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a fovercignty over the Colonies, ^e ccrtainl/ has a

right, at Icaft, to regulate our commerce ; and cfpe-

cially to regulate the importation of !uch articles of

mere luxury, as we can choofe whether we will be

concerned with, or not, with but little inconvenience

to Qurfelves. Now the prefent duty on tea is exactly

fuch a regulation.

•

V ; You allow that this duty is a thing that is but trifl-

ing in itfclf i but then you conceit that you ought to

oppofe it, becaufe it is 2i precedent^ which hereafter

may be ufcd to your di fadvantage. I am forry to fee

that men can be fo eafily deluded by fuch fophiftry.

Can you imagine that Parliament will not do what-

ever they think right to be done by them, without

waiting for Precedents ? Yet precedents ot their own
for regulating the trade of the Colonies, are not

wanting. Every reign, fincc the fettlement of the

Colonies has produced them ; in confequence of which
you are daily paying duties that, in every viev/, are

as liable to exception, as the duty on tea. From
hence it is evident, that you yourtelves have no incli-

nation to be governed by precedents, whatever regard

the Parliament m?iy be fuppofed to have for them. ;*>

As to the argument that, " If Parliament has a
" right to take from us one penny, without our con-
" fcnt, it has a right to ftrip us of our whole pro-

perty ;" altho' fo great a man as Mr. Locke was the

father of it, it appears to me to be weak and fophif-

tical. A right to do what is reafonable, implies not

a right to do what is unreafonable. A father may-

have a right over his fon, lb far as to fend him on an
errand, or upon any reafonable fervicv^ without hay-

ing fuch an abfolute authority as can oblige him to

throw himfelf down a precipice, or to hang himfelf.

In like manner, cafes may happen, in which it; would
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