in contradiction to what may be justly considered by
some as fitting to be classed as a reflection of a “natural” quality of law; nonetheless, the fact persists, that
the very notions of usury, which is the intrinsically incompetent, British system of economic lawfulness, and
the existence of the actual British form of imperialist
practices of a so-called “commonwealth” system, are
intrinsically violations of anything which qualifies as a
natural sort, or legislated sort of alleged “common law.”
That law which is coherent with the notion of an empire,
one either by name or implication, deserves little respect excepting the desire for a peaceful correction of
errors of principle, where such matters may be important in respect to consequences.
These distinctions which I have just presented here,
are not to be treated as a debatable proposition when kept
within the kinds of limits which I have presented above.
Oligarchical law, or any practices which are, in effect,
tantamount to oligarchical principles, are, like the practice of chattel slavery and its offshoots, typical of an inherently unlawful expression of inhuman bestiality.

The American Tradition of
Natural Law
Cotton Mather:
“Government is called, the ordinance of God . . .
it should vigorously pursue those noble and blessed
ends for which it is ordained: the good of mankind.”
—“Bonifacius, An Essay Upon the Good,”
1710.
Alexander Hamilton:
“The sacred rights of mankind are not to be rummaged for among old parchments or musty records.
They are written, as with a sunbeam, in the whole
volume of human nature, by the Hand of the Divinity
itself, and can never be erased or obscured by mortal
power.”
“The Farmer Refuted,” 1775.

June 3, 2011

EIR

The rule of law, insofar as it does not intrude on a
coherent body of truly universal principle, is obviously
permitted as it is also necessary, if the method by, and
principles upon which it is crafted, is fair law: up to a
certain point. Otherwise, the principles of national and
subordinate law must be coherent with the principles of
both the defense and improvement of a form of law
consistent with the implications of a general form of
constitutional principle, as the notion of such a principle is typified by such as the Preamble of our Federal
U.S. Constitution.
Also, we must be critical of the manner in which
the term “individual freedom” is often misused.
Indeed, the trend in changes of the implicit principles
of law, is in the direction of violation of even simple
decency.
The issue of law in such matters as that, is not that of
some abstract principle of “freedom,” intended as
merely a notion of “license.” The issue of “freedom” is
properly defined for human law, not as the “liberty”
among lower forms of individual life, but, rather, by the

Benjamin Franklin:
“Tyranny is so generally established in the rest of
the world that the prospect of an asylum in America
for those who love liberty gives general joy, and our
cause is esteemed the cause of all mankind. . . . We
are fighting for the dignity and happiness of human
nature. Glorious it is for the Americans to be called
by Providence to this post of honor.”
Abraham Lincoln:
“The Declaration of Independence was formed by
the representatives of American liberty from 13 states
of the Confederacy. These communities, by their representatives in Old Independence Hall, said to the
whole world of men, ‘We hold these truths to be selfevident, that all men are created equal, that they are
endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable
rights, and that among these are life, liberty, and the
pursuit of happiness.’ This was their majestic interpretation of the economy of the universe. This was their
lofty, and wise, and noble understanding of the justice
of the Creator to His creatures. Yes, gentlemen, to all
His creatures, to the whole great family of man.”
—August 17, 1858
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