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the Iaws of Ixag1ad wére the ICing'u laws, and that it wus con-
Mquently an inmparable prerogative of the. Crown to dispense
vith penal laws ina particular eau&s There was no law, h. said,
whl 3h might net b. disp.nmed with by the supreme Iaw-glver:
(State Trials, XI., pp. 1165-1280). Tihe unadvised assertion of
this princîple madie, in the worda c>f Mr. HaUlam, "the ce-exist-
ence of an hereditary line claiming a sovereign prerogative para-
mount to the. liberties they had vouchaafed to eoncede incom-
patible with the aeeurity and probable duration of these liberties.
Tis incompatibility is the true basil of the Revolution of 1688"

(allam's Constitutional Ristory, III., p. 63).
The Revolution of 1688, althoughdt substituted a statutory
Kigfor a monarch who clairned to reign by an indefeïasihie right

ato posa rrgtvsprion etelbrisand pri vi.

"The word 'prerogative,' " he writes, "is of a peculiar im-
purt and scarceiy understood by those who corne f rom the studies
of political philosophy. We cannot defIne it by any theory of
ezecutive funetions. Ail these may be compr'-hended in it, but
aloo a great deal more. It is best, penhaps, understood by its de-
rivation, and has been said to be that law in the case of the King,
whieb is law in no0 case of the subject. . . . It is said, cern-
monly enougli, that ail prerogatives are given for the subjects'
good. I n),ust confess that no part of this assertion corresponds
with iny view of the subjeet. It neither appears to me that these
prerogutives were ever given nor that they necessarily redound
te the subjects' good. Prerogative, in its old sense, nxight be
deflned as an advantage obtained by the Crown over the subject
in cases where their interesa camne into competition by reason
of its greater strength. They sprang from. the. nature of the
Norman goverument, m hich ratier resembied a serambie of wild
beasta, where the strongent takes the best share, than a system


