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CHAPTER XLIII

THE UNION OF THE TWO GRAND LODGES OF ENGLAND

\ \

HE fusion of the two rival Grand Lodges—the
‘“ Ancients” and the *“ Moderns ”—was the most
important event that has occurred in the history
of Speculative Freemasonry since the organiza-
tion of 1717.

The mutual denunciations of two bodies,

each practicing almost the same rites and cere-
monies, each professing to be actuated by the same principles, and
each tending to the accomplishment of the same objects, and each
claiming to be the supreme Head of the Masonic Institution while

it accused its antagonist of being irregular in its organization and a

usurper of authority, could not have failed eventually to impair the

purity and detract from the usefulness of the Institution.

The sentiment of active opposition on the part of the *“ Moderns”
had grown with the increasing success of their rivals. In 1777 the
constitutional Grand Lodge had declared “that the persons who
assemble in London and elsewhere in the character of Masons, call-
ing themselves Ancient Masons, and at present said to be under the
patronage of the Duke of Atholl, are not to be countenanced or
acknowledged by any regular lodge or Mason under the constitution
of England; nor shall any regular Mason be present at any of their
conventions to give a sanction to their proceedings, under the pen-
alty of forfeiting the privileges of the Society, nor shall any per-
son initiated at any of their irregular meetings be admitted into any
lodge without. being re-made.”?

This anathema was followed at different periods during the rest
of the century by others of equal severity. The “ Modern Masons,”
knowing the legality of their own organization and the false preten-
sions of the ‘‘ Ancients,” are to be excused and even justified for the

1 Preston gives this degree in full ; Northouck only summarizes it. See Preston, ¢ Il-
lustrations,” Oliver’s edition, p. 242, and Northouck, ‘¢ Constitutions,” p. 323.
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1156 HISTORY OF FREEMASONRY

intensity of their opposition and even for the harshness of their
language. Feeling assured, from all the historical documents with
which they were familiar, that the Grand Lodge organized in 1717
was the only legitimate authority in English Masonry, it was natural
that they should denounce any pretension to the possession of that
authority by others as an imposture.

The ‘“ Ancients,” who, notwithstanding the positiveness with
which they asserted their claim to a superior antiquity, must, un-
consciously at times, have felt their weakness, never displayed so ac-
rimonious a spirit. On the contrary, they were unwilling to enter
into discussions which might elicit facts detrimental to the solidity
of their pretensions.

Hence, we find Dermott saying: “I have not the least antipa-
thy against the gentlemen of the modern society ; but, on the con-
trary, love and respect them;” * and though in a subsequent edition he
complains that this amicable sentiment was not reciprocated, he ad-
mits the equal right of each society to choose a Grand Master, and
expresses the hope to see in his life-time a unity between the two.?

In 1801 the Grand Lodge of “ Ancients,” in a circular addressed
to the Craft, made the following declaration :

“We have too much respect for every Society that acts under
the Masonic name, however imperfect the imitation, to enter into a
war of reproaches; and, therefore, we will not retort on an Institu-
tion, established in London, for some years, under high auspices, the
unfounded aspersions into which a part of their body have suffered
themselves to be surprised.”?

About the beginning of the 1gth century many leading Ma-
sons among the * Moderns” began to recognize the necessity of a
union of the two Societies. I am compelled to believe, or at least
to suspect, that at first the success of the * Ancients” was a controll-
ing motive in this desire for a fusion of the two Grand Lodges.

At this time there were Grand Lodges of * Ancients,” or as they
styled themselves, *“ Grand Lodges of Ancient York Masons,” which
had emanated from the London body, in Canada, Pennsylvania,
Maryland, South Carolina, New York, Massachusetts, Nova Scotia,
Gibraltar, and most of the provinces and islands of the East and

1¢¢ Ahiman Rezon,” edition of 1764, p. 24.
2 Ibid., edition of 1778, pp. 43-44-
8]bid., edition of 1807, p. 124. *
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West Indies, and a recognition by the Grand Lodges of Ireland and
Scotland.!

Elated with this success and with the diffusion of their authority,
the *“Ancients” did not at first incline favorably to the idea of a
union of the Craft. They were willing to accept such a union, but
it must be without the slightest compromise or concession on their
part.

Long before the close of the 18th century the *“Ancients” had
made an important change in the character of the claim for regularity
which they had advanced in the beginning of the contest.

Some time after the Grand Lodge of England, according to the
“Old Institutions,” was organized by a secession of several lodges
from the Constitutional Grand Lodge, Lawrence Dermott, writing
in its defense, sought to attribute to it an origin older than that
claimed by the Grand Lodge which had been instituted in 1717, and
asserted that that organization “ was defective in number and conse-
quently defective in form and capacity.” *

Again he declares that when this Grand Lodge was about to be
established, ‘‘some joyous companions,” who were only Fellow-Crafts,
met together, and being entirely ignorant of the ‘ Master’s part ” had
invented a “new composition” which they called the third degree.®

At a later period the “ Ancients” appear to have abandoned, or
at least to have ceased to have pressed this claim to a priority of ex-
istence and to a greater regularity of organization. More mature
reflection and the force of historical evidence led their leaders to the
conviction that both of these claims were wholly untenable.

After the death of Laurence Dermott they began to confine
their claim to legality, and their defense of the secession from the
Constitutional Grand Lodge upon the single ground that the latter
had made innovations upon the ancient landmarks, and by their
change of words and ceremonies had ceased any longer to maintain
the pure system of Speculative Freemasonry.

While these “variations in the established forms” were main-
tained by the Grand Lodge of “ Moderns,” the Grand Lodge of

1¢¢ Ahiman Rezon,” edition of 1807, p. 117.

21bid., edition of 1778, p. 14.

8 Ibid., p. 35. It will be noted that Dermott did not make these grave accusations
in his previous editions of the ‘“ Ahiman Rezon.” They are first advanced in the edition
published in 1778.
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“ Ancients” declared it to be impossible to hold Masonic inter-
course with those who thus deviated from the legitimate work of the
Order.

Hence, though, as has been seen, the Ancients were less agress-
ive in their language toward their rivals and did not indulge in the
harsh censures which characterized the Constitutional Grand Lodge,
they were, until after the commencement of the 1gth century, more
averse than that body to a union of the two divisions of the Frater-
nity, and met all advances toward that object with something more
than indifference.

The evidence of this fact is abundantly shown in the transactions
of both bodies.

We learn, on the authority of Preston, that in November, 1801,
a charge was presented to the Constitutional Grand Lodge against
some of its members for patronizing and officially acting as princi-
pal officers in a lodge of “ Ancients.” The charge being proved, it
was determined that the laws should be enforced against them unless
they immediately seceded from such irregular meetings. They so-
licited the indulgence of the Grand Lodge for three months, hoping
that they might be enabled in that time to effect a union between the
two societies. This indulgence was granted, and that no impedi-
ment might prevent the accomplishment of so desirable an object,
the charges against the offending brethren were for the time with-
drawn. A committee of distinguished Masons, among whom was
the Earl of Moira, who was very popular with the Craft of *“ Mod-
erns,” was appointed to pave the way for the intended union, and
every means were ordered to be used to effect that object.

Lord Moira declared, on accepting the appointment as a mem-
ber of the Committee, that he should consider the day on which
such a coalition should be formed as one of the happiest days of
his life, and that he was empowered by the Prince of Wales, then
Grand Master of the “ Modemns,” to say that his arms would be
ever open to all the Masons in the kingdom, indiscriminately.

This was the first open and avowed proposition for a union of
the two Grand Lodges. It emanated from the * Moderns,” and
up to that date none had ever been offered by the ‘ Ancients,”
who were silently and successfully pursuing their career—in ex-

1 Preston, * Illustrations,” old edition, p. 329.
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tending their influence, making lodges at home and abroad, and
securing the popular favor of the Craft.!

The effort, however, was not successful. After suspending all
active opposition, the Constitutional Grand Lodge learned in Feb-
ruary, 1803, that-no measures had been taken to effect a union; it
resumed its antagonistic position, punished the brethren who had
been charged with holding a connection with the ““ Ancients,” and
unanimously resolved that ‘ whenever it shall appear that any
Masons under the English Constitution shall in future attend or
countenance any lodge or meeting of persons calling themselves
Ancient Masons under the sanction of any person claiming the
title of Grand Master of England, who shall not have been duly
elected in the Grand Lodge, the laws of the Society shall not only
be strictly enforced against them, but their names shall be erased
from the list and transmitted to all the regular Lodges under the
Constitution of England.”*

What were the means adopted by the Constitutional Grand
Lodge to accomplish the much-desired object are not now exactly
known. But that they were highly distasteful to the * Ancients”
is very clear from the action of their Grand Lodge adopted on
March 2, 1802. ’

This action was evidently intended as a reply to the proposi-
tion of the rival body of “ Moderns,” tendered in the preceding
November. The declaration of the Grand Lodge of * Ancients”
is printed in Harper's edition of the Ak%iman Rezon, published in
18072 As this work is not generally accessible to the Fraternity,
and as the document presents a very full and fair expression of the
position assumed by the ‘ Ancients” at that advanced period in the
history of their career, I shall copy it without abbreviation.

“ It was represented to this Grand Lodge, that notwithstanding
the very temperate notice which was taken in the last Quarterly Com-
munication, of certain unprovoked expressions used toward the Fra-
ternity of Ancient Masons, by a Society generally known by the
appellation of the Modern Masons of England, that body has been

1 There is no doubt that at that day, in America certainly, the ¢ Ancients” were
more popular than the ‘“ Moderns.” Hence there appears to have been a settlement of
expedience exhibited in the desire of the latter to effect a coalition.

2 Preston, ‘¢ Illustrations,” old edition, p. 330.

8 Pages 125-131.
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further prevailed on to make declarations and to proceed to acts at
once illiberal and unfounded with respect to the character, preten-
sions, and antiquity of this institution. It was not a matter of sur-
prise that from the transcendant influence of the pure and unchanged
system of Ancient Masonry, practiced in our regular lodges, the
solidity of our establishment, the progressive increase of our funded
capital, the frequency and extent of our benevolence, and, above all,
from the avowed and unalterable bond of union, which has so long
and so happily subsisted between us and the Ancient Grand Lodges
of Scotland, Ireland, America, and the East and West Indies, it
should be a most desirable object to the body of Modern Masons to
enrol the two societies under one banner by an act of incorporation ;
but we did not expect that they would have made use of the means
which have been attempted to gain the end. Bearing, as they do,
the Masonic name, and patronized by many most illustrious persons,
we have ever shown a disposition to treat them with respect, and we
cannot suppress our feelings of regret, that unmindful of the high
auspices by which they are, for the time, distinguished, they should
here condescend to the use or language which reflects discredit on
their cause. Truth requires no acrimony, and brotherhood dis-
claims it. It is a species of warfare so inconsistent with the genuine
principles of Masonry, that they may wage it without the fear of a
retort. Actuated by the benignity which these principles inspire,
we shall content ourselves with a tranquil appeal to written record.
It is not for two equal, independent and contending institutions to
expect that the world will acquiesce in the zpse dixit of either party.
We shall not rest our pretensions, therefore, on extracts from our
own books, or on documents in our own possession—but out of
their own mouths shall we judge them.”

In their Book of Constitutions, quarto edition, anno 1784, p. 240,
they make this frank confession : “ Some variations were made in the
established forms.” This is their own declaration, and they say that
these were made ‘ more effectually to debar them and their abettors
(that is, us, the ancient masons) from their lodges.” Now what was
the nature of these changes? Fortunately, the dispute did not rest
between the two rival bodies ; it was not for either to decide which
had the claim of regular descent from the ancient stock of the
“York Masons.” There was a competent tribunal. The Masonic
world alone could exercise the jurisdiction and pronounce a verdict

/\
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on the case. Accordingly, after frequent visitations made to our
lodges by the brethren from Scotland and Ireland, who repaired to
England, the two Grand Lodges of these parts of the united em-
pire pronounced in our favor and declared that in the Ancient
Grand Lodge of England the pure, unmixed principles of Masonry
—the original and holy obligations—the discipline and the pure
science, were preserved. It was not in the forms alone that varia-
tions had been made by the modern order. They had innovated on
the essential principles, and consequently the Masonic world could
not recognize them as brothers.

“In the strict and rigorous, but beautiful, scheme of Ancient
Masonry, every part of which was founded on the immutable laws
of truth, nothing was left for future ages to correct. There can be
no reforms in the cardinal virtues ; that which was pure, just, and true
as received from the eternal ordinance of the divine Author of all
good, must continue the same to all eternity. In this grand mystery,
every part of which contributes to a sacred end, even the exteriors
of the science were wisely contrived as the fit emblems of the white
and spotless lamb, which is the type of Masonic benignity.

“The Grand Lodge can not be more explicit. They will not
follow the blameable practice of entering into a public discussion of
what ought to be confined to the sanctuary of a regular lodge.
Suffice it to say, that after mature investigation by the only persons
who were authorized to pronounce a judgment on the subject, reso-
lutions of correspondence were passed by the Ancient Grand Lodges
of England, Ireland, and Scotland, which were entered in their
respective archives, and which the Fraternity will find in our Boo%
of Constitutions.

“These resolutions have been constantly acted upon from that
time to the present day. We have since been further strengthened
by the formal accession of the Grand Lodges of America and of the
East and West Indies to the Union. And it may now be said,
without any impeachment of the modernized order, that the phalanx
of Ancient Masonry is now established to an extent of communica-
tion that bids defiance to all malice, however keen, and to all mis-
representation, however specious, to break asunder. May the
Eternal Architect of the World preserve the Edifice entire to the
latest posterity ; for it is the asylum of feeble man against the shafts
of adversity, against the perils of strife, and what is his own enemy,
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against the conflict of his own passions. It draws more close the
ties of consanguinity where they are, and creates them where they
are not ; it inculcates this great maxim as the means of social hap-
piness, that, however separated by seas and distances, distingmshed
by national character or divided into sects, the whole community of
man ought to act toward one another, in all the relations of life, like
brothers of the same family, for they are children of the same Eter-
nal Father, and Masonry teaches them to seek, by amendment of
their lives, the same place of rest

“The Ancient Grand Lodge of England has thought it due to
its character to make this short and decisive declaration, on the un-
authorized attempts that have recently been made to bring about
a union with a body of persons who have not entered into the obli-
gations by which we are bound, and who have descended to calum-
nies and acts of the most unjustifiable kind.

“They desire it therefore to be known to the Masonic world
and they call upon their regular lodges, their Past and Present
Grand Officers, and their Royal Arches and Masters, their Wardens
and Brethren throughout the whole extent of the Masonic com-
munion, to take notice, that they can not and must not receive into
the body of a just and perfect lodge, nor treat as a Brother, any
person who has not received the obligations of Masonry according
to the Ancient Constitutions, as practiced by the United Grand
Lodges of England, Scotland, and Ireland, and the regular branches
that have sprung from their sanction. And this our unalterable
decree.

“ By Order of the Grand Lodge.”

A careful perusal of this document will show that the position
which had been assumed by the “ Ancients” at the middle of the
18th century, when they organized their Grand Lodge, was aban-
doned by them at its close. Dermott maintained that his Grand
Lodge was regular in its organization on the ground that the organ-
ization of the other body was irregular and illegal, and illegitimate.
One of the reasons he assigned for this illegality was that it had
been formed by a less than lawful number of lodges. There were
but four lndges engaged in the organization of the Grand Lodge at
London in the year 1717. But, says Dermott, with the utmost
effrontery, knowing, as he must have known, that there was no such

/_\_
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law or usage in existence nor ever had been, “to form a Grand
Lodge there must have been the Masters and Wardens of five regu-
lar lodges;"” and he adds that *this is so well known to every man
conversant with the ancient laws, usages, customs, and ceremonies
of Master Masons, that it is needless to say more.”! Hence the
Grand Lodge of 1717 “was defective in number and consequently
defective in form and capacity.”

Another charge made by Dermott against the “Moderns” was
that they were ignorant of the true Third degree and had fabricated
a mere imitation of it, a ‘“new composition ” as he contemptuously
calls it.

But at. the close of the century both these charges were aban-
doned and a new issue was joined. The ground on which the
“ Ancients” rested the defense of their secession in 1738 from the
Constitutional Grand Lodge was that that body had made * varia-
tions in the established forms;” in other words, that it had intro-
duced innovations into the ritual.

Now this would seem to be a singularly surprising instance of
mental aberration, if we did not know the perversity of human
nature. When charging the “ Moderns” with the introduction of
innovations, the “ Ancients” appear to have completely forgotten
that far more serious innovations had been previously introduced
by themselves.

The ‘“Moderns” had only made a transposition of a couple of
words of recognition; the ‘“Ancients” had mutilated the Third
degree and fabricated out of it a Fourth, hitherto unknown to the
Craft. It ill became these bold innovators to condemn others for
the very fault they themselves had committed to a far greater
extent.

We are ready to exclaim with the Roman satirist : * Quzs Zfu-
lerit Gracchos de seditione querentes?”* “ Who could endure the
Gracchi when they complained of sedition ?”

Having thus, by implication, at least, admitted the legality of the
original organization of the Constitutional Grand Lodge and the cor-
rectness of its primitive work, and restricting their charge of irregu-
larity to the single fact of the existence of innovations, the ¢ An-
cients,” notwithstanding the emphatic language in their address of

1¢¢ Ahiman Rezon,” edition of 1778, p. 13. 2 Juvenal, Satire 1I., 24.
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1802, in which they had declared the impossibility of recognizing
their rivals, had certainly made the way more easy for future recon-
ciliation and union.

Had they continued to maintain the theory of Dermott that
the Grand Lodge of “Moderns” was an illegal and un-Masonic
body, which had never known or had the Master’s part, I do not see
how the ‘“Moderns” could, with consistency and self-respect, have
tendered, or the “ Ancients” listened to, any offer of union and a
consolidation. ‘

But about the beginning of the 1gth century there were many
Masons, especially among the “ Moderns,” who felt the necessity of
a reconciliation, since the protracted dissension was destructive of
that harmony and fellowship which should properly characterize the
institution. We have seen that the Prince of Wales had in 1801,
when he was Grand Master of the “ Moderns,” expressed his will-
ingness for a union of all English Masons. This sentiment was
shared at a later period by his brothers, the Dukes of Kent and
Sussex.

But of all the distinguished members of the Constitutional
Grand Lodge, none was so zealous and indefatigable in the effort
to accomplish a reconciliation as the Earl of Moira, who in 1795
had been Acting Grand Master under the Grand Mastership of the
Prince of Wales.?

In 1801 he had been appointed one of a committee to attempt
to effect a union of the two Grand Lodges—a mission which was
unsuccessful in its results. But he was more felicitous two years
afterward in his efforts to induce a good understanding between the
Grand Lodge of Scotland and the Constitutional Grand Lodge of
England.

It has been heretofore seen that at an early period in the career
of the Atholl Grand Lodge, the Grand Lodges of Ireland and Scot-
land had been induced, through the influence and misrepresenta.

