
 
AN ELUCIDATORY COMMENTARY ON THE LAWS AND STATUTES 

OF ENGLAND,  
 

AS TO THEIR COGNITION OF, BY HUMAN UNDERSTANDING,  
 

THEIR INTEROPERABILITY THROUGH USE THEREOF,   
 

EGREGIOUSLY REMOVING HUMAN NATURAL RIGHTS BY SIMPLY 
 

LYING 
 
 

KNOWLEDGE IS NOT POWER 
 

KNOWLEDGE USED GENERATES POWER 
 

POWER WITHOUT CONTROL LEADS TO CHAOS 
 

KNOWLEDGE SHOULD BE USED WISELY 
 
 
 

I DEDICATE THIS WORK TO 
 

JOHN HARRIS, 
 

NOW DECEASED,  
 

WHO GAVE ME THE LAST PIECE OF THE JIGSAW, WITH EVIDENCE, 
SO I AM ABLE TO PUT THIS ALL TOGETHER AND SHARE THIS 
WITH EVERYONE. LINKS TO HIM, AND A CANADIAN JUDGE FOR 
VERIFICATION, AND OTHERS, FOLLOW. 

 
 
 
 



THE RESEARCH STARTED WITH A RIGHT TO TRAVEL IN MY PRIVATE CAR, 
WITHOUT LET OR HINDRANCE, OR INTERFERENCE FROM THE STATE. I 

KNEW THIS WAS AN INALIENABLE RIGHT, BUT HIDDEN. I DID NOT KNOW 
HOW DEEP THE RABBIT HOLE WENT; 

 
IT’S DEEP. 

 
I FOUND MORE THAN I BARGAINED FOR. 

 

I DO NOT LIKE BEING LIED TO. 
 

THE FOLLOWING IS AN AD–HOCK COMPILATION OF THREE SHORT 
COMMENTARIES, TRUTH, TRUTH ENCUMBERED, TRUTH OPERATING 

WITHIN STATUTE, COMPILED INTO ONE DOCUMENT, FROM YEARS OF 
COGNISING HUMAN BEHAVIOUR; AS SUCH, REPETITION MAY OCCUR. 

 
 

I ACKNOWLEDGE ALL WHO HAVE PROFFERED INFORMATION TO THE NET 
AND THE USE HEREWITH, ALONG WITH MY KNOWLEDGE; 

THOUGH I MAY STAND CORRECTED. 
 

AN ADDENDUM OF THE TREATY OF MAGNA CARTA, 1215, FROM THE 
MAGNA CARTA SOCIETY WITH COMMENTARIES, THE DECLARATION OF 

RIGHTS, 1688,  AND THE BILL OF RIGHTS, 1689 (SEALED) WITH 
COMMENTARIES, ARE ATTACHED. 

 
THE FOLLOWING LINKS EVIDENCE THE STATED KNOWLEDGE WITHIN 

AND AT THE END, OTHER USEFUL LINKS. 
 

POLICE UNABLE TO CHARGE MAN FOR DRIVING WITHOUT TAX, 
INSURANCE, MOT, FAILURE TO PROVIDE BREATH SPECIMEN 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TWmcZ3l1l0o     PART ONE 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZX2tfVbE-Us      PART TWO 

 
 

John Harris 
Home page – http://www.tpuc.org/
It’s All An Illusion Full Video – https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Gx554FssWTY
5 Part Video Better Quality – https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=V0IM7Hobd_k

 
 

Judge Anna von Reitz 
Radio Interview Common Law – https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SwFgTULHkHs

 
 

MEET YOUR STRAWMAN – EXCEPTIONAL – http://www.yourstrawman.com
 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TWmcZ3l1l0o
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZX2tfVbE-Us
http://www.tpuc.org/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Gx554FssWTY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=V0IM7Hobd_k
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SwFgTULHkHs
http://www.yourstrawman.com/


It was Henry Ford who said in substance this:  
 

'It is perhaps well enough that the people of the nation do not know or understand our banking 
and monetary system, for if they did I believe there would be a revolution before tomorrow 
morning'. 

 
This was published in the 19 April 1938 Social Justice on page 10 where it is attributed to "Representative Charles G. 
Binderup of Nebraska" 
 
"The modern banking system manufactures money out of nothing. The process is perhaps the most 
astounding piece of sleight of hand that was ever invented. Banking was conceived in inequity and 
born in sin . Bankers own the earth. Take it away from them but leave them the power to create 
money, and with a flick of a pen, they will create enough money to buy it back again . Take this 
great power away from them and all great fortunes like mine will disappear, for then this would be a 
better and happier world to live in . But if you want to continue to be the slaves of bankers and pay 
the cost of your own slavery, then let bankers continue to create money and control credit." 
 
