset, 1, 224—225.

57 Correspondance d'un député . . . avec la Marquise de Crequy, Documenis
inédits, Revue de la rév., 11, 35-36. :

5 Besenval, II, 350-351; Maleissye, 22. The former does not state the
date, but implies that it was before the desertion of June 25, of which, however,
he does not give the date.

% Maleissye, 22—23; Besenval, 1I, 351; Salmour, in Flammermont, Les
Correspondances des agents diplomatiques éirangers, 231; Bulletins d'un agent
secret, La rév. frang., XXIV, 70; Bailli de Virteu, 106; Boullé, in Documents
inédits, Revue de la rév., X111, 27.
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tinel about nine o’clock in the morning. As soon as he heard of
the desertion, he hurried over into the Faubourg Saint-Morceau
to see if there was a disturbance in that quarter. He set out
to report to the colonel, but on the way, met the two companies,
who were being brought back by an under officer who had hurried
after them. He adds that he put himself at their head, hoping
to rally them by the old, familiar cry: Vive le Roi/ They
responded; Vive le Roi! mais toujours le tiers état en avani! An
hour later the same companies again left the barracks and
returned to the cabarets, where they were feasted. He states
further that at noon a company stationed in the Faubourg of
the Temple did the same thing.®® Others reported that the
guards went to the Palais Royal, where they fraternized with
their fellow citizens. Salmour says that bands went to all the
public places crying: Vive le Roi! Vive le tiers état! and then to
the cabarets, where fanatics distributed handfuls of money to
them. On Friday, June 26, he adds, they repeated their per-
formances of the previous day and made several patrols of
Swiss Guards lower their arms. The following day, they were
kept in their barracks, only as the result of a personal appeal
made by the Duc de Chatelet at every barrack. Nevertheless,
other accounts indicate that French Guards were on the streets
that day also.®

Many pamphlets, appearing during the days of unrest between
the royal session and the union of the orders on June 27, confirm
this testimony of various eyewitnesses concerning the defection
of the guards. Most of these brochures were anonymous in
origin, but some appear to be actual decrees, agreed to by the
troops in their barracks. These seem to give conclusive proof
that the king could not rely upon the troops in Paris. One
pamphlet, entitled Arrété des soldats de la garde de Paris, ran

0 Maleissye, 22-23. He reports this affair of the French Guards as
occurring on June 23, but evidently he is mistaken, for he wrote several
years after the occurrence. No account written at the time mentions such an
event on June 23, but what he tells seems to be the same incident referred to
by Bailli de Virieu, Salmour, and the writer of the Bulletins, all of whom were
in Paris, and Boullé, who was in Versailles, as occurring June 25. Besenval

does not indicate the time directly.
8t Bulletins d'un agent secret, La rév. frang., XXIV, 74-75.
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as follows: ‘“Although we are not learned, we are not stupid
enough to be persuaded that it is night in the full light of day,
or that bladders are lanterns; no more can we be made to believe
that our fellow citizens, our defenders, are our enemies . . . .
In consequence we soldiers assigned to the guard of the city
of Paris have unanimously decreed as follows: decreed that no
guard will use his arms against his fellow citizens; . . . decreed,
that under no pretext whatsoever will the soldiers of the guard
assist in any act of authority against the national assembly,
which they regard as the defender of France.''®

Another pamphlet is ostensibly a decree passed by the grena-
diers of the first company of the French Guards, evidently the
same company which Maleissye says showed insubordination
on June 23. The decree, which is dated June 24, the day they
are said to have returned from Versailles, expressly states:
“We, the undersigned grenadiers of the French Guards, .
promise and swear upon our honor and our flags to defend our
good king against all his enemies and to shed for him our last
drop of blood, as we pledged ourselves to do on entering his
service and as our hearts impel us to do. But . . . at the same
time, we swear and promise the country to disobey every order,
no matter where it comes from or by whom it may be given to
us, which tends to deprive our good king of a single one of his
subjects; and in case we should be ordered to fire upon the
people, nom d’un diable, we swear to throw down our arms, and
to go under the protection of M. Necker who will never permit
brave soldiers to fight their fathers, their brothers, or their
friends; let those scoundrels who give bad advice to our good
king, learn, if they do not know it, that we still have in mind
the siege of the palace! Let them not take it into their heads
to have us undertake the siege of the estates-general! We
would be rascals, if we marched against the worthy citizens who
are in the national assembly, all of whom we regard like our-
selves, as the fathers of the country and the friends of the third
estate . . . . Done and decreed unanimously in the barracks

¢ Quoted in French in Becker, Die Verfassungspolitik der franzisischen
Regierung, 265—266.
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of the first company of French Guards, the afternoon of June 24,
1789."’63

The next day there appeared an anonymous pamphlet pur-
porting to be the Letire d'un grenadier des gardes frangaises ¢ M.
le duc de Chatelet which declared in part: “We have refused to
arm ourselves against our own family. Yes, Monsieur le duc,
if we are still supposed to cherish base and selfish motives, I am
charged by all my comrades to assure you that every time you
order us to be criminals, you will find us disobeying . . . . The
title of French Guards does not impose upon us the necessity of
dipping our hands in the blood of our fellow citizens. And
now, my colonel, have you dared ask us to take the horrible
oath to murder those who pay us to protect them? '’ _

On June 25, another curious public letter appeared, addressed
to the Comte de Mirabeau ostensibly by a French officer upon
the natural, necessary, and indubitable inclinations of the
French and foreign officers and soldiers.®® Opening with a
eulogy of Mirabeau for his energetic and unflinching opposition
“against the odious yoke of this aristocracy’ and ‘‘against the
ingenious vexations of this tyrannical government,” the author
in turn gave expression to a scathing denunciation of the * tyran-
nical ministry,” the ‘‘criminal aristocracy,” the ‘‘infamous
clergy’’ and the ““odious government.”” He branded as deserving
of death, ‘“those cowards who, judging French officers and
* soldiers by themselves, have dared, for an instant, to suspect
their honor and their inviolable fidelity to the country; who
have dared, for a moment, to think that French officers and
soldiers, suddenly abjuring common sense and every sentiment
of equity, humanity, and gratitude, would go at the orders of a
ministry, tyrannical, atrocious, and always supported by the

88 Quoted by Rouff, * Le peuple ouvrier de Paris au 30 juin et 30 aofit
1789,” La révolution frangaise, LXIII, 434-435. .

% Quoted by Rouff, La révolution frangaise, LXIII, 435-436. Excerpts
from other pamphlets illustrative of the spirit of the French Guards are
given in the same pages.

% Lettre @ M. le Comte de Mirabeau, L'un des représentants de I'assemblée
mnationale, sur les dispositions naturelles, nécessaires et indubitables des officiers
et des soldats framgais et éirangers, par un officier framgais., The pamphlet
comprises 24 pages.
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name of one alone whom they constantly deceive to besmirch
themselves by the murder in cold blood, of their parents, their
brothers, their friends, their allies, finally, of themselves.”

Continuing, he made this stirring appeal: ‘“French officers
and soldiers, let us join against this culpable aristocracy, against
this cowardly ministry, the impure source of the misfortunes
of France. It is this monster that must be pursued to the
last abyss; it is its members, constantly being renewed, that
must be scattered at last; it is against these alone that our
weapons must be turned; it is upon .their trunk, mangled and
bloody, that we must charge without pity; it is upon it that we
must wreak our just fury, then rear the edifice of liberty.”

The same day an ‘‘ancien camarade de régiment des gardes
francaises” wrote an Awis aux grenadiers et soldats du Hers-
état % urging them to rise and share in the universal denunciation
of aristocratic tyranny and participate in the regeneration of
French society. He arraigned most bitterly the ‘‘military
despotism” under which ‘“for too long a time, a barbarous
aristocracy has held our minds and bodies in an odious bondage.” -
“They have dared to establish as a law the most absurd injustice.
They have had signed by the king, by a king who loves his sub-
jects like children, the absolute prohibition of receiving into the
officers’ rank any man who does not possess three degrees of
nobility. They have pushed their extravagance to the point of
refusing the insignia of valor to the soldier who has done prodigies
of valor; had he the soul of a Brutus and the courage of an
Alexander, he has been condemned to an eternal mediocrity
because he made the mistake of being descended from Jean rather
than from Pierre. . . . In short, we say that the officer gains
all without doing anything, while the soldier does all without
gaining anything. The latter alone keeps watch, marches, acts,
fights; he alone truly employs in the service of the state all
the moments of his unhappy life. And what, nevertheless, are
the fruits of his long service? What rewards are reserved for
so much perseverance and virtue? What aid is offered the dis-
abled soldier? What asylums are open to the mutilated and

8 Avis aux grenadiers et soldats du tiers-état.” Par un ancien comarade du
régiment des gardes frangaises. This pamphlet contains 16 pages.
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decrepit heroes who have, alas! for them, only their services and
their misfortunes? In vain do they ask of the pitiless ministry a
wretched pension; money is necessary to secure an audience;
without money, the doors are closed, the ministry is deaf. Woe
to the one who has, to support his claim, only certificates of
honor and titles of fame. He will be set aside, rejected, even
crushed if he insist; and the pension owed for his services will
be given to a dancer or a courtier.

“Beside this disgusting list of the abuses of our present
system, place for a moment an outline of the advantages which a
new constitution offers us. In place of a condition of debase-
ment, your condition will be respected. You will enjoy, from
the public, the esteem and the consideration which the defenders
of the country merit. .. . The suppression of the greater
part of the governors, under-governors, commandants, lieute-
nants of the king and other useless officers whose appointments
exhaust the state and are thefts made from the military treasury,
will follow. Without all these thieves who devour our sub-
sistence, the life and health of the soldier will be more assured;
double pay will furnish us an honest living and this increase
will add nothing to the burdens of the people, since it will be
taken from the superfluity of so many useless beings to furnish
the necessities for those who are useful.”

Just as this frank critic of the old military régime was laying
bare the reasons why the majority of the soldiery of France
threw in their lot with the national assembly, he learned, so he
tells us, of the oath and acclamation of the French Guards.
The news roused him to a fresh outburst of patriotic fervor:
‘“‘French, Europeans, inhabitants of two hemispheres, men of all
ranks, of all countries to whom liberty is dear, know that on
the 25th of June, 1789, in a city called Paris, three thousand
brave soldiers have sworn ‘to defend to their last breath, their
country, their liberty, their prince, surrounded by a small
group of scoundrels; to protect against any sort of violence their
fellow citizens in general, and each of the members of the national
.assembly in particular; finally not to permit that any one among
them be arrested or punished for this act of patriotism.’

“Brave soldiers of the third estate, in whatever rank, in what-
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ever place you may be, thrill at this important news, follow so
fine an example and merit by your actions to be counted among
these guards, truly French.”

By June 26 it was very clear that the French Guards were
in full sympathy with the supporters of the national assembly
and the indications are that other troops as well were showing
signs of impending defection. Although Besenval asserts that
the discipline among the Swiss Guards was perfect until July 12,57
a correspondent from Paris reported on June 26, that the Swiss
had formally declared to their colonel, M. d’Affry that they
would not march.® He added that the regiment of Royal
Cravate [cavalry], which had been in Paris since the last of
April, had also explained itself. The action of a considerable
portion of the body guards in Versailles has already been noted.
This same writer reported from Paris, June 26, that it was as-
serted that only the company of Villeroy remained faithful among
the body guards. Bailli de Virieu included in his report of June
29, however, a statement touching this very company. He said
it was accused of having failed in military subordination in favor
of the people on June 27.%% The next day Boullé wrote home
from Versailles that not only the French Guards there, but the
Swiss and the hussars, in fact, almost all the troops had shown a
similar inclination to insubordination.”® Even the loyalty of
the more remote troops seems to have been a matter of doubt.
On June 29, Jefferson wrote to John Jay, that “similar accounts
came in from the troops in other parts of the kingdom, as well
those which had not heard of the séance royale, as those which
had, and gave good reason to apprehend that the soldiery in
general would side with their fathers and brothers, rather than
with their officers.”” Of the effect of the knowledge of this
general defection of the troops, he added: “The operation of
this medicine at Versailles was as sudden as it was powerful.”"

7 Besenval, II, 343; Jefferson, II, 487—488. The latter states that dis-
affection had not appeared among the Swiss prior to the union of the orders.

88 Correspondance d'un député . . . avec la Marquise de Crequy, Documents
inédits, Revue de la rév., 11, 36.

69 Bailli de Virieu, 106.

70 Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., XIV, 27,

7 Jefferson, 11, 487—488.

256



Meeting of the Estates-General, 1789. 143

XV,

The result was an almost instantaneous change in the govern-
ment’s policy, for which Necker claims the credit. While the
Artois-Barentin faction was planning the coercion of the third
estate, apparently Necker was striving to induce the king to
bring pressure to bear upon the upper orders. The method he
suggested was a letter of invitation to the orders. Necker had
first broached this idea in a secret letter written to Louis XVI
on June 20, when the opposition within the king’s council
threatened to subvert his plan for a royal session. The letter
stated: “I have been led to see some inconveniences connected
with a royal session which I had not noted before, and it is
believed that a simple letter of invitation' would be better.'’
Apparently, his intention was to secure the substitution of that
scheme for his previous project of a royal session. In that
way, he would have cut the ground from under his opponents’
feet. ) _

Their opposition, however, had been powerful enough, not
only to hold the king to Necker’s original idea of a royal session,
but to materially modify Necker’'s plan.? Necker was not
dismissed June 23, apparently because of popular opinion and
fear of the disastrous effect upon the financial situation. Of his
own course after June 23, Necker says: ‘I was not slow, conse-
quently, in profiting from the momentary renewal of my credit
to ask His Majesty to write to the nobility and to the clergy,
the letter which led to the reunion of the three orders.””

Necker thus assumes the responsibility for the union of the
orders and Barentin, his most bitter opponent in the ministry,
gives him full credit for the same. The latter charges that,
at bottom, Necker’'s aim was to establish vote by head, which
would abolish distinction of orders. He had been thwarted in
this aim through the revision of his scheme for a royal session,
but neither he nor his supporters outside the council had been

1 Quoted by Loménie, ““ Les préliminaires de la séance royale,” in Annales
de lécole libre des sciences politiques, V, 120,

2 Becker, Die Verfassungspolit:k der franzisischen Regierung, 195—209.

8 Necker, Sur I'administration, 115.
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disconcerted. Instead, *they conceived the project of seducing
in different ways, the deputies of the clergy and the nobility;
their batteries were directed against those timid, or irresolute,
or accessible to corruption. No delicacy in their choice of
means, all were adopted, even to deeds of violence.” Barentin
cites the attack upon the Archbishop of Paris as an example of
their perfidy. Thus, while the populace, through acts of in-
timidation, tried to force the clergy and nobility into a single
assembly, Necker, who was hand in glove with these conspirators,
was urging the king to induce the upper orders to join the third
estate. The king, trusting in Necket’s protestations of devotion,
was led to take the fatal step under specious pretexts. He was
made to believe that he would prevent an impending division,
evidently in the nobility,* although Barentin does not so state.
The king’s fears were aroused by tales of popular dissatisfaction
at the inactivity of the estates for which the nobility in par-
ticular was blamed; by reports of the excitement in Paris and
even in the provinces; finally, by reputed threats against his
own life and that of the royal family. When the nobility hesi-
tated to take the fatal step, then Necker and his partisans
repeated their ‘‘perfidious insinuations” until the king com-
manded that the Comte d’Artois write the letter which finally
broke the opposition of the nobles.®* Such is Barentin’s version
of the manner in which the union of the orders was effected.

