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Austin, aise, in bie work on Jurisprudence, already mentioned, and
referring te Pufendorf and ethers of bis school, says :

IlThey have confounded. positive international moraiity or the miles
which actually obtain amengst civilized nations in their mutual inter-
course, with their owD vague conceptions8 of international morality as it
ought te be, with that indeterminate somnething which tbey eCau the law
of nature. Professor von Martens of Gottingen is actually the first of the
writers on the iaw of nations, who hss seized this distinction with a fim
grasp; the firet who bas distinguished th3e miles which eugbt te 13e received
in the intercourse of nations, or, which would 13e received if they con-
formed te an aasumed standard of whatever kind, from thoSe which are
50 received, endeavored te colleet from the practice of civilized commnuni-
ties what are the ruies actnially recognized and geted upon by them and
gave te theise miles the naine of positive international law."1

Finally Woolsey, speaking of this clam of writers, says they commit the
fauit of failing te distinguish sufficiently between natural justice and the
law of natiors, of spinning the web of a systen out of their own brain ais
if they were the legisiators ofthe worid, and of neglecting te inform ns
what the world actually holda the law te be by which nations regulate
their conduct. So;much for the law of nature.

What are we te say of the appeal te the law of morality ?
It cannot 13e afirmed that there is a universally accepted standard of

morality. Then what is te 3e, the standard? The standard of what
nation? The standard of what nation and in what age ?

Human society is progressive-progressive let us hope, te a higher, a
purer, a more unselflsh ethical standard. The Mosaic law enjoined the
principle of an eye for an eye, a tooth for a tooth. The Christian law
enjoins that we love our ene mies, and that we do good te these who bate
us. But more. Nations although progressing, let us believe, in the sense
which 1 have indicated, do net progress pari pasau One instance occurs
te me pertinent te the subject in band.

Take the case of privateering. The United States is te-day the oniy
great power which, bas net given its adhesien te the principle of the De(-
laratien of Paris of 1856, for the abolition of privateering. The other
great nations of the earth have denounce(l privateering as immoral, and
as the cover and the fruitfui occasion of piracy. I ara net at ail cencerned
te diseuse, in this connection, whether the United States W'ere right or
were wreng. It would net 13e pertinent te the point; but it is just te add
that the assenting powers had net scrupied te resort te privateering in
pust times, and aise that the United States declared their willingness te
abandon the practice if more complets imnunity Of private property in
time of war were escured.

Nom do nations, even when they are agmeed on the inhumanity and in-
momality of given practices, straightway proceed te cendemn them as
international crimes. Take as an example of this, the slave trade. it is
net tee much te say that tbe civilized powers are abreast of eue anether
in condemnation of the tmaffic in htufan beings as an unclean tbing-
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