Sir Josiah Stamp, president of the Bank of England and the second richest man in Britain in the 1920's, speaking at 
the University of Texas in 1927. 
 
"I am afraid the ordinary citizen will not like to be told that the banks can, and do, create and destroy 
money." 
 
Rt. Hon. Reginald McKenna, former Chancellor of the Exchequer and Chairman of the Midland Bank (now part of 
HSBC) in Great Britain, addressing a meeting of shareholders on 25th January 1924 (quoted in the 1964 edition of 
"Promise To Pay" by R. McNair Wilson). 
 
"When a bank lends it creates money out of nothing."  
 
From "Trade, Depression and the Way Out" by R. G. Hawtrey, one time Assistant Under-Secretary to the Treasury 
(USA).  
 
"The essence of the contemporary monetary system is the creation of money out of nothing, by 
private banks' often foolish lending." 
 
A shock statement from Martin Wolf, Chief Economics Editor of the London Financial Times, dated 9th November 
2010. 
 

 
FROM THE IMF AA 2016, The IMF is Immune from Judicial Process from any country, 
immune from search, requisition, confiscation, expropriation, or any other form of seizure by 
executive or legislative action, all property and assets of the Fund shall be free from 
restrictions, regulations, controls, and moratoria of any nature; all officers and employees immune 
from legal process with respect to acts performed by them in their official capacity; immunity from 

immigration restrictions, the Fund, its assets, property, income immune from all taxation, all employees 
immune from Tax. SEE PAGES 27, 28. ALL DIRECT WEB LINKS ARE BLOCKED FROM DOCUMENTS, 
SEARCH GOOGLE ‘IMF A A’. 
 
SO, THE UK GIVES USD $1,300,000,000 PER YEAR, AND NO ONE CAN CHECK THE BOOKS FOR FRAUD 
OR THEFT, OR PROSECUTE ANYONE FOR ANY WRONG DOING AS NO ONE OR ANYTHING CAN BE 
SEARCHED OR CHECKED – AND NO ONE PAYS TAX, NOT EVEN THE DIRECTORS. 
 
BILLIONS ARE MISSING AND NOT ACCOUNTED FOR, SO THE ACCOUNTANTS WILL NOT SIGN OFF 
THE ACCOUNTS. NO ONE IS ACCOUNTABLE – FRAUD IS THE ORDER OF THE DAY. 
 

WHY SHOULD I PAY TAX AND BE FORCED TO LIVE IN THIS TYPE OF WORLD? 





  
 
 





 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



TRUTH 
 
 
A FINE IS A TAX FOR DOING WRONG A TAX IS A FINE FOR DOING WELL 
 
STATUTE – FROM LATIN – STATUTUM, NEUTER, PAST PARTICIPLE OF STATUERE, MEANING ‘SET 
UP’ – FROM STATUS, MEANING ‘STANDING’ THEY ARE RULES AS DEFINED IN O.E.D. 
 
STATUTE HAS THE FORCE OF LAW – BUT IS NOT LAW 
 
ANARCHISM – FROM GREEK, ANARCHOS MEANING ‘WITHOUT A CHIEF’ (AN – WITHOUT + ARKHOS 
CHIEF, RULER) 
 
Anarchism stands for liberation of the human mind from the dominion of religion; the liberation of the human body 
from the dominion of property; liberation from shackles and restraint of government. It stands for social order based 
on the free grouping of individuals. 
 
It [...] maintains that God, the State, and society are non-existent, that their promises are null and void, since they can 
be fulfilled only through man's subordination. 
 
SIR JOHN FORTESCUE 
 
Sir John Fortescue was Chief Justice of the King's Bench from 1442. He sided with Henry VI in the Wars of the 
Roses and when Henry was defeated and deposed, Sir John fled abroad. 
 
While in exile in France, Sir John Fortescue wrote De laudibus legum Angliae and The Governance of England, a 
work that compared English and French society and government. 
 