Presumably, both Barentin and Necker himself have mis-
represented, ignorantly or purposely, or both, the degree of
Necker’s responsibility for the action of the king in bringing
about the union of the orders. There can be no doubt, of

{ Duquesnoy, I, 135-136; Note of Necker, quoted by Loménie, Les Pré-
liminaires de la séance royale, Annales de Uécole libre des sciences politiques,
V, 128. Duquesnoy wrote of the effects upon the nobility of the answer of
Bailly to the deputation from the nobility on June 26; *‘ On a proposé de se
retirer 4 I'instant, de mettre un vefo sur tout ce qui se ferait aux états.” Of
the effect of this attitude of the nobility he wrote: * Si demain la réunion
n'est pas opérée, si la noblesse se sépare, j'ignore tout ce que ceci pourra
devenir . . . ."” On the morning of June 27, Necker referred to a * schism ”’
declared by the order of the nobility and stated that some deputies would
leave Versailles that evening.

5 Barentin, 239—243.
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course, that Necker desired a union of the orders in some sort
of general assembly in which, by means of a vote by head, a
solution of the urgent financial problems of the country might
be reached. He had advocated such a scheme before the
estates met.! Nor is there any doubt that Necker urged the
union of the orders. There is extant his project of a letter to
the king for that very purpose. There is no evidence, however,
to indicate that he was intriguing to cause the destruction of
the orders through vote by head. Far from influencing the
king, the letter, as will be shown later, varies so widely from the
one which the king sent to the clergy and nobles that it can
hardly be said that the king did more than accept the idea of
union by a letter of invitation.”

Circumstances other than the insistence of Necker doubtless
caused king and court to request the union of the orders, although
the king evidently adopted the method suggested by the minister.
As to the time when action looking to the union of the estates
was first seriously considered, it cannot have been later than
June 26. By that date even if they had not been influenced by

& Fling, Source Studies on the Fr. Rev., 7.

7 Letter quoted by Loménie, ‘ Les Préliminaires de la séance royale,”
in Annales de I'école libre des sciences politiques, V, 128. The public believed
that Necker was responsible for the letter when the reunion occurred, but
rumors that it did not emanate from him were abroad on June 30. The
Assemblée nationale (I, 280) makes the following comment: ‘‘L’on dit et
peut-étre n'est-ce pas sans fondement, que M. Necker n’est pas 'auteur de
la lettre du 27, écrite par le roi & la noblesse et au clergé pour la réunion.
M. Necker, dit on, I'a publiée lui-méme; mais 11 a fait un secret du nom de
l'auteur.

“Si cela est, a qui l'attribuerons-nous donc? Est-ce & M. de Villedeuil?
On verra par la suite qu'il était bien éloigné de cette facon de penser. Est-ce
A M. Vidaud de la Tour? Encore moins. Est-ce & M. de Montmorin, aa
ministre de la guerre, de la marine? L'on n'en parle nullement. Est-ce
enfin & M. le garde des sceaux? Ce ministre avait intérét de ramener la paix,
de calmer les esprits un peu trop échauffés, surtout dans les communes: ce
ministre pleurant la mort de son fils et la perte prochaine de son épouse; en
butte, comme M. Necker, aux intrigues des autres ministres, aura sans doute,
par ce coup imprévu et subit, cru ramener I'opinion publique, se consoler,
par une belle action, des chagrins domestiques, et s'affermir plus que jamais
contre les traits de ses rivaux.

* Avons-nous deviné I'auteur? Ne nous en flattons pas.”
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Necker's view, the crisis in affairs must have been perceived by
king and court. The elements of the situation which Barentin
brands as ‘“‘specious’ were very real, as has been shown. June
25 was the date when the rankest insubordination appeared
among the French guards. Apparently, it was also the date on
which the body guards under the Duc de Guiche openly rebelled
against patrol duty in Versailles and appealed to the king.
According to Jallet, it was the evening of June 26 when the
court learned that ten thousand troops, said to have been
ordered from the camp at Givet,;refused to march. At the
same time, the Duc de Chatelet had assured the council that;
while they could count upon the officers, no reliance could be
placed upon the soldiers.® It is hardly probable that the doings
at the Palais Royal could have been unknown at the court.
The electoral assembly as well as the Palais Royal itself bore to
the assembly, on June 26, testimonials of the unflinching loyalty
of the capital. A survey of these facts is sufficient to make it
appear plausible that as early as June 26 the court must have
felt the necessity of taking some steps to prevent a disastrous
culmination of these circumstances. The statement of Count
Mercy in his letter to Joseph II that, at this time, the court had
already considered transferring itself to some place of safety,
gives strong support to this idea.?

It is natural to presume that the ministry held frequent con-
ferences in the days after the royal session. A council in the
evening of June 23, another in the evening of June 25 and again
in the morning and in the evening of June 26 are mentioned by
persons outside court circles.'® The one in the evening of
June 26 is said to have been very long and to have been attended
by the princes. The inference is that it had to do with the
crisis in public affairs which menaced the safety of the court and
the upper orders.! Early the next day, if we can credit the

8 Jallet, 109.

9 Arneth and Flammermont, Correspondance secréte, 11, 252, letter of
Mercy to Joseph II, July 4, 1789.

10 Tallet, 109; Biauzat, I, 141, 143; Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la
rév., XV, 27, Histoire de la rév., 1, 234.

" Histoire de la rév., 1, 234.
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meager available reports, as early as seven o’clock, the king and
his two brothers were in conference in the royal apartments.!?
Soon there arrived the presidents of the clergy and nobility, the
Cardinal de la Rochefoucauld and the Duke of Luxemburg.
With them came also the Duc de Croy, vice-president of the
nobility, and the Archbishops of Aix and Rheims. Coster states
that they were summoned at eight o’clock. When the Cardinal
de la Rochefoucauld feturned to the chamber of the clergy,
he explained that they had found all the royal family united
and in the greatest distress. The direct cause was a warning
received by the king from Paris that morning to the effect that,
if the union of the three orders did not occur that day, thirty
thousand men would set out, resolved to surmount all obstacles
which might be opposed to them, in order to besiege the estates-
general and then the chateau.® Count Mercy, in his dispatch
of July 4, confirms this account in part. He states that, early
in the morning of June 27, he went to Versailles to execute
some private commissions of Joseph II and that, after the
customary conference, he paid a visit to the queen. He found
her in the deepest anguish as she let him see by her streaming
eyves. She appealed to him for advice in such a critical situa-
tion. He adds that they had neglected to do anything that the
circumstances demanded, but had done everything that should
not have been done. Since what had been done could not be
. recalled, he took the liberty of presenting to the queen some
general ideas relative to the avoidance of still greater mis-
fortunes. He said to her that it was necessary, either to dismiss

12 Histoire de la rév., 234-235; Barentin, footnote, 243. The latter gives
neither time nor place, but says that the king’s brothers were with him when
the presidents of the upper orders arrived. Moleville (I, 243), who evidently
had the Histoire de la 'réy. before him, refers to the early conferences with
the king. ‘

18 Coster, Récit, 344; Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 300; Barentin,
footnote, 243; Histoire de la rév., 1, 235-236; Moleville, I, 244-245. All refer
to the attendance of the Duke of Luxemburg, president of the nobility. All
except the second mention the Cardinal de la Rochefoucauld. Coster and
Moleville name the Archbishops of Aix and Rheims. The Procés and Mole-
ville mention the Duc de Croy.
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Necker, or to keep him and then do what he desired. He added
that in the case of dismissal, bankruptcy was inevitable.

It may have been this influence which brought the king to
accept the idea of union which Necker opportunely presented.
It was that very morning that Necker drafted the project of a
letter to be presented to the king. In explanation of the step,
he wrote to some one not known: ‘‘If the king wishes, monsieur,
to avoid today the schism declared by the order of the nobility
and to prevent the departure of several deputies who leave .
Versailles this very evening, there is no other stand to take
than to write to the president of the order the enclosed letter
and to send it at the earliest possible moment, to anticipate
all other deliberation. I ought to observe to you that it is es-
sential to write the same thing to the clergy.”®® This com-
munication is dated Saturday morning, presumably early, if the
king were to anticipate action by the upper chambers which
met regularly at nine o’clock.

Necker’s conception of the necessary content of the letter
follows:®¥ “I have received with satisfaction the proofs which
the order of the nobility has given me of its confidence in my
fairness and of its respectful deference in adopting the dis-
positions contained in my two declarations of June 23. They
have been dictated by my love for my people and my desire to
effect their happiness. The second disposition of my first declar-
ation invites the three orders to communicate their uncontested
credentials. I desire that this communication be made today by
the order of the nobility, which will betake itself for this purpose
into the hall where the three orders assemble to communicate
to the clergy and the third estate the procés-verbal of its veri-
fications of uncontested credentials, with the documents which
certify these, and to obtain from the other two orders the same
communication. I await with confidence this new proof of the
patriotism of the order of the nobility and of its inviolable
attachment to its king.”

1 Mercy to Kaunitz, July 4, 1789. Quoted by Wertheimer in Revue his-
torigue, XXV, 327-328.

18 Quoted by Loménie, in Annales de I'école libre des sciences politiques, V,
128, The original is in the archives nationales. '

16 IThid,
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This letter makes perfectly clear that Necker, despite his
opposition to changes in his plan, wished to make use of the
features of the modified declarations which might aid in the
attainment of the much-desired union of the orders. The first
declaration provided for a general assembly upon matters of
common interest, but guaranteed distinction of orders. The
upper orders had sanctioned this arrangement, although many
of the nobility, in view of prospective voting by head, should the

orders unite, had made reservations. Evidently Necker believed
that even though the union were forced upon the upper orders,
the third estate could be restrained from putting into effect its
plan for a truly national assembly without distinction of orders.
The communication of credentials provided for in the first
declaration afforded a plausible pretext for bringing about the
union which would appease popular opinion and which, at the
same time, was desired by the king and Necker.

The action of Necker, the probability of the retirement of
some of the nobility, the desire to see the estates in operation,
the king's knowledge of the prevailing insubordination among
people and troops, the specific threat from Paris that morning,
and possibly the advice of Mercy—doubtless all these factors
induced the king to adopt the idea, although not the content of
Necker’s letter. Some accounts of the time even claim that
members of the upper orders themselves asked the king to take
such a step to save their faces, but yet release them from an
intolerable situation of impotency.'?

17 Jallet, 106-107; Biauzat, II, 147; Lescure, Correspondance secréte in-
édite . . . , 11, 367; Necker, Sur I'administration, 116. The first says: ‘“‘La
noblesse et le haut clergé se firent donner un ordre du roi de se réunir sans
délai.”” Biauzat, in speaking of the union by letters to the deputies, adds:
“ Qui faisaient semblant de vouloir demeurer isolés dans les salles voisines
et qui avaient mendié ces letres.”” Lescure reports rumor: * Enfin une
lettre du roi sollicitée, dit-on, par les nobles récalcitrants, eux-mémes, a mis
d’accord leur amour-propre avec le seul parti qu'il leur restait & prendre.”
Necker somewhat substantiates the same idea: ‘“Si le plus grand nombre
des députés du clergé et de la noblesse eussent voulu manifester leurs secrétes
pensées, ils seraient convenus que dans la position singuliére ot ils étaient, le
_roi ne perdait pas leurs intéréts de vue, en les decidant, d’une maniére honorable
pour eux, & une démarche inévitable.” Histoire de la rév., 1, 233. The latter
sayson June 26: “ La minorité du clergé, effrayée, de voir chaque jour diminuer

263



150 Jeanette Needham.

Evidently before the arrival of the presidents of the upper
orders, the king had already decided to request the union. As
Barentin surmises, probably they were summoned to ensure the
success of the scheme through a personal appeal to the heads of
the chambers. .

The details of what occurred in the ensuing conferences rest
upon accounts written from one to ten years after the occurrence.
These accounts were not written by eyewitnesses. This natur-
ally lessens their value and it is lessened even more by the fact
that their sources of information are not known.!* On his
arrival, the Duke of Luxemburg is said to have presented to
the king the decree passed by the nobility on June 26. The
interview between them is given at some length in the con-
temporary history by Deux amis de la liberté.?®* The king had
the duke follow him into his cabinet where he began: ‘“M. de

le nombre de ses prosélytes, s'était décidée & demander au roi la permission
de se réunir 4 son ordre.”

18 Histoire de la rév., 1, 235-238; Moleville, I, 243-246; Barentin, footnote,
243; Droz, 11, 195-197; Dorset, I, 226, Dorset had heard that the two
princes conferred with the king Friday evening, June 26. Barentin merely
states that there was a conference with the presidents of the upper orders in
the presence of the queen and princes, during which the presidents tried to
dissipate the fears of the king. The Histoire gives a very full report of the
interview between the Duke of Luxemburg and the king, but nothing of the
part taken by the representatives of the clergy other than that the Cardinal
de la Rochefoucauld was called into the king’s cabinet. This work appeared
for the first time probably in 1790. A revised edition was printed in 1792,
but there is no hint as to the source of its information. Moleville may have
used it for the very brief account of the conference between the king and the
" duke, but Moleville gives additional material in the shape of a rather extended
protest by .the Archbishop of Aix, to which none of the other accounts refer.
Droz may have used the Histoire as the basis of his narrative since the texts
are identical, barring some omissions in Droz. The latter, however, states at
the opening of the debate: * Voici une partie de leur conversation que le
duc pour sa responsibilité, écrivit en quittant Louis XVI.” This explanation
may mean that Droz may have drawn from some contemporary pamphlet
containing the statement of the Duke of Luxemburg as to what occurred.
The writers of the Histoire may have used the same pamphlet which Droz
used later. I have been unable to find any further evidence that the Duke
of Luxemburg made such a statement as Droz suggests.

19 Moleville, I, 243.

20 Histoire de la rév., 1, 235-238.
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Luxemburg, I expect from the fidelity and the affection for my
person of the order over which you preside, its reunion with the
other two orders.” To this the duke replied: ‘‘Sire, the order
of the nobility will always be eager to give to Your Majesty,
proofs of its devotion for you, but I dare say to you that it has
never given more striking proofs than on this occasion; for it
is not its cause but that of the crown which it defends today.”
“The cause of the crown?” the king is said to have replied.
“Yes, Sire,” the Duke continued, ‘“‘the cause of the crown.
The nobility has nothing to lose by the reunion which Your
Majesty desires. A consideration established by centuries of
glory, and transmitted from generation to generation, its im-
mense wealth and also the talents and virtues of several of its
members will assure to it in the national assembly all the in-
fluence of which it can be solicitous, and I am certain that it
will be received with rapture. But has Your Majesty been
made to see the results of this union for you? The nobility will
obey, Sire, if you ordain it; but, as its president, as the loyal
servitor of Your Majesty, I dare implore you to permit me to
present further reflections upon so decisive a step.”