! To no person, says Preston, had Masonry for many years been more indebted than
to the Earl of Moira (now Marquis of Hastings). Toward the end of the year 1812 his
Lordship was appointed Governor-General of India; and it was considered by the Fra-
ternity as only a just mark of respect to invite his Lordship to a farewell banquet previous
to his departure from England, and to present him with a valuable Masonic Jewel, as
a memorial of their gratitude for his eminent services. Preston, ¢‘ Illustrations of Ma-
sonry,” old edition, p. 346.

N
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tions of Dermott, to take the part of the “ Ancients” and to recog-
nize them as the only legal Masonic authority in England.

In 1782 the Constitutional Grand Lodge, supposing, it seems
fallaciously, that there was some prospect of establishing a friendly
correspondence with the sister kingdoms, concurred in a resolution
recommending the Grand Master to use every means which in his
wisdom he might think proper, for promoting a correspondence with
the Grand Lodges of Scotland and Ireland, so far as should be con-
sistent with the laws of the Society.!

As this last provision necessarily required, on the part of the
Irish and Scottish brethren, a denunciation of their friends the
“ Ancient Masons,” we may infer this to have been the cause of
the unsuccessful result of the negotiation. Notwithstanding this
resolution, says Preston, the wished-for union was not then fully
accomplished.?

But twenty years had to elapse before a spirit of conciliation
was shown by the Grand Lodge of Scotland, and eight more before
the Grand Lodge of Ireland exhibited a similar spirit.

At the annual session of the Grand Lodge of Scotland in
November, 1803, the Earl of Moira being present, addressed the
Grand Lodge in what Laurie calls an impressive speech, equally
remarkable for the eloquence of its sentiments and the energy of
its enunciation.

As the account contained in Laurie's History is a contemporary
one, it may be considered as reliable and is worth giving in the
very words of the author of his work.?

“The Earl of Moira stated that the hearts and arms of the
Grand Lodge of England had ever been open for the reception
of their seceding brethren, who had obstinately refused to acknowl-
edge their faults and return to the bosom of their Lodge; and
that though the Grand Lodge of England differed in a few trifling
observances from that of Scotland they had ever entertained for
Scottish Masons that affection and regard which it is the object
of Freemasonry to cherish and the duty of Freemasons to feel.
His Lordship’s speech was received by the brethren with loud and

1 Northouck, ¢‘ Constitutions,” p. 340.

2 ¢¢ Tllustrations,” old edition, p. 257.

3 Laurie’s “ History of Freemasonry " was published at Edinburgh in 180o4—the last
entry in the book is the account of this speech.
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reiterated applause—the most unequivocal mark of their approba-
tion of its sentiments.!

It was afterward stated by the Earl of Moira, that at that com-
munication the Grand Lodge of Scotland had expressed its concern
that any difference should subsist among the Masons of England
and that the lodges meeting under the sanction of the Duke of
Atholl should have withdrawn themselves from the protection of
the Grand Lodge of England, but hoped that measures might be
adopted to produce a reconciliation, and that the lodges now hold-
ing irregular meetings would return to their duty and again be
received into the bosom of the Fraternity.*

This was certainly an unqualified admission by the Grand Lodge
of Scotland that in its previous action in respect to the contending
bodies in England it had been in error. It did not now hesitate
to style the * Ancients” whom it had formerly recognized irregular
Masons, and to acknowledge that their organization was illegal.

The inevitable result was soon apparent. The Grand Lodge
of Scotland entered into fraternal correspondence with the Con-
stitutional Grand Lodge of England and recognized it as the
Supreme Authority of English Masonry. This good feeling was
still further augmented by the election in 1805 of the Prince of
Wales as Patron and Grand Master of the Grand Lodge of Scot-
land and the appointment of the Earl of Moira as Acting Grand
Master, both of which high offices were respectively held at the
same time by the same persons in the Constitutional Grand Lodge
of England.

Here then was a thorough reversal of the conditions which had
previously existed. In the year 1772 the office of Grand Master,
both in England and in Scotland, had been filled by the same per-
son, the Duke of Atholl. But it was over the irregular and illegal
English body that he presided. The result was a close and friendly
alliance between the Grand Lodge of Scotland and the schismatic
Grand Lodge in England.

Again in the year 1805 we see the Grand Lodge of England
and the Grand Lodge of Scotland united under one and the same
Grand Master, the Prince of Wales. But now it was the regular
Grand Lodge of England that shared the honor of this royal head-

1 Laurie’s ¢‘ History,” p. 295. 2 Preston, * Illustrations,” old edition, p. 338.

N
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ship with the Scottish Grand Lodge. The result in this latter case
was of course exactly contrary to that which had ensued in the
former.

From this time there was no question as to the relations existing
between the two Grand Lodges.

Still further to strengthen the cement of this union, if such
strengthening were necessary, was the occurrence soon after of an
event in Scottish Masonry,

Schism, which had wrought so much evil in English Masonry,
at length made its appearance among the Scottish lodges.

In the year 1808 several lodges had seceded, from political
motives, it is believed, from the Grand Lodge of Scotland. They
had organized an independent body with the title of *“ The Associ-
ated lodges seceding from the present Grand Lodge of Scotland”
and on July 4th had met in the Cannongate Kilwinning Lodge
room, and elected a Grand Master.!

The Grand Lodge of Scotland announced this rebellious action
to the Grand Lodge of England, which expressed its fullest sym-
pathy with the Grand Lodge, approved of the methods it pursued
to punish the seceders and to check the secession, and proclaimed
the doctrine now universally accepted in Masonic law, that a Grand
Lodge, as the representative of the whole Craft, is the sole de-
pository of supreme power.

Thus was the union of the two Grand Lodges still more closely
cemented, and the Grand Lodge of Scotland became an earnest
advocate and collaborator in the effort to extinguish the English
schism.

In the same year the Grand Lodge of Ireland addressed a com-
munication to the Grand Lodge of England, in which it took occa-
sion to applaud the principles of Masonic law enunciated by that
Grand Lodge in its reply to its Scottish sister. The Grand Lodge
of Ireland also expressed its desire to co-operate with that of Eng-
land in maintaining the supremacy of Grand Lodges over individual
lodges. It also pledged itself not to countenance or receive as a
Brother any person standing under the interdict of the Grand Lodge

11t is unnecessary and irrelevant to enter here into the history of this secession.
The details will be found at full length in Bro. Lyon’s ‘¢ History of the Lodge of Edin-
burgh,” pp. 264-281. We are here interested only in its supposed influence upén the
relations of the Grand Lodges of Scotland and England.
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of England for Masonic transgression. It thus cut itself aloof
from its former recognition of the Atholl Grand Lodge.!

It is scarcely necessary to say that this act was received by the
Constitutional Grand Lodge with a reciprocal feeling of fraternity.

Thus from the year 1808 the three regular and legitimate Grand
Lodges of Great Britain were united in an alliance, the prominent
object of which was the extinction of the schism which had pre-
vailed in England for three-quarters of a century and the consolida-
tion of all the jarring elements of English Freemasonry under one
head.

With such powerful influences at work, it is not surprising that
the happy and “devoutly wished-for consummation” was soon
effected.

The leading Freemasons of England, on both sides of the con-
test, readily lent their aid to the accomplishment of this result.

The Prince of Wales having been called, in consequence of the
King’s mental infirmity, to the Regency, the established etiquette
required that he should resign the Grand Mastership, a position
which he had occupied for twenty-one years.

On his retirement the Duke of Sussex was elected Grand Mas-
ter of the Constitutional Grand Lodge. He was recognized as an
ardent friend of the proposed union. Through his influence, as
Preston supposes,® the Duke of Atholl, who was Grand Master of
the “ Ancients,” had been led to see the desirableness of a union of
the two societies under one head.

A similar desire for union began now to prevail among the Free-
masons of both sides, especially among the ¢ Ancients,” who had
hitherto rejected all proposals for a compromise of any kind that
did not include the concession of everything on the part of the
“Moderns.”

In 1809 a motion looking to a union was submitted to the
Grand Lodge of * Ancients,” but ruled out by the presiding officer,
who refused to put the question.®

Nevertheless, the right spirit prevailed, and in 1810 a * Union
Committee ” was appointed by the Grand Lodge of * Ancients,”
which held a joint meeting with a similar committee of the Grand

! Preston, ¢ Illustrations,” old edition, p. 340.
2 Ibid, p. 358.
8 Hughan’s ¢ Memorials,” p. 14.
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Lodge of “Moderns,” on July 21, 1810, on which occasion the Earl
of Moira, Acting Grand Master of the Constitutional Grand Lodge,
presided.

At a meeting of the Grand Lodge of “Moderns” on April 12,
1809, that body rescinded all its former resolutions which forbade
the admission of the ‘“ Ancients ” into their regular lodges,' and thus
really took the first step toward a formal recognition of the seced-
ers.

In 1810 the “Ancients” began to make concessions. They di-
rected all resolutions relating to the union to be published and sub-
mitted to the Craft for their consideration. They also made altera-
tions in their regulations to conform to those of the “ Modern.” *

But the time had now arrived when the necessities of concord
and harmony imperatively demanded a cessation of the antagonism
which had so long existed between the two rival Grand Lodges and
their consolidation under a common head, so that Speculative Free-
masonry in England should thereafter remain * one and indivisible.”

The “Moderns” had long been desirous of a union, which, on
the other hand, the “ Ancients” had always strenuously opposed.
“It is,” says Bro. Hughan, “to the credit of the ‘Moderns’ that
they were the firm supporters of the Union, even when the ‘ An-
cients’ refused the right hand of fellowship.”*

It is not to be denied that the success of the *“ Ancients” in win-
ning popularity among the Craft, especially in America, where they
had largely extended they influence, was a principal reason for their
rooted aversion to any sort of compromise, which would necessarily
result in the extinction of their power ang their independent posi-
tion.

But many events had recently begun to create a change in their
views and greatly to weaken their opposition to a union of the two
Grand Lodges.

In the first place, the charge that the ‘“ Moderns” had made in-
novations on the landmarks was losing the importance which had
been given to it in the days of Laurence Dermott. It was still main-
tained, but no longer urged with pertinacious vigor. History was

! Hughan's ¢ Memorials,” p. 15.
3 Their regulations, says Hughan, were also altered so as to conform as much as pos-
sible to those of the regular Grand Lodge. * Memorials of the Masonic Union,” p. 15.
3 Ibid.
74



1170 HISTORY OF FREEMASONRY

beginning to vindicate truth, and those *“ Ancients” who thought at
all upon the subject, must have seen that their secession from the
regular Grand Lodge had preceded the innovations of that body,
and that they themselves had been guilty of far greater innovations
by the disruption of the Third degree and the fabrication of a Fourth
one.

In the second place, the theory maintained by Dermott and ac-
cepted by his followers, that the regular Grand Lodge of England,
instituted at London in the year 1717, was an illegal body, defective
in numbers at its organization and without the true degrees, had long
been abandoned as wholly untenable. History was again exercising
its functions of vindicating truth. Itis very evident, and the * An-
cients” knew it, that if the Grand Lodge organization of 1717 was
illegal, their own of 1753 must have been equally so, for the latter
had sprung out of the former. It was felt to be dangerous, when
men began to investigate the records, to advance a doctrine which
logically led to such a conclusion.

A third reason, and a very strong one, which must have con-
trolled the “ Ancients” in arriving at a change of views, must have
been the defection of the Grand Lodges of Scotland and Ireland.
These two bodies which had at first entered into an alliance with
the Atholl Grand Lodge at the expense of the Constitutional Grand
Lodge, had changed sides, and had now recognized the latter body
as the only legal head of Freemasonry in England, had admitted that
the “ Ancients” were irregular, and had refused to give them recog-
nition as Masons.

A fourth reason was that the Duke of Atholl, who had long
been at the head of the Grand Lodge which bore his name and that
of his father, and who for two generations had been identified with
its existence, had been won by the arguments or influenced by the
friendship of the Duke of Sussex, the Grand Master of the Con-
stitutional Grand Lodge, and had resolved to resign his Grand Mas-
tership in favor of the Duke of Kent, for the avowed purpose of
preparing for a union of the Craft.

Yielding to these various influences and perhaps to some others
of less note, the Grand Lodge of * Ancients” in the year 1813
abandoned its opposition to a union, and accepted the preliminary
measures which had been adopted by the friends of that union.

At a special meeting of the “Grand Lodge of Free and Ac-
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cepted Masons of England, according to the Old Institutions” held
on November 8, 1813, at the * Crown and Anchor Tavern,” in the
Strand, a letter was read from the Duke of Atholl intimating his
desire of resigning the office of Grand Master in favor of his Royal
Highness, the Duke of Kent.!

At the same meeting the resignation of the Duke of Atholl was
accepted and the Duke of Kent was unanimously elected to succeed
him as Grand Master of the Grand Lodge of * Ancients.”

Edward, Duke of Kent and Strathcarne, the fourth son of George
the Third, was then forty-six years of age. He was initiated into
Freemasonry in a lodge at Geneva, in Switzerland. At the time of
this election he was and had long been the Grand Master of the
“ Ancient Masons” of Canada. He was, therefore, identified with
the cause of the ‘“‘Ancients,” but like his brothers, the Prince of Wales
and the Duke of Sussex, he was greatly desirous of a consolidation
of the two Grand Lodges. At as early a period as January, 1794,
he had expressed this sentiment in his reply to an address from the
Masons of Canada, when he said : “ You may trust that my utmost
efforts shall be exerted, that the much-wished for union of the whole
Fraternity of Masons may be effected.”?

On December 1, 1813, the Duke of Kent was installed as Grand
Master of the ‘“ Ancients.” On this occasion the Duke of Sussex,
as Grand Master of the Constitutional Grand Lodge, was present
with several of his Grand Officers. To qualify them for visitation
they were previously “ made Ancient Masons in the Grand Master’s
Lodge No. 1, in a room adjoining.”

The transactions on that day must be considered as a conclusive
settlement of the vexed question of legality. The fact that the
Grand Master of the Grand Lodge of “ Moderns ” was present, and
by his presence sanctioned the installation of the Grand Master of
the Grand Lodge of * Ancients,” and that to qualify himself to do
so had submitted to an initiation in the system of the ‘“ Ancients,”
forever precluded the *“ Moderns” from making a charge of irregu-
larity against their rivals ; these in turn were equally precluded from
denying the* Masonic legality of a body whose Grand Master had

1 The minutes of this meeting will be found in Hughan's ‘‘ Memorials of the Union,”
p. 16.
3 Freemasons' Magaszine, vol. iii., July, 1794, p. 14
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been made participant in their mysteries, and had taken a part in the
solemn ceremonies of installation of their presiding officer.

Indeed, the union had already been virtually accomplished, and
all that was now needed was its formal ratification by the two Grand
Lodges.

On September 1st the Duke of Kent, not then Grand Master, had
been associated by the Grand Lodge of * Ancients” with Deputy
Grand Master Harper and Past Deputy Grand Masters Perry and
Agar as a Committee to take the preliminary steps for effecting a
union of the two fraternities.

This Committee had held several conferences with the Duke of
Sussex, who was assisted by three of his Grand Officers, Bro. Wright,
Provincial Grand Master of the Ionian Isles, and Past Grand War-
dens Tegart and Deans.

The joint committee had drawn up articles of union between the
two Grand Lodges which had been signed and sealed in duplicate at
Kensington Palace, the residence of the Duke of Sussex.

Early in December, at the Quarterly Communications, these Arti-
cles had been submitted to both Grand Lodges and solemnly rati-
fied, and the following Festival of St. John the Evangelist had been
appointed for the Assembly of the Grand Lodgesin joint communi-
cation to carry out the provisions which had been agreed upon.

Each Grand Master had appointed *nine worthy and expert
Master Masons or Past Masters,” to whom were assigned by the
Articles of Union the following important duties.

Under the Warrant of their respective Grand Lodges they were
to meet together in some convenient central place in London, when
each party having opened a lodge according to the peculiar forms
and regulations of each, they were reciprocally and mutually to give
and receive the obligations of both Fraternities, deciding by lot
which should take priority in the giving and receiving. They were
then to hold a lodge under dispensation, to be styled the  Lodge of
Reconciliation,” or they were then to visit the different lodges and
having obligated their officers and members to instruct them in the
forms of both the systems.!

These and other preliminary arrangements having been complied
with, the two Fraternities, with their Grand Lodges, met on Decem-

1 See “¢ Articles of Union,” Article V.

L
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ber 27, 1813, at Freemasons’ Hall, which had been fitted up agree-
ably to a previously devised plan, and the whole house tiled from
the outer porch.?

On each side of the room the Masters, Wardens, and Past Mas-
ters of the several lodges were arranged on benches, and so disposed
that the two Fraternities were completely intermixed.

The two Grand Lodges were opened in two adjoining rooms,
each according to its peculiar ceremonies, and a Grand Procession
being formed, the two bodies entered side by side the Hall of As-
sembly, the Duke of Sussex closing one procession and the Duke of
Kent the other. '

On entering the Hall the procession advanced to the Throne, and
opening inward the two Grand Masters proceeded up the center
and took seats on each side of the Throne.

The Past Grand officers and illustrious visitors occupied the
platform, and the two Senior Grand Wardens, the two Junior Grand
Wardens, and the two Grand Secretaries and Grand Treasurers occu-
pied the usual stations in the West, South, and North.

Silence having been proclaimed, the services began with prayer,
offered up by Rev. Dr. Barry, the Grand Chaplain of the “ An-
cients.”

After the act of union had been read by Sir George Naylor,
Grand Director of Ceremonies, the following proclamation was
made by the Rev. Dr. Coghlan, Grand Chaplain of the Grand
Lodge of “ Moderns.”

“ Hear ye : This is the Act of Union engrossed in confirmation
of Articles solemnly concluded between the two Grand Lodges of
Free and Accepted Masons of England, signed, sealed, and ratified
by the two Grand Lodges respectively : by which they are hereafter
and forever to be known and acknowledged by the style and title
of THE UNITED GRAND LODGE OF ANCIENT FREEMASONS oF Enc-
LAND. How say you, Brothers, Representatives of the two Frater-
nities? Do you accept of, ratify and confirm the same ?”

To which the whole Assembly answered : “ We do accept, ratify
and confirm the same.”

1This account is condensed from Oliver’s edition of Preston, pp. 368-373. The
¢ Order of Proceedings ” to be observed on the occasion are given by Bro. Hughan in his
Memorials. They do not essentially differ from the details by Preston, and the latter
has the advantage of being in the past tense.
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The Grand Chaplain then said: ““ And may the Great Architect
of the Universe make the Union perpetual.” To which all the
Brethren replied: “So mote it be.”

The Articles of Union were then signed by the two Grand Mas-
ters and six Commissioners, and the seals of both Grand Lodges
were affixed to the same.