Fortescue asserted that the English form of government - because it was a "regimen politicum et regale" (i.e. a 
constitutional monarchy) - was superior to foreign forms of monarchy such as the French. Because taxation and 
legislation required the people's consent in England, the whole population was free and prosperous. People were 
motivated to defend the country from foreign foes and to take civic responsibilities, like jury service, seriously. 
Jurors, being prosperous free farmers, could not easily be bribed. In France, by contrast, the jury system would not 
work, because the downtrodden French peasantry could easily be bribed or overawed by wealthy lords.) 
 
In both cases one of the chief advantages secured by the change of dynasty was that the royal authority was placed  
upon a proper footing, and seen to rest upon the consent of the nation. Richard 11, like James 11, had imbibed an  
entirely baseless view of English monarchy. T h e assertion that he had declared the laws to be in his own mouth  and  
breast, is an exaggeration of his enemies: but if true, such language is no worse than James 11's prattle about ' his 
sovereign authority, prerogative royal, and absolute power, which all his subjects were to obey without reserve.' By 
the change of dynasty, theories of this kind were got rid of. Whether from choice or from  necessity, the  Lancastrians 
always professed to rule as constitutional kings. 
 
The key-note of the Lancastrian policy,' says Dr. Stubbs, 'was struck by Archbishop Arundel in Henry IV's first  
Parliament, when he declared that Henry would appeal to be governed, not by his own "singular opinion, but by 
common advice, counsel, and consent."' For the tendering of this 'common advice, counsel, and consent,' there were  
during this period three organs: 1. T h e Privy Council; Privy 2. T h e Great Council; 3. T h e Parliament. 
 
The origin of the former kind of monarchy he traces to conquest ; that of the latter to the consent and election of a 
body of men desiring to form themselves into a state. Thus in a constitutional monarchy the royal power is derived 
from The people. 
 
Thomas Hedley Speech in Parliament 28 June 1610 
 
“for the parliament hath his power and authority from the common law, and not the common law from the parliament. 
And therefore the common law is of more force and strength than the parliament … The parliament may find some 
defects in the common law and amend them (for what is perfect under the sun?) yet the wisest parliament that ever 
was could never have made such an excellent law as the common law is” 



AB INITIO – FROM THE BEGINNING 
 
Sir Edward Coke stated – 
 

“It appears in our books that in many cases the Common Law will control Acts of parliament and sometimes 
adjudge them to be utterly void, for when an Act of Parliament is against common right or reason, or repugnant or 
impossible to be performed, the Common Law will control it and adjudge such Act to be void”. 
 
OXFORD DICTIONARY OF LAW 5TH EDITION 
 
NATURAL LAW 
 
The permanent underlying basis of all law. The philosophers of ancient Greece, where the idea of natural law 
originated, considered that there was a kind of perfect justice given to man by nature and that man's laws should  
conform to this as closely as possible. Theories of natural law have been an important part of jurisprudence  
throughout legal history. Natural law is distinguished from positive law, which is the body of law imposed by the  
state. Natural law is both anterior and superior to positive law. 
 
NATURAL LIFE 
 
The period of a person's existence considered as continuing until terminated by physical dissolution or death 
occurring in the course of nature; used in contradistinction to that juristic and artificial  conception of life as an 
aggregate of legal rights or the possession of a legal personality, which could be terminated  by "civil, death,"(q. v.), 
that is, that extinction of personality which resulted from entering a monastery or being  attainted of treason or felony. 
 
JURISTIC PERSON (ARTIFICIAL PERSON) 
 
An entity, such as a *corporation, that is recognized as having legal personality, i.e.  it is capable of enjoying and 
being subject to legal rights and duties. It is contrasted with a human being, who is  referred to as a natural person. 
 
AGENT PROVOCATEUR 
 
 A person who actively entices, encourages, or persuades someone to commit a crime that would not otherwise have  
been committed for the purpose of securing his conviction (see ENTRAPMENT). In such a case the agent 
provocateur will be regarded as an accomplice in any offence that the accused commits as a result of this  
intervention. 
 
Contract n. A legally binding agreement. Agreement arises as a result of *offer and *acceptance, but a number of 
other  requirements must be satisfied for an agreement to be legally binding. 
 

(1) There must be *consideration (unless the contract is by deed). 
(2) The parties must have an intention to create legal relations. This requirement usually operates to prevent a 

purely domestic or social agreement  from constituting a contract (see  also HONOUR CLAUSE).  
(3) The parties must have *capacity to contract. 
(4) The agreement must comply with any formal legal requirements. In general, no particular formality is 

required for the creation of a valid contract. It may  be oral, written, partly oral and partly written, or even 
implied from conduct. Certain transactions are, however, valid  only if effected by deed (e.g. transfers of 
shares in British ships) or in writing (e.g. promissory notes,  contracts for  the sale of interests in land, and 
guarantees that can at law only be enforced if evidenced in writing). 