The king is said to have assented and the Duke made an
elaborate argument against the union because it was baneful to
the royal power: “Your Majesty,” he continued, ‘“‘is not ig-
norant of what degree of power public opinion and the rights of
the nation discern in its representatives; it is such, this power,
that the sovereign authority itself with which you are clothed
remains mute in its presence.. This unlimited power exists in
its plenitude in the estates-general, in whatever manner they
may be composed, but their division into three chambers checks
their action and preserves yours. United, they no longer know
a master; divided, they are your subjects. The déficit in your
finances and the spirit of insubordination which has infected the
army, engage, I know, the deliberations of your councils, but
there remains to you, Sire, your faithful nobility. It has to
choose at this moment between going, as Your Majesty invites
it to do, to share with its co-deputies the exercise of the legislative
power, or of dying to defend the prerogatives of the crown.
Its choice is not a matter of doubt; it will die and it will not
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ask any thanks; it is its duty. But in dying, it will save the
independence of the crown and render void the operations of
the national assembly, which certainly could not be accounted
complete, when a third of its members would have been turned
over to the fury of the populace and the weapons of the assassin.
I adjure Your Majesty to deign to reflect upon the considerations
which I have had the honor to present to you.” _

But the king was unmoved by the stirring argument. “M. de
Luxemburg, my reflections are made. I am determined upon
every sacrifice, I do not wish a single man to perish for my
quarrel. So, say to the order of the nobility that I invite it to
unite with the other two. If that is not enough, I command it,
as its king, I will it. But if there is a single one of its members
who believes himself bound by his mandate, his oath and his
honor, let me say, I would go to sit at his side, and I would die
with him if necessary.”

There is some indication that the Duke of Luxemburg may
have retired when the Cardinal de la Rochefoucald, as well as
the Archbishops of Rheims and Aix were called in by the king.
Moleville gives in his Histoire de la révolution de Framce, what
is said to have occurred in the colloquy.®* The king stated that
the troops were in rebellion and that he was obliged to yield to
the will of the third estate. ‘‘The troops in defection, Sire,”
cried the Archbishop of Aix. ‘“Since when, in what places?
Are these body guards, are they Swiss? Your Majesty did not
knew of this yesterday! Is it the work of a day—of a moment?
The troops in defection, and Your Majesty learned it only today!
The commanders, the officers, have they been in ignorance, or
in the conspiracy? Have all betrayed the king? No, Sire, that
is not possible, that cannot be true, they are deceiving Your
Majesty, or they have been deceiving you for three months.”

A Moleville, I, 245—246. The Histoire (I, 238) merely states that the
Cardinal de la Rochefoucauld came next and says nothing of the conference.
Barentin makes it appear, in his brief references to the conference (Mémoire,
footnotes, 243) that whatever discussion there was, was heard in the presence
of all the group, both the nobles and clergy, as well as the king, the queen,
and the princes. Moleville gives the impression that there was first a private

conference between the king and the representatives of the clergy and that
this interview was concluded in the presence of all.
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The king, embarrassed and shaken, had the clergy pass into
another room where the queen, Monsieur and the Comte d’Artois,
the Duke of Luxemburg and the Duc de Croy were gathered.
The Archbishop of Aix, however, insisted upon his views: “Yes,
Sire, yes, Madame, they are deceiving you to make you yield.
They have given double representation to the third estate that
it may have a double vote; they wish to grant it not only for
some objects, but for all. Your Majesty indicates differences
which they do not wish to admit. It preserves the interests of
the king, those of the clergy and the nobility, they wish to
destroy the orders and the royal authority is bound to fall with
them.’’#?

The objections raised by the duke and the archbishop must
have made the king fully conscious of the dangerous possibilities
of union, but they did not swerve him from his intention of ask-
ing the upper orders to join the third estate. Evidently, the
court felt that public opinion must be appeased as quickly as
possible. The letters of invitation were presented to the Duke
of Luxemburg and the Cardinal de la Rochefoucauld to be carried
to their respective chambers.?

2 Histoire de la rév., I, 238; Moleville, I, 246. According to Moleville the
discussion continued for some minutes, the king adding that he would make
known his response. This statement implies that the king did not give the
letters to the presidents. The Histoire adds that Necker was summoned
after the Cardinal, but made no explanation of the statement. It may have
been to acquaint him with the king’s decision to follow out his suggestion of
union through a letter of invitation.

% Jbid.; Coster, Récit, 345; Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la rév.,
X1V, 28; Barentin, 243—244, footnote. Boullé says that *“ un garde du corps
chargé de cette lettre ouverte en avait donné lecture au peuple toujours
assemblé prés de 1'hotel des états avant de la remettre & la noblesse.” Coster,
who heard the Cardinal de la Rouchefoucauld report the circumstances of his
visit to the chateau, states explicitly that the presidents brought the letters
with them. Barentin implies the same, and the Histoire says that the presi-
dents received the letters from the king. Moleville evidently is mistaken,
while the story of Boullé cannot be taken seriously. Coster states that the
one given to the Cardinal had written on the back: ‘“ A mon cousin, le cardinal
de la Rochefoucauld.”
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XVI

The conference at the chateau delayed the opening of the
session of the clergy, for Coster states that the Cardinal de la
Rochefoucauld did not arrive until half past nine, whereas the
usual hour for the sessions was nine o’clock.! But the letter
of the king was not presented at once, for the mass for the dead
was celebrated in commemoration of M. Le Guen, deputy of the
Prévéte and Vicomté of Paris, whose death had been announced
the morning of June 24.2

Without further delay, the president announced that he had
received a letter from the king, and explained the circumstances
surrounding its origin in so far as he had been connected with
them.? The king’s letter was then read to the doubtless highly
astonished assembly. It was a simple statement addressed to
the president personally as, “My cousin.” No hint of the fears,
said to have been responsible for its drafting, was evident
when the king declared that “‘occupied solely with effecting the
general welfare of my kingdom and desiring above all that the
assembly of the estates-general busy itself with matters which
interest all the nation, in accordance with the voluntary ac-
ceptance which your order has given my declaration of the 23d
of this month, I invite my clergy to unite without delay with
the two orders to hasten the accomplishment of my paternal
views. Those who are bound by their instructions may dispense
with voting until they shall have received new ones. This will
be a new mark of attachment which the clergy will give me. I

1 Coster, Récit, 344; Barmond, Récit, 277. The latter refers to the session
having been adjourned until nine o’clock. The Histoire de la rév. (I, 238)
states that the conference at the chateau was not over until eleven o'clock.
Boullé states, however (Doc. inédits, Revue de la rép., X1V, 28), that it was
only eleven forty-five when the national assembly learned of the letter and
the great opposition among the nobility. If the king and the court were
convinced of the absolute necessity of the union of the orders, they would
take steps to bring that about as early as possible. If the presidents were
summoned at eight o’clock, as Coster, who would have a good chance to know,
claims, without a doubt they could have returned by nine thirty.

2 Barmond, Récit, 277; Coster, Récit, 344. The latter merely mentions
the mass.

3 Coster, Récit, 344-345, -
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pray God, my cousin, that he may keep you in his holy care.”
It was signed simply ‘‘Louis.’”* The pretext of their coming
together, to communicate credentials, as suggested by Necker,
was not mentioned. It was made perfectly clear that the king
expected them to execute the provisions of the first declaration
which they had accepted. It was just as clear that he intended
that they should sit and act in common upon matters of common
interest. . :

The promoteur requested that it be considered at once, so it
was read a second time.® Without record of any debate, the
clergy agreed unanimously to yield to the king’s desire, pro-
vided that the nobility would do likewise.! The decree of
acquiescence which they passed is long, because it is full of

4+ Barmond, Récit, 277—278; Coster, Récit, 345. The texts preserved in
these two accounts from the clergy vary somewhat. The text found in the,
first follows: ‘ Mon cousin, uniquement occupé de faire le bien général de
mon royaume et désirant pardessus tout que ['assemblée des états-généraux
s’occupe des objets qui intéressent toute la nation, d’aprés 'acceptation volon-
taire que votre ordre a faite de ma déclaration du 23 de ce mois, j'engage mon
clergé A se réunir sans délai avec les deux ordres pour hiter 'accomplissement
de mes vues paternelles. Ceux qui sont liés par leurs pouvoirs, peuvent y
aller sans donner de voix jusqu'a ce qu'ils en aient de nouveaux. Ce sera
une nouvelle marque d’attachement que le clergé me donnera, sur ce je prie
Dieu, mon cousin qu’il vous ait en sa sainte gard. Signe, Louis. Ce 27
Juin, 1789.” The Coster text is the same to pour hdter with two exceptions,
de instead of @ before faire and imvite instead of engage. The remainder of
the text follows: “ Et j'attends de lui cette nouvelle preuve de son attache-
ment. Ceux qui ont des pouvoirs limités peuvent y aller sans donner de
voix, pour accélerer 'exécution de mes vues paternelles. Sur ce je prie Dieu
mon cher cousin, qu'il vous ait en sa sainte garde. Signe, Louis. Le 27 juin
1789.” The text in the Histoire de la rév. (I, 238), from which Moleville (I,
246—247) probably drew his text, is practically the same as that in Barmond.
The following accounts give the text or refer to the letter of the clergy: Boulié,
Doc. inédits, Revue de la rév., X1V, 28; Jefferson, 11, 488 (translation of text);
Letter from a deputy, Paris, le 27 & minuit (appendix includes text of letter);
Bailli de Virieu, 104; Biauzat, 11, 146,

5 Barmond, Récit, 278.

6 Ibid.; Coster, Récit, 345; Histo're de la rév., 1, 239; Boullé, Doc. inédits,
Revue de la rév., X1V, 28. The latter heard: ‘ Elle donnait lieu, comme dans
la noblesse, &3 des débats.” Both Coster (Récit, 348) and Barmond state
that it was also agreed to write a letter to the king explanatory of the prin-
ciples of the clergy.
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explanations safeguarding the rights of their order. There is no
information telling how it was drafted, for it is simply incor-
porated in the minutes of the clergy.” As the king justified
his request for union on the basis of the policy announced in
the royal session, the clergy also justified their consent on the
basis of four articles, I, VII, VIII, and IX, found in the first
declaration of June 23, each of these four articles being quoted
in turn at the opening of the decree.® In view of these articles
reserving all the rights of the clergy, in view of their own action
in the decrees of June 24 and June 25 respecting the first declara-
tion, and, finally, because of the king’s letter to the Cardinal
de la Rochefoucauld, “the order of the clergy, always eager
to give to His Majesty testimonials of respect, love and con-
fidence and justly impatient to be able to give itself up, at last,
to the discussion of the great interest, upon which the national
welfare depends,” passed a double resolution. First, they de-
clared their intention ‘“to unite with the other two orders of
the nobility and the third estate in the common hall in order
to treat affairs of general utility, conformably to the declaration
of the king, without prejudice of the right which belongs to the
clergy, in accordance with the constitutional laws of the mon-
archy, to assemble and to vote separately, a right which they
cannot and do not desire to abandon in the present session of the
estates-general and which is expressly reserved to them by
articles VIII and IX of the same declaration.” In order to
fortify their position yet more strongly, they decided, in the
second place, “to address to His Majesty, a letter explanatory
of the principles, preservative of the monarchy, which guided
the order of the clergy and the sentiments of union and peace
which decided it to adopt the plans of conciliation proposed by
His Majesty, as well as to unite with the other orders in the
hall of the estates-general.”

7 Barmond, Récit, 278-280; Procés-verbal . . . de la mnoblesse, 301-302.
The texts are practically the same, The Procés quotes the full text of article I
of the king’s first declaration, while the Récit omits the last sentence. The
text of the king's letter is not repeated in the body of the decree as given by
the Récit, but the Procés quotes most of it. It is given practically the same
as in the Récit. ’

8 For full text of articles see Procés-verbal of the national assembly, No. 5.
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Very clearly, the minority of the clergy had absolutely no
intention of yielding in the slightest degree to the policy of the
national assembly. They stood firmly upon their traditional
rights, guaranteed in the first declaration of the king and were
merely executing the policy laid down in the royal session.

Since the decree could be carried out only with the concurrence
of the nobility, the Archbishop of Aix, who had attended the
royal conference that morning, and the Abbé de Montesquiou,
agent-général of the clergy, and promoteur of the chamber, were
sent to inform the nobility of the action taken in response to the
king’s appeal, and to confer with the chamber of nobility in
regard to the matter.? '

Before that order acted, the clergy succeeded in clearing up
most of their work laid out the day before. In the first place,
their decree upon the renunciation. of pecuniary privileges was
read and approved.!® Like the decree for union, the preamble
was long and complex. It explained that ‘‘the order of the
clergy, anxious to second with the most respectful attachment,
the paternal wishes of the king for the happiness of his people,
and in consideration of the fact that the unanimous desire of
their constituents makes it more than ever a duty to fuse the
temporal interests of the ministers of religion with those of their
brothers and their fellow citizens; in order that today the abuses
of the fiscal regime may no longer burden the country; and,
that the justice of the sovereign may effect a revival, in favor
of the other two orders, of the ancient liberties and national
rights, preserved without alteration by the churches of France
in all epochs of the monarchy’’—it explained that, for all these
reasons, the clergy agreed to the four propositions that follow.

The first pledged, that, ‘‘for the future, the holders of bene-
fices, ecclesiastical bodies, and communities, would contribute, in
the same proportion as other citizens to all royal, provincial and
municipal taxes, and to all imposts agreed to by the three orders.”

9 Barmond, Récit, 280. Barmond says they ‘‘ ont été priés d’aller conférer
avec la noblesse en lui faisant part de 'arrété qui venait d’étre pris.” The
Procés-verbal of the nobility contains no reference to the appearance of these
envoys to their chamber and the Récit says nothing of their return.

10 Barmond, Récit, 280—281.
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The second provided that the possessions of the church,
submitted like lay property to the payment of the taxes necessary
for the protection of the prosperity of the state, will serve, at
the same time, as a mortgage and security for the payment of
the national debt when it shall have been validated and duly
verified. By the third, it was agreed ‘‘that in harmony with
the beneficent dispositions announced by the king in the session
of the 23d of this month, His Majesty will be asked to abolish
completely without return, the name of faille, the use of the
corvée, the rights of main-morte; to render drafting for the militia
less burdensome to the poor people of the towns and country;
finally, to convert the pérsonal charges into pecuniary aids, to
which the order of the clergy consents to be subjected.”

The fourth stated that “in considering in the matter of the
tax, the impositions most useful and most favorable to the law of
proportional equality, it is just to indemnify, by supplementary
appropriations, both the hospitals which the present law frees
from all public contributions, and the curés, taxed as much as
they can bear under the existing regulations of the clergy, upon
a basis far lower than that which is used to fix the quota of
other taxpayers.” ‘

As yet, no word had come from the chamber of the nobility,
so the clergy next listened to the reading of the memoir ordered
the previous day in justification of their action on June 19 and
24. Evidently, the committee appointed to draft it did not
complete their work the evening of June 26, for Coster states
that it met at the Menus at eight o’clock that morning.'? The
result of their labor was a document of several pages, entitled
Récit de ce qui s’est passé dans Uordre du clergé, depuis le 19 juin
Jusqu’au 24 du méme mois.®

It began by quoting, practically verbatim, the minutes of
June 24 prior to the withdrawal of the majority of the order,
which had been drafted by the minority secretary, Barmond.

11 Barmond, Récit, 282; Coster, Récit, 348.

12 Coster, Récit, 344.

13 Published in Overture des états-généraux, procés-verbaux et récit des séances
des ordres du clergé et de la noblesse, jusqu'a leur réunion d I’assemblée nationale,
Paris, 1791, pp. 249—267.
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The remainder of the Récit is devoted to the proof of three things:
(1) that the deliberation of Friday, June 19, which, the majority
claimed, had never been concluded, was a perfectly regular
procedure, in which verification of credentials by order, received
the plurality of the vote; (2) that this deliberation had not been
retracted by any subsequent action of the chamber of clergy;
(3) that the assembly was justified in taking up the king’s decla-
ration of June 23 instead of resuming the deliberation of June 19,
which had been legally completed.