Proclamation was then made by Rev. Dr. Barry in the following
words:

“ Be it known to all men that the Act of Union between the
two Grand Lodges of Free and Accepted Masons of England is
solemnly signed, sealed, ratified and confirmed, and the two Frater-
nities are one, to be henceforth known and acknowledged by the
style and title of *“ The United Grand Lodge of Ancient Free-
masons of England : and may the Great Architect of the Universe
make their Union perpetual.”

The Brethren all responded ‘““Amen,” and a symphony was
played by the Grand Organist, Bro. Samuel Wesley.

The Ark of the Masonic Covenant, which had been placed in
front of the Throne, was then approached by the two Grand Mas-
ters, their Deputies and Wardens.

The Grand Masters standing in the East, the Deputies on their
right and left, and the Grand Wardens in the West and South, the
square, level, plumb, and mallet were successively delivered to the
Deputy Grand Masters and by them presented to the two Grand
Masters, who having applied the square, level, and plumb to the
Ark and struck it thrice with the mallet, they made the following
invocation :

“May the Great Architect of the Universe enable us to uphold
the grand edifice of union, of which this Ark of the Covenant is
the symbol, which shall contain within it the instruments of our
brotherly love and bear upon it the Holy Bible, Square, and Com-
passes, as the light of our faith and the rule of our works. May
He dispose our hearts to make it perpetual.”

And the Brethren all responded, “ So mote it be.”

The Masonic elements of consecration, corn, wine, and oil, were
then poured upon the Ark, according to the ancient Rite, by the
two Grand Masters, accompanying the act with the usual invocation.

This constituted the impressive ceremony by which the union of
the hitherto rival Fraternities was consecrated.
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The Grand Lodges of Scotland and Ireland were not repre-
sented, in consequence of the shortness of the notice, but letters of
congratulation were received from each, with copies of resolutions
which had been passed by both.

As the two Fraternities differed in their forms and ceremonies,
it was necessary that some compromise should be effected so that
a universal system might be adopted by the united Grand Lodge.
The determination of what that system of forms should be, had
been entrusted to the “Lodge of Reconciliation” as its most impor-
tant, and doubtless its most difficult duty.

This duty was accomplished in the following manner: After
the ceremonies of ratification had been performed, the *Lodge of
Reconciliation” retired to another apartment, accompanied by the
Count Lagardje, Past Grand Master of the Grand Lodge of Swe-
den, Dr. Van Hess of the Grand Lodge of Hamburgh, and other
distinguished Masons, when the forms and ceremonies which had
been previously determined upon by the “Lodge of Reconciliation”
were made known.

On their return to the Assembly-room, Grand Master the Count
Lagardje announced that the forms which had been settled and
agreed on by the “ Lodge of Reconciliation” were * pure and correct.”

They were then recognized as the only forms to be thereafter
observed and practiced in the United Grand Lodge and by the
lodges under its obedience.

The recognized obligation was then administered by the Rev.
Dr. Hemming, standing before the Bible, Square and Compasses
lying on the Ark, and repeated by all the Brethren, who solemnly
vowed, with joined hands, to abide by the same.

The next step was the organization of the new Grand Lodge by
the election of its officers.

For this purpose the Officers of the two Grand Lodges divested
themselves of their insignia, and the chairs were taken by Past Grand
Officers of the two Fraternities.

The Duke of Kent addressed the assembly. He stated that the
great object for which he had taken upon himself the office of
Grand Master of the Ancient Fraternity, as declared at the time,
was to facilitate the accomplishment of the union. He then nomi-
nated the Duke of Sussex as Grand Master of the united Grand
Lodge.
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The Duke of Sussex was unanimously elected and placed upon
the throne by the Duke of Kent and Count Lagardje.

The Grand Master nominated the Grand officers for the year
ensuing. The Grand Lodge was then called to refreshment, and on
returning, some necessary business having been transacted, the Grand
Lodge was closed in ample form.

It is impossible to arrive at any absolutely accurate knowledge
of the numerical strength of the two Fraternities at the time of the
union. This arises from the fact that the lists made by both Grand
Lodges at that date contained the names of many lodges which were
either extinct or had passed over to other jurisdiction.

Thus in the list of the “ Moderns” ending in 1812, as given by
Bro. Gould in his Four Old Loages, the number of lodges runs up
to 640; but of these many, as the list commences with the year
1721, must have long ceased to exist, and several are recorded as
being in Germany and France, where the English Grand Lodge
had no longer any jurisdiction, and nineteen are credited to the
United States of America, where independent Grand Lodges had
long been established.

In the same inaccurate way we find that the list of the *“ An-
cients,” published in 1813 in their Akiman Rezon, records 354
lodges as being under its jurisdiction.

Many of these, however, had passed from its jurisdiction or must
have ceased to exist. Ten lodges, for instance, are credited to the
United States, and some to other foreign countries where the
Grand Lodge no longer possessed any authority.

We may, however, estimate the comparative strength of the
two Fraternities at the union by the registry of lodges made at that
time, when the members were assigned by lot.

In that list, which is given by Bro. Hughan in his Memorzals
of the Union, 636 lodges are enrolled. Of these, 385 were *“ Mod-
erns,” and 251 ‘“ Ancients.” If, however, it be considered that the
former had been in existence for ninety-six years and the latter only
sixty,! it will be seen that the relative proportion of successful
growth was greatly in favor of the “ Ancients.”

Notwithstanding that the Constitutional Grand Lodge had se-
cured the adhesion of a much higher class in the social element,

! The Grand Lodge of ‘‘ Moderns” was instituted in 1717, that of the ‘‘ Ancients”
in 1753. The former commenced with four Lodges, the latter with seven.
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that from the fifth year of its existence it had been presided over
by an uninterrupted succession of Peers of the realm, and that at
the very period of the Union its Grand Master was a son of the
reigning monarch, and that its acknowledged Patron was the heir-
apparent of the Crown,' the Atholl Grand Lodge without these
advantages enjoyed a much greater share of popularity among the
masses of the Craft.

This popularity can properly be attributed only to that innova-
tion on the accepted ritual of the Constitutional Grand Lodge
which produced the secession. The dismemberment of the Mas-
ter's degree and the fabrication of a Fourth degree called the Royal
Arch, gave to the seceders a prestige not enjoyed by their rivals.
Candidates eagerly repaired for initiation to the body, which prom-
ised them a participation in a larger amount of mystical knowledge.

The “ Moderns ” soon became aware of this fact, and it was not
very long before, notwithstanding their outcry against innovation,
they adopted the same degree or at least quietly suffered its intru-
sion into their own system. A Royal Arch Chapter and then a
Grand Chapter was established by some “ Moderns ” about the year
1766, and though it was not actually countenanced, it was not de-
nounced by the Constitutional Grand Lodge.

It has been supposed by some writers that the “ Ancients” were
sustained by and indeed represented the Operative element of the
Craft in opposition to the purely Speculative, which was represented
by the “ Moderns.”

But of this there is no satisfactory historical evidence. In 1723
the Operative Freemasons who, in 1717, had taken a part in the
organization of the Grand Lodge, had been laid upon the shelf by
that body, nor is it likely that at a long interval they would renew
the contest in which they had been so signally defeated.

The excellent results which followed from the union of the two
Fraternities, in the restoration of peace and concord, and the con-
sequent strengthening of the Institution, have preserved the method
in which this union was effected from adverse criticism.

The union was a compromise, and in all compromises there are

1 Whatever influence these circumstances must have naturally exerted in a monarchy,
its importance will hardly be appreciated at its full value by the citizens of a republic.
Anderson says that at first the Freemasons were content *‘ to choose a Grand Master from
among themselves, till they should have the honor of a Noble Brother at their head.”
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necessarily mutual concessions. But it is a question whether these
concessions by both parties did not involve the sacrifice of certain
principles which both had hitherto deemed important.

The ‘“ Articles of Union” which constituted the groundwork
on which the consolidation of the two Grand Lodges was framed,
are twenty-one in number. Most of these relate to local regula-
tions made necessary by the circumstances. Only three—the sec-
ond, third, and fourth—have reference to the concessions made in
the ritual and in the system of Speculative Freemasonry. These
articles are in the following words :

“II. It is declared and pronounced that pure Ancient Masonry
consists of three degrees, and no more, viz. : those of the Entered
Apprentice, the Fellow-Craft, and the Master Mason, including the
Supreme Order of the Holy Royal Arch. But this article is not
intended to prevent any lodge or Chapter from holding a meeting
in any of the degrees of the Orders of Chivalry, according to the
Constitutions of the said Orders.

“III. There shall be the most perfect unity of obligation, of dis-
cipline, of working the lodges, of making, passing and raising, in-
structing and clothing the Brothers ; so that one pure, unsullied sys-
tem, according to the genuine landmarks, laws and traditions of the
Craft shall be maintained, upheld and practiced, throughout the
Masonic World, from the day and date of the said union until time
shall be no more.

“IV. To prevent all controversy or dispute as to the genuine and
pure obligations, forms, rules and ancient traditions of Masonry and
further to unite and bind the whole Fraternity of Masons in one in-
dissoluble bond, it is agreed that the obligationsand forms that have,
from time immemorial, been established, used and practiced in the
Craft, shall be recognized, accepted and taken, by the members of
both Fraternities, as the pure and genuine obligations and forms by
which the incorporated Grand Lodge of England, and its dependent
lodges in every part of the World shall be bound : and for the pur-
pose of receiving and communicating due light and settling this uni-
formity of regulation and instruction (and particularly in matters
which can neither be expressed nor described in writing), itis further
agreed that brotherly application be made to the Grand Lodges of
Scotland and Ireland, to authorize, delegate and appoint, any two or
more of their enlightened members, to be present at the Grand As-
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sembly on the solemn occasion of uniting the said Fraternities; and
that the respective Grand Masters, Grand Officers, Masters, Past
Masters, Wardens and Brothers, then and there present, shall sol-
emnly engage to abide by the true forms and obligations (partic-
ularly in matters which can neither be described nor written), in
the presence of the said Members of the Grand Lodges of Scotland
and Ireland, that it may be declared, recognized and known, that
they are all bound by the same solemn pledge, and work under the
same law.”

An examination of these three articles will clearly demonstrate
that both Grand Lodges made concessions to each other, which in-
volved the sacrifice in turn of the very points of ritualism on which
each had, for nearly three-fourths of a century, maintained its right
to supremacy.

In Article II. the Royal Arch is recognized as an inherent
portion of ‘ Ancient Craft Masonry.” Yet when about 1738
the Freemasons began soon after to call themselves ‘‘ Ancient
Masons,” their lodges were erased from the roll and their members
expelled because they had practiced this same degree. Nothing
then and long after so much incensed the ‘“ Moderns” as this in-
novation, as they called it, of a new degree. ‘ Our society,” said
their Grand Secretary, Spencer, ‘“is neither Arch, Royal Arch, nor
Ancient.”

On this point the ‘ Ancients” certainly achieved a victory.
The attempted qualification in the declaration that Ancient Craft
Masonry consisted of only three degrees, which was a concession to
preserve the consistency of the ‘‘ Moderns,” was without meaning,
since it was immediately followed by the admission that there was a
Fourth degree.

In Article IIL. it is declared that the methods of initiation and
instruction should be according to the genuine landmarks, laws, and
traditions of the Craft. But the United Grand Lodge adopted the
changes in the words of the degrees, which had been introduced by the
Constitutional Grand Lodge, to prevent the intrusion of the seced-
ers into the regular lodges. The preservation of these words and
certain other changes was certainly not in accordance with the
“landmarks,” supposing these landmarks to be the usages of the
Craft, adopted at or soon after the organization in the year 1717.
The result has been to create in these respects a difference between
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the Continental and the English-speaking Masons, the former ad-
hering to the original forms.!

This would be a victory for the “ Moderns,” but not one of so
much importance as that achieved by the ‘ Ancients” in the recog-
nition of the Royal Arch degree.

The assertion in Article I'V. that the obligations and forms
which were agreed upon at the Union were those which “from time
immemorial have been established, used and practiced by the Craft,”
is thus found to be merely a “ fagor de pariler” too much in vogue
even at the present day, when referring to the antiquity of usages.
The ¢ time immemorial ” thus vaunted, dwindles down, in fact, to the
date of the organization of the ‘“ Lodge of Reconciliation,” to which
the regulation of these “obligations and forms” had been entrusted.

The confirmation of this new system by the Grand Lodges of Scot-
land and Ireland, which was provided for in the same article, was not
carried into effect, for no representatives of these bodies were present.

The Grand Lodge of Ireland, it may be presumed, as the Irish
Masons had long favored the high degrees, would give its implicit
assent to the First Article in which even the degrees of Chivalry
were recognized by sufferance.

But the Grand Lodge of Scotland had always contended that
Ancient Craft Masonry, or as it was styled, “ St. John’s Masonry,”
consisted of only three degrees? In 1800 it had prohibited its
lodges from holding any meetings above the degree of Master Ma-
son under penalty of the forfeiture of their charter.®* And only four
years after the United Grand Lodge of England had recognized
the Royal Arch as a part of Ancient Craft Masonry, the Grand
Lodge of Scotland resolved that no person holding official position
in a Royal Arch Chapter should be admitted to membership in the
Grand Lodge.*

But in fact we must look for a defense of these compromises
by the two Grand Lodges of England to the peculiar and threat-
ening condition in which they were placed. Without compromise

1The Gordian knot presented by the change in the Master’s Word made by the
‘¢ Moderns ” was cut, by the adoption or sanction of both words, and they are still so
used in English lodges. In the United States of America the word of the ‘‘ Moderns ”
has long since passed out of the memory and the knowledge of the Craft, and the origi-
nal word of Desaguliers and his collaborators alone is used.

2¢¢ The Constitution of the Grand Lodge of Scotland.”

8 Lyon, ‘‘ History of the Lodge of Edinburgh,” p. 293. 4 Ibid., p. 295.
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and mutual concession of many things the maintenance of which
both had once deemed essential, no union could have been effected,
and without a Union the success and permanency of one, if not of
both bodies, would be seriously endangered.

It must therefore be acknowledged, notwithstanding any criti-
cism on the methods pursued, which were demanded by the claims
of historic truth that, here at least, the generally to be condemned
maxim of the Jesuits, which justifies the means by the end accom-
plished, may find some excuse.

Looking back, at this distant period, upon the history of the Craft
from the middle of the 18th to the beginning of the 1gth century,
when the passions and prejudices which distracted the Fraternity have
ceased to exist, we recognize the fact that the rivalry of the two fac-
tions was destined to be ultimately of advantage to the institution.

Oliver, speaking of this and other secessions which occurred in
the 18th century, says: “I am persuaded that these schisms, by their
general operation, rather accelerated than retarded the outward prog-
ress of Masonry; for at the precise time when they were most
active, we find the science spreading over all the European nations
and exciting the attention of all ranks and classes of mankind.”?

Antagonism, in the long run, leads to development. The pro-
tracted struggle which finally terminated in the recognition of the
Royal Arch, not only gave to the Master's degree a completeness
which it had before wanted, but by the establishment of a new ritual,
which more nearly approached perfection than the old one, tended
to develop a more philosophic spirit in the system of Speculative
Freemasonry. Of this fact ample evidence is given in the lectures
of Dr. Hemming which were adopted by the United Grand Lodge,
and which are much more intellectual than any that preceded them.?

The old and comparatively meager ritual of Desaguliers, and
Anderson, with the slight additions of Martin Clare, of Dunckerley
and Preston, presenting only an imperfect system, would, but for
the Union, have been continued to the present day, if Speculative
Freemasonry had not long before died of inanition.

1¢¢ Historical Landmarks,” ii., p. 313.

21t is to Hemming that we are indebted for that sentence which defines Freemasonry
as ‘“‘a system of morality, veiled in allegory and illustrated by symbols.” It must be con-
fessed, however, that he made some omissions and alterations in the old lectures, which
had better been spared. But ‘“ nihil est ab omni parte beatum."”
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The rivalry of the two bodies gave an active expansion of that
spirit of charity which is incidental to every Brotherhood. Neither
could afford to be less kindly disposed to the distressed of their fold
than the other. And this spirit of charity, thus developed during
the struggle, was vastly strengthened and made of more practical
utility by the consolidation of the Fraternity.

But the most important advantage derived from the long an-
tagonism was the development of the science of symbolism, which
has given to the Institution a just claim to the title of Speculative
Masonry, which it had long before assumed, and elevated it to the
rank of a system of moral philosophy.

Now, for the first time since the disseverance, in the beginning of
the 18th century, of the Speculative from the Operative element was
it announced as the accepted definition of Freemasonry that it was
‘“a system of morality, veiled in allegory and illustrated by symbols.”

It was Hemming who proclaimed this sublime definition in the
Union lectures which he framed and which has awakened the
thoughts and directed the Speculations of all Masonic scholars who
have written since his day.

There are, it is true, some few defects in the lectures of Dr.
Hemming, but they are on the whole superior to those of Preston
—superior because more philosophic and more symbolical. Pres-
ton’s system was the germ, Hemming’s the fruit, and the fruit always
is better than the germ.

In conclusion it may be said that the rivalry of the two factions
was productive of this good, that it stimulated each to seek fora
higher plane of action and of character ; and the union which finally
took place, no matter what was the actuating motive, was the most
fortunate event that had ever occurred in the Masonic Society, since
it developed a higher plane for its action, and secured it a long and
prosperous continuance of life which one or both of the antagoniz-
ing parties must have long since forfeited had there been no Union
effected. .

Peace, harmony, and concord firmly established, a consolidation
of interests—a more enlarged practice of charity and brotherly re-
lief, and a more elevated character of Speculative Freemasonry—
these were the results of the Union in 1813 in England, which was
speedily imitated in all other countries where the rivalry had pre-
viously existed.



CHAPTER XLIV
THE GRAND LODGE OF FRANCE

—||T has, I think, been conclusively shown in a pre-
ceding chapter that in the year 1732 there were
but two lodges in the city of Paris, one of which
had received a Warrant from the Grand Master
of the Grand Lodge of England and the other
had been formed, we may suppose, by a seces-
sion or, as we should now say, a demission of a
portion of the members of the first lodge, grown, numerically,
too large.

There is no authentic record that the Grand Master or the Grand
Lodge of England ever granted a Deputation for the establishment
of a Provincial Grand Master or a Provincial Grand Lodge in
France. Indeed, it has been very plausibly urged that the granting
of such a Deputation to the titular Earl of Derwentwater, a con-
victed traitor to the English Government, whose execution had only
been averted in 1715 by his escape from prison, would have been a
political impossibility.

Kloss, in his Hzstory of Freemasonry in France, says that “the
unfortunate international political relations which existed between
England, the mother-country, and France, the daughter, prevented
that free intercourse and development which might have been looked
for.” !

And yet the French authorities claim that to him such a Depu-
tation had been granted.

Thus, we are met, on the very incipience of our investigation of
the history of the institution of a Grand Lodge in France, by con-
tradictory statements from the English and French authorities.

There is no way of reconciling these contradictory statements.
We must utterly reject the impossible or the improbable, and accept

1¢¢ Geschichte der Freimaurerei in Frankreich aus achten urkenden dargestellt,” von
Georg Kloss, 1., 336.
1183
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only that which has the support of reliable authority and as to which
there is no conflict between the writers on both sides of the channel.