(5) The  agreement must be legal (see ILLEGAL CONTRACT). 
(6) The agreement must not be rendered void either by some common-law or statutory rule or by some inherent 
defect, such as operative mistake (see VOID  CONTRACT).   
 
Certain contracts, though valid, may be liable to be set aside by one of the parties on such 
grounds as misrepresentation or the exercise of undue influence (see VOIDABLE CONTRACT).  

 
 
 



FRAUD n. 
 
A false representation by means of a statement or conduct made knowingly or recklessly in order to 
gain a material advantage.  
 
If the fraud results in injury to the deceived party, he may claim damages for the tort of *deceit. A contract obtained 
by fraud is voidable on the grounds of fraudulent *misrepresentation. See also CONSTRUCTIVE  FRAUD. In 
relation to crime, see CHEAT; CONSPIRACY; CYBERCRIME; DEFRAUDING; DISHONESTY;  FALSE 
PRETENCE. 
 
AGENT n.  
 
1. A person appointed by another (the principal) to act on his behalf, often to negotiate a contract between  the 
principal and a third party. If an agent discloses his principal's name (or at least the existence of a principal) to the  
third party with whom he is dealing, the agent himself is not normally entitled to the benefit of, or be liable on, the  
contract. An undisclosed principal is one whose existence is not revealed by the agent to a third party; he may still be  
entitled to the benefit of, and be liable on, the contract, but in such cases the agent is also entitled and liable.  
However, an undisclosed principal may not be entitled to the benefit of a contract if the agency is inconsistent with  
the terms of the contract or if the third party shows that he wished to contract with the agent personally. A general  
agent is one who has authority to act for his principal in all his business of a particular kind, or who acts for the  
principal in the course of his (the agent's) usual business or profession. A special agent is authorized to act only for a 
special purpose that is not in the ordinary course of the agent's business or profession. The principal of a general  
agent is bound by acts of the agent that are incidental to the ordinary conduct of the agent's business or the effective 
performance of his duties, even if the principal has imposed limitations on the agent's authority. But in the case of a  
special agent, the principal is not bound by acts that are not within the authority conferred. In either case, the  
principal may ratify an unauthorized contract. An agent for the sale of goods sometimes agrees to protect his principal  
against the risk of the buyer's insolvency. He does this by undertaking liability for the unjustifiable failure of the  
third-party buyer to pay the price of the goods. Such an agent is called a del credere agent. See also COMMERCIAL  
AGENT; MERCANTILE AGENT. 
 
REPRESENTATION  (mass noun) 
 
1. The state of being represented, e.g. by an elected representative in the House of Commons (see  also 
PARLIAMENT), by a defending counsel in court, or by an agent acting on behalf of his principal.  
 
 
 

My Summation 
 
 
Statutes are, by definition, a contractual assignment of rights, bi-directionally, all things being equal.  
 
So in Cheall v Association of Professional Executive Clerical and Computer Staff [1983] 2 AC 180 at 191, [1983] 1 
All ER 1130 at 1136, HL, as per Lord Diplock: 'Freedom of association can only be mutual; there can be no right of 
an individual to associate with other individuals who are not willing to associate with him.' – we see this stated ‘a 
lawful and legal statement’. 
 
Common Law is Natural Law, God’s Law, and custom, and is anterior to, and superior to, Statute; Statute being a set 
of rules for the governance of whomsoever so contracts. A Statute is an Act of Parliament, derived from legislation, 
and is not an Act of Law. Statutes have the force of Law, but are not Law; concomitant to this is Common Law 
written into Statutes for justice applicability. Statutes only give summary judgement. 
 
When stating “I do not wish to contract with you” to any Statutorily authorised ‘person’  –  policeman, judge, 
magistrate, council, etc, there cannot be an adhesion, a contractual bond. As entities of the same standing can only 
contract with each other, the certificated person (Birth Certificate), being represented by an agent (the living entity of 
flesh and blood, a human) who states “I do not wish to contract with you”, removes that ‘entity’ from the process 
(equation), leaving only the ‘flesh and blood’ entity, together with the official ‘entity’ (known as a ‘person’, and the 
agent of the official entity, who is flesh and blood. By definition, these two entities are unequal, one being real, the 



other, imaginary (as Statutorily created), and not lawful or legal for contracting, to create legal relations. The 
governance of a flesh and blood human cannot come into existence by the reason of Statute, but only by another flesh 
and blood entity, if so contracted, lawfully. 
 