In support of the first contention, certain fundamental laws
of parliamentary procedure were reviewed and then applied
to the deliberation of June 19, to show that each had been duly
observed. In accordance with these principles, the vote had
been legal, the count had been made in an exact manner, and the
result had been checked by a roll-call, during which each member
was given an opportunity to confirm or change his vote. Minor
changes did occur, but these were recorded exactly, since several
members favoring verification in common had charge of this
work. Nevertheless, the plurality still lay with the adherents
of separate verification. Hence, the president proclaimed this
result, thus concluding a legal deliberation which could be
invalidated only by subsequent action of the same regularly
convoked chamber.

That no such action occurred was the next proposition demon-
strated in the Récit. In the first place, nullification of the
decree of June 19 could not have occurred before June 24, because
no session of the chamber had been held between those dates.
During that interval, the government suspended the sessions of
all the orders to prepare the hall for the royal session. It was
true that those who had opposed verification by order had held
a meeting in the meantime. Such a meeting, however, was
irregular, its decrees illegal and of no effect upon the action of the
legitimate chamber of the clergy. In the second place, no
deliberation contrary to that of June 19 occurred on June 24,
when the next regular session of the clergy met. The minutes
of the meeting quoted in the Récit clearly proved that fact. A
large number did request that the result of the action of the
previous Friday be stated again, before the king’s declarations
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1

were read. Before a decision on the matter was reached, how-
ever, the so-called majority abandoned the hall. Consequently,
the decree of June 19 was still in force.

The only point open to question was whether the chamber was
justified in taking up the declaration of the king first, rather than
heeding the request of a large number of its members. The
Récit stated that an examination of the circumstances and of
the declaration itself showed that ‘it was a strict duty for the
clergy to begin by considering the declaration.” It was a duty
of respect to the king to do so, because, on the one hand, he
had ordered them, in closing the royal session, to meet the next
day in their own halls; because, on the other hand, he had
sent them copies of the declarations. It must have been his
intention that they consider these. Furthermore, the very dis-
positions of the first declaration itself made examination in-
dispensable before discussing the deliberation of June 19. Article
I settled all strife over the method of deliberation when it de-
clared that the three orders, the distinction of which was posi-
tively established, might deliberate in common, but under two
conditions, that the orders agree and that the king approve.
The second article removed all difficulty relative to the veri-
fication of credentials. After statements as precise as these,
there was no occasion for discussion upon the deliberation of
June 19, which concerned the verification of credentials in
common. The king had declared against it and it was incon-
ceivable that the nobility should consent to that form in face of
the king’s decision. Besides, even if the terms of the declaration
were not to be accepted, the necessary preliminary was to de-
liberate upon the document to see whether it would be executed.
In short, two matters were before the assembly the morning of
June 24, the deliberation of June 19 and the declaration of the
king. The latter rendered the former without object; hence, it
was reasonable to begin the session by considering the declaration.

Brief attention was given to the further fact that some mem-
bers raised the question whether the examination of the declara-
tion should not occur in a general assembly of the three orders.
The Récit maintained that this would have been contrary to
the intentions of the king, who had ordered separate meetings
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and who had despatched copies of the declaration to each cham-
ber. Finally, it was contrary to the declaration itself, to de-
liberate upon its acceptance in a form which it repudiated.

From all these arguments, the Récit concluded that the decree
of June 19 was still valid and formed the law according to which
the clergy should verify its credentials and continue its sessions,
despite the voluntary absence of some of its members. The
chamber approved this justification of its own conduct and
ordered the secretary to have the document printed, while the
original was to be preserved with those of the procés-verbaux in
the archives of the clergy. Coster adds that it, as well as printed
_ copies of all the other acts of the clergy, were to be distributed
in all the provinces.!*

On the face of things, it appears glaringly inconsistent that,
after passing a decree to join the other orders and as their last
act before carrying that decree into effect, the clergy should
have ratified a document of such tenor. In reality, however,
their union with the other orders was in complete harmony
with the Récit, which fully admitted the binding force of the
king's declaration. The king merely took the initiative in
proposing a joint assembly of the estates on a certain date;
the clergy exercised its privilege of consenting, but with full
reservation of all its rights as guaranteed in the declaration.
There was no intention of going to verify credentials, far less of
accepting the revolutionary doctrine of vote by head with no
distinction of orders. It was fully in harmony with the king's
declaration, also, that the clergy should have made their action
conditional upon similar action by the nobility.

But not until practically all their own unfinished business
was completed did the clergy learn that the nobility was about
to act favorably upon the king’s request.® The word may
have been brought by the Archbishop of Aix and the Abbé de
Montesquiou, who had been sent to confer with the nobility.
The clergy sent a delegation composed of eight members, of
whom the Bishop of Uzés was chief, evidently to communicate to
the nobility the decree of the clergy in regard to the matter

4 Barmond, Récit, 282; Coster, Récit, 348.

15 Barmond, Récit, 282.
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of union. When it returned, the bishop is said to have borne
the news that the nobility would go to the hall of the estates.!®

XVII

This decision was the final outcome of a long and stormy
session of the nobility, in which the debate was heated and the
opposition obstinate. Presumably, the session opened before
the return of the president from the chateau.! The minutes
of the previous day were read and the debate was begun upon
the refusal of the third estate to recognize the deputation of
the day before, other than as ‘‘non-united nobles.” This dis-
cussion, it will be recalled, had been postponed June 26 until
the next morning. It promised to be very violent, but not
much had been done when the president presented the king’s
letter, asking them to submit, in a sense, to the very thing
against which they were protesting. The letter was practically
the same as that sent to the clergy.? Whether the president

18 Barmond, Récit, 282; Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 301—302. The
latter states that there were eight, but the Récit merely notes that it was com-
posed suivant 'usage. The Procés indicates that their deliberation was inter-
rupted by the deputation, which came before the receipt, by the nobility, of
the letter from the Comte d'Artois, and which withdrew immediately after
reading the clergy’s decree. The Récit, however, states that the Bishop of
Uzés brought the news that the nobles would obey the king and awaited the
clergy. He may have inferred from what he heard that the nobility would
yield, but their own record indicates further action after the clerical deputa-
tion leit the chamber.

Y Proces-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 300; Gauville, 8. The usual hour of
opening was nine o'clock. If the Cardinal de la Rochefoucauld did not
return until half past nine, probably the Duke of Luxemburg did not return
earlier. The fact that the chamber began to discuss the action to be taken
upon the third estate’s response of the previous day, would indicate that the
duke was absent or the letter would have been presented immediately on the
opening of the session. Gauville implies that the nobility was in session
before the duke's return.

2 Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 300; Barmond, Récit, 277-278. Com-
parison of the texts shows that they are practically identical except for the
substitution of ma fidele noblesse for mon clergé. Texts of the letter are given
in Etats-généraux, Exirait du journal de Paris, 1, 123 (last two sentences omit-
ted); Boullé, Docs. inédits, Revue de la rév., X1V, 28; Leiter of a deputy from
Paris, le 27, & minuit, appendix; Duquesnoy, II, 139-140 (part omitted).
The {ollowing refer to the letter: Dorset, I, 226; Jallet, 107; Biauzat, II, -
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made full explanation of the circumstances under which he
received the letter is not known. The procés-verbal of the cham-
ber states merely that, before reading the letter, the president
announced that both he and the vice-presidént had been sum-
moned by the king.®? Baron de Gauville, one of the nobility,
indicates that the chamber knew of the president’s visit to the
king. He states that the excitement felt in the chamber, while
~ the president was with the king, changed into humiliation when
it learned that the king had abandoned his nobles.* If the
letter produced this effect upon very many, the ensuing dis-
cussion must have been very lively.>? There seems to have been
a great difference of opinion over the means best fitted to serve
the king. Some insisted upon the closest adhesion to the
principles already laid down in the decrees passed by the chamber;
others were of the opinion that the circumstances demanded, if
not the sacrifice of principles, at least the sacrifice of resistance;
many felt that in obeying the king by uniting with the other
two orders, they would best serve him, by bearing into the
common hall of the estates-general the unvarying attachment
of the nobility for the constitutional laws of the monarchy.$

A few specific details of the debate are found in the account
by the Deux amis de la liberté, but there is no indication as to
the source of this information. It claims that sixty-five mem-
bers, inspired by the reactionary D’Eprémesnil, wished to
protest against the will of the majority. The Vicomte de
Mirabeau went even further when he swore never to leave the
chamber, but no one followed his example. The Duc de Lian-
court and other patriotic members made stirring speeches in
favor of acceptance.”

146; Bailli de Virieu, 104; Mercure de France: Journal Politique de Bruxelles,
No. 27, 50.

3 Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 300.

4 Gauville, 8. ‘

5 Proces-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 300-301; Histoire de la rév., 1, 239—240;
Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la rép., XIV, 28; Dorset, I, 226; Jallet,
107 Barentin, 247; Coster, Récit, 345.

6 Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 300-301. )

7 Histoire de la rév., 1, 239; Boullé, Docs. inédits, Revue de la rév., X1V, 28;
Moleville, I, 247. Boullé had heard * qu'elle [the letter] y donnait lieu & de:
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Evidently to reduce the chaotic discussion to order, opinions
of the various deputies upon a series of ‘motions were called for.
The nobles were engaged in this task, which was nearing com-
pletion, when the deputation came, bringing the decree of the
clergy. The reading of the measure by the Bishop of Uzés
apparently did not hasten the decision of the nobility. As soon
as the clergy retired, they resumed the roll-call by which the
members were stating their opinions on the various motions,
“when,” to follow the proces-verbal, ““a new invitation more
urgent and decisive still permitted the order. of the nobility to
heed only its feelings and the fears of its heart for the king;
the entire order without further deliberation resolved to yield
to the wishes of His Majesty.’’?

The ‘“‘new invitation” was a brief note from the Comte
d’Artois, urging the nobility, because of his personal regard
for them, to yield at once to the king's request, and not to
imperil his life and the welfare of the state by longer hesitation.?

grands débats et qu’il était question chez un assez grand nombre, d’'une
protestation, mais que cinquante membres, au moins, refusaient de la souscrire
et allaient se rendre dans la salle.”” Moleville says more than eighty per-
sisted in remaining in their chamber,

8 Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 303.

® Coster, Récit, 345—346; Lelter of a deputy, Paris, le 27, & minuif, appendix;
Duquesnoy, I, 140; Barentin, 249; Letter by Comte d'Artois in 1799 explain-
ing why he wrote letter of June 27, given in Barentin, 282—284; Jefferson, II,
488; Dorset, 1, 226; Correspondance d'un député . . . avec la Marquise de
Crequy, Revue de la rév., 11, 38; Histoire de la rév., 1, 240; Moleville, I, 247.
The first two sources give what purports to be the text of the letter of the
Comte d'Artois, but they vary somewhat. The Histoire states that the
Duke of Luxemburg read to the chamber fragments of a letter which he had
received from the Comte d’Artois. Jefferson heard that notes which may
not have been the same in content were written to several members. These
statements may explain the variations in the available texts. Coster, who as
a member of the clergy might have had a better opportunity to secure a
copy of the letter, than the writer of the letter from Paris, who was a member
of the third estate, gives this version: ‘‘ Vous cornaissez, Messrs. tout mon
attachement 3 la noblesse; je connais tout celui qu’elle a pour moi. Je vous
conjure de vous réunir au tiers-état pour sauver le roi et 1'état.” The other
text is as follows: “ Si mon nom a encore quelque ascendant dans votre
chambre, je vous prie aujourd’hui et sans délai d’opérer votre réunion a
I’assemblée nationale; le sort de 1'état et le bonheur de.mon frére en dépendent.”
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The fact that the clergy made their action dependent upon the
action of the nobility, the prolonged debate in the chamber of
the latter and the obstinacy of the nobles in holding to every
point of their rights, seemed about to defeat the king’s attempt
to force a union of the estates. The apprehension of the court
must have increased with every moment of delay.’® The middle
of the afternoon had come without any sign of the nobility’s
compliance with the king’s desire. Barentin charges that this
was the situation of which Necker took advantage to play upon
the king's fears until Louis XVI ordered the Comte d’Artois,
who enjoyed marked popularity among the nobles, to write the
letter of admonition to the reluctant order. The réle played
by Necker is very questionable, but that both the king and the
Comte d’Artois regarded the latter’s step as highly necessary is
shown by a letter written by the Comte d’Artois to Barentin in
1799, apropos of this very matter. After a lapse of ten years
he said: “If a feeling, independent of my own opinion, could
have influenced the determination which I had taken, it could
only be attributed to the positive knowledge which I had that
the king considered this measure as an absolute duty on my
part.”’tt

Whether the Comte d’Artois wrote but a single note addressed
to the Duke of Luxemburg, his intimate friend, or whether he
sent notes to several of the nobles is not clear from the avail-
able evidence upon the matter.!? All the summaries of its

These two texts vary so greatly in language and content that they cannot
have come from a common source.

10 Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., X1V, 29; Dorset, 226; Baren-
tin, 249.

11 Barentin, 282-284,

12 Histoire de la rév., 1, 240; Molevxlle, 1, 247; Jefferson, II, 488. The
first states that the letter came to the Duke of Luxemburg, who would be the
natural person to receive it. Moleville says: * Au milieu de ces débats, on
vit le marquis de la Queuille, lire avec émotion une lettre qu'on venait lui
remettre, et s’en entretenir d’un ton trés-animé avec les secrétaires; elle était
de M. le comte d’Artois . . . .”” Jefferson had heard that * there was a
considerable opposition; when notes written by the Count d’Artois to sundry
members, and handed about among the rest, decided the matter.”” The
majority of the accounts which mention the intervention of the Comte d’Artois
imply that he wrote just one note.
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contents, as well as the reputed copies of the letter, indicate
that it was very brief, but despite its brevity, it served to break
the opposition, although not to overcome it. The Comte de
Saint-Simon is said to have exclaimed impulsively, putting his
hand on his sword: “The king is in danger, gentlemen; let us
go to the chateau, our place is with the king.””® M. de Cazalez
cried out something to the effect that if the monarch was en-
dangered, so also was the monarchy, that it was necessary to save
it first, and that the separation of orders was its sole support.
The indications are that the' debate was about to break out
again when the Duke of Luxemburg took things into his own
hands, saying in effect: ‘It is not a question of deliberating,
. gentlemen, but of saving the king; his person seems to bé in
danger; who of us could hesitate for an instant?”* At this
turn in affairs, the Vicomte de Mirabeau was much embarrassed
by the oath he had taken. With the chamber's consent, the
president is said to have freed him from his rash vow, that he
might accompany the rest of the order.!

In spite of their decision to yield to the king’s will, members
bound by imperative mandates began to submit reservations,
just as they had done on June 25 when the chamber voted to
accept the first declaration of the king. It is claimed that for
almost two hours those in favor of obeying the king's letter
worked to induce their opponents to renounce their intention
of loading down the record with their protests, but all to no
purpose.’®* Only seventeen of these protests came in on June 27,
‘but sixty others of like tenor, defining the position of their
authors in the matter of a single assembly and vote by head,
followed on June 30, and the first days of July.!”

13 Moleville, I, 248.

Y Ibid., 1, 248; Histoire de la rév., 1, 240. The two versions vary some-
what, indicating their probable independence.