But the adoption of this rule will not always save us from the
pressure of critical difficulties. The authority of the English writers
is generally of a merely negative character. With the exception of
the statement of Anderson, that Viscount Montagu granted two
Warrants for lodges—one at Paris and one at Valenciennes, in the
year 1732—there is, in the contemporary English records, an abso-
lute silence in reference to all Masonic affairs in France.

The French writers are more communicative, but they have so
often mistaken fable for fact, and tradition for history, that we sel-
dom find satisfaction in receiving their statements. One of them
admits that the absence of any historical monuments of the first
lodge has cast some obscurity over the early operations of Freema-
sonry in Paris.?

In fact, the history of Speculative Freemasonry in France, until
the year 1736, may be considered as almost hypothetical and tradi-
tionary. It is said that there was a Provincial Grand Lodge and
a Provincial Grand Master, but the evidence on this subject is
altogether wanting—at least such evidence as a faithful historian
would require.

In the “ Historical Instruction” sent in 1783 by the Grand
Lodge of France to its constituent lodges, it is said that Lord Der-
wentwater was considered as the first Grand Master of the Order in
France.?

Rebold is more circumstantial in his details than any other
French writer. He says that ‘“ Lord Derwentwater, who in 1725
received from the Grand Lodge at London plenary powers to con-
stitute lodges in France, was, in 1735, invested by the same Grand
Lodge with the functions of Provincial Grand Master, and when he
quitted France to return to England, where soon after he perished
on the scaffold, a victim to his attachment to the Stuarts, he trans-
ferred the plenary powers which he possessed to his friend Lord
Harnouester, whom he appointed as the representative, during his
absence, of his office of Provincial Grand Master.”?

1 Ragon, ‘¢ Acta Latomorum,” L., p. 22.

2 Thory, ‘‘ Histoire de la Fondation du Grand Orient,” p. 12. Findel.

8 ¢¢ Histoire des Trois Grandes Loges,” p. 44. Ragon, who is less imaginative or in-
ventive than Rebold, though he, also, too often omits or is unable to give his authorities,
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Considering the political condition of England, which had only
a few years before been the scene of a rebellion in which the family
of Charles Radcliffe, the titular Earl of Derwentwater, played an im-
portant part—considering that he himself was nothing more nor
less than an escaped convict, liable at any moment when appre-
hended to undergo the sentence of death which had been adjudged
against him by the law, and considering the existence of a party of
Jacobites who still secretly wished for the downfall of thg House of
Hanover, and the restoration of the family of Stuart to the throne,
it is really absurd to suppose that the Grand Lodge of England,
which claimed at least to be loyal, could have selected such a person
as its representative among the Freemasons of France.

We may, therefore, I think, unhesitatingly look upon this story
of the premier Grand Mastership of the titular Earl of Derwentwa-
ter as a myth, with no other foundation than the mere fact, which
will be admitted, that he was a chief instrument in establishing, with-
out Warrant, the first lodge in Paris, and that by his family re-
lations he possessed much influence among the English Free-
masons in Paris, who were for the most part Jacobites or adherents
of the House of Stuart.

Rebold, who has accepted every tradition of those days of myths
as an historical fact, proceeds to tell us that the four lodges which
were then in Paris determined to establish a Provincial Grand
Lodge of England, to which, as the representative of the Grand
Lodge at London, the lodges which might in future be constituted
should directly address themselves. This resolution, he says, was
put into execution after the departure of Lord Derwentwater, and
this Grand Lodge was regularly and legally constituted in 1736 un-
der the presidency of Lord Harnouester.!

The hypothesis, universally advanced by the French writers, that
Charles Radcliffe, commonly called Lord Derwentwater, was Grand
Master from 1725 to 1736, therefore is not tenable. There is no

merely says that Derwentwater was chosen as their Grand Master by the brethren at the
time of the introduction of Freemasonry into Paris.

¢ Acta Latomorum,” p. 52. Lalande, in his article on Freemasonry in the ¢ Encyclo-
pedie,” places the affair of Derwentwater’s Grand Mastership in the true light, when he
says that as the first Paris lodge had been opened by Lord Derwentwater, he was regarded
as the Grand Master of the French Masons, and so continued until his return to England,
without any formal recognition on the part of the brethren.

!Ibid.
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testimony, such as is worth accepting in an historical inquiry, to
support it. That he was not so appointed by the Grand Lodge of
England can not be denied.  The existing political condition of the
country would make such an appointment most improbable if not
impossible, and, besides, there is no reference in the records of the
Grand Lodge to an act, which would have been too important to
have been passed over in silence.

The condition of French Freemasonry was such as to render it
extremely difficult, indeed almost impossible, to attain any accurate
or reliable account of its history.

French historians do not deny this. Thory, who had the best
opportunities as an historical investigator, and who was more famil-
iar than any of his contemporaries with Masonic documents, does
not hesitate, when referring to a period even a little later, to give
this opinion of the chaotic condition of French Masonry in the
earlier part of the 18th century.

“ Masonry was then in such a disordered condition that we
have no register or official report of its assemblies. There did not
exist any bodies organized in the nature of Grand Lodges, such as
were known in England and Scotland. Each lodge in Paris or in
the kingdom was the property of an individual who was called the
Master of the lodge. He governed the body over which he presided
according to his own will and pleasure. These Masters of lodges
were independent of each other, and recognized no other authority
than their owner. They granted to all who applied the power to
hold lodges, and thus added new Masters to the old ones. In
fact, it may be said that up to 1743 Masonry presented in France
under the Grand Masterships of Derwentwater, Lord Harnou-
- ester, and the Duke d’Antin the spectacle of the most revolting
anarchy.” ?

Such a description, whose accuracy, considering the impartial
authority whence it is derived, can not be doubted, must render it
utterly useless to look for anything like a constitutional or legal
authority, in the English meaning of the term, for the administra-

1 ¢¢ Histoire de 1a Fondation du Grand Orient,” p. 13. Clavel confirms this testimony.
He says that ‘“all the lodges which were afterwards established in Paris and the rest of
France owed their constitution to the societies (the primitive lodges) of which we have
just spoken. Most of them assumed the powers of Grand Lodges and granted Letters of
Constitution to new lodges.”—* Histoire Pittoresque de la Franc-Magonnerie,” p. 108,
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tion of the Masonic government during the time in which Derwent-
water played an important part in its affairs.

Until 1732 there was no lodge in France which derived its
authority to act from the warrant of a Grand Lodge. The one
formed in 1725, by Derwentwater, Harnouester, Maskelyne, and
Heguetty, and those which had been previously founded in other
parts of France—at Dunkirk and at Mons—must have been insti-
tuted under the old principle of the Operative Freemasons, which
ceased to be recognized in England, in the year 1717, that a suf-
ficient number of brethren might assemble for Masonic work, with-
out the authority of any superintending power. Warrants were not
known or recognized in England until that year. They had not
yet been extended into France. The first Warrant known in
France was that which was granted by the Grand Lodge at Lon-
don to the lodge in the Rue de Bussy at Paris, and numbered in
the English list as No. go.

But for years afterward lodges continued to be organized, as we
have just seen, in France under the old Operative system of lodge
independence.

During all this period there was no Grand or Provincial Grand
Master in France. But Charles Radcliffe, who had, it seems, been
the introducer of Speculative Freemasonry into Paris, must have
been very popular with his English companiouns, who, like himself,
were adherents of the exiled House of Stuart. After the death of
his nephew he assumed the title of Earl of Derwentwater, and as
such was recognized by the French king and the Pretender. He
was a leader of the Jacobite party, and it is very generally supposed
that it was in the interests of that party that he organized his lodge
at Paris, the first prominent members of which belonged to the
same political party.

It is not, therefore, astonishing that his connection with Free-
masonry, as the founder of the first Parisian lodge, has led to the
traditional error of supposing him to have been the first Grand
Master of the French Freemasons. In his day there was no Grand
Lodge nor Grand Master in that kingdom.

The astronomer Lalande, who wrote a very sensible history of
Freemasonry for the French Encyclopazdia, recognizes this fact,
when he says that Lord Harnouester was the first regularly chosen
Grand Master.
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The tradition that when Derwentwater left France for England
in 1733 (not as Thory erroneously states in 1735), he appointed
Lord Harnouester as his Deputy and Representative during his
absence, is therefore a mere fiction. He could not delegate a
position and powers which he did not possess. But it is reason-
able to suppose that on the departure of Derwentwater, Lord Har-
nouester as of high rank, influence, and popularity among the Eng-
lish exiles who were Masons, assumed the position of a leader,
which Derwentwater had previously occupied.

After a temporary absence in England, where, notwithstanding
the sentence of death which had been adjudged against him in 1715,
he was not arrested, the government exercising a merciful forbear-
ance, he returned to the Continent, but we find no evidence of his
having taken any further active interest in Masonic affairs.

The French writers all agree in saying that in 1736 Lord
Harnouester was elected Grand Master. But we have no record
of the circumstances attending his election. Rebold’s statement
that he was elected by the lodges then existing in Paris, may or
may not be truth. There is not sufficient historical testimony of
the fact to remove it out of the realm of tradition.

Thory simply says, ‘“Lord Harnouester was elected Grand
Master, after Lord Derwentwater, in 1736.”' Of Harnouester we
know so little that we have not been able to identify him with any
of the public personages of the period, or to find any record of him
in the contemporary lists of the English peerage.

If, however, we accept, on the mere dictum of the French histo-
rians, the truth of the statement that Harnouester was the first
Grand Master of Masons in France, we must also accept the state-
ment, equally authentic or unauthentic, that his Grand Mastership
was a brief one and unattended with any events that it has been
deemed worthy to record.

Thory merely says that the Duke d’Antin succeeded Harnoues-
ter in 17382

Rebold indulges in more details, which, however, we must take
on his sole authority. He says that “in 1737 Lord Harnouester,
the second Provincial Grand Master of France, wishing to return
to England, requested that his successor should be appointed, and

! ¢ Histoire de la Fondation du Grand Orient,” p. 14. 31bid.
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having expressed the desire that he should be a Frenchman, the
Duke d'Antin, a zealous Mason, was chosen to succeed him in the
month of June, 1738.” !

The account given by French writers of the character of the
Duke is a very favorable one. It is said that he was selected by the
Freemasons for their presiding officer from among those of the no-
bility who had shown the most zeal for the Order.

Of his own attachment to it, he had shown a striking proof by
disobeying the express command of the King, Louis XV., who had
forbidden his courtiers to unite with the society, and especially in
daring to accept the Grand Mastership, notwithstanding that the
monarch had declared, when he was informed that the Masons were
about to elect such an officer, that if the choice fell on a Frenchman
who should consent to serve he would immediately send him, by a
lettre de cacket, to the Bastille. But the threat was not carried into
execution.*

We are now about to pass out of the realm of what, borrowing a
term of science from the anthropologists, may be called the pre-his-
toric age of French Freemasonry. Henceforth we shall have some-
thing authentic from contemporary authorities on which to lean.
The myths and mere traditions which mark the story of the second
decade of the 18th century will be succeeded by historical facts,
though we must still be guarded in accepting all the speculations
which the writers of France have been prone to blend with them so
as in many instances to give us a mingled web of romance and his-
tory.

Before continuing the history of the Grand Lodge from the ac-
cession of the Duke d’Antin, it will not be uninteresting nor unprofit-
able to suspend the narrative and to take a view of the condition of
Freemasonry in France, and especially in Paris, at the period of
time embracing a few years before and a few years after his accession
to the Masonic throne.

At so early a period as 1737, the institution, though apparently
very popular among the zoblesse and the bourgeoisie—the lords and
the citizens—had become distasteful to the King, Louis XV., whom
we have already seen threatening to imprison its Grand Master if
he was a Frenchman.

1 ¢ Histoire des Trois Grandes Loges,” p. 45. 21bid., p. 49, note.
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This fact is confirmed by a statement made in the Gentleman's
Magazine for March, 1737. The statement is in a letter from Paris
and is in the following words :

“The sudden increase of the Society of Free Masons in France
had given such offense that the King forbid their meetings at any
of their lodges.”

This was the cause of an apologetic letter which was published
in Paris and a part of it copied into the Gentleman's Magazine for
the following month.!

Portions of this letter are worth copying, because of the princi-
ples which the French Masons, at least, professed at the time.

“The views the Free Masons propose to themselves,” says this
apology, “are the most pure and inoffensive and tend to promote
such qualities in them as may form good citizens and zealous sub-
jects ; faithful to their prince, to their country and to their friends.
.« . The duty it prescribes to those who bear it is to endeavor
to erect temples for virtue and dungeons for vice. . . . Their
principal design is to restore to the earth the reign of Astrea and to
revive the time of Rhea.”

From Kloss and from all the French writers we have the record
of other instances of the persecution to which the Freemasons in
Paris were subjected at this period by the municipal authorities,
whose actions were undoubtedly in accord with the sentiments of the
king. One of these is worth a relation.

On the 10th of September, 1787, the police surprised a lodge of
Freemasons which was being held in the house of one Chapelot.
He had for safety bricked up the door of his public and secretly
opened another to the room of meeting. Notwithstanding these
precautions, the police obtained an entrance and dispersed the assem-
bly. Chapelot was condemned to pay a fine of a thousand livres
and was deprived of his license as a tavern-keeper for six months.

1 This expression is found in some of the early French rituals as a definition of the
object of Freemasonry. The English Masonic borrowed and made use of it. In a Pro-
logue spoken at Exeter, in 1771, are the following lines :

‘¢ The Lodge, the social virtues fondly love :
There Wisdom’s rules we trace and so improve :
There we (in moral architecture skill'd)
Dungeons for Vice—for Virtue temples build.”
See Jones's Masonic Miscellanies, p. 164.
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On April 27, 1738, Pope Clement XII. fulminated his cele-
brated bull in emznentz, in which all the faithful were forbidden to
attend the meetings of the Masonic lodges, or in any way to consort
with the Freemasons under the penalty of :pso facfo excommunica-
tion, absolution from which, except at the point of death, was re-
served to the Supreme Pontiff. ,

This condemnation by the Church gave an increased vigor and
vigilance to the attacks of the police. On St. John the Evangelist's
day, 1738, the Freemasons having assembled at the room of the
lodge in the Rue des Deux-Ecus to celebrate the feast of the Order,
were arrested and several of them imprisoned.

But notwithstanding these efforts to suppress the Order in
France, it grew apace, and was not without an acknowledged stand-
ing outside of the Order, and of a recognition of its independence
and regularity by the Grand Lodge at London.

This we learn from Anderson, who, in his second edition of the
Book of Constitutions, published by authority of the Grand Lodge
of England, in 1738, says:

“ But the old lodge at York City and the lodges of Scotland,
Ireland, France, and Italy, affecting independence, are under their
own Grand Masters, though they have the same Constitutions,
Charges, Regulations, etc., in substance, with their brethren of Eng-
land and are equally zealous for the Augustan style, and the secrets
of the ancient and honorable fraternity.” !

Anderson was right in his statement that the usages of the
Craft in the two countries were similar. The ritual of the French
Freemasons, at that early period, has not been altogether lost. An
interesting description of it was published in a contemporary journal
of London, and as the volume which contains it is not generally ac-
cessible except in large public libraries, it is here copied in full.
The reader will be pleased to compare the ceremonies of admission
to the Society, as practiced in the year 1737, in Paris, with those of
the London Masons at about the same period, which appear in a
preceding part of this work.

In the Gentleman's Magazine, published at London, in March,
1737, is the following letter, which bears the date of * Paris, Jan-

uary 13:”

! Anderson’s * Constitutions,” second edition, 1738, p. 196.
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“THE SECRET OoF THE ORDER OF FREE MasoNs aND THE CERE-
MONIES OBSERVED AT THE RECEPTION OF MEMBERS INTO IT.

“ First of all, persons must be proposed in one of the Lodges by
a Brother of the Society as a good Subject; and when the latter
obtains his request, the Recipiendary is conducted by the Proposer,
who becomes his Godfather, into one of the Chambers of the lodge
where there is no light, and there they ask him whether he has a
calling to be received : He answers, Yes. After which they ask
him his Name, Sirname, and Quality, take from him all Metals or
Jewels which he may have about him, as Buckles, Buttons, Rings,
Boxes, etc., his Right knee is uncovered, he wears his left shoe as a
slipper, then they blindfold him and keep him in that condition
about an hour delivered up to his reflections ; after this the God-
father goes and knocks three times at the Door of the Reception
room, in which the venerable Grand Master of the Lodge® is, who
answers by three knocks from within and orders the door to be
opened ; then the Godfather says that a Gentleman by name . . .
presents himself in order to be received. (Note, That both on
the outside and within this chamber several Brothers stand with
their swords drawn in order to keep off profane people.) The
Grand Master who has about his neck a blue ribband cut in a tri-
angle says, Ask him whether he has the calling? The Godfather
puts him the question and the Recipiendary, having answered in the
affirmative, the Grand Master orders him to be brought in: Then
they introduce him and make him take three turns in the room
round a sort of ring on the floor in which they draw with a pencil
upon two Columns a sort of representation of the ruins of Solomon’s
Temple, on each side of that space, they also make with the pencil
a great I and a great B, which they don’t explain till after the
Reception. In the middle there are three lighted wax candles laid
in a Triangle upon which they throw gunpowder and rosin at the
Novice's arrival, in order to frighten him by the effect of these mat-
ters. The three turns being made, the Recipiendary is brought

1Kloss, in his Geschichte, infers from a contemporary document which he quotes that
at this time the title of Grand Master was equivalent in France to that of Worshipful
Master of a lodge. The use of the title in this account of the ritual leaves no doubt of
the truth of that fact. To this undiscriminating use of the two titles are we to attribute
much of the confusion and uncertainty that exists in reference to the leadership in French
Freemasonry, at this early period of its history.
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into the middle of the writing above mentioned in three pauses over
against the Grand Master, who is at the upper end behind an arm-
chair on which is the Book of St. John's Gospel and asks him: Do
you feel a Calling? Upon his answering, Yes, the Grand Master
says. Shew him the Light, he has been long enough deprived of it.
In that instant they take off the cloth from before his eyes and all
the Brothers standing in a circle, draw their swords; they cause the
Recipiendary to advance on three pauses up to a stool which is at
the foot of the arm-chair; The Brother Orator addresses him in
these terms : You are going to embrace a respectable Order which
is more serious than you imagine ; there is nothing in it against the
Law, against Religion, against the State, against the King, nor
against Manners:

“The venerable Grand Master will tell you therest. At the same
time they make him kneel on the stool with his Right knee which
is bare and hold his Left Foot in the air: Then the Grand Master
says to him, ‘ You promise never to trace, write, or reveal the secrets
of Free Masons or Free Masonry but to a Brother in the lodge or
in the Grand Master’s presence.” Then they uncover his Breast to
see if he is not a Woman and put a pair of Compasses on his left
pap, which he holds himself ; he puts his Right Hand on the Gospel
and pronounces his Oath in these terms: ‘I consent that my
Tongue may be pulled out, my heart torn to pieces, my Body burnt,
and my Ashes scattered, that there may be no more mention made
of me amongst mankind if, etc.,” after which he kisses the Book.
Then the Grand Master makes him stand by him; they give the
Free Mason’s Apron which is a white skin, a pair of men’s gloves for
himself and a pair of women’s gloves for the person of that sex, for
whom he has the most esteem. They also explain to him the I and
B traced on the floor which are the type of the Sign by which
Brothers know one another. The I signifies Jahkin and the B,
Boiaes. In the Signs which the Free Masons make amongst one
another they represent these two words by putting the Right Hand
to the Left side of the Chin, from whence they draw it back upon
the same line to the Right Side ; then they strike the skirt of their
coat on the Right Side and also stretch out their hands to each
other, laying the Right Thumb upon the great joint of his com-
rade’s first finger which is accompanied with the word Jahkin, they
strike their breasts with the Right Hand and take each other by the
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hand again by reciprocally touching with the Right Thumb the first
and great joint of the middle finger which is accompanied with the
word Boiaes. This ceremony being performed and explained, the
Recipiendary is called Brother, after which they sit down and,
with the Grand Master’s leave, drink the new Brother's health.
Every body has his bottle. When they have a mind to drink they
say, Give some powder, viz: Fill your glass. The Grand Master
says, Lay your hands to your firelocks ; then they drink the Broth-
er's health and the glass is carried in three different motions to the
mouth ; before they set it down on the table they lay it to their Left
pap, then to the Right and then forwards and in three other pauses
they lay the glass perpendicular upon the table, clap their hands
three times and cry three times Vivat. They observe to have
three wax candles disposed in a triangle on the table. If they
perceive or suspect that some suspicious person has introduced
himself amongst them, they declare it by saying it rains, which
signifies that they must say nothing. As some people might have
discovered the Signs which denote the terms Jahkin and Boiaes,
a Free Mason may be known by taking him by the hand as above
mentioned and pronouncing I, to which the other answers A, the
first says K, the second replies H, the first ends with I, and the
other with N, which makes Jahkin: It is the same in regard to
Boiaes.”