As all Statutorily created bodies are corporations, and as corporations are companies which can only contract, there 
must be, by definition, an agreement. No agreement, no contract.  
 
 
 
BIRTH CERTIFICATES ARE FRAUDULENTLY USED TO TRICK HUMANS INTO BELIEVING IT IS THEM 
– WHEN PAYING TAX, BILLS, LICENCES AND ALL STATUTORILY CREATED LEVIES. 
 
AS ALL COMMERCE IN THIS STATUTORILY CREATED FICTIONAL WORLD CAN ONLY BE ACTIONED 
THROUGH CONTRACT WITH OTHER STATUTORILY CREATED FICTIONAL ENTITIES, AND AS ONLY 
ENTITIES OF THE SAME STANDING CAN CONTRACT WITH EACH OTHER, BY DEFINITION, FLESH 
AND BLOOD HUMAN BEINGS CANNOT CONTRACT WITH A FICTIONAL LEGAL ENTITY. HUMAN 
BEINGS CANNOT BE LEGALLY AND OR LAWFULLY DEFINED FOR DEFINED LEGAL PURPOSES, AS 
THIS CONSTITUTES USURPATION OF GOD. 
 
THEREFORE, SENDING A FLESH AND BLOOD HUMAN BEING TO PRISON FOR STATUTORILY 
CREATED LEVIES, IS, BY DEFINITION, A CRIMINAL OFFENCE, AS HE/SHE IS DUPED INTO BELIEVING 
IT IS THEY WHO OWE THESE LEVIES. 
 
A CORPORATION IS A LARGE COMPANY, AND THERE IS NO STATUTORILY CREATED RIGHT FOR 
CORPORATIONS TO OBTAIN PECUNIARY ADVANTAGE THROUGH TAX. 
 
 
 
CORPORATION 
 
 
A corporation is a legal entity, organized under state laws, whose investors purchase shares of stock as evidence of 
ownership in it. 
 
The ownership is represented by the number of share certificates held by a person, and this makes the transfer of 
ownership very easy. 
 
A public company has registered its shares for sale with the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC), and may 
also have listed its shares on an exchange, where they can be traded by the general public. The requirements of the 
SEC and the stock exchanges are rigorous, so comparatively few corporations are publicly-held. 
 
Establishing a corporation is a complex process and requires registration with the central regulatory authority and 
listing on a stock exchange which required fulfilment of certain requirements related to the amount of capital, number 
of directors, etc.  
 
 
 
Normally corporations have a large number of shareholders; they delegate the governance function to a body of 
persons called board of directors. The board of directors hires management to look after the day to day affairs of the 
corporation. The management is an agent and the owners are principal. It is quite possible that the 
management may act to further their own interests rather than the interest of the owners of the corporation. When this 
happens it is called an agency problem as the executive have abrogated their duty. 

 
In case of corporations there is double taxation. First of all the corporate income is taxed at a flat rate and then the 
dividends paid to the shareholders is taxed 
 
I DID NOT AGREE TO FUND A COMPANY THROUGH MY TAXES. 



CHANGING DEFINITIONS IN LEGALESE IS FRAUD AND EXTORTION, AS THIS :- 
 
 

1. CHANGES THE CONTRACT –  STATUTES 
2. OBFUSCATES ORIGINAL MEANING –  DECEIVES 
3. PROCURES PECUNIARY ADVANTAGES THROUGH DECEPTION – FRAUD AND EXTORTION 

 
 
FRAUD AND EXTORTION ARE BOTH UNLAWFUL AND ILLEGAL, AND BY DEFINITION ARE 
INDICTABLE OFFENCES IN LAW AND THROUGH STATUTE. 
 
THERE IS NO LAW WHICH STATES A HUMAN HAS TO PAY, DO, GIVE OR IN ANY WAY, INTERACT 
WITH THE STATE.  
 
A HUMAN BEING HAS NOT KNOWINGLY AGREED TO REPRESENT THE JURISTIC PERSON (OF THE 
SAME NAME AS THE HUMAN), THE FICTITIOUS LEGAL ENTITY, IN ANY CONTRACTUAL 
AGREEMENT, OR BY ACTING AS ITS AGENT. 
 