18 Histoire de la rév., I, 240.

18 Histoire de la rév., 239-240.

17 Proces-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 304-349. All are fully analyzed in
‘ The Counter Revolution of June-July, 1789: Réle of the Assembly from
June 30 to July 11,” by E. L. Howie, Univ. Studies of the University of Nebraska,
July—October, 1915. ‘
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Of the seventeen which were submitted on. July 27,'® five
came from two bailliages in Franche-Comté, three of them being
made by a group of alternates from Amont, and two by Grosbois,
representative from Besangon.'® Matters of special interest to
Franche-Comté were presented in two of them.?2 These man-
dates enjoined their bearers to register certain protests with the
assembly. This action had been deferred, first, because the
organization of the order had not been completed, and then,
later, because of the importance of the work before the chamber.
Evidently, they feared that the chamber was about to lose its
identity in the general assembly, so hastened to fulfil the will of
their constituents. Their first complaint was that the estates
of their province had the right to elect their representatives.
Apparently, their own selection had not occurred in that manner.
Grosbois from Besangon protested against the insufficiency of
the number of deputies from his district in view of its extent and
population. The others protested against double representation
for the third estate as an infraction of ancient law. They
asserted that this change could not prejudice the rights of each
of the three orders in the estates general or serve as an example,
custom, or law.2

Two other declarations came from the sénéchaussée of Riom,
one signed by four of the five members, the other by all.2? The
Marquis de la Fayette was the fifth signer. Despite his pro-
fessedly liberal sympathies, and his desire to join the national
assembly, he was restrained by imperative mandates. He had
not joined in protests made by the other nobles from his district,
but did sign. the statement explaining that, although they had
tried to execute the desires of their constituents, they yielded
to the decision of the plurality of their order, an action in har-
mony with their constituents’ will.2

18 Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 304~315. The protests will be desig-
- nated by number.

19 Nos. 1, 3, 4, 7, 11.

20 Nos, 1, II.

2 Nos. I, I1.

2 Nos. 9, 13.

2 Jefferson, II, 486. In speaking of the union of the minority of the
clergy, June 25, Jefferson wrote: “ The Marquis de LaFayette could not be
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In all, twenty-six different names appeared among the signa-
tures, of which all but five had protested on June 25. The
reason for the declarations was practically the same as on that
day. They were bound by imperative mandates, sometimes by
oaths as well, to vote only by order and never by head.?® In the
one case only, a plurality of the order might oblige the group to
vote by order, but they would yield only in protesting that vote
by order was the will of their constituents.? One representative
declared, as he had done June 25, that his credentials were an-
nulled in advance if he acted out of harmony with his instruc-
tions.”® Another repeated that not only must he vote by order,
but no two orders could bind a third.2” Others justified them-
selves by saying that they had always tried to make vote by
order prevail.

Although some protested against the decree of June 27 or
refused to recognize it at all,?® nevertheless all agreed to go to
the general hall. In some instances, respect for their order
dictated this step,? but, in one case, it was specifically stated
that such action was not intended to contravene in anyway the
instructions of constituents.®® Other reasons for union were
the dangers to ruler and state,? the urgency of the king’s invi-
tation,® or the desire to prevent a schism in the order.®

In explaining their course in the impending general assembly,
many declared that they could take no part in the deliberations
that might occur.®* In two cases, deputies explained that they
would stay with the assembly to save themselves from possible

of the number, being restrained by his instructions. He is writing to his
constituents to change his instructions or to accept his resignation.”

% Nos. 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14, 16.

% No. 9.

26'No. 8.

27 No. 14.

28 Nos. 2, 3, 4, 10,

2% Nos. 31 4, 5

# No. 3.

3 Nos. 2, 16.
8 Nos. 16, 17.
# No. 2.

# Nos. 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 12, 14, IS, 16, 17.
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reproach by the king or their constituents.?® Although sitting in
the assembly, some would protest against anything contrary to
the wish of their constituents and to their oath.3® Others would
even nullify everything done in the estates until their new
credentials came.?” Still others reserved the right to protest
whenever necessary for the preservation of the rights of the
orders and the principles of the French monarchy.’® Some
were bound explicitly to protest against all deliberation by head.
Two stated their intention to protest against all acts contrary
to the principles of the decree passed by the nobility on May 28.
This measure stated that deliberation by order was one of the
fundamental principles of the monarchy.?®

In most cases, relief was expected when their constituents
learned the situation. In general, however, it is clear that a
very large proportion of the nobility, far from accepting the
.policy of the third estate, was averse to supporting the idea of
action in common, even in the degree outlined in the king’s
declaration. Under the circumstances, however, it was very
doubtful whether the nobility could escape the consequences
of the step which they were about to take in conjunction with
the clergy.

XVIII

The session of the commons on June 27 opened without any
indication that it was to mark a turning point in the career of
the assembly. Apparently, not until almost noon did they learn
of the king’s letter to the upper orders and of the subsequent
debate among the nobility, which was not to be terminated until
the late afternoon.

As on the previous days, so on the morning of June 27, the
defections from the upper orders continued. Three more
deputies deserted the minority of the clergy and came to join
the national assembly, making eighteen in all, since the accession

% Nos. 6, 15.
3¢ Nos. 2, 9, 10.
37 No 9.
 Nos. 2,347 9 10, 14.
3% Nos. 9, 14.
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of the majority on June 24. At the opening of the session,’
La Roche-Negly, prior of Saint-Honoré of Blois, and M. Cha-
bault, curé of the parish of Saint-Victor, both deputies of the
bailliage of Blois, submitted their credentials and took their
places among the clergy. M. Veytard, curé de Saint-Gervais
and deputy from the city of Paris, was the third clerical repre-
sentative to join and pass in his credentials.?

Besides these clergy, two nobles cast in their lot with the
minority of their order. The Count of Pardieu, deputy from
the bailliage of Saint-Quentin, who had submitted a declaration
to the chamber of the nobility, June 25, had made a flying trip,
covering the distance to Quentin and back within three days,
that he might have the approval of his constituency through
new instructions for the step that he desired to take* In a
speech to the assembly, he stated that despite the dictates of
his conscience, which urged union, he never would have taken
the step had he not secured the permission of his constituents.
He expressed his delight at witnessing the partial union of the
national representatives, but continued: ‘It is with the most
lively joy that I reflect that soon all the orders, animated by
the same desire and united-by the same sentiments, will hold
only the same view. It is this time that every patriotic citizen
awaits with the greatest impatience, as the sole means of giving
the king the most tender marks of our love and of paying to the
nation the tribute which it has the right to expect from us.”*
The Marquis de Bourran, deputy of Agen, who accompanied.

L Procés-verbal, No. 9, 1; Point du jour, I, 61. Both note that the session
opened at ten o’clock, an hour later than usual.

2 Procés-verbal, No. 9, 1

3 Ibid.; Point du jour, 1, 61; Assemblée nationale, 1, 255—256 says: * Trois
gentilshommes se sont présentés.”” There were three clergy, but only two
nobles. This account does not mention any clergy. Duquesnoy, I, 14;
Courrier de Provence, Lettre XIV, 4. Both of these tell of the Count of Par-
dieu’s flying trip to secure new instructions. Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse,
271, Etats-généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, 1, 121; Boullé, Docs. inédits,
Revue de la rév., XIV, 27. Boullé says: ‘ Deux gentilshommes et deux
ecclésiastiques.”

¢ Procés-verbal, No. 9, 2-3.
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the count, submitted his credentials without explanation and
seated himself with the other nobles.?

The assembly then proceeded immediately to the task of
reading minutes, those of June 23 to June 26 inclusive being
communicated to the deputies.® If uninteresting, such work
was very necessary, ‘‘since sometimes, in spite of the scrupulous
care of the officials, errors slip in.”” But occasionally, it was
needful to decide just what was to be inserted, and an example
of this was to be given on this day as on June 24. It seems that
Pison du Galland, the second secretary, had inserted in the
minutes, the document left the day before by the deputation
from the nobility. Camus, the first secretary, objected to this
proceeding and appealed to the assembly to justify his contention
that it be withdrawn. If the assembly indicated that it recog-
nized the extract, then it must protest against the false, anti-
constitutional principles contained therein and place this protest
after the entry of the act in the minutes. Then he went on to
show that, after the decree of persistency June 23, it was wholly
unnecessary to make protests; hence the document from the
nobility should not be inserted at all. His objection and ex-
planation led to a discussion. Those in favor of his ideas held
some such view as this, that such an article, contrary to the
organization of the assembly, impairing its rights and committing
an offénse against the principles of the monarchy, should not
remain on the records unless the records showed also the feelings
of disapproval which it had inspired among the deputies.”

§ Ibid., No. 9, 1—2; Duquesnoy, I, 140; Point du jour, 1, 61; Courrier de
Provence, Letire XIV, 4; Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la rev., 14, 29.
The latter states that when news of the king's letter to the nobility came,
these two nobles asked that their credentials be verified immediately that it
might be said that they united freely and of their own will. Their request
was granted. Evidently the same thing is referred to in the Etats-généraux,
Extrait du Journal de Paris, I, 125. It says, referring to the news of the
impending union: * Dans le méme instant deux députés de la noblesse et
deux députés du clergé, déja présents, mais nouvellement arrivés, se sont
empressés & demander acte de la présentation de leurs pouvoirs.”

§ Procés-verbal, No. 9, 3; Point du jour, 1, 61; Boullé, Docs. inédits, Revue
de la rév., XIV, 27.  Boullé refers to the reading of the procés-verbal de la veille.

7 Assemblée nationale, I, 256. This paper gives a full account of this
incident, showing how it occurred and naming some of the participants in
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The opposition replied by discussing the nature of a record.
It was held to be merely a simple account of all the acts of an
assembly. Consequently, the deliberation of the majority of
the nobility could be inserted without any danger. Since no
protest had been made at the time, such action could not be
taken later. As they had referred to the electoral deputation
from Paris and inserted its discourse, so they could, without
any baneful results, do the same for the deputation from the
nobility.8

Another view was for the entry of the protests without the
extract.? Thus there would be eliminated the eulogies of the
nobles at the king’s innovation in saying “I will, I order,”
instead of the customary ‘“we will, we order,” expressions, which
existed, fortunately, only in words. Bailly, it seems, offered
another solution, that of inserting the response made to the
nobles, but even that was strongly opposed and the matter went
to a vote. The decision was for the simple insertion of the
nobles’ act, a settlement that was reached almost without oppo-
sition.!® Apparently, the majority felt strongly enough the
fact that they did not recognize any other legislative body,
without stating that this was their attitude.

As soon as this matter had been disposed of, the work relating
to the committees was taken up. The Archbishop of Vienne
announced, it is said, that several clergy asked that an ecclesi-
astic from each: généralité be chosen to act in the committees
formed by généralités and the assembly granted the request.!
the debate. Point du jouy, I, 61; Duquesnoy, I, 141. These two show that
there had been some discussion over inserting the act of the nobility, but
do not trace the course of the debate.

8 A ssemblée nationale, 1, 257; Duquesnoy, I, 141.

® Assemblée nationale, I, 258. The name of this deputy is given as M.
Dangevillier. There is no. such name in the list of deputies given by Brette.
The names most resembling this are Dangereux, of Pondichéry, and Anger-
ville-Lorcher (curé d’). )

10 4 ssemblée nationale, 1, 258; Duquesnoy, I, 141; Point du jour, 1, 61.
Only the first suggests that Bailly took the part ascribed to him.

U Assemblée nationale, 1, 258. The committees formed by généralités were
those of verification and food supplies. (Procés-verbal, No. 2, 3-4.) Accord-
ing to this change, thirty-two of the clergy instead of ten, chosen June 25 to
enter the committee on food supplies, would now serve and the same number,
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Bailly presented a memorial from the inhabitants of Versailles
who wished to be represented by a direct deputation to the
States-general and this matter was referred to the committee of
verification.!? .

The report of that committee was given as usual. Bluget
announced that the credentials of seven nobles and clergy were
in proper form, and they were recognized as members. The
Bishop of Autun, however, had failed to produce the true act
of election and was admitted only provisionally. Bluget also
reported on the credentials of La Roche-Negly and Chabault,
whe had just entered, and one of the secretaries had proceeded
to an immediate examination of those of Veytard and of the
Count of Pardieu. These four had the necessary papers and
were admitted. The Marquis de Bourran lacked the true
document of election, but was given a provisional seat.!®

The chief task of the committee was the report of Prieur of
its investigation and decision relative to the San Domingo
deputation.’* In its broadest aspect, this request of the San
Domingans for representation threatened to open the whole
question of French colonial policy. The old paternal system of
control, which recognized dependencies merely as instruments
‘of commercial advantage to the mother land, was brought face
to face with the new conception founded on the idea of natural
rights, that colonies should participate in all the legislative
activities of the motherland. Recent events in America must
have had their influence on this situation and the indications
were that there was no desire to discuss the question as applying
to all French colonies, but rather the intention to confine the
debate to the case in hand, 4. e., whether there was sufficient
reason to justify the assembly in admitting San Domingo.

The situation was presented first from the historical standpoint,
instead of sixteen, as on June 22, would assist in the work of verification. No
other account indicates that such a change was ordered, although the Procés-
verbal usually notes carefully any change in the organization of committees.

12 Point du jour, 1, 61; Assemblée nationale, 1, 259.

18 Procés-verbal, No. 9, 3—4; Assemblée nationale, 1, 259,

14 Proces-verbal, No. 9, 3—4; Assemblée nationale, 1, 259; Point du jour, 1,
61; Biauzat, II, 146; Jalet, 107; Boullé, Docs. inedits, Revué de la rév., XIV,
28; Etals-généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, 1, 123-125.
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then in the light of the interpretation of the principles contained
in ‘the orders of convocation, and finally the committee gave an
~outline of the difficulties disclosed by the request, upon which
the assembly was to pass. The beginning of the colony was
traced back to the seventeenth century, to the time when the
brave filibusterers who had established it gave their allegiance
to Louis X1V, while they retained the right to tax themselves.
In 1713, the colonists granted financial aid to France, but with-
out impairing in any way their right of self-taxation and of appor-
tioning the sums so raised. Gradually the amounts turned over
to the mother country increased from 6,000 livres in 1737 to
60,000,000 fifty years later. Then Prieur, the reporter, showed
that all the advantages of the colony and, consequently, the
benefit to France would be greatly augmented if the estates
should succeed in granting a good constitution to the colony,
one freeing it from the oppressive régime which bound its industry
~and carried discouragement to the minds of the colonists.

So far the reporter had viewed the question from the stand-
point .of commercial advantage to France. Now he looked at
it from the side of the inherent rights of the colonists. The
order of convocation in the decree of October, 1788, guaranteed
the assembly of the estates-general to all the peoples of French
dominion. Hence, the fact that this colony had been forgotten,
unintentionally or purposely, in the letter of convocation did
not impair its natural right to participate in the assembly.!®

Prieur concluded the report by giving the statement of the
committee’s analysis of the matter. The opinion was that
there were three important questions involved, upon which the
assembly must make the final decision. The first consideration
was whether representatives of the colony should be admitted
at all; the second touched the legality of their elections and
the validity of their credentials; the third point was the number

15 Point du jowr, 1, 61-62; Moniteur, I, 104. Although the Moniteur is
merely a compilation, at this point it has been drawn from some source or
sources other than the ones accessible to me. Only the Point du jour gives
any detailed account of the committee report. Although the Moniteur uses
the Point du jour, it has much more information regarding the affair of San
Domingo than is found in the Point du jour.
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of deputies to be granted seats.!® In the first case, the com-
mittee was unanimously in favor of an admission which was
dictated by natural rights as well as by a sane policy. The
line of argument was that the colonial planters were French,
they were taxed by France, and, as national soldiers, helped to
defend France. If they had been united with France, either by
conquest or by treaty, they would have been given representa-
tion in the assembly of the nation of which they were a part.
Then the pertinent inquiry was made whether voluntary sub-
mission should make their lot more rigorous and their rights less
respectable.!?