The administration of the Duke d’Antin was not, so far as re-
spects the institution and the successful carrying out of reforms, a
success. The anarchy and independence of the lodges which had
hitherto prevailed did not altogether cease. The claim of a personal
possession and an immovable tenure of office made by many Mas-
ters, especially tavern-keepers, who had organized lodges at their
places of public entertainment, was not altogether abandoned.
Warrants of Constitution were frequently issued by private lodges,
which should have emanated from the Grand Lodge, had there
really been such a body in existence, of which fact there is much
doubt. Thory admits that there was in 1742, the year before
d’Antin’s death, no Grand Lodge organized like that of England,
and an English writer having stated that in the year mentioned
there were twenty-two lodges in Paris and more than two hundred
in all France, he confesses his inability to verify the statement
because French Freemasonry was at that time in such a disordered
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condition that there were no registers or official reports of lodge
meetings.!

The persecutions of the Church, of the Court, and the police
were unabated, and if the Masonic reign of the Duke d’Antin was
eventful in nothing else, it certainly was in the continual contests of
the enemies and the friends of Masonry, the one seeking to crush
and the other to sustain it. That the latter often were placed in
danger, and sometimes endured a sort of martyrdom when their
meetings were detected, is well known. And for their zeal and
their perseverance under all these difficulties and dangers in preserv-
ing the existence, however feeble, of the institution and in deliver-
ing to their successors for better growth and greater strength, the
Freemasons owe them a debt of gratitude.

The ritual, too, of the order in France was, as we have seen,
derived from that of the English system, though changes and inno-
vations were already beginning to appear. The extract given above
shows that the ceremony of the table lodge and the peculiar lan-
guage accompanying it were the pure invention of French ingenuity,
wholly unknown then and since to English-speaking Masons.

In 1743 the Duke d’Antin died and he was succeeded in the
Grand Mastership by the Count of Clermont. There were other
candidates, and the Prince of Conti and Marshal Saxe received
some votes during the election. This shows that French Masonry,
whatever were its faults of irregularity, had not fallen in the social
scale.

The Count of Clermont was higher in rank than the Duke
d’Antin. He belonged to the royal family of Orleans and was the
uncle of the infamous Duke of Chartres, afterward Duke of Orleans
(who succeeded him in the Grand Mastership), and was the father
of Louis Philippe, subsequently the popular King of France.

But the French Masons were disappointed in the advantageous
results which they anticipated would follow the choice of one so
illustrious in rank as their leader. This will be seen hereafter.

His election, if we may believe the French authorities on the
subject, was accomplished by forms that made it regular and legal,
the Masters of the Parisian lodges having for that purpose united
in a General Assembly on December 11, 1743.

! ¢ Fondation du Grand Orient,” p. 13.
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Hence Thory! says that it is from this epoch that we are to
regard the existence of the Grand Lodge of France as legal and
authentic, because it was founded at Paris with the consent of the
Masters of the lodges in the Provinces.

He says that it assumed the title of the *“ English Grand Lodge
of France.” Wohether it did so at the time of its organization or at
a subsequent period is uncertain, but it is proved that it bore that
title in 1754, for Thory says that he had seen a print engraved in
that year by Jean de la Cruz on which were the words—* Grande
Loge Anglaise de France.”

But the assertion made by some writers that the use of the title
was authorized by the Grand Lodge at London, with whom the
Freemasons of Paris had, about that time, been in successful negotia-
tion for recognition and patronage, is undoubtedly a fiction. There
is not a particle of evidence in the contemporary records of the
Grand Lodge of England that any such negotiations had taken
place. It has, however, been seen heretofore that Anderson, in
1738, acknowledged that the independent authority of the Grand
Master of the French Masons was recognized in England, and that
the brethren in Scotland, Ireland, and France were placed upon the
same footing of autonomy.

Very soon after his election as Grand Master the Count of Cler-
mont ceased to pay much attention to the administration of the af-
fairs of the Fraternity, whose interests were thus materially affected
by his indifference.

One of the greatest difficulties with which the Grand Lodge had
to contend in its efforts to secure harmony and to preserve discipline
arose from the practice which it pursued of granting Charters to
lodges, the Masters of which held their offices for life. They were
called “ Maztres tnamovibles "—unremovable or perpetual Masters.
A great many of these were already in existence, having been cre-
ated under the irregular system of the preceding times, and the new
Grand Lodge unfortunately increased the number.

Then “unremovable Masters” organized local administrations
under the denomination of  Provincial Grand Lodges,” which were
governed by the presiding officers of the lodges which had created
them.

1 ¢‘Histoire de la Fondation du Grand Orient,” p. 14.
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Thory speaks of these early days of the English Grand Lodge of
France as the.period of illegal constitutions, of false titles, of ante-
dated charters delivered by pretended Masters of lodges or fabri-
cated by the lodges themselves, some of which claimed a fictitious
origin which went back to the year 1500.!

Another evil to which French Freemasonry was subjected at the
beginning of its legal and constitutional career was the inundation
of high degrees -and the establishment of Chapters and Councils
which became the rivals of the Grand Lodge.

It is to the Chevalier Ramsay that the Order is indebted for the
doubtful gift of these high degrees which began to overshadow
primitive, symbolic Freemasonry, and for the invention of new
theories as to the origin of the Institution, which wholly rejecting
the Operative element, on which the true symbolism of Freema-
sonry so much depends, sought to trace its existence as a Specula-
tive Organization to the era of the Crusades and to the work of the
Christian Knights.

The Grand Lodge of France, like that of England, recognized
and practiced only the three symbolic degrees. Its charters to the
lodges which it instituted authorized them to confer only these
three degrees. It claimed that the complete cycle of Speculative
Freemasonry was embraced within these prescribed limits. They
denied that there was or could be any mystical knowledge above
and beyond that which was taught in the Master’s initiation. And
it emphatically refused to concede that there existed any higher
authority than itself from which the power to impart this knowl-
edge could be derived.

Now when Ramsay’s Rite of six or seven degrees was rapidly de-
veloped into other Rites professing a still greater number—when
both at Paris and in the Provinces, other bodies began to be estab-
lished by the illegal acts of some of the lodges, which, with the lofty
titles of Colleges, Chapters, Councils and Tribunals, assumed an
authority equal to that of the Grand Lodge in respect to the primi-
tive degrees and one superior to it in respect to the new systems—
when these self-constituted or illegally constituted bodies, looked
with contempt on the meager initiations and the scanty instructions
of the simple system of the lodges, and claimed a more elevated,

1¢¢ Acta Latomorum,” Tome i., p. §6.
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more philosophic, more splendid system of their own—it is not sur-
prising that hundreds should have been attracted by their false theo-
ries, their grandiloquent pretensions, and the glamour which they
created by their high titles, their glittering jewels, and their splendid
decorations, so that pure and simple Masonry was beginning to
lose its attractions and the Grand Lodge its prestige.

Nor is it less surprising that, as Thory has said, the result of all
these disorders was such a complication, that at that epoch and for
a long time afterward a stranger and even a Frenchman could not
positively determine which was the true constitutional authority of
Freemasonry in the kingdom, in what body it was vested or by
what it was justly exercised.

Harassed by these conflicts for authority, these incessant assump-
tions of jurisdiction, which were debasing its position, the Grand
Lodge resolved to take a higher stand, which it was supposed, or
hoped, would secure for it a stronger hold upon the obedience of
the Fraternity.

In 1743 it had adopted, as has been shown, the title of “ The
English Grand Lodge of France.” This title had been assumed,
not with the authority of the Grand Lodge at London, nor because
there was any official connection with the two organizations, for
there is not the slightest evidence of any historical value to that
effect, but rather as an indication, as we may suppose, that the Free-
masonry of France had originally come from England.

But there must have prevailed an idea that the English Grand
Lodge of France was in some way a dependence on the London
body, which would of course impair its claim to absolute sov-
ereignty.

Accordingly, the French Grand Lodge asserted its thorough in-
dependence in the year 1756 by omitting the word English from its
title and assuming the name of *“The National Grand Lodge of
France.”

Thory, and all the other French writers who followed him, has
said that ‘it shook off the yoke of the Grand Lodge at London,” a
phrase that is altogether inaccurate, as no such “yoke” had ever
existed.

The effect, however, of this apparent declaration of independence
was not such as had been expected. Chapters of High Degrees
persisted in their rivalry of jurisdiction, and irregular and illegal
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chapters were still issued by the perpetual or irremovable Masters
of many of the lodges. French Freemasonry was yet in a sort of
chaotic condition.

To add to these annoyances and to still further embarrass the
efforts for the establishment of a constitutional authority, the Count
of Clermont withdrew from all participation in the administration
of affairs as Grand Master, and confided the discharge of his func-
tions to a substitute or Deputy, in the selection of whom he was by
no means judicious.

The first appointment of a Substitute was one Baure, a banker.
This selection was a most unfortunate one for the Craft. Baure,
instead of devoting himself to the affairs of the Order, neglected to
assemble the Grand Lodge. This inactivity was very disastrous,
inasmuch as it encouraged the continuance of old irregularities and
the introduction of many new ones.

A contemporary writer mentions among these that certain
tavern-keepers who had on former occasions prepared their houses
for the meetings of lodges to which they had been admitted as serv-
ing brothers, wishing to revive the banquets from which they had
derived so much profit, now assumed the functions of Masters and
conferred the degrees on candidates regardless of their proper quali-
fications. Warrants became, like the initiations, objects of traffic,
and lodges whose constitutions were purchased, opened their doors
to the lowest classes, and celebrated their indecent orgies in disrep-
utable eating houses.! Freemasonry under this Baure was falling
into a deplorable condition.

At last, but by no means too soon, he was dismissed by the
Grand Master, whose next selection was one Lacorne, a dancing-
master. His social position was inferior to that of his predecessor,
and his character not as good. In vain the old and respectable
members of the Fraternity protested against the appointment of
Lacorne, who had by some services to the Grand Master secured
his favor, and in reward he received the title of Particular Substi-
tute, with a power to execute all the functions of his superior.

If the fault of Baure had been a supine inactivity, that of La-
corne was too much activity employed in a wrong direction. The

1La Chaussie, in a Memoire Justicatif, quoted by Thory, ‘‘ Fondation du Grand
Orient,” p. 20. '
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Craft had exchanged King Log for King Stork. The history of
the Grand Lodge for many succeeding years is a history of agita-
tions, dissensions, and schisms fomented by Lacorne to suit his own
private ends.

Lacorne hastened to hold a meeting of the Grand Lodge, which
was followed by several others, in the course of which he succeeded
in effecting a reorganization of the body, which had almost ceased
to exist under the indifference of his predecessor. He admitted a
great many Masons of all conditions and professions, and consulted
his own caprice in the selection of officers.!

The first signs of a coming schism began now to make their ap-
pearance. The old members of the Fraternity, who had refused to
recognize the new Substitute, refrained from any participation in
these acts, more especially as, in the appointment of his officers, he
had selected illiterate men.

The Grand Lodge was soon divided into two factions, the one
the adherents, the other the opponents, of Lacorne. Both claimed
to represent the constitutional authority, and each arrogated the
titles and the functions of a Grand Lodge, so that two pretended
Grand Lodges were in active existence at the same time.

These dissensions lasted for several years. Finally some zealous
brethren, who foresaw the threatened destruction of the Order, or at
least its reduction to a state of anarchy, offered their services to
effect a reconciliation. The offer was accepted. Representations
were made to the Count of Clermont, who was prevailed upon to
divest Lacorne of the powers which he had so much abused, and to
appoint as his successor M. Chaillon de Joinville.

Peace and harmony seemed to be about to be restored. The
two contending parties came together. All the Masters in Paris
hastened to assist in the reconciliation. The Grand Lodge was re-
established and a circular was issued on June 24, 1762, which an-
nounced the auspicious event to the Freemasons of France.?

But the promise of peace proved too soon to be fallacious. The
two rival Grand Lodges, which had existed under the administration
of Lacorne, were apparently dissolved and a United Grand Lodge
was organized ; but the elements which composed it were so dif-
ferent in character that it is not surprising that new and still more

'Thory, ‘ Fondation de la Grand Orient,” p. 21. 2 Ibid.
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bitter factions arose in a short time to disturb its harmony and to
seriously affect its usefulness.

The cause which led to the birth of these new factions was a
very natural one, and is to be found in the uncongeniality of the
two parties who had united in the re-establishment of the Grand
Lodge, arising from the great difference in the character, habits of
life, and social condition of the individuals.

The old Masters and Past Masters who had contributed to the
support of the institution in the earlier years of the Grand Master-
ship of the Count de Clermont, were members of the nobility, the
bar, and the better class of citizens. They mingled with reluctance
with the new-comers and the partisans of Lacorne, who for the
most part were workmen without education or men of bad reputa-
tions, wholly incapable, from their want of culture and refinement,
to conduct the labors of the Grand Lodge.!

The old Masters would willingly have expelled them, and in so
doing they would undoubtedly have improved the moral and intel-
lectual tone of the Grand Lodge ; but the objectionable members
had legal and Masonic rights, which made them in-one sense the
equals of their adversaries, and it was well considered by the latter
that any violent coercive measures would expose the Order to the
danger of new and perhaps fatal convulsions.

Accordingly, the old brethren resolved to temporize. The regu-
lations of the Grand Lodge prescribed a triennial election of officers.
The time having arrived, very few of the new members and the par-
tisans of Lacorne were elected to any of the offices. These, feeling
assured that this act had been preconcerted, declared the election to
be illegal and protested against it.

They caused defamatory libels to be printed, and scattered them
with profusion among the Fraternity. In these the Grand Lodge
and its officers were bitterly abused.

Under these circumstances, the older brethren who formed the
most numerous as well as the most respectable part of the Grand
Lodge, could do no less than vindicate its authority by expelling
the malcontents from it and from all their Masonic rights and privi-
leges.

The expelled members encountered the decree of expulsion with

1 Thory, ‘‘ Fondation de la Grand Orient,” p. 22.
76
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renewed libels, insults, and personalities, to which the other side re-
sponded by publications of a similar character. The war of words
became so vigorous and offensive even to public decency that
the government thought it necessary to interfere and to issue,
in 1767, an order prohibiting any further assemblies of the Grand
Lodge.

It must have been previous to this suspension of its meetings by
the government and when the Grand Lodge had hoped that its
union of the discordant elements would effect a permanent and a
happy reconciliation, that it announced its existence to the Grand
Lodge of England and sought to establish a fraternal interchange
of courtesies between the two bodies.

Northouck tells us that on January 27, 1768, the Grand Master
of the Grand Lodge of England informed the brethren that he had
received from the Grand Lodge of France letters expressing a de-
sire of opening a regular correspondence with the Grand Lodge of
England. These letters having been read, it was resolved *that a
mutual correspondence be kept up, and that a Book of Constitutions,
a list of lodges, and a form of a deputation, bound in an elegant
manner, be presented to the Grand Lodge of France.”!

This, it must be remarked, is the first official recognition, by the
Grand Lodge of England, of the existence and legality of such a
body in France. But the ready willingness of the English Masons
to cement a union with their brethren of the neighboring Grand
Lodge appears to have led to no active results.

At the very time that this friendly act of the English Grand
Lodge was recorded, the Grand Lodge of France had suspended its
labors. The body was temporarily dissolved and its members dis-
persed.

The expelled members availed themselves of this favorable op-
portunity to renew their efforts to obtain a supremacy of the Order.
They held clandestine meetings in the faubourg St. Antoine, and
notwithstanding the vigilance of the magistrates, they resumed the
ordinary labors of Freemasonry, and even went so far as to grant
several charters to new lodges. They sent to the lodges in the
country circulars in which they stated that the Grand Lodge having,
in obedience to superior authority, ceased its labors, had delegated to

! Northouck, ‘“ Book of Constitutions,” p. 291.
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three Brethren, Peny, Duret, and L’Eveille, the exercise, during the
continuance of the persecution, of all its rights and powers.

But they did not succeed in this bold effort at deception. The
provincial lodges on examining the lists of expelled Masons which
had long before been sent to them by the Grand Lodge, saw that
among them were the names of those persons who had signed the
circular as well as of those who were said to have been appointed as
commissioners to exercise the functions of the Grand Lodge during
its enforced abeyance. They therefore wrote to the Substitute of
the Grand Master, M. Chaillon de Joinville, for an explanation,
which was readily given. He denounced the encyclical letter as a
false document and declared its signers to be rebels. In conse-
quence the provincial lodges declined the correspondence which had
been offered to them and refused to take a part in the conspiracy
against the Grand Lodge.

This illegal faction was led by Lacorne, who had been deposed
from his office as Substitute of the Grand Master. The legal fac-
tion, for the Grand Lodge was thus divided, was headed by Chaillon
de Joinville, the successor of Lacorne in the office of Substitute
General.