 
AGENT PROVOCATEUR (recap) 
 
A PERSON EMPLOYED TO INDUCE OTHERS TO BREAK THE LAW OR CONTRAVENE STATUTE SO 
THAT THEY CAN BE CONVICTED WITH PECUNIARY PENALTIES AND LIBERTY RESTRICTIONS.  
 
ALL HUMANS WHO KNOW OF THIS FRAUD AND EXTORTION, ARE GUILTY OF A MOST HEINOUS   
CRIME. 
 
 

WHEN PEOPLE AND THE STATE ABNEGATE THEIR RESPONSIBILITIES, 
DUTIES AND HUMAN SENSITIVITY OF WHAT IS RIGHT, ONLY A 

DOWNWARD SPIRAL WILL ENSUE, WITH TOTAL CONTROL OVER LIFE. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



TRUTH ENCUMBERED 
 

Vigilantibus Et Non Dormientibus Jura Subveniunt. 
 

The law assists those that are vigilant with their rights, and not those that sleep 
thereupon. 

 
 
 
 

IF NOT HIDDEN  
 
 
 
 
 CHOICE
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LIVE – WORK  UNDER 
STATUTORY LAW 

LIVE – WORK 
UNDER COMMON 

LAW 
DICTAT

COMMON LAW IS A DERIVATIVE OF 
NATURAL LAW AND CUSTOM.  

 
CUSTOM IS A TRADITIONAL AND 

ACCEPTED WAY OF BEHAVING, BOTH 
SOCIETALLY  AND MERCANTILEY. STATUTE – AN ACT OF PARLIAMENT. A 

DOCUMENT THAT SETS OUT LEGAL 
RULES, HAVING BEEN PASSED BY BOTH 

HOUSES OF PARLIAMENT IN THE FORM OF 
A BILL, AND SIGNED BY EITHER 

ELIZABETH WINDSOR OR ROYAL 
COMMISSIONERS, ENABLING RIGHTS AND 

OR DUTIES BI-DIRECTIONALLY TO 
PERSONS AND STATE – 

 
 MERCANTILE RELATES TO TRADE 

AND COMMERCE AMONGST MANKIND.
 

NATURAL LAW IS DIVINE, AND IS 
BOTH  ANTERIOR AND SUPERIOR TO 

POSITIVE LAW. (O.E.D. 5th Edition) 
 THE LEGAL FICTIONS –  POSITIVE LAW IS DERIVED AND 

IMPOSED BY THE STATE. THE STATE IS 
DERIVED FROM MANKIND. 

AND HUMAN BEINGS, LIVING ENTITIES. 

A LEGAL FICTION IS 
CREATED BY MAN 



 PERSON – A FICTITIOUS LEGAL 
ENTITY, THE JURISTIC AND 

ARTIFICIAL CONCEPT OF LIFE, 
CREATED BY A BIRTH CERTIFICATE 
OR BY A DOCUMENT ISSUED BY THE 

REGISTRAR OF COMPANIES, 
INCORPORATING A COMPANY. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 BIRTH CERTIFICATE – FOR THE 

CREATION OF A BIRTH CERTIFICATE, 
ONLY LEGAL PERSONS MAY CREATE A 
NEW PERSONS LEGAL PERSONALITY. 
THIS IS DONE BY THE DECLARATION 

ON THE REGISTER. 

 
 
 
 
 
  
  
 DECLARATION STATES –  
  
 DECLARATION from a MAN or WOMAN to 

prove a MAN or WOMAN was PRESENT to 
REPRESENT the PERSON needed to create 
the new PERSONS LEGAL PERSONALITY

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LEGAL STANDING – ONLY 
ENTITIES OF THE SAME LEGAL 

STANDING MAY INTERACT, 
COMMUNICATE OR CONTRACT. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 CONTRACTS HAVE TO BE IN

KIND – BE OF EQUAL VALUE  
 
 
 
 A HUMAN BEING CANNOT HEAR 

OR SEE A LEGAL FICTION.  
  
 A LEGAL FICTION CANNOT 

HEAR OR SEE A HUMAN BEING.  
 
 
 
 

LEGAL FICTIONS CAN ONLY 
CONTRACT. 

 
 

  
A CONTRACT CAN ONLY BE 

ACTIONED OR PROCESSED THROUGH 
FACILITATION BY ACTIONS OF A 

HUMAN BEING. 