As to the second question, a thorough examination left no
doubt in regard to the legitimacy of both election and creden-
tials.'®* The third point, however, caused difficulty, because
there was no suitable basis upon which to found a decision as
to the number. The continental provinces could not be used
as a basis for comparison. As the colony had only 40,000 free
inhabitants and ten or eleven times as many blacks, population
could not be used because, in that event, the colony would have a
very ordinary representation which would be a manifest in-
justice. In the judgment of the committee, the matter should
be taken up from the standpoint of the importance of the colony,
its extended coast line, its wealthy planters, its immense com-
merce of 600,000,000 livres annually, requiring five hundred
vessels and twenty thousand sailors to move it, its great tax.

18 Proces-verbal, No. 9, 5, says: ““ M. le rapporteur a observé que la question
se 'réduisait & deux points principaux; savoir, si 'assemblée recevrait des
députés de la colonie de St. Domingue, et en quel nombre elle les recevrait.”
The Point du jour, 1, 62, names the three questions, as does also the 4ssemblée
nationale, I, 250—60, but in different language. Courrier de Provence, Leitre
XIV, 5-6, gives three points in the same language as those found in the
Point du jour. Etais-généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, 1, 124; Mercure
de France: Journal Politiqgue de Bruxelles, No. 27, 52.

17 Point du jour, 1, 62-63; Procés-verbal, No. 9, 6; Moniteur, 1, 104.

18 Point du jour, I 63; Assemblée nationale, 1, 260, says: Lesecond n'a
pas été absoluement approuvé;’ = Moniteur, 1, 104, gives this: ‘‘ Sur la
seconde question, il annoncé que le comité a jugé les pouvoirs sufficants, et
que la nomination des députés est valable quoique le réglément de convocation
n’ait pas été strictement observé.”
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Dauphiné supplied only 500,000 livres, yet it had twenty-four
deputies.!® '

On the first two points, the committee readily came to a
favorable agreement, but there had been a division over the
number to be admitted. Thirty-seven had been elected origi-
nally, but only twenty were then asking to be received.? One
half of the committee voted to seat the entire delegation. The
other half would admit but twelve—and those only for the
session then ensuing—but would recognize the remaining eight
as alternates.” The report of the committee was referred to
the whole assembly for definitive action.

In the debate that followed, the general sentiment was that
justice and expediency dictated the granting of a place in the
national legislature to San Domingo, although the ways and
means proposed to effect that result differed. Despite the
fact that the Marquis of Sillery had only a consultative voice
and by his own statement was not very well informed about the
colony, he opened the discussion in announcing that he could
not see.any conceivable reason for debarring this important
dependency from participation in the states general. And,
evidently as the most cogent reason in his opinion, he added
that the recent American revolution should prove a sufficient
warning to France of the necessity of such a step.”

The next speaker of whom there is mention, Delaville Le
Roulx, favored the admission of the deputation, but held that
the authorization of the king was necessary before the assembly
could legally make such a decision.?? This objection, however,
seems to have been met by the counter contention that all

19 Point du jour, 1, 63; Moniieur, 1, 104. The first gives the fuller
account.

20 4 ssemblée nationale, 1, 260; Moniteur, 1, 104; Jallet, 107; Etlats-généraux,
Extrast du journal de Paris, 1, 124; Boullé, Docs. inédits, Revuc de la rév., X1V,
28.

21 Potnt du jour, I, 63; Moniteur, 1, 104; Assemblée nationale, 1, 260.

2 Point du jour, 1, 63-64; Moniteur, 1, 104. One account supplements
the other.

2 Moniteur, 1, 104; Assemblée nationale, 1, 260. No name is given in the
letter, but the view is ascribed to several referred to as “ Il y a eu des per-
sonnes.”’ :
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matters relating to deputations had been submitted to the
assembly itself.2*

Bouche of Provence is reported to have presented .a rapid
sketch of San Domingan conditions, in which he made it appear
that the prohibitory laws were unfavorable to high revenue.
Then he proposed a scheme of reform which should place the
colony on a much more just and prosperous basis.® For the
term colony, he would substitute French-American isles or pos-
sessions and would convoke the inhabitants just the same as all
other Frenchmen. The prohibitory laws should be reformed
and the imposts verified, while the complaints against ad-
ministrators should be examined.?® Clermont-Tonnerree ob-
served that his cahiers asked that colonies be treated as provinces.
The only consideration, to his mind, was whether the advantages
were greater under colonial or under provincial relations.??
Target merely stated the views of his constituents as his own
on the question of admitting the deputies.?8

There is no indication that Mirabeau participated in the
debate, which he characterized as ‘“superficial, devoid of vitality
and foreign to the real questions at issue.” He did state his
ideas on the matter in the following number of the Courrier de
Provence. He considered that the question of admission had
not been really discussed at all by the assembly. Rather, the
affirmative of that point had been taken as self-evident. He
refuted the assumption of such a view by showing that the
colonies had never had representatives in the states general;
consequently they could appear only by virtue of the king's
convocation. In so far then, the deputies from San Domingo
had violated established precedent by their demand for admis-
sion, in default of the royal sanction. Although he did not
regard the illegality of their coming as a reason for refusal, still

2 A ssemblée nationale, 1, 260.

% Point du jour, 1, 64; Moniteur, I, 104. "The first gives a very brief sum-
mary; the full report is in the second.

26 Posnt du jour, I, 64. The proposals of Bouche are given only in this
source.

27 Moniteur, I, 104; Duquesnoy, I, 140. The first supplements the second.

28 Moniteur, 1, 104.
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he insisted that the king’s approval was necessary to any legis-
lative act to admit them.?

This charge of lack of summons by the king had come up
in the assembly it appears, but had been met by the production
of a ministerial letter, which promised that San Domingo should
have a deputation to the first session of the estates. If such
were the case, then it was virtually called to the states general
of 1789.3"

In the midst of the discussion in the assembly, another question
involved in the affair of San Domingo appeared. In connection
with the matter of representation in a country where there was
perhaps only one tenth as many whites as blacks, the question
of negro slavery natiirally arose, particularly when it was being
agitated so strongly in England. This turn of the debate gave
men who had instructions touching slavery an opportunity to
present the views in their cahiers. Lanjuinais, Clermont-Ton-
nerre, Target, Biauzat, Baron d’Harambure and La Rochefou-
cauld, all disclosed such instructions. Lanjuinais asked that,
in the case of San Domingo, slaves should not be counted since
their masters could not represent them.

La Rochefoucauld is said to have made the request that the
question of slavery should form a subject for the future con-
sideration of the assembly.3!

In the matter of determining how many representatives were
to be admitted, there were various proposals, some favoring
twenty, some twelve, and others ten. The Marquis of Sillery
and Delaville Le Roulx wished to recognize the entire delegation
as a means of binding the distant colony firmly to the mother-
land,* but Target, it seems, would make admission provisional 3
Two members are recorded as having opposed so large a number,
Bouche regarded ten as a just number in view of the preponder-
ance of the black population over the white and of the com-

28 Courrier de Provence, Letire X1V, 5-6.

30 Assemblée nationale, 1, 261; Moniteur, 1, 104.

3 Point du jour, 1, 64—65; Jallet, 107. The second merely notes that the
questior.l of African slavery arose. Procés-verbal, No. 9, 6 may refer to this.

% Point du. jour, 1, 65; Moniteur, 1, 104. The first gives the opinion of
the Marquis of Sillery; the second, that of Delaville Le Roulx.

338 Mon.teur, 1, 104.
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mercial importance of the colony. In the ratio of one to twenty
thousand, San Domingo would be entitled to twenty-five if all
her inhabitants were counted. If whites alone were considered,
she would have but two. Under those circumstances, he deemed
ten a just compromise.®

Lejeans opposed the admission of too large a number, because
it would set a precedent which would mean two hundred colonial
representatives when all French dependencies should demand
the same consideration, as doubtless would be done. Garat,
however, held that inequality should not preclude representation
for the colony.®® Apparently, just at this stage Gouy d’Arsy,
from San Domingo, took occasion to explain that the large
number elected was not due to any ambitious motives, but only
to a desire to co-operate in the interests of the colony.3 In his
conception, no valid objection to the admission of twenty had
been raised. He denied that such a number would result in
two hundred colonial representatives. He contended that the
population of San Domingo, its richness, its taxation, over-
balanced the importance of all the other French colonies. If San
Domingo were granted the number desired, representatives for
all the possessions of France would not exceed forty.

Mirabeau took occasion to criticize in the Courrier de Provence
the bases upon which San Domingo was to be accorded twenty
deputies, just as he had reflected upon the admission of colonial
representatives in itself. If slaves were to be counted as men,
he wrote, then let them be enfranchised; if they were beasts,
why should not France consider horses and mules in apportioning
her representatives. On the other hand, he denied that there
was any reason for emphasizing commercial importance, since
it did not apply in continental provinces. If it was to be con-
sidered, then France would be under the necessity of giving her -
laborers an immense representation, and cities such as Nantes

3 Jtid.
3% Moniteur, 1, 105. The name Legeand, given in the Moniteur, is not
found in Brette. The name evidently should be Lejeans, deputy from Mar-

seilles.
36 Point du jour, 1, 65; Assemblée nationale, 1, 261-62. The latter gives the

speech ascribed to the Marquis ot Gouy d’Arsy.
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and Bordeaux would be justified in asking for a great increase,
while there would be no occasion for non-commercial Paris to
have forty deputies.??

In the final decision of the matter, the assembly gave a un-
animous vote for the admission of representatives from San
Domingo and approved the validity of their elections and
credentials.® The question of the admission of ten or twenty
was about to be put, when the assembly heard that the upper
orders were on the point of joining the commons.?®

37 Courrier de Provence, Lettre XIV, 6-8.

3 Proces-verbal, No. 9, 5; Point du jour, 1, 65; Assemblée nationale, I, 262;
Duquesnoy, 1, 151; Jallet, 107.

39 Procés-verbal, No. 9, 5, clearly states that they bad been ready to vote
on the second question: “ On se disposait & aller aux voix sur le second
point , . . lorsqu’il a été annoncé que ceux de MM, du clergé et de la noblesse
non réunis, allaient se rendre dans I'assemblée; ce qui a suspendu la décision
de ce second point.” This indicates that the assembly learned that the
orders were coming. Biauzat, II, 147, agrees with the Procés-verbal as to
the cause of interruption, but says that the assembly learned of the king's
letters, not that the orders were coming.. Assemblée nationale, 1, 262. This
agrees that they were on the point of voting when it was learned that the
upper orders were about to come. Jallet (107) does not indicate that it was
for this reason that the meeting was postponed. He says: “ Trois heures
vinrent, le président déclara la séance toujours tenante, mais renvoya 4 cinq
heures 'appel des votants sur le nombre des députés de Saint-Domingue qui
seralent admis. Beaucoup de députés allerent diner. La noblesse et le
clergé mineur profiterent de ce moment et se rendirent a la salle.” Point
du jour, 1, 65. This account does not say that the assembly postponed the
vote until the following Tuesday because it had learned of the coming of the
upper orders. After having stated that it was carried over to a later session,
Barere adds: ‘‘ Pendant que l'on agitait ces questions intéressantes de droit
public, le roi écrivait en ces termes & ... . la minorité du clergé et la majorité
de la noblesse.” There is another idea of what was being done in the assembly
in the Courrier de Provence (Lettre XIV, 9). Mirabeau indicates that the
assembly had not settled the point of how many deputies were to be admitted
and continues: ‘‘ On allait s’occuper d’une adresse aux commettans; la motion
en allait étre faite, et le projet soumis a I'assemblée, lorsqu’on a appris que le
roi avait écrit dans la matinée & M. le Cardinal de La Rochefoucauld.” Later,
he gives the speech that was to be delivered in support of the motion and
the address itself. The Monsteur (1, 105), in compiling the account, ascribes
the following speech to Mirabeau: “ On vous a annoncé que le roi venait
d’écrire & la majorité de la noblesse et A la minorité du clergé non réunis pour
les inviter 4 se rendre enfin dans le sein de 'assemblée nationale. C'est sur
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Just when the news came is not certain, but evidently some
little time elapsed before the upper orders appeared. Boullé,
one of the third estate, states that it was about a quarter of
twelve when they learned that the king had sent to the nobility
a letter prescribing union and that it was causing great debates
in the chamber. Evidently the news stopped their discussion
of the question of San Domingo, upon which he says they were
engaged. Presumably, the entire assembly was informed of the
situation. Boullé adds that it was this knowledge which caused
the Count of Pardieu and the Marquis of Bourran to ask for
the immediate verification of their credentials, that they might
be able to say they had come to the assembly of their own free
will. Boullé continues that not until half past one did the
commons hear that the clergy also had received a letter from
the king.4® This knowledge might have made them believe that
the union of the orders was about to take place, but it seems
reasonable to presume that this news did not come for some little
time yet, probably not until well toward three o’clock, about
the time that the clergy heard the nobility would yield.#t Still

cette circonstance que je demande la parole.”” Then follows the text of the
speech as given in the Courrier de Provence and at the close is this sentence:
“ Voict le projet d’adresse que je présente.” The address follows and it has
this at the end: ‘‘ On demande de tout parts I'impression de ce projet d’adres-
se.” Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la révolution, X1V, 28-29; Elats-
généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, 1, 124. Both the latter state that they
were discussing the third proposition, but neither says explicitly that the
first and second had been decided. The Journal de Paris says that the news
of the prospective union of the clergy stopped everything: ‘ on s’est levé;
on s’est mélé pour s'entretenir de cette grande nouvelle.” Mercure de France:
Journal Politigue de Bruxelles, No. 27, 52. The latter states that the first
two questions had passed.

4 Boulle, Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., X1V, 28; Etats-généraux,
Euxtrait du journal de Paris, 1, 125. This source states: ‘‘ Deux députés de
la noblesse et deux députés du clergé déja présens, mais nouvellement arrivés
se sont empressés & demander acte de la présentation de leurs pouvoirs.”

4 Jallet states that a recess of the national assembly began at 3 o'clock.
No other source gives the hour at which the recess began, but practically all
state that the assembly was taking a recess when the upper orders arrived.
The Journal de Paris and Jallet state explicitly that the session was suspended
- until five o’clock. The upper orders came probably between four and five.
The Procés-verbal, Boullé, and the Journal de Paris agree on four o'clock.
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they did not come.”? Boullé supplies an explanation which has
elements of plausibility in it. He states that Bailly had received
warning that the clergy and nobles planned to defer their union
until five o’clock in the hope of finding. a moment when the
sessibn was suspended. On this pretext, they could postpone
their union until Tuesday and so gain two days of grace, during
which some change perhaps might yet occur. On the other
hand, the stubborn resistance of the nobility and their un-
gracious yielding even to the request of the Comte d’Artois
would seem sufficient explanation of the long delay. Boullé,
however, maintains further that the intention of the upper orders
to catch the third estate off guard was what made Bailly suspend
the session, but not adjourn it. He is said to have remarked
that although the noble deputies and the separate ecclesiastics
might not come before evening the most of the members of the
assembly might go to secure some necessary refreshments, but
the session would remain open nevertheless.® ’

XIX

Whatever the reason, the assembly decided upon some sort of
recess in the latter part of the afternoon, Jallet says from three
to five o'clock,! and it was during this period that the upper

The Courrier de Provence, Point du jour, and Assemblée nationale state that it
was five, or nearly that. Jallet implies that it was during the recess. If the
upper orders came at four, or shortly thereafter, the assembly must have had
warning of the prospective union not later than three o’clock, especially if
so long a delay followed that the national assembly felt called upon to suspend
its sessions. :

2 Fiats-généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, 1, 125; Boullé, Docs. inédits,
Revue de la rév., XIV, 28,

4 Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., X1V, 29.