This body also held its secret meetings and also issued Charters,
which, however, to avoid the appearance of violating the suspensory
decree of the Magistrates, were all dated anterior to the issuing of
that decree.

The obje 't of the Lacorne faction was to abolish the Grand
Lodge and to replace it by a new power from which all the respect-
able members should be removed and all authority be vested in the
hands of the conspirators. As a preliminary step, they sought, but
without success, to obtain from the lieutenant of police a revocation
of the edict of suspension.

At length the death of the Grand Master, the Count of Cler-
mont, which event occurred in 1771, gave a renewal of their hopes
of seizing the supreme power. France presented, at this time, the
spectacle of two Grand Lodges, or rather of two discordant and
rival factions, each pretending to represent a Grand Lodge and each
exercising the functions of a Supreme authority.

One of these was the National Grand Lodge, which had existed
under the Count of Clermont and which, though interdicted by the
government in 1767, still continued, though it held no meetings
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openly, to exercise its prerogatives through its acknowledged
officers.

The other body was a fragment, consisting of the adherents of
Lacorne, all of whom had been expelled by the legal Grand Lodge,
but who in violation both of the law of Masonry and the Municipal
decree of interdiction, persisted in holding clandestine meetings,
granting constitutions to new lodges, and in short exercising, with-
out the least semblance of legal authority, all the functions of a
Grand Lodge.

It is very clear that on the death of the Count of Clermont the
National Grand Lodge, the only body in which the supreme au-
thority of Freemasonry was at the time vested, had but one course
to adopt. It should have assembled in open session, and duly
elected a successor.

Unfortunately for its own interests and for those of the institu-
tion over which it held so loose a control, it did no such thing.

Discouraged by the useless efforts it had made to obtain, from
the government, a revocation of the decree of suspension, it sup-
posed that the time was not propitious for an attempt to revive its
dormant existence. Its hesitancy and its timidity were eventually
the causes of its destruction.

On the contrary, the Lacorne faction, consisting, as has been
said, wholly of expelled Masons, who had previously formed the
disreputable part of the Grand Lodge, were more politic and more
bold.

Proclaiming themselves as the nucleus of the old Grand Lodge,
the labors of which had been suspended in 1767, they approached
the Duke of Luxembourg, with the design of securing his influence
in getting the Duke of Chartres to accept the Grand Mastership as
the successor of the Count of Clermont.

Their application was successful. The Duke of Chartres con-
sented to accept the position.

The expelled faction, elated with the success of their plan, con-
voked a general assembly of all the Masters in Paris, including even
the members of the Grand Lodge which had formerly expelled
them.

The acceptance of the Grand Mastership by one who was closely
related to the sovereign, but whose infamous character had not yet
been developed, had produced much enthusiasm among the Craft.
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The Grand Lodge was willing to be indulgent. The expelled mem-
bers were restored to all their Masonic rights. On June 24, 1771,
the nomination of the Duke of Chartres as Grand Master was con-
firmed and announced to all the lodges of Paris and the provinces.

The submission of the Grand Lodge to what it supposed to be
the inevitable force of events, did not have the effect it had hoped
of securing harmony in the Craft. The expelled members, though
now restored, do not appear to have forgotten or forgiven the
wrongs which they thought had been inflicted on them. The old
members were still in their view their enemies. They resolved to
maintain a factious rivalry, with the ulterior purpose of abolishing
the old Grand Lodge and establishing a new body on its ruin—
*“ Carthage must be destroyed.”

A new element of discord was now introduced, the tendency of
which was favorable to the execution of these views—an element
not new in French Masonry, but which had not before been intro-
duced into the internal government of the Order. This element was
found in the cultivation of the Hautes grades, or High Degrees.

It is well known that-we are to attribute this innovation, wholly
unknown to the ancient Operative or to the modern Speculative
system, to the inventive genius of the Chevalier Ramsay. He was
the first to devise these supplements to Craft Masonry and to en-
deavor to develop the instructions of the Third'degree by the estab-
lishment of higher initiations, to which the initiation of the Master
Mason was to be deemed subordinate. Ramsay’s system of seven
degrees was, however, simple in comparison with those subsequently
introduced into France by his followers and disciples.

France was soon inundated by these * high degrees,” combined
in various series forming what were called “ Rites,” and thrusting
themselves into rivalry and competition with the legal authorities
which professed to know nothing about them.

The Grand Lodge of France, like its sister of England, had
always remained true to the simplicity of the Speculative system,
founded as it was on the traditions of the old Operative Craft, who
had recognized only three classes of workmen. It had more than
once authoritatively declared that Ancient Craft or Speculative Free-
masonry consisted only of three degrees. This was a fundamental
point in its organic law, and it had never as a body violated it.

Not so, however, was it with its leaders, many of whom had
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been attracted by the glimmer of imposing titles and brilliant dec-
orations. Chaillon de Joinville, who was then the Substitute Grand
Master under the Count of Clermont, had, as far back as 1761, pro-
claimed himself the “chief of the high degrees and a Sublime
Prince of the Royal Secret.” As such he had issued a commission
authorizing Stephen Morin to disseminate these high degrees in
America.

That fact is, itself, enough to show how far the influence of this
advanced Masonry had already extended when it had been enabled
to secure as its chief the actual head of the legitimate Grand Lodge.
But we also find that, from an early date, there existed at Paris and
in other places in France, Colleges, Councils, and Chapters which
were engaged in the cultivation and in the conferring of these high
degrees, but which were always without the official recognition of
the Grand Lodge.

But this recognition they greatly desired, and when the dissi-
dents began to conspire for the abolition of the Grand Lodge and
the establishment of a new body, they readily lent their assistance,
because they anticipated, as was really the case, that these high de-
grees would receive some sort of recognition from it.

And in this hope they were encouraged by the fact that on June
24, 1771, when the Duke of Chartres was elected and proclaimed as
“Grand Master of the Grand Lodge,” he was also proclaimed by
the additional title of * Sovereign Grand Master of all Scottish
Councils, Chapters, and Lodges of France.”?!

Thus, for the first time the symbolic Freemasonry of the prim-
itive Speculative lodges and the Scottish Masonry of the High
Degrees were reunited under one Grand Master by those who had
formerly opposed the fusion of the two systems, and now accepted it
without opposition but not without regret. The presence of the
Duke of Luxembourg, who presided over the meeting in which
the Grand Master was proclaimed, was an influence which closed
the mouths of the discontented, who might under more auspicious
circumstances have been less reticent, and less complaisant.

We can not doubt that the object of the dissidents or schismatics
(which are the titles bestowed by Thory on the Lacorne or less
reputable faction of the Grand Lodge) was to entirely change the

! See Thory, ‘‘ Histoire de la Fondation du Grand Orient,” p. 27.
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features of the system of Freemasonry which had existed in France
since the establishment of the first lodge and to substitute for it
another less primitive and more complicated one. This they
could only expect to do by the total dissolution of the old Grand
Lodge and the organization of some other Masonic authority on
its ruins.

Hence, Thory is led to say that at this meeting when the Duke
of Chartres was elected, there was the first appearance of the symp-
toms which threatened the destruction of the Grand Lodge. The
assembly was entirely influenced by the dissident brethren. The
. old controversy as to amendments of the statutes was revived, the
necessity of correcting existing abuses was vehemently insisted on
and the old members saw too late to successfully oppose them the
aims of their rivals. Eight commissioners were appointed to report
to the Grand Master some method for effecting the proposed re-
forms.

The history of the proceedings of these eight commissioners, in
carrying out the reforms contemplated by the dissidents, has been
given by a contemporary writer,! and it proves that they arrogated
powers which the Grand Lodge had never intended to entrust to
them, and exercised them with an energy that crushed by its own
force all opposition.

Encouraged by the protection of the Duke of Luxembourg, who
had been appointed by the Duke of Chartres as his Substitute, they
held meetings at the Hotel de Chaulnes, where they exercised the
functions of a General Assembly or Grand Lodge. They were
joined by several Masters of the Parisian lodges and deputies from
some of the lodges in the Provinces, their professed design being
to abolish the old Grand Lodge. Some of the changes which were
calculated to produce that effect were opposed by a few of the Mas-
ters and delegates. But their opposition was overruled and they
were compelled to withdraw from the future meetings of the com-
missioners.

After much noisy discussion a plan was at length presented of a
new constitution. This was adopted by the eight commissioners,

1 Le Frére de la Chaussee, a man of letters, who took an active part in the Masonic
discussions of the day, was a member of the old Grand Lodge and wrote a ‘‘ Memoire
justificatif,” whence Thory has derived many of the facts on which he has based his ‘‘ His-
tory of the Grand Orient.”
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without having submitted it to the Grand Lodge for its approval or
even for its consideration.

On December 24, 1772, the old Grand Lodge of France was
declared to have ceased to exist, and for it was substituted a National
Grand Lodge, which was to constitute an integral part of a new
power which should administer the affairs of the Order under the
title of the GRAND ORIENT OF FRrANCE.

The progress of this body, its controversies with the old Grand
Lodge, whose members would not consent that it should be thus
summarily abolished, and its final triumph and recognition as the
head of Freemasonry in France, a position which it holds at the
present day, must be the subject of another chapter.



CHAPTER XLV
ORIGIN OF THE GRAND ORIENT OF FRANCE

HE truth of history compels us to acknowledge
the fact that the Grand Orient, now and for a
century past the supreme Masonic authority in
France, was, in its inception, a schismatic body.
Those principles of law, then recognized, as they
still are, as directing the organization of Grand
Lodges, appear to have been violated in almost

every point by the dissidents who broke off from the old Grand

Lodge and conspired to establish its rival.

The Grand Lodge was still in existence; it is true it was not
energetic in action, but it was not asleep ; its consent had neither
been asked nor obtained for this radical change in its constitution ;
the lodges had not been invited to meet in general assembly nor to
give their sanction to the dissolution of the old body and to the crea-
tion of the new one; everything had been done by the irresponsible
authority of the eight commissioners, who were merely a committee
appointed to make a report on the condition of the Order and to
suggest reforms to the Grand Lodge. But they exceeded their
powers ; made no report, and proceeded in secret sessions, to which
none but their friends and co-conspirators were admitted, to the in-
auguration of a new system, the adoption of which was to result in
the abolition of the body which had appointed them and the crea-
tion of a new one, of which not the remotest idea was entertained
by the authority from which they derived their powers.

But if ever a violation of law could be defended by the necessity
of a reform of abuses, which could not be effected in a more legal
manner, such defense might surely be found in the corrupt condition
to which Freemasonry had been reduced by the mal-administration
of affairs through the neglect of the Grand Lodge, the indifference
of the Grand Masters, and the usurpations of their Substitutes.

1209
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Under the constitution of the old Grand Lodge it will be shown
that there were many abuses and corruptions of the pure and primi-
tive principles on which Speculative Freemasonry had been founded
at the beginning of the century. A reformation of these abuses was
undoubtedly necessary, if the existence of the Order was to be pre-
served. There ought not to have been any objection to the reform,
it is only the method in which it was effected that is to be con-
demned.

A comparison of the old constitution of the Grand Lodge with
that of the Grand Orient presents us with the abuses of the one and
the reforms proposed by the other.

The Grand Lodge of France was composed only of the Masters
of the lodges of Paris. Hence the Masons and the lodges of the
Provinces had no voice in the government of the Order, though they
were required to contribute to the revenues of the Grand Lodge and
pay implicit obedience to its decree. It was simply the old tyran-
nic principle of taxation without representation, and was in direct
violation of the organic law on which the Mother Grand Lodge at
London had been instituted.

The Quarterly Communications, on which the supreme author-
ity rested, was composed of thirty officers who were elected trien-
nially.

There was also a Council consisting of nine officers and nine
Masters of Paris lodges, whose decisions were, however, only pro-
visionary and required to be confirmed by the Quarterly Communi-
cation to which they were reported.

The power of punishing offending members was vested in the
Masters of lodges, but there lay an appeal to the Grand Lodge.

The Masters of lodges were in general chosen for life, and were
not removable by the lodges over which they presided, and which
in fact were merely, in many instances, instruments provided for the
pecuniary interests of their Masters.

Thory, very strangely, calls the constitution of which these are
the principal points * simple, uncomplicated, and conformable to the
regulations of foreign Grand Lodges.” The reader will be able to
give to these two favorable views their proper value.

He admits that there were abuses, but he attributes them to the
factions which agitated the Grand Lodge after the death of the Duke
d’Antin, and to the state of anarchy which supervened on the sus-
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pension of the labors of the Grand Lodge by the order of govern-
ment.

Doubtless, these circumstances exerted an unfavorable influence
on the purity of the administration of the law, but whatever were
the causes, the abuses existed, and, of course, their reformation was
urgently demanded.

In all these points the new constitution of the Grand Orient pro-
vided a remedy and presented the desired reform, as may be seen
from the following brief view of its principal features.

“The Statutes of the Royal Order of Freemasonry in France,”
for such was the imposing title of the new constitution, provided in
the initial article that the * Masonic Body of France,” that is, the
Grand Orient, should be composed, as its only members, of regular
Masons, meaning thereby the members of lodges which had received
Warrants from or had them renewed by the Grand Orient.

In this way, while all regular Masons were recognized as consti-
tuting a part of the great Masonic family of France, those who still
retained their allegiance to the old and rival Grand Lodge were ex-
cluded from recognition.

This was a defensive act, the necessity of which excused its
severity.

Again : It was declared that the Grand Orient should be com-
posed of all the actual Masters or the deputies of lodges not only of
Paris but also of the Provinces.

The Grand Lodge had never recognized the Provincial lodges
as forming any part of its constituency. Their recognition by the
Grand Orient as entitled to participate in its labors was the removal
of a very flagrant abuse of the Masonic law of equality.

Again: All the Warrants of constitution which had been
granted by the old Grand Lodge to irremovable Masters, that is, to
Masters elected for life, were suppressed by the Grand Orient,
which recognized as Masters only those who were elected from time
to time by the lodges.

These were the most important points of difference between the
Grand Lodge and the Grand Orient ; but they were so important as
to make the old Masonic form of government, as Thory expresses
it, an oligarchical government by an irresponsible few, while that of
the new one was representative, the only form that was recognized
by the founders of the Speculative system of Freemasonry.
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In a Society based on the principle of equality it is very evident
that the administration of affairs should not be confided to a priv-
ileged class, to the exclusion of many of its members.

Hence, though the Grand Orient of France originated in a
schismatic usurpation of power, and was therefore irregular and ille-
gal in its methods of organization, the end would seem to have justi-
fied the means. It can not be doubted that at that important epoch,
the Masonic Order in France was indebted for its salvation from
impending dissolution to the establishment of the Grand Orient.

The “ Grand Orient” was, as it were, the generic title assumed
for the whole Masonic Order ; within its bosom was the body called
“The National Grand Lodge.” The distinctive titles were, how-
ever, more shadowy than real. The “Grand Orient” is the name
by which the Supreme authority of Freemasonry is always described
by French as well as other writers.

The title was a novel one, first invented in France at that time.
It had never before been heard of in Masonic language, though it
has long since become quite common on the Continent of Europe
and in South America. It has, however, never been adopted by
the Freemasons of any of the English-speaking nations, who adhere
to the primitive and better phrase, “ Grand Lodge,” as the title of
the Supreme Masonic authority.

The first meeting of the Grand Orient as a National Grand
Lodge was held on March 5, 1773. Other meetings succeeded,
until June 24th, when the new Constitution was adopted, and the
nomination of the Duke of Chartres as Grand Master, which had been
made by the old Grand Lodge, was confirmed. The amovability
of the Masters of lodges, and the right of the Provincial lodges to
be represented in the Grand Orient were again proclaimed, and the
choice of fifteen officers of honor as well as the nomination of the
ordinary officers was referred to the Duke of Luxembourg.

But though the Duke of Chartres had been nominated as Grand
Master, he had not yet formally accepted the nomination, an act
which the members of the new Grand Orient felt to be imperatively
necessary to the success of their designs. Having been previously
elected to the same office by the old Grand Lodge, the founders of
the Grand Orient recognized the policy of withdrawing him from
all connection with the rival organization and of securing the ad-
hesion to their cause of a prince of the royal blood.
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Morally considered, no man in France was more unfit to be
called to the head of the Masonic institution than the Duke of
Chartres. From his early youth he had exhibited a depraved dis-
position, and passed amid companions, almost as wicked as himself,
a life of vice and in the indulgence of the most licentious practices.
When on the death of his father he became the Duke of Orleans,
he developed a hatred for the king, who had refused to elevate him
to posts to which his high birth entitled him to aspire, but from
which he was excluded by his blackened reputation. Inspired with
his hatred for the king, and the court, and moved by his personal am-
bition, he fomented the discontents which were already springing
up among the people. On the breaking out of the revolution he
became a seeker for popular favor; rivalled the bitterness of the
most fanatical Jacobins, renounced his rank and title and assumed
as a French citizen the name of Philip Egalité, repudiated Free-
masonry as opposed to republican ideas, such as were then the
fashion, threw up his office as Grand Master, was elected to the
National Assembly, voted for the death of his cousin Louis the
Sixteenth, and finally, as a fitting close to his life of infamy, expired
on the guillotine, one of the many victims of the reign of terror.

At the period of his election as Grand Master, the Duke of
Chartres had, though very young,! already exhibited a foreshadow-
ing of his future career of infamy. Enough certainly was known of
his vicious character to have made him an unfit leader of a virtuous
society. But motives of policy overcame all other considerations.

The Duke himself was reluctant to accept the position which
was tendered to him. Some jests made by the wits of the court,
who perhaps saw the unfitness of the appointment, are said to have
been the cause of the coldness with which he viewed the dignity
tendered to him.?

A deputation consisting of four members of the Grand Orient,
all men of rank, waited on the Duke to obtain his consent to the
adoption of the new constitution, which would of course have been
the recognition of the new body which had enacted it. But he
refused to see the deputation.

1 He was born in 1747, and was therefore only twenty-six when elected Grand Master.
3 This was the cause assigned by contemporary writers for the reluctance with which
he gave his consent. See Thory, ‘‘ Fondation de la Grand Orient,” p. 39.
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The joyful event of the birth of a son! and heir presented it was
supposed a more favorable opportunity for obtaining his consent to
their proceedings. The expectation was gratified. The Duke of
Luxembourg, who took an earnest interest in the success of the
Grand Orient and who exercised much influence over the mind of
the prince, repaired to his residence long before the appearance of
the deputation and succeeded in obtaining his consent to grant an
interview.

Having been admitted to his presence, his approval of the pro-
ceedings by which the Grand Orient was organized was obtained,
and he consented that his installation as Grand Master should take
place soon after his return from a visit to Fontainebleau which he
was obliged to make.

Accordingly, he was installed in his own house, called /a Folze
T%ton, in the Rue de Montreuil, on October 28, 1773. The Grand
Orient was thus legalized, so far as his patronage could make it so,
as the supreme legislative authority of the Masonic Order in France.
Hence, this installation by its rival of the same Grand Master whom
it had itself elected in 1771, and who still retained that position, was
a cause of great annoyance to the old Grand Lodge. The old
Grand Lodge did not, however, cease at once to exist, but continued
its labors, exercising a warfare with the Grand Orient for several
years.