 
 
 
 
 



 
A HUMAN BEING MAY LOVE, HAS A SOUL, 

MAY ENGAGE IN PRIVATE CONTRACTS, 
AND IS THE RESULT OF ITS CREATOR – 

GOD 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

NO HUMAN BEINGS – NO STATUTES – STATUTES 
ONLY EXIST BY HUMAN THINKING – NATURAL 

LAW IS INTUITIVE AND INSTINCTIVE – STATUTE 
HAS TO BE INVENTED –  IS NOT NATURAL.

 
 
 
 

COGNITION OF OBSERVANCE 
 
 

LEGAL MEANS WRITTEN RULES. 
 
 
ALL STATUTORILY CREATED ENTITIES ARE FICTITIOUS, AS IS THE STATE, SO CREATED BY 
LEGISLATIVE STATUTE, AS CREATED BY MAN. 
 
ALL HUMAN BEINGS, (BEING LIVING FLESH AND BLOOD), HAVE BEEN TOLD THEY ARE THE 
PERSON (NATURAL PERSON) RESPONSIBLE, WHEN CONTRACTING IN COMMERCE, SIMPLE 
SHOPPING, PROCURING LICENCES, PAYING TAXES, AND ALL ANCILLARY PECUNIARY 
ADVANTAGES/LEVIES (TAX), WHO HAS TO PAY.  
 
THIS IS NOT TRUE. THE FICTITIOUS LEGAL ENTITY, THE JURISTIC AND ARTIFICIAL CONCEPT AND 
CONSTRUCT OF LEGAL PERSONALITY SO CREATED BY THE BIRTH CERTIFICATE, IS THE 
OBLIGATOR. A HUMAN BEING – A NATURAL PERSON, CANNOT BE SO OBLIGATED. 
 
ONLY THE JURISTIC PERSON, SO CREATED, CAN BE ASSIGNED OR GIVEN ANYTHING BY STATUTE, 
SUCH AS RIGHTS, DUTIES AND OBLIGATIONS. 
 
A HUMAN BEING CANNOT BE ASSIGNED OR GIVEN ANYTHING BY STATUTE, AS THIS IS A LEGAL 
FICTION, WHICH BY DEFINITION CANNOT COMMUNICATE WITH A LIVING ENTITY – A HUMAN 
BEING. 
 
THE OBFUSCATION OF THIS CONTRIVED CONTROL OF HUMAN BEINGS, THROUGH THE CREATION 
OF FICTIONAL ENTITIES, (JURISTIC PERSONS OF THE HUMAN NAME – THE BIRTH CERTIFICATE), 
WHERE STATE, JUDICIARY, GOVERNMENT, COUNCIL, POLICE AND ALL OTHER LEGAL ENTITIES 
PERTAINING TO GOVERNMENT/STATE’S BUSINESS, PROCURE A PECUNIARY ADVANTAGE OVER 
NATURAL PERSONS THROUGH THIS PROCESS, IS FRAUD, AND BY EXTENSION, EXTORTION.  
 
ALL STATE, JUDICIARY, GOVERNMENT, COUNCIL, POLICE AND OTHER LEGAL ENTITIES OF 
BUSINESS ARE CORPORATIONS – COMPANIES – WHICH MAY ONLY CONTRACT. 
 
ALL CONTRACTS HAVE TO BE IN KIND - SO ONLY A CORPORATION CAN CONTRACT WITH A 
CORPORATION – THE ONLY WAY A CORPORATION CAN CONTRACT WITH YOU (HUMAN BEING), IS 
THROUGH ANOTHER CORPORATION, THIS IS WHY THEY HAVE GRATUITOUSLY SET UP THESE 
CORPORATE PERSONAS FOR YOU, FOR YOUR BENEFIT, SO YOU CAN CONTRACT WITH THEM, 
USING YOU (HUMAN BEING) AS AGENT OF THE LEGAL FICTION. 



 
AN INCORPORATED BUSINESS LIMITS LIABILITY BY INDEMNITY – BUT – WHY SHOULD ANY 
PUBLIC OFFICE HAVE PROTECTION AND INDEMNITY IF ITS CONTRARY TO THE PUBLIC GOOD? IS 
THIS A CRIMINAL INTENT , AS INTENT TO DO RIGHT IS NOT A CRIME, BUT INTENT TO DO WRONG 
IS A CRIME, THEREFORE INDEMNITY CAN ONLY BE FOR ACTIONING WRONG. 
 