1 Jallet, 107; Assemblée nationale, 1, 262; * La séance a été continuée A 5
heures du soir; "’ Point du jour (I, 66) gives this: * L’assemblée nationale,
dont la séance avait été prorogée jusqu’au soir; "’ Bailly (I, 250) says there
was ‘a recess, but does not indicate the time. Boullé, Documents inédits,
Revue de la rév., X1V, 29. Etats-généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, I, 125.
After stating the effect of the news that the upper orders were coming, the
Journal adds: * La nouvelle s’est confirmée, mais on s’est assuré que la
réunion ne se ferait pas.dans l'instant méme et 'assemblée nationale s'est
ajournée 4 l'aprés-dinée pour cing heures.” '
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orders finally came. They advanced in two files toward the hall
of the estates, the clergy, headed by the Cardinal de la Roche-
foucauld at the right, and the nobility led by its president, at
the left.? Very few members of the national assembly and not
many spectators were left in the hall when they made their
entrance some time between four and five o’clock.? Thus cir-
cumstances favored the discomfited conservatives. Most of the
third-estate had gone to lunch and even Bailly was not in the
room. Only two secretaries at the desk and a handful of depu-
ties testified to the fact that the'assembly was still in session.?
Consequently, their reception was a cool enough affair on both
sides.? Bailly states that he was summoned in haste and hurried

2 Coster, Récit, 346.

$ Procés—verbal (no. 9) says: “ A quatre heures;” Point du jour (I, 66),
“ Vers les cing heures; ' Assemblée nationale (I, 262) indicates five o'clock
as the hour; Jallet (107) says that the recess was fixed for two hours, from
three o'clock till five, and adds that the upper orders came during the interval.
Courrier de Provence (Letire XIV, 10) has “y 5 heures du soir.”” Biauzat
and Duquesnoy do not say anything of the time. The account in the Eiats-
généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, 1, 125, says: ‘‘ Il était environs quatre
heures.” The letter of the deputy written from Paris, le 27, & miniul says
“ cinq heures.”” Histoire de la vév. (I, 240) gives *‘ Quatre heures et demi”
as the time when the nobility was ready to go. Boullé says: ‘‘ Quatre heures.”
Bailli de Virieu had heard that the clergy went at two o'clock, the nobility
at four.

4 Jallet (107) says: ‘‘Le président et les secrétaires étaient absents;”
Bailly (I, 250) does not mention the secretaries, but says of himself: ‘“ Un
nombre de députés sortit pour aller diner. J'allai chez moi un moment;
A peine y étais-je, qu'on vint me chercher en m’annoncant l'arrivée des députés
des deux ordres.” Assemblée nationale (I, 262) says: ‘ M. Bailly était déja
dans la salle avec un petit nombre de députés.” This man must have been
misinformed in regard to Bailly’s presence. .Point du jour (I, 66) gives this:
“L’assemblée nationale . . . était peu nombreuse dans ce moment-13.”
Jallet says that there were no more than fifty present. Histoire de la rév.
(I, 241) says there were only twenty-seven to thirty and a very small number
of spectators. Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., X1V, 29; Coster,
Récit, 346. Coster states that two secretaries, one for the clergy, the other

- of the third estate, sat at the desk, but the presidents were gone. Etats
généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, 1, 125; Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse,
303. .

5 Histoire de la révolution, 1, 241; Point du jour, 1, 66; Biauzat, II, 147;

Duquesnoy, I, 137; Procés-verbal, No. 9, 8, The first two assert that the
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to the hall to take charge of the situation.f! Evidently, the
leader of the minority of the nobility appeared also, for Coster
states that Bailly took the arm chair at the right of Clermont-
Tonnerre while the one at the left remained vacant. He adds
that doubtless the Archbishop of Vienne, leader of the ecclesi-
astical majority, was ashamed to debase himself to second place
in the presence of all his order.”

Bailly rang for silence and says that he invited the leaders
of the upper orders to speak, but they showed no inclination to
do so, even refusing at first. * Bailly’s insistence, however, led
them to make simple statements.® The Cardinal de la Roche-
foucauld announced briefly and directly for the minority of the
clergy: ‘“Gentlemen, we were led here by our love and our
respect for the king, our desire for peace and our zeal for the
welfare of the public.”

The Duke of Luxemburg followed with almost as short a state-
ment: ‘Gentlemen, the order of the nobility decreed this morn-
ing to betake itself into the general hall in order to give to the
King, marks of its respect, and to the nation, proofs of its patri-
otism.”’®* Their speeches show clearly that they yielded only
to the urgency of the situation. In neither case, was there the
slightest hint of recognition of the national assembly and its
policy.

Bailly responded in his most gracious manner, emphasizing
strongly the joy felt at the union of the three orders, ““Gentle-
reception of the upper orders was very cool. Perhaps these refer to the
lack of demonstration because so few were in the hall when the other orders
came. The cries and applause mentioned by the others may have been the
later manifestations when the speeches were made by Bailly and the Duc
d'Aiguillon. Bailly (I, 252) says of his own speech: * L’assemblée et les
spectateurs témoignerent leur satisfaction par des applaudissements et par
des cris répétés de vive le roi! ”

6 Bailly, I, 250.

7 Coster, Récit, 346.

8 Bailly, I, 250.

¢ Procés-verbal, No. 9, 6; Coster, Récit, 346; Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse,
303; Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., X1V, 29; Leitre of a deputy
dated Paris, le 27, & minuit; Etats-généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, 125~
126; Histoire de la rév., 1, 241; Mercure de France: Journal Politique de Bruxelles,
No. 27, 51.
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men,” he declared, ‘“‘the happiness of this day which brings
together the three orders is such that the emotion which accom-
panies so keen a joy does not leave me the freedom of ideas
necessary to respond worthily; but this very joy is a response.
We did possess the order of the clergy; we have today the entire
order of the nobility. This day will be celebrated in our calendar.
It renders the family complete. It ends forever the divisions
that have mutually afflicted us. It fulfils the desire of the king
and the national assembly will occupy itself with the regenera-
tion of the realm and the public welfare.” No sooner had Bailly
concluded his speech than the Duc d'Aiguillon, one of the nobles
who had joined the assembly on June 25, seized the occasion to
express the gratification felt by the minority of the nobility
at the complete union of the orders.'® In explanation of their
action, he said: ‘“In coming, two days ago, to unite with the
national assembly, we believed that we were serving the country;
we yielded to the irresistible impulse of our conscience, but a
painful feeling was mixed with the satisfaction which we experi-
enced in fulfilling our duty. Today however, he continued,
“we see with transports of joy, the general reunion which was
the desire of our hearts. The happiness of France will be the
result of this unanimous accord and this day is the happiest of
our lives.”

Under such circumstances, the resumption of regular business
by the assembly was out of the question. The session was
adjourned until the following Tuesday, June 30. Bailly inter-

10 Speeches of one or of both Bailly and the Duc d’Aiguillon are found in
the following references: Procés-verbal, No. 9, 6-8; Point du jour, I, 66; Duques-
noy, I, 137; Biauzat, II, 147; Jallet, 107; Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse,
303; Histoire de la révolution, 1, 242; Boullé in Documents inédits, Revue de la
révolution, XIV, 30; Coster, Récil, 347; Etats-généraux, Extrait du journal de
Paris, 1, 126; Lelter of a deputy from Paris, le 27, & minuit. Coster’s text of
the speeches is exactly the same as that in the Procés-verbal of the national
assembly. Probably he -copied them from the printed Procés. The Procés-
verbal of the nobility gives only Bailly’s response. *‘ Nous possedons au-
jourd’hui 'Ordre entier de la noblesse " in the Procés of the national assembly
is changed to “I'Ordre de la Noblesse aujourd’hui se joint & nous’ in the
Proces of the nobility. It is interesting to note that the latter changes the
text ‘‘l'assemblée nationale va s'occuper’ to ‘‘I’assemblée nationale; ou
plutot les Etats-généraux, vont s’occuper,” etc.
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preted, doubtless, the sentiments of the majority of the deputies
when he declared that the day of the union of the three orders
should be a time of rejoicing and gladness; that a moment so
touching for them should not be employed in work.!!

The news of the union produced the greatest excitement and
enthusiasm among the people and Versailles went wild in cele-
brating the event. The deputies received an ovation as they
scattered from the session!? and they had hardly left the hall—
so Biauzat states’®—when the people rushed to the chateau in
crowds, ‘‘as if in response to an instinct of love for their sov-
ereigns.” Frightened, very probably, by the great throngs, the
guards stopped them at the outer gate, but the cries of Vive le
roi! were so constantly repeated that they were permitted to
enter the second court and even the third—the so-called court
of marble. In response to the cries of the crowd, the king and
queen came out on a balcony at the side of this court. Their
appearance was the signal for prolonged shouts of Vive le roi/
Vive la reine! until the queen was moved to tears by this demon-
stration of devotion, typical of the feelings of the whole nation
for its rulers. Then, as if yielding to a single impulse, the
great throngs renewed their shouts, calling for the little dauphin.
The queen went to bring the young prince from his apartments
in order to present him to his admiring subjects. This enthu-
siasm portraying the loyalty of the French to the king was enough

U Histoire de la rév., 1, 242; Etats-généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, 126;
Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la vév., XIV, 30; Jallet, 108, Apropos of
the adjournment, Bailly, (I, 252—253) gives the following incident: ** J'étais
alors debout devant le bureau. M. le cardinal de La Rochefoucauld se leva,
et se trouva bient6t prés de moi. J’entendis un membre du clergé qui lui
dit: Monseigneur, il faudrait que vous levassiez la séance. Vous avez raison,
reprit M. de La Rochefoucauld; et il se disposait 4 retourner a sa place pour
Yannoncer. Je l'arrét-toi: Monseigneur, vous ne pouvez pas lever la séance;
vous n'étes pas président. Mais il est tard; personne n'a diné. Chacun est
libre de se retirer individuellement. Mais, quant 4 'assemblée, elle ne peut
étre rompue que par sa propre volonté; et ¢'est 4 son seul président, c'est a
moi, de la consulter.” Bailly says that the cardinal did not insist and that
he himself, after having consulted several near the table, among them the
secretaries and the Duke of Orleans, gave the order for adjournment.

12 Coster, Récit, 347; Boullé, Decuments inédits, Revue de la rév., XIV, 30.

13 Biauzat, 11, 147.
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to cause the editor of the Point du jour to reflect as to ‘““how any-
one could dare to slander, in the presence of the throne, a nation
so sensible, so generous, and so idolatrous of its kings.”’* Yet
it was generally rumored that such discredit was being cast
upon the French people.

Next to the king, Necker was made the object of popular
adoration. The common opinion of the people that he was
the only one of the royal advisers who was working in the interests
of the nation was sufficient to create the feeling that he was
responsible for the union of the ordets. As the crowd had gone
to the chateau of the king, so it went to Necker’s residence,
repeating its testimonials of love and respect and * blessing him
as the tutelary divinity of France.””® Duquesnoy regarded the
‘“‘benedictions of the people” as but a fitting recompense for
Necker’s services. “Today is for M. Necker the day of the
grandest glory that any man ever acquired. It cannot be hidden
that the plan is his work,”” he wrote. Then, as if in extenuation
of his faults, he continued: “Perhaps he has not put into exe-
cution all the firmness, all the measures which circumstances
seemed to render necessary; perhaps he has been too timid,
perhaps he has not known men and the times well enough, but
the essential thing is that he has succeeded, and that he has
attained his aim without shedding a drop of blood.”” When a
conservative could express such views, it is not to be wondered
at that the people in general went wild over their idolized min-
sister, that crowds still stood before his house the next morning.1®

U Boullé, Documents inédils, Revue de la rév., X1V, 30-31; Hist. dela vév., 1,
243; Etats-généraux, Extrait du journal de Paris, 1, 126-127; Letter of a deputy
from Paris, le 27, & minuit; Jefferson, 11, 488; Bailli de Virieu, 104-105; Biauzat,
11, 147; Assemblée nationals, 1. 266; Point du jour, 1, 67; Jallet, 108; Duques-
noy, I, 138; Dorset, I, 226; Young, 183.

165 Point du jour, 1, 67: Duquesnoy, 1, 138; Jallet, 108; Bulletins d'un agent
secret (La révolution frangaise, XXIV, 76). Under date of June 27, the last
writer describes a scene in the Palais Royal on June 26, when Necker’s letter
of June 24 to the assembly was read. He gives his opinion of the strength
of the popular belief in Necker thus: * Je le répéte, jamais ministre n'a joui
d’un plus grand triomphe; on le regarde comme un dieu déscendu du ciel
pour le salut-de la patrie.”” Bailli de Virieu, 105; Dorset, I, 227; Jefferson,
488; Letter of a deputy from Paris, le 27, & minwuit.

18 Duquesnoy, I, 139, 141.
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Other men dear to the populace, as Bailly, the Duc d’Orléans
and Montmorin, who alone among the ministers was believed to
have supported Necker, likewise received the homage of the
crowd.!?

Boullé says that as the joint session of the orders was closing,
a police officer came to ask if it would be agreeable to the as-
sembly to have a public celebration. Evidently the assembly
approved the request, for, at seven o’clock, an order was issued
providing for illuminations for three days. That same night
all Versailles was illuminated, bonfires kindled, rockets fired and
the ‘‘joy was so universal that it seemed as if everyone had met
again the person dearest to him, as if every one had gained a
petsonal advantage.”’'® Soldiers and citizens alike shared in
- this joy. The crowds poured out into the gardens and upon the
terraces with drums, fifes, and violins to dance for part of the
night under the windows of the chateau. All the next day
fishwives promenaded the streets with bouquets, to the beat of
drums, and the evening of June 28 bonfires and fireworks drew
the crowds to the quarter where the Archbishop of Paris lived,
as if they would make reparation for their treatment of him on
June 24.°

Evidently about the time that the orders united in Versailles a
manuscript copy of the king’s letter to the nobility was published
at the Palais Royal, the center of all agitation and revolutionary
enthusiasm in Paris. Doubtless to facilitate the spreading of
the news of the king's action, the letter is said to have been
printed immediately. Shortly afterward, it was announced that.

17 Letter of a deputy from Paris, le 27, & minuit; Jefferson, 11, 488; Point
du jour, I, 67; Bailly, I, 253. Bailly says that immediately after adjourning
the session, he set out for Chaillot, spreading the news of the union as he
went. Hence, he was not at home when the crowd in Versailles called to pay
its respects to him. By his own statement (I, 255-56), the 1nhab1tants of
Chaillot gave a little féte for him June 28, in his own garden.

18 Duquesnoy, I, 138-139; Point du jour, 1, 67; Jallet, 108; Biauzat, II,
147. The last says that he was a spectator of the sights in Versailles until
about seven o'clock, when he left for Paris to spend the recess of the national
assembly. The same was true of the writer of the letter from Paris, le 27,
d minwit; Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., XIV, 30—-31; Bailli de
Virieu, 105.