It held a session on June 17, 1773, at which were present those
Masters of the Paris lodges who were still faithful to it and some
deserters from the Grand Orient, who had abandoned that body
when it suppressed the law of immovability.

At this session the Grand Lodge fulminated its decrees against
the Grand Orient, which it declared to be a schismatic body, surrep-
titiously formed—a mere faction.

On September 10th it declared the eight commissioners deprived
of all Masonic rights, and forbade their admission to any of the
lodges.

Though fully recognizing the embarrassment which resulted from
the installation of the Duke of Chartres, it determined to maintain
its independence and to continue its labors with the assistance of the
" few lodges which still adhered to it. For this purpose it continued

1 This was the Duke of Valois, afterward Duke of Chartres, then Duke of Orleans,
and finally King Louis Philippe of France.
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its denunciations of the Grand Orient and revoked all its decrees as
fast as they were passed. It had among its adherents some able
men, who employed their talents in the composition and publication
of circulars and even books in which the Grand Orient and all its
proceedings were denounced.

Responses were not wanting on the part of the Grand Orient,
among whose most able and energetic defenders was the Duke of
Luxembourg, while M. Gouilliard, a Doctor of Laws and the Grand
Orator of the Grand Lodge, was the most conspicuous writer on be-
half of that body.

It would be tedious to follow in all its details this internecine
war of * paper pellets,” which lasted with equal acrimony on either
side for many years. It will be sufficient to pursue, with rapid
sketch, the progress of each of the rival bodies until the close of the
century, when a union was finally accomplished.

In 1774 the Grand Lodge assumed the title of the * Sole and only
Grand Orient of France,”! and proceeded to the election of its
Grand Officers under the auspices of the Duke of Chartres, whom
it recognized as “ Grand Master of all the lodges of France.” It
again decreed that the so-called Grand Orient of France was irreg-
ular, and its members and partisans were clandestine Masons; it
forbade its lodges to admit them as visitors unless they abjured their
errors and promised submission to the Grand Lodge ; it also inter-
dicted the members of its own lodges from visiting the Grand
Orient.

In 1775 the Grand Lodge granted Warrants to eight lodges in
Paris and to still more in the Provinces, and continued to increase
the number of lodges under its obedience for many successive years,
so that its existence was not merely a formal one. On the contrary,
it appears to have been a troublesome though not eventually a suc-
cessful rival of the Grand Orient.

In 1780 it must at last have felt the inconvenience of having a
Grand Master only in name, for there is no record that the Duke of
Chartres, or his Substitute, the Duke of Luxembourg, ever attended
its communications. To remedy this evil, the Grand Lodge in 1780
appointed three Honorary Presidents, who were to supply the place
of the Grand Master in his absence from the meetings.

1Seul et Unique Grand Orient de France.
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That the old Grand Lodge was not yet moribund notwithstand-
ing the greater activity of its rival, the Grand Orient, is evident
from the fact that in its Tableau issued in 1783, it reports the num-
ber of lodges under its jurisdiction in Paris as well as the Provinces
as amounting to the respectable number of 352. In the same year
the English printed lists enumerate 453 lodges, but many of these
were extinct and 123 were situated in foreign countries, so that
there were actually at that time more lodges in France under obedi-
ence to the old Grand Lodge than there were in England under the
jurisdiction of the constitutional Grand Lodge.!

But in 1789 the political troubles which then began to agitate
the kingdom, and which soon after resulted in the French Revolu-
tion, had a very serious effect on the condition of Freemasonry.
The attendance on the lodges was very infrequent, and finally, in
1792, the Grand Lodge suspended its labors and the members were
dispersed.

From the time of its organization in 1773, the Grand Orient had
maintained a successful existence; it was patronized by a better
class of Masons than that of which the Grand Lodge was composed,
and had the support of the Grand Master of both bodies, his substi-
tute, the Duke of Luxembourg, showing a very evident partiality
for the Grand Orient, and not only never attending the meetings
but actually denouncing the authority of the Grand Lodge.

The record of its transactions for these sixteen years supply
us with more interesting incidents than those which marked the
quiet progress of the Grand Lodge during the same period.

Its contests with the Grand Lodge for supremacy were unremit-
tingly maintained. The mutual recriminations of both bodies did
not tend to cultivate a spirit of fraternity. Finding itself embar-
rassed for the want of the registers and other archives which were
retained by the Grand Lodge, the Grand Orient went so far as to
apply to the Lieutenant of Police and cause the arrest and imprison-
ment of the keeper of the Seals and some other members of the
Grand Lodge. But the effort to obtain possession of the docu-
ments, even by this harsh means, was unsuccessful.

It was found impossible for want of the registers to discover the
number and names of the country lodges, most of which, having

1See List No. 16 in Gould’s ¢ Four Old Lodges,” p. 68.
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been established under the old, corrupt system of immovable Masters
or Masters for life, retained their allegiance to the Grand Lodge,
which still preserved the usage.

The Grand Orient, therefore, that the knowledge of its existence
and its authority might be brought nearer these country lodges,
established Provincial Grand Lodges, as another of the important
changes which it was making in the usages of French Freemasonry.

These Provincial Grand Lodges were not, however, established
on the same plan as those of England. Their design was, as has
been said, to relieve the Grand Orient of the embarrassment of
governing lodges at a distance. A provincial Grand Lodge was to
be established not in a Province only, but in any town or place
where there were not less than three lodges ; it was to have a super-
intendence over them ; its decrees were to be subject only to appeal
to the Grand Orient, it was to collect and transmit all dues; and
was to be the medium of all correspondence between the lodges and
the Grand Orient.

The Grand Orient became rather aristocratic in its ideas and
refused to recognize as members of the Order persons who were
attached to the public theatres and to all artisans who were not
Master workmen in their trades. Subsequently it forbade the
lodges to meet in public taverns, a reformation which their English
brethren had not yet reached.

In 1774 the title of *“ Royal Order,” by which Freemasonry had
hitherto been designated in France, was exchanged for that of the
“ Masonic Order,” certainly a more appropriate name.

In 1775 the Grand Orient was occupied in determining the form
of the Masonic government in the kingdom, and several decrees
were made for the regulation of the deputies and representatives of
lodges. It expressed its intention to purify the Order and the
lodges which were profaned by the presence of corrupt men, and a
commission was appointed to carry these views into effect.

The Duke of Chartres presided at a meeting of the Grand Orient
in July, 1776, being the first time that he had been present since his
installation in 1773.

The prevalence of “ high degrees” and of Councils and Chapters
which conferred them independently of the Grand Orient, had led
the members of that body to take into consideration the expediency
of following what had now become the fashion on the Continent

77
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and more especially in France, and of developing within its own
bosom a rite which should be founded on the three symbolic degrees
which had hitherto been practiced by it and by the Grand Lodge.
A chamber of degrees or committee to regulate this matter was
accordingly appointed in 1782. Two years after this chamber re-
ported four degrees, which, with the three symbolic as a founda-
tion, were to constitute the “ Rzte Frangaise.”

These degrees were entitled £/, Ecossais, Chevalier & Orient,
and Ckevalier Rose Crotx, or, as they may be translated, Elect Mason,
Scottish Mason, Knight of the East and Knight Rose Croix.
Though there were some modifications of the rituals, the degrees
were not an original conception of the Committee, but were bor-
rowed substantially from those systems which had been practiced in
France since the time of the Chevalier Ramsay.

The degrees having been adopted by the Grand Orient, it decreed
that they should henceforth be the only ones recognized and prac-
ticed in the several chapters which were attached to the lodges
under its jurisdiction.

Undoubtedly the adoption of these new degrees was a manifest
innovation on the pure system of primitive Speculative Free-
masonry, an innovation which the more conservative spirits of the
English-speaking Grand Lodges had always resisted.

But under the peculiar character which Continental Masonry
had long assumed, it was far better that the Grand Orient should
adopt a system of development comparatively simple and consisting
of only four additional degrees, and confine its lodges within those
limits, than to permit them to become the victims of the numerous
and extravagant systems by which they were surrounded and which
were practiced by irresponsible Chapters and Councils.

The French lodges of the Grand Orient were thus provided
with a uniform system of their own, far better than the many di-
verse ones, which bid defiance to all homogeneity of Speculative
Freemasonry.

In 1791 the lodges under the Grand Orient, like those under
the Grand Lodge, suspended their labors and closed their doors in
consequence of the existing political agitations. Still the Grand
Orient, even in that year, constituted two or three lodges, but Free-
masonry had really assumed a dormant condition throughout the
kingdom.
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But notwithstanding the dissolution of the lodges, several of
the officers of the Grand Orient boldly sustained its activity so
far as circumstances would permit. In France, in this day of trial,
there were, as there were in America in a long subsequent period
of persecution, some Masons who were willing to become Martyrs
to their convictions of the purity of the Institution, and to the
love which they bore for it.

But no such sentiments animated the bosom of the recreant
Grand Master, the Duke of Chartres, who by the death of his father
had become Duke of Orleans, and who, having abandoned his family
and his class, had repudiated his hereditary title and assumed, ac-
cording to the fashion of the sans culottes, the name of Citizen
Equality—/e citoyen Egalité.

The Secretary of the Grand Orient having in December, 1792,
addressed him an official note relative to the labors of the Grand
Orient, the Duke made a reply in the following words, on May 15,
1793

“As I do not know how the Grand Orient is constituted, and as
I moreover, do not think that there should be any mystery or secret
society in a republic, especially at the beginning of its establish-
ment, I no longer wish to have anything to do with the Grand
Orient or with the meetings of Masons.”

This peremptory, and in its terms insulting, withdrawal was re-
ceived, as it may be supposed, by the members of the Grand Orient
with expressions of the utmost indignation. It is said that the
sword of the Order, one of the insignia of the Grand Master, was
broken by the presiding officer and cast into the midst of the As-
sembly, and the Grand Mastership was declared vacant.

In 1795 a few of the lodges resumed their labors, and M. Ro-
tiers de Montaleau was elected Grand Master. He, however, re-
fused to take the title, and assumed that of ‘“Grand Venerable,”
with, however, all the prerogatives and functions of a Grand
Master.

The progress of Masonic restoration to activity was, however,
very slow. In 1796 there were but eighteen lodges in active opera-
tion in the whole of France, namely, three at Paris, and the remain-
ing fifteen in the Provinces.

In May, 1799, commissioners who had been appointed by the
Grand Lodge and the Grand Orient concluded a treaty of union be-
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tween the two rival bodies. The Grand Lodge in this treaty agreed
to the abolition of the usage it had always hitherto maintained of
the irremovability of Masters, and accepted the doctrine of the
Grand Orient, that they should hereafter be elected by the mem-
bers of the lodges.

On June 22, 1799, the two hitherto rivals met in a United As-
sembly, and the union of all the Freemasons of France was con-
summated, the title of Grand Orient being continued, to designate
the supreme Masonic authority, and the Grand Lodge ceased to exist.

Thus the rivalry which had existed in France for twenty-six
years between two bodies, each claiming to be the head of the Order,
was terminated by an amicable union.

In England the same sort of rivalry had existed between the
Grand Lodge of the ‘“Moderns” and that of the ““ Ancients” for a
much longer time, and was terminated at a later period by a similar
union.

But in the circumstances connected with this internecine war
there were some singular coincidences which are worthy of remark.

In the first place, the original disruption was based in each king-
dom on a single fundamental point of difference.

In England it was on the recognition of a Fourth degree in the
ritual. The “Moderns” contended that there were in Speculative
Freemasonry no more than the three primitive degrees of Ap-
prentice, Fellow-Craft, and Master. The * Ancients” affirmed that
for the completion of the ritual a Fourth degree, which they called
the “ Royal Arch,” was essentially necessary, and that without it as
a development of the Third degree, the system of Speculative Ma-
sonry was imperfect and worthless.

In France the single point of difference between the two bodies
was that of the irremovability of the Masters, of lodges. The Grand
Lodge had from the very beginning of its authentic history granted
constitutions to certain Masters for the establishment of lodges
over which they were to preside by a perpetual tenure of office,
that is, they were Masters for life. Now as these ‘“irremovable
Masters” were often, nay almost always, appointed through corrupt
motives, and as the lodges thus became, in a way, their personal
property, the attempt was made to abolish them and to make the
presidency of the lodges elective.

This reform, for it was evidently a reform, was opposed by the
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Grand Lodge, and hence those who were in favor of it established
the Grand Orient, for the purpose of carrying out their views, and
hence one of its first acts was to pass a decree abolishing the usage
and suppressing the irremovable Masters.

There were, of course, supplementary motives for the schism,
but this was undoubtedly the leading one.

So in England and in France there was a schism founded on a
single difference of opinion, but this difference as it existed in each
country never extended into the other. The English lodges never
entertained the question of Masters for life, because from the organi-
zation of the Grand Lodge at London, those officers had always been
annually elected, and this doctrine was held by both Grand Lodges.

The French lodges were never embarrassed by the question of a
Fourth degree, which was the bone of contention in England.
Though there were Chapters and Councils in which a Royal Arch
degree under various modifications had existed from the time of the
Chevalier Ramsay, these bodies had no legal connection with or
recognition by either the Grand Lodge or the Grand Orient, both
of which maintained the doctrine that pure Freemasonry consisted
of only three degrees.

Another point of very interesting coincidence in the contention
in the two countries was the following.

As both in England and France there were, during the contest,
two bodies, each claiming Masonic sovereignty, it is evident that in
each, one of the bodies must have been irregular, illegal, and schis-
matic, for it is the law of Freemasonry that the sovereignty can not
be divided.

In England the schismatic and illegal body was the Grand
Lodge of the “ Ancients,” the legal and constitutional one was the
Grand Lodge of the *“ Moderns.”

In France the schismatic and illegal body was the Grand Orient,
which had been surreptitiously and irregularly formed; the legal and
constitutional body was the Grand Lodge. Now it is very remark-
able that when in each country the dissensions which had so long
existed were brought to an amicable end and a union effected in
the settlement of the principal question upon which the schism had
been founded, the irregular and schismatic gained the victory, and the
regular body was compelled to accept the doctrine which it had so
long and so pertinaciously resisted.
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Thus in England the Grand Lodge of ‘“Modemns” recognized
the Royal Arch, which it had always repudiated as an innovation,
as one of the regular degrees of ancient Craft Masonry.

In France the Grand Lodge abandoned the doctrine of the
irremovability of Masters, for which it had always strenuously con-
tended, and accepted the theory and-usage of the Grand Orient that
the office of Master should be elective.

But though the Grand Lodge and the Grand Orient had been
merged into one governing body of the French Masons, there were
still difficulties presenting themselves in the effort to establish a
unification of the Masonic system in the kingdom.

The abundance of high degrees, which from a very early period
had been introduced into France, had been conferred in Councils
and Chapters, which had never been recognized by either the Grand
Lodge or the Grand Orient, but which had always acted indepen-
dently of either authority.

Such were the Council of Emperors of the East and West, the
General Grand Chapter, and finally the Supreme Council which
had been organized by Count de Grasse Tily in 1804, under the
authority of the Suprgme Council at Charleston in the State of
South Carolina.

In 1802 the Grand Orient had forbidden its lodges to confer
any degrees which were not recognized by it. This caused the
Scottish lodges, or those conferring these degrees, to establish a sep-
arate locality in the boulevard Poissonni¢re. Here they continued
in defiance of the decree of the Grand Orient to practice the Scot-
tish Rite. Finally, they established the “ General Scottish Grand
Lodge of France.” The existence of this body was but an ephem-
eral one, for in two years it united with the Grand Orient.

Seeing the infatuation of the French Masons for the decorations
and the mysteries of these high degrees, the Grand Orient, through
the prudent counsels of Rotiers de Montaleau, the Grand Master,
that it might put an end to all divisions in reference to Masonic
Rites, declared that it would unite in its own bosom and recognize
all Rites and Degrees whose dogmas and principles were in har-
mony with the general system of the Order.

Hence, at the present day the Grand Orient assumes jurisdiction
over all the degrees of Freemasonry from the First to the Thirty-
third.
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After an abortive attempt to effect a union between the Grand
Orient and the Supreme Council of the Ancient and Accepted
Rite, the latter body assumed and still maintains jurisdiction over
the Rite on which it is founded, and grants constitutions to lodges
of the Symbolic degrees.

Hence, at the present day there are in France two independent
authorities in Freemasonry—the Grand Orient, which claims jurisdic-
tion over all Rites, and the Supreme Council, which confines its
jurisdiction to the Ancient and Accepted Rite.

Very recently out of this body has sprung an independent
Scottish Grand Lodge, whose existence as permanent or ephemeral
is yet to be determined.

But these matters belong to the contemporary history of the
present day, and as our investigations are properly restricted to the
Origin of the Grand Orient, which subject has been fully discussed,
an end may now properly be given to the present chapter.



CHAPTER XLVI

INTRODUCTION OF FREEMASONRY INTO THE NORTH AMERICAN
COLONIES

HE intercourse of the English colonies with the

mother country was continuous, and, considering
: the condition of navigation, conducted entirely
R ik by sailing-vessels, was frequent. The colonists
; ‘5,7‘ ) | %‘b"“ brought with them, in their immigration to the

\%}:r 7 ,}:‘J new country, the language, the laws, and the
=== customs of their ancestors. The personal and
political relations existing between the people on either side of the
Atlantic were very intimate, and the wide ocean formed no sufficient
barrier to the introduction among the Americans of new discoveries
and inventions, of new styles of living or of new trains of thought,
which, springing up in England, were in a brief course of time
brought over by visitors or by new settlers to the growing colonies.

It is not, therefore, to be doubted that very soon after the estab-
lishment of Speculative Freemasonry in London, by the organization
of a Grand Lodge, in 1717, persons who had been initiated in the
London lodges came over to America and brought with them the
principles of the new system as it was just beginning to be taught
at home.

At whatever precise date we may place the legal establishment
of the first lodge in America, it is very certain, from the testimony
of authentic public documents, that there was no lack of Freema-
sons in America not very long after the establishment of the system
in England and anterior to the known legal organization of any
lodge in the country.

Of course, it is understood that many of these Freemasons had
been initiated in England, either while on a temporary visit to that
country, if they were residents of the colonies, or, if they were recent
immigrants, then before they left their old home for their new one.

This is very plain; nothing could be more natural than that a
1224
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colonist going *“ home,” as England was affectionately styled, should
have availed himself of the opportunity afforded by his visit, to unite
with a society enticing by its mystic character and its great pop-
ularity, and that among the emigrants who were daily crossing the
ocean, to make their homes in the new country, there should have
been many who were members of that society.

But the question has never yet been mooted whether some per-
sons had not been initiated in America before any deputation had
been issued by a Grand Master of England for the organization of
a regular lodge, under the constitutions adopted at London in 1723.

Yet this is a very interesting question, and the fact that it is a
novel one never having before been entertained, makes it still more
interesting.

I may premise the investigation into which I am about to enter,
by saying that whether the fact be proved or not, its occurrence is
by no means impossible.

We have seen that lodges were established in France as early as
1721, eleven years before the constitution of a regular lodge by the
Grand Lodge at London. I have already said that these lodges
were organized without a Warrant, by certain Freemasons from
England, who had exercised the ancient privilege of the Operatives
to open lodges and make Masons without a Warrant, whenever a
competent number were present. This privilege had been surren-
dered in 1717 by the four London Lodges to the newly erected
Grand Lodge, but it was for some time after asserted occasionally.
It was in France, may it not also have been in America ?

The first Deputation granted from England for the colonies was
granted by the Duke of Norfolk to Daniel Coxe, Esq., of New
Jersey. The date of this Deputation is June 5, 1730. It appoints
him Provincial Grand Master of New York, New Jersey, and
Pennsylvania, and it empowers him to constitute lodges.

While there is the indisputable evidence of the original Deputa-
tion still preserved in the Archives of the Grand Lodge of England,
as well as the printed List of Deputations published by Anderson in
the Second edition of the Book of Constitutions, and many other
irrefragable proofs that the Deputation was granted to Coxe in
June, 1730, there is not the slightest testimony of any kind, even
traditional, that any similar Deputation can have been previously
granted to any person residing in the American Colonies.
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In other words, the proof is very satisfactory that previous to
the latter half of the year 1730' there was no legal authority in the
colonies to constitute lodges according to the English regulation
adopted in 1717.

If, then, there were any lodges which met in the colonies pre-
vious to that date, they must have been lodges which derived their
authority for meeting from the old Operative usage, which was
that a sufficient number of Masons met together were empowered
to make Masons and to practice the rites of Masonry without a
Warrant of Constitution.

It has now been conceded that the first constitutional lodge of
Freemasons acting under the authority of a Warrant was established
in Philadelphia in the latter part of the year 1730. The evidence
of this will be hereafter given in its proper place.

But there are also proofs that one or more lodges were in ex-
istence in Philadelphia before the time of the reception by Coxe of
the Deputation which had been granted to him by the Duke of
Norfolk.

The first of these proofs is furnished by the celebrated Dr. Ben-
jamin Franklin, who was in 1730 the Printer and also the Editor of
a paper published in Philadelphia with the title of the Pennsylvania
Gazelte.

In No. 108 of that paper, published on December 8, 1730, is the
following article : * As there are several lodges of FREE Masons
erected in this Province, and people have lately been much amused
with conjectures concerning them, we think the following account
of Free Masonry, from London, will not be unacceptable to our
readers.”

Now Coxe’s Deputation was only issued in June of that year.
It could hardly have taken less than two or three months for it to
pass from the Grand Secretary’s office in London into the hands of
Bro. Coxe in New Jersey. Between the time of his receiving it and
the publication of the article just cited from Franklin's Gazette,
the interval would be hardly long enough to enable Coxe to organ-
ize and constitute several lodges.

1 The Deputation having been issued at London, June g, 1730, allowing for necessary
delays and the length of the passage across the ocean at that time, it could hardly have
reached Philadelphia before the end of August or more probably September in the same
year.
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We know from the records that there was one lodge constituted
in 1730, but we have no evidence of the constitution in that year of
any others, either by Coxe as Provincial Grand Master or by any
brother appointed by him as his Deputy.

And yet Franklin says (and he was neither a truthless nor
a careless writer) that there were several lodges at that time in the
Province of Pennsylvania.

But as several includes more than one, where did the additional
lodges come from? They were not constituted by Coxe nor by
his authority, at least we have no knowledge of any such constitu-
tion.

It is therefore not unlikely that these lodges were like the first
lodges in France, formed by what the Freemasons had been taught
was their prescriptive right, and who, without a Warrant, had before
the coming of the Deputation assembled together in competent
number and practiced the rites of Masonry.

But there is something more than probable conjecture to sup-
port this theory. A letter was written in 1754 by Henry Bell,
at that time residing in the town of Lancaster (Pennsylvania), to
Dr. Thomas Cadwallader of Philadelphia, in which he makes the
positive statement from his own knowledge and participation in the
circumstance that there actually was in 1730, perhaps before, at
least one lodge formed by prescriptive right without a Warrant.

Bro. Bell's letter, containing this important historical statement,
was exhibited in the office of the Grand Secretary of the Grand
Lodge of Pennsylvania in the year 1772. A copy of it made at
that time was published in the Early History and Constitutions of
the Grand Lodge and is as follows :

“As you well know, I was one of the originators of the first Ma-
sonic lodge in Philadelphia. A party of us used to meet at the Tun
Tavern, in Water street, and sometimes opened a lodge there. Once
in the fall of 1730 we formed a design of obtaining a charter for a
regular lodge, and made application to the Grand Lodge of Eng-
land for one, but before receiving it, we heard that Daniel Coxe of
New Jersey had been appointed by that Grand Lodge as Provincial
Grand Master of New York, New Jersey, and Pennsylvania. We
therefore made application to him, and our request was granted.”

It thus appears from the testimony of one engaged in the trans-
action, that for some time previous to any authority existing in
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America for granting Warrants, a lodge had been opened in Phila-
delphia, without the sanction of such Warrant and of course by the
old prescriptive right, which had always prevailed as the law of
Freemasonry, until the right was surrendered in 1717 by the four
Lodges which united in forming the Grand Lodge at London.

Bro. Clifford P. MacCalla, who has been a most indefatigable
and successful explorer of old documents connected with the early
history of Freemasonry in Pennsylvania, published in his valuable
paper, the Key Stone (December 22, 1877), an important and in-
teresting letter which furnishes the evidence that there were Free-
masons in Philadelphia one year at least before the severance of the
Speculative from the Operative element, and the organization of the
Grand Lodge at London.

This letter is dated “ March 10, 1715,” ! and was written by John
Moore, the King's collector at the port of Philadelphia, and ad-
dressed to James Sandilands, Esq., of Chester, Penn.

The letter is an official one, communicating the fact that he
had received from England a bell and some altar furniture, intended
for a church at Chester, and requesting to know how they were to
be delivered. But this business matter having been dismissed, the
letter concludes with the following remarkable passage :

“Ye winter has been very long and dull, and we have had no
mirth or pleasure except a few evenings spent in festivity with my
Masonic Brethren.”

Since the authenticity of this letter is indisputable,? it is of great
historical importance. It shows without a doubt that in America,
as in England and in Scotland, there were Freemasons, who lived
under the old partly Operative and partly Speculative régime an-
terior to what has been called the *“ Revival,” which took place in

1 Although the double reference, as 1715-16, was generally affixed to dates in the
first three months of the year, to indicate the old and the new styles, it is very probable
that by ‘“ March 10, 1715,” the writer meant what we should now write as * March 10,
1716.”

2Bro. MacCalla states that at the time of publication the letter was in the possession
of Bro. Horace W. Smith, the great-grandson of the Rev. Dr. William Smith, the Secre-
tary of the Grand Lodge of Pennsylvania; the grandson of Bro. William Moore Smith,
Grand Master of Pennsylvania, and the son of Richard Penn Smith of Lodge No. 72 in
Philadelphia, and that the granddaughter of John Moore, the writer of the latter, inter-
married with the Rev. Dr. Smith, the great-grandfather of its present custodian. The
letter is thus traced through a reputable descent, which gives it all needful color of
authenticity.
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London in 1717, when the Speculative began to be wholly dissevered
from the Operative system.

In England and Scotland we know that these Freemasons were
united in lodges, which worked without the sanction of a Warrant
of Constitution, which was a new regulation adopted for the first
time at the time of the so-called Revival. They were organized, as
has been already said, by a prescriptive right by which a competent
number of Freemasons were always authorized to assemble and per-
form the rites of Masonry.

There is, it is true, no direct evidence that the Freemasons re-
ferred to in the letter of Bro. Moore pursued the same plan in
1715, and “spent their evenings in festivity” in an organized
lodge. But it is very probable that such was the fact. There is
no reason why, if there were a sufficient number of Freemasons
then living in Philadelphia, and who were in the habit, as the letter
indicates, of meeting for festive purposes, they should not have fol-
lowed the custom which prevailed *“at home,” and for better regu-
larity and discipline in their meetings have formed themselves into a
lodge.

At all events, we have the positive proof that fifteen years later
there was a lodge which met in Philadelphia in 1730 and for some
time before, which acted without a Warrant, until the latter part of
that year, when it asked for and received one from Coxe, the Pro-
vincial Grand Master.

We have no such direct proof of the existence in other parts of
the continent of lodges held by *prescriptive right,” but there are
some circumstances that lead us to believe that such was sometimes
the case.

In 1736 the brethren of Portsmouth in New Hampshire applied
to Henry Price for a charter. The petition is at least singular in its
phraseology. It is subscribed by * persons of the holy and exqui-
site Lodge of St. John,” as if there were already a lodge existing
under that title, and in asking for a * Deputation and power to hold
a lodge according to order as is and has been granted to faithful
Brothers in all parts of the World ;” and in asking for the Deputa-
tion, they say, ““ we have our constitutions, both in print and manu-
script, as good and as ancient as any that England can afford.”?

1See the petition in Bro. Gardiner’s able report in the *‘Transactions of the Grand
Lodge of Massachusetts,” anno 1871, p. 307.
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Now, this may mean either that the Portsmouth brethren were
in possession of rituals and other necessary books to use in forming
a lodge ; or it may mean that they were already working and had
been working as a lodge by prescriptive right and now wanted to
be duly regularized under the new system which Price had just re-
ceived from England. It is an open question.

The colonies into which Freemasonry under the new system of
the Revival was first introduced were Pennsylvania, Massachusetts,
South Carolina, and Georgia.

There is no positive evidence that any lodges existed under the
old Operative System, in either Massachusetts or South Carolina.
In the former Price opened his Provincial Grand Lodge in 1733,
and in such of the records as have come to light there is no refer-
ence to any previous meeting of the Masons.

In South Carolina Hammerton opened a lodge at Charleston in
October, 1736, under a Warrant granted by the Grand Master, Lord
Weymouth. There is no traditional or other evidence that any
lodge of Masons had ever met in the Province before that date.

In Georgia regular Freemasonry under the Grand Lodge of
1717 was introduced in 1736 when Solomon’s Lodge at Savannah
was opened under sanction of a Warrant from Lord Weymouth.
But the late Bro. W. S. Rockwell, in his A kiman Rezon of Georgza,
published in 1859, says that “ many still living in Savannah have
heard from older Brethren who have passed to that ‘undiscovered
country from whose bourne no traveller returns,’ that a Lodge was
at work in that city before Solomon’s Lodge No. 1 had an ex-
istence.” !

If there were any such lodge, it must have been one which
worked under the ‘ prescriptive right” or “immemorial usage " of
the olden time.

In Pennsylvania we have already seen that at least one such
lodge was in existence in 1730 before Coxe had received his au-
thority as Provincial Grand Master. And there is also evidence
that Freemasons were in the habit of meeting in Philadelphia for
convivial purposes at least two years before the organization of the
Grand Lodge at London.

Now it is true that we have no evidence of the existence of these

1 Rockwell, ‘* Ahiman Rezon of Georgia,” 1859, 4th edition, p. 323.
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independent lodges anywhere in the colonies outside of Pennsyl-
vania, nor any intimation of their existence, except the traditional re-
port, mentioned by Rockwell, that a lodge had been in operation in
Savannah before the Constitution of Solomon’s Lodge and the sus-
picious phraseology of the petition for a lodge at Portsmouth, N. H.,
which might have emanated from a number of Masons who either
were desirous of forming a new lodge, or who already working as a
lodge by the old prescriptive right, wished to be regularized under
the new system.

But notwithstanding this deficiency of positive evidence, does
not all this show that there were lodges of this character in various
parts of the colonies long before the issuing of Warrants by the
London Grand Lodge? That is to say, we have a right to suppose
that Freemasonry was first established in this country by the volun-
tary association of a certain number of Masons together without the
sanction of a Warrant. This was the rule in England previous to
the year 1717, when this right of meeting by what was termed * im-
memorial usage ” was surrendered to the Grand Lodge by the four
Lodges in London.

But the right and the practice was not at once abandoned every-
where. Some lodges in the rural districts of England continued to
act without Warrants for a few years, and lodges under the old priv-
ileges were established in France, apparently by the Jacobites or
adherents of the House of Stuart.

There is no reason therefore to doubt that the same custom pre-
vailed to some extent in the American Colonies. During the constant
intercourse which was maintained between the Mother-country and
its colonies, many Freemasons would be constantly repairing to
them, either as visitors, as emigrants, or as officers of the parent
government.

The Freemasonry that they brought with them they would nat-
urally desire to practice in the new country into which they had
come. Hence it is probable that they voluntarily associated in
lodges and practiced the rites of the Institution in other parts of the
colonies, as we now know that they did in Philadelphia in 1715,

The negative evidence that there are no minutes or records ex-
tant of the meetings of such lodges is not of the least value. It is
not certain that they kept any records, or if they did, it is natural
that in the lapse of time and with the intervention of so many stir-
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ring events, these records may have been lost. There are very few
lodges of any antiquity, now existing in this country, whose earliest
records have been preserved.

So the absence of records is no proof that such unwarranted
lodges did not exist at an early period in this country, and the in-
disputable fact attested by documentary proof that one or more did
exist at that early period in Pennsylvania, gives strong presumption
to the hypothesis that similar lodges existed in some of the other
colonies.

I advance therefore the following theory in reference to the
introduction of Freemasonry into the American Colonies. I do not
deny that it is, with the exception of the colony of Pennsylvania, a
mere hypothesis, but an hypothesis is not necessarily false nor un-
tenable because the proofs of it are not as strong as the enquirer
might desire.

It can not be doubted or denied that the Masonic spirit which
was prevailing in England in the early part of the 18th century, and
which led in 1717 to the establishment of a Speculative Grand
Lodge in London was carried into the remotest part of the British
empire by emigrants and settlers in the colonies who preserved in
their new home the manners and customs, the habits and associa-
tions, which had distinguished them in their old one.

Now as lodges existed in London and other parts of England
and had long existed, organized under the old law of the Craft
which authorized the congregation of Masons for Masonic purposes,
without the sanction of a Warrant, we may reasonably suppose that
Freemasons coming from England into the colonies, some of whom
had probably been members of such lodges at home, would con-
tinue the custom in the new country into which they had come
and there institute similar lodges.

At first the brethren may have met together for the purpose of
preserving their Masonic recollections and of renewing the pleasures
of their Masonic re-unions at home. Such appears to have been
the case with the brethren referred to by Bro. Moore, who met in
Philadelphia in 1715. As the Speculative Grand Lodge was not
organized in London until two years afterward, these Masons must
have come out of the old Operative lodges.

At first, these Masons may have been content to meet together
without proceeding to make initiations. But there was no law to
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prevent their doing so, and I see no reason why they should not
have proceeded to secure the prosperity of the Institution by anin-
crease of its numbers.

Hence, I think that lodges must have been in existence in the
colonies long before the granting of a Deputation to Coxe. There
are no records now extant of the meetings of any such lodges, but
as I have already said, this was not to be expected, and the fact
that no such records can now be found, is not the slightest evidence
that they never existed.

Certainly we know from authentic testimony, which has already
been cited, that such a lodge was in existence and in operation in
Philadelphia in 1730, and we know not how many years before,
which applied to Daniel Coxe, when his Deputation as Provincial
Grand Master arrived, and received from him authority to continue
their labors as a regular lodge.

If this occurred in Pennsylvania, why should not the like have
occurred in other colonies? Why should not there have been
lodges thus voluntarily formed, in Massachusetts before the Depu-
tation of Price, in South Carolina before that of Hammerton, or in
Georgia before that of Lacy ?

To say that there are no records of any such lodges is no
answer to the question. The early records of Freemasonry, every-
where, have been too poorly kept and too illy preserved to author-
ize us to found any argument on their absence. Horace wisely
tells us that many heroes perished before Agamemnon, unwept and
unsung, because there was no poet to record their deeds.

The conclusion to which I arrive by this course of reasoning is,
then, that Freemasonry was introduced into the colonies of North
America at a very early period in the 18th century, by means of
officers of the parent government, or emigrants intending to be
future permanent residents.

These Freemasons soon established lodges in various places,
which they worked without the sanction of Warrants, and under the
regulation which existed in England at the time when they left it.
At this period Warrants were unknown and lodges met whenever
and wherever a competent number of brethren thought proper to
establish one.

It was in this way that the love of Freemasonry was preserved

in these distant regions, and when at length the new system of
78 '
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warranting lodges which had been inaugurated in 1717 by the four
old Lodges in London began to be understood and Deputations
for Provincial Grand Lodges and Provincial Grand Masterships be-
gan to be sent over from the parent country, these primitive, unwar-
ranted lodges ceased to exist and their members took out Warrants
which regularized them.

They had performed their mission. They had introduced Free-
masonry into America. They had fostered it, with the best of their
feeble means. They had planted the seed, and the nursing of the
plant and the gathering of the crop they were willing should be left
to those who came after them.

The new system brought by the various Deputations from Eng-
land resulted in the introduction of the regulations which had been
adopted by the English Grand Lodge. Provincial Grand Lodges
were organized and no lodge was instituted except under the sanc-
tion of a Warrant.

From this time Freemasonry in the colonies begins to be
purely historical, and in that light its early history is now to be
considered.




" CHAPTER XLVII

THE EARLY GRAND LODGE WARRANTS

‘_&‘_y“v‘ what has been said in the immediately pre-
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ceding chapter it appears that we may divide
the narrative of the introduction of Freemasonry
71| into the Colonies of North America into two
distinct eras, which, in imitation of the archzol-
ogists, we might almost call the pre-historic and
the post-historic eras of American Speculative
Freemasonry. The pre-historic era embraces that period of time
which is included between the first immigration of settlers from
Britain into the colonies and the granting of the first Deputation
for a Provincial Grand Lodge. More strictly, it would be confined
to the first thirty years of the 18th century.

Freemasonry was not, I think, in a condition, before the opening
of the 18th century, to inspire its disciples with an enthusiasm which
would lead to the propagation of the Order and the establishment
of lodges in a new country.

Under the slow but persevering efforts of Speculative members
of the Operative lodges, Freemasonry was gradually assuming a
new character. The old Operative element was beginning to die
off. It finally “gave up the ghost” about the year 1723, when the
purely Speculative became not only the predominating but actually
the sole element of the Institution.

It was while this transition was going on that many Freemasons,
who were initiated under the old system before 1717, and under the
new one after that date, emigrated into the American Colonies and
carried with them their attachment for the Institution which they
had acquired at home.

If any lodges were established before 1717, the act must have
been a spontaneous one under the usage, which is described by Pres-
ton, by which a competent number of Masons were permitted to
assemble for Masonic work without the sanction of a Warrant of
1235
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Constitution, a thing which was unknown to the Craft until after
the adoption of a special regulation in 1717.
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