19 Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la rév., XIV, 31.
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the nobility had united. Then the capital gave itself over to
demonstrations of joy more pronounced than those of Versailles.
“The news of the complete union has created, if it be possible,
more of a sensation at Paris than at Versailles,” was the opinion
of a witness of the celebration in Paris, who had also the best of
information as to events in Versailles. ‘Everybody is intoxi-
cated with joy; the general satisfaction is manifested by illumina-
tions and public festivities. Cries of * Vive le roi, vive le reine,
vive M. Necker, vive M. le comte de Montmorin, vive M. le duc
d’Orléans!’ are heard everywhere. No more sadness, no more
fears, no more misfortune, everything foretells happy days,
peace and prosperity "—such was his summary of the general
situation in the capital.? :

All these celebrations and festivities were largely produced,
however, by the mere external fact that the orders had united
on June 27. But that of itself did not mean very much unless
the upper orders and the court were willing to submit to the
principles for which the third estate stood, namely, the abolition
of orders with their distinctions and veto, and the acceptance
of the idea of vote by head with majority rule. The editor of
the Assemblée nationale interpreted the event as the triumph of
the good intentions of the king over the evil advice and con-
tinued machinations of the council.® An analysis of the king’s
letter shows, however, either that the king’s intentions were
malevolent—an intetpretation contrary to the popular belief—
or that his views were still dominated by the reactionary minority.
The very opening phrase, “Alone concerned with the general
welfare of my realm”’ indicates that in no sense had he abandoned
his ideas of divinely bestowed prerogatives. Before reaching the
end of the first sentence, he had announced positively, through
the employment of the term, ‘‘assemblée des états-généraux,”
his intention to preserve the separate orders. The letter makes

20 Bulletins d'un agent secret, No. 49 (La révolution frangaise, XXIV, 75).
Although the identity of this man is not revealed by his accounts, he seems to
keep closely in touch with affairs and is not an extremist in any sense. Bailli
de Virieu, 105; Jefferson, II, 488; Letier from a deputy from Paris, le 27, & -
minuit; Biauzat, II, 147,

2 Assemblée nationale, 1, 251.
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very clear that he had not renounced the policy outlined on
June 23. The sole purpose of the union was to hasten the
accomplishment of his “paternal views.” The only variation
from the program proclaimed in the royal session was the definite
setting of the time when the orders should meet together to
treat general affairs, instead of leaving to the orders themselves
the determination of the date for a common session. So far as
the king was concerned, the declarations of the royal session
were to be executed in full. To effect the operation of the
general assembly of the estates, he issued on the 27th of June,
a regulation concerning the mandates of the deputies to the
estates-general. Its purpose was to render all deputies capable
of participation in the assembly, by carrying out the articles of
the first declaration which dealt with imperative instructions,
especially article V. Deputies so hampered were to request a
new convocation of their order. The baillifs or seneschals re-
ceiving such petitions were to summon the orders without delay.
These would then grant instructions without limitation in
harmony with the king's prohibition of imperative mandates.?

The decree which the minority of the clergy passed, in defer-
ence to the king’s letter, declares in as striking a manner that
this group was making the declarations of June 23 the basis of
its action.® The minority of the clergy clearly had no other
aim than the execution of the governmental plan of June 23.%
The protests made by the nobility fully revealed the attitude
of many in that order. One further fact shows clearly their
intention of insisting upon the distinction of orders. At the
close of the session of June 27, the Duke of Luxemburg announced
a meeting in the hall of the nobility at.nine o’clock on June 30

2 Etats-généraux, Exirait du Journal de Paris, 136-137; Brette, Recueil de
documents, 56-57.

# Point du jour, I, 65-66, reproduces the letter said to have been given to
the Cardinal de la Rochefoucauld; Courrier de Provence (Lettre XIV, 9-10)
gives the text of the letter; Bulletins d'un agent secret, No. 49 (La révolution
frangaise, XXIV, 75) has a copy of a portion of the letter sent to the nobility
which was posted in the Palais Royal. The copies sent to the orders were the
same, Duquesnoy says (I, 139—40), and he gives the letter, said to have been
addressed to the Duke of Luxemburg.

2 Barmond, Récit, 278—280.
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before the general session at ten o’clock, “indicated by the
president of the two other orders.”’?

Furthermore, this interpretation of the significance of the
union is confirmed by another occurrence which took place on
June 28. On that day, Barentin sent a courrier out to Bailly
who had left the city, with a message inviting the latter to come
to Versailles to confer with the presidents of the other two
orders in regard to the preliminaries for holding the general
assembly. Bailly was loath to yield to the summons, first,
because it meant the loss of a day of his vacation, and second,
because he would have to face an attack upon his position as
president of the national assembly. He was determined not to
compromise 'the stand that the assembly had taken, he says,
but felt the need of having some approval of his decision. It was
not easy to find any of the deputies during the vacation, but he
bethought himself of the Duc d’Orléans. He found the duke
with the Marquis of Sillery, disclosed his intentions to them, and
secured their sanction. At three o'clock, then, he says that he
set out for Versailles where the conference was to be held at five.
At the home of the guard of the seals, he found the Duke of Croy,
vice-president of the nobility, representing the Duke of Luxem-
bourg, and the Cardinal de La Rochefoucauld, accompanied by
the Archbishop of Aix, for the minority of the clergy. Bailly
says that, as he had surmised, the question of the presidency
was the point of the discussion. Their contention was that the
president of the clergy should preside over the general assembly,
but Bailly-adds that he met their arguments so effectively that
this bold demand was practically abandoned. Finally, they
proposed that the leaders of the two upper orders should sit on |
the front benches and each have a table before him, as a mark
of recognition. Bailly continues that he told them that such a
privilege could be accorded only by the assembly itself. Thus
the conference ended.?® In every respect the government was

% Procés-verbal . . . de la noblesse, 304.

26 Biauzat, 11, 147-148; Bailly, I, 256—260. Biauzat, writing from Paris
under date of June 29, 1789, says: ‘‘ J'ai appris, sur les huit heures du soir,
que M. le garde des sceaux avait écrit hier & M. Bailly, notre président, pour
I'inviter 4 se rendre a la chancellerie aujourd’hui sur les cing heures, afin d'y
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committed to the ideas of the first declaration of the king,—of
that there could be no doubt.

Yet, close observers of the situation looked upon the action of
June 27 as a repudiation of the declarations of June 23. Count
Mercy wrote on July 4 that after the union of the orders “there
reigns a moment of calm, much more apparent than real. ... .
The king has purchased this momentary truce by the most cruel
sacrifice, that of retracting his wishes solemnly proclaimed in
the royal session of June 23.”%7

Arthur Young held that the king had overturned ‘‘his own
act of the séamce royale by requiring them [the upper orders]
to join the commons, full in the teeth of what he had ordained
before.””?®8 The author of the Correspondance secréte in the
Russian archives declared on June 27:2* “The commons and,
dare we say it, the nation triumph! Is it reason and justice,
is it fear alone which has effected this strange revolution? Good
citizens do not attempt to fathom this question. . .. The
union is a grand fact. The experience of its powers and the
authorization of more than nine tenths of the nation will soon
place the patriotic party in a position to surmount all difficulties.
The decree of the council and the imperative course of the king
of June 23, are annulled, and as soon as the verification of -
credentials has been completed, there is no doubt that the estab-
lishment of a new constitution will be the first object of the
deliberations.”

Jefferson considered that the “‘great crisis” was over: ‘‘The
triumph of the Tiers is considered as complete, Tomorrow

conférer avec M. le cardinal de La Rochefoucauld, président de la minorité
du clergé et M. le duc de Luxembourg, président de la majorité de la noblesse
sur des prétendus préliminaires 4 'assemblée d’aujourd’hui.”” The use of the
aujourd’hui at the close seems to be an error. Otherwise, the account tallies -
with Bailly’s own report. Biauzat had not learned what action Bailly had
taken in regard to the invitation, so we are dependent upon Bailly alone for
the details of his arrangement for, and participation in, the conference.

27 Arneth and Flammermont, Correspondance secréte de Comie de Mercy-
Argenteau avec Uempereur Joseph II et le Prince de Kaunits, 11, 253.

28 Young, 182.

29 Lescure, Correspondance secréte inédite sur Louis X VI, Marie-Antoineite,
la cour et la ville de 1777 & 1792, 11, 366-367.
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[June 30] they will recommence business, voting by persons on
all questions; and whatever difficulties may be opposed in debate
by the malcontents of the clergy and nobility, everything must
finally be settled at the will of the Tiers. It remains to be seen
whether they will leave to the nobility anything but their titulary
appellations.’’s®

The day after the reunion, ]une 28, Dorset stressed the un-
happy position of the French nobility:® *Nothing can equal
the despondency of the nobility upon this occasion, forced as they
have been, by an extraordinary and unexpected impulse to sacri-
fice in one moment every hope they had formed and the very
principles from which they had resolved and flattered themselves
that no consideration whatever should oblige them to depart.”

Arthur Young, who clearly comprehended what the ultimate
result of this union was to be, states of the attitude of the upper
orders: “I have today had conversation with many persons on
this business; and to my amazement, there is an idea, and even
among many of the nobility, that this union of the orders is
only for the verification of their powers and for making the
constitution, which is a new term they have adopted; and which
they use as if a constitution was a pudding to be made by a
receipt.”’® In general, the indications are that the deputies of
the upper orders regarded the union or, perhaps, pretended to
regard it, as but a temporary expedient to facilitate matters of
procedure.

On the other hand, some of the deputies of the third estate
themselves feared that the union might prove disastrous to
them. Biauzat saw in it the possibility of various difficulties
for the national assembly. He suspected that those hostile to
the public welfare wished the orders to be organized as an estates-
general that ““they might with facility interrupt all work by the
disunion of a single one of the orders,” thereby plunging the
third estate anew into all the difficulties from which their or-
ganization as national assembly had rescued them. He feared
also that the statement in the king's letter, touching imperative

% Jefferson, 11, 489.

3 Dorset, I, 227.
2 Young, 183.
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instructions, was merely another trap for the third estate. In
his opinion, that provision presupposed the calling of new pro-
vincial assemblies, to change the instructions, a circumstance
that would delay the assembly since it did not wish to proceed
irregularly. But a more dangerous consequence, he held, might
be the recognition of the right of the king alone to exercise legis-
lative power, even during the sessions of the states-general.
Besides these fears, he saw an opportunity for the nobility to
refuse to submit their credentials to a new verification in the
assembly, since the king had emphasized their acceptance of the
declaration of June 23. Article two of the first declaration
dispensed with the submission to common verification of cre-
dentials already verified in the pretended chamber of the no-
bility.®

But, although thinking men were fully conscious of the dangers
to the progress of the assembly, there was also the settled con-
viction that this union of the orders was a step toward the
ultimate triumph of the ideas of the national assembly and
toward a new era for France. The editor of the Assemblée
nationale regarded this event as the final termination of the
two long months of debate that had agitated France; as the
forerunner of a union, “so generally and so ardently desired,
by the monarch and by all the French people.’’*

Although fully conscious of the causes of the union, Boullé
believed that it settled the method of sitting and, presumably,
of voting: ‘‘Seeing in the assembly the greatest enemies of the
nation, such as a D’Eprémesnil, an Abbé Maury, no one has
been duped by this union, nor has any one attributed it to other
motives than to the impossibility of dispensing with it. I do
not know whether the intention was to place some restrictions
upon the union, to raise quibbles, for example, upon the mode of
deliberation, a question upon which the result of circumstances
has forced a decision, even before it has been discussed; it is
certain that the public regard what has just occurred as a com-
plete victory over the aristocracy.’'?

8 Biauzat, 11, 148.
3 Assemblée nationale, 1, 263.
3 Boullé, Documents inédits, Revue de la révolution, XIV, 30,
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Duquesnoy assumed that the verification of credentials in
common was assured by this step and he went on to discuss the
relation of that principle to the matter of vote by head. “Itis
true,” he wrote, “that they have talked of this object only,
and have not explained themselves as to vote by head or order,
but, on the other side, the opinion of the majority of the clergy
is sufficiently known, that of individuals who compose the
nobility is not more hidden and all recognize that the verification
in common is only a subterfuge, which has served as the pretext
for our quarrels, of which the sole object has always been vote
by head. Besides, the motives which have directed the nobility
are much more powerful for the vote than they ever were for
the common verification of credentials.’’s®

The Point du jour of June 29 is given over to a review of the
conditions under which the assembly had labored before the
union and then to a most optimistic and far-reaching augury
as to what that union would mean for the future of the French
nation3” Barere charged to the reactionaries about the king
all the adverse circumstances that had impeded the action of
the assembly. On their advice, troops had been stationed
around the hall, but the assembly had dared to protest against
the military occupation for this reason. Although the ‘“‘minds
and votes of the deputies would have been as free in the midst
of a camp and the din of arms as in the midst of a senate, . . . it
was not sufficient for the members of the national assembly to
be free; it was necessary besides that they should be believed
to be free.” Another move of the malicious aristocracy had
been to slander the national representatives both to the king
and to the people; they had presented to the deputies ‘“‘under
the form of law some favors and some sacrifices of authority
in order to cause them to acquiesce, by this bait, in the legislative
power or to force them to a resistance which would render them
out of favor even with their constituents. But to offset these

3 Duquesnoy, I, 137-138.

37 Point du jour, I, 69—72; La révolution frangaise, XXIV, 77; Bulletins
d'un agent secret, No. 49. The writer of the bulletin has made the Point du
jour the basis of his observations on the significance of the union of the
orders. The copying is largely literal.
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calumnies, the assembly proposed an address to the king in
exposition of its true principles,” an address which should show
also that corrupting the power of the monarch to the point of
causing him to change its nature is to commit a crime of léze-
mafesté against him and that making him doubt, for an instant,
‘the inviolable fidelity of the French to his person, is a crime of
leze-nation.”

“But the total union of the national representatives in the
same assembly occurred to render useless these unfortunate pre-
cautions for which a faithful people should never recognize the
necessity. From the first instant of this union, hatred and
rivalries have disappeared. . . . The king has finally learned
that the court is not his people.”” Then rising to a broader
conception of the assembly’s mission after the final union of the
orders, he declared that it was under the ““rule of public opinion”’
rather than the ‘“‘reign of custom,” that the constitution of the
state was to be framed. ‘The time is past,” he fearlessly pro-
claimed, “when, under the imposing veil of constitutional rights,
a small number of representatives has too much power to limit
and where the great number never has enough to act; where a
privileged class can oppose the general welfare and the less
numerous portion of the nation constantly prevails over the
entire nation. The power of public opinion will finally destroy
the bondage of abuses; the courageous and enlightened patri-
otism which animates all the national representatives will at
last effect the grandest revolution which has occurred upon the
earth, when the constitution of a great realm shall have been
watered, neither with tears nor with blood.”

How this sublime. augury was actually to work out, Arthur
Young foretold with almost prophetic vision, it might seem,
when he gave his views on the ultimate significance of the union
of June 27. Of the king’s action, he wrote: ‘“He was thus
induced to take this step which is of such importance, that he
will never more know where to stop or what to refuse; or rather,
he will find that in the future arrangement of his kingdom, his
situation will be very nearly that of Charles I, a spectator,
without power, of the resolutions of a long parliament.” That
the dct of union carried with it the triumph of the third estate,
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he felt assured. “In vain I have asked, where is the power that
can separate them hereafter, if the commons insist on remaining
together, which may be supposed, as such an arrangement will
leave all the power in their own hands? . . . The event now
appears so clear as not to be difficult to predict; all real powers
will be henceforward in the commons; having so much inflamed
the people in the exercise of it, they will find themselves unable
to use it temperately; the court cannot sit to have their hands
tied behind them; the clergy, nobility, parliaments and army will,
when they find themselves all in danger of annihilation, unite
in their mutual defense; but as such a union will demand time,
they will find the people armed and a bloody civil war must be
the result.’’s8

But neither the king nor the court recognized in the union of
the orders on June 27, the significance attributed to it by Young.
In their conception, the union of the orders by request of the
king, was but an expedient for gaining time until the troops,
which were to make possible the successful execution of the
policy proclaimed on June 23, should have arrived at Paris.
The coup d’état of July was the result of their attitude toward
the situation created by the royal session.
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