THE POLICE ARE PRIMARILY TASKED WITH PRESERVING THE PEACE AND PROPERTY RIGHTS OF  
PEOPLE, AND ENFORCE THE ORGANIC PUBLIC LAW, KNOWN AS COMMON LAW, A CONCOMITANT 
OF NATURAL LAW, GOD’S LAW, AND TRADE, WHICH IS THE FOUNDATION OF A SOCIETY WHICH 
AGREES TO LIVE BY THESE LAWS. 
 
WHEN A PUBLIC OFFICE IS INCORPORATED, IT BECOMES A PRIVATE CORPORATE OFFICE, IT IS RE-
TASKED TO ENFORCE ALL STATUTES, CODES AND REGULATIONS OF THE CORPORATE 
GOVERNMENT ENTITY. THEREFORE POLICE HAVE CHANGED FROM BEING A PEACE KEEPER ON 
LAND TO A CODE ENFORCER. TWO DIFFERENT FOCUS AREAS, ONE PRIVATE, ONE PUBLIC. 
 
A GOVERNMENT SHOULD BE PUBLIC, NOT PRIVATE, AND A CORPORATION IS OWNED AND 
OPERATED BY INTERNATIONAL BANKING CARTELS, WHERE PROFIT IS PRIORITY – NOT PUBLIC 
BETTERMENT.  
 
THE BIRTH CERTIFICATE IS CREATED AND COPY RIGHTED TO CREATE PERSONAS, BONDED AND 
CAPITALISED AND TRADED. A CORPORATE FICTIONAL ENTITY, THEN USED BY THE STATE FOR 
PECUNIARY ADVANTAGE WITHOUT OUR KNOWLEDGE OR CONSENT, AND IS, BY DEFINITION, 
FRAUD AND EXTORTION. 
 
WHEN ALL COURTS ARE INCORPORATED, THEY BECOME ADMIRALTY COURTS OF SEA. 
 
THE SITUATION IS THEY HAVE MIS – CHARACTERISED OUR POLITICAL STATUS SO MOST OF THE 
LEGAL PROBLEMS ARE POLITICAL STANDARDS PROBLEMS BUT THEY APPEAR TO BE LEGAL 
ISSUES BECAUSE WE ARE BEING SUB – SCRIBED INTO A FOREIGN LEGAL JURISDICTION, BUT WE 
ARE BEING SUB – SCRIBED INTO THAT FOREIGN LEGAL JURISDICTION BECAUSE OUR POLITICAL 
STATUS IS MIS – CHARACTERISED AND MIS – REPRESENTED TO THE PUBLIC.  
 
COMMERCE IS WHAT GOES ON BETWEEN CORPORATIONS – TRADE IS WHAT GOES ON BETWEEN 
PEOPLE 
 
SO WHEN GOING TO COURT YOU ARE THERE AS A MAN OR WOMAN, NOT AS A CORPORATION.  
 
DEMAND TO SEE ANY CONTRACT THEY HAVE, THAT OBLIGATES YOU TO ACT AS ANY FORM OF 
CORPORATE VESSEL OR ENTITY CONTROLLED BY THEM – ASK TO SEE THE CONTRACT – THEY 
WILL NOT HAVE ONE – THEY HAVE YOUR PARENTS SIGNATURE, THE CREATION OF THE BIRTH 
CERTIFICATE – THE CORPORATE JURISTIC PERSONA MADE WHEN YOU WERE A BABY, AND SHE/HE 
DOES NOT HAVE ANY CONTROL OVER YOU AS AN ADULT, AND ANYTHING YOUR PARENTS DID 
ENDED WHEN YOU BECOME OF AGE – THEY DO NOT HAVE A CONTRACT OBLIGATING YOU TO 
CONTINUE TO BE A WARD OF THE STATE OR A WARD OF COURT. IF YOU PUSH TO DEMAND TO SEE 
THE CONTRACT – THEY WILL  BE UNABLE TO DO THIS -  AND ALL CONTRACTS HAVE TO BE IN 
KIND – THAT IS – OF EQUAL STANDING – DEMAND TO SEE ANY CONTRACT THEY HAVE 
OBLIGATING YOU TO ACT AS ANY FORM OF CORPORATE VESSEL OR ENTITY CONTROLLED BY 
THEM  
 
AS ALL CONTRACTS HAVE TO BE IN KIND – OF THE SAME LEGAL STANDING, ONLY A 
CORPORATION CAN CONTRACT WITH A CORPORATION – A HUMAN WITH A HUMAN. THE ONLY 
WAY A CORPORATION CAN CONTRACT WITH YOU (HUMAN) IS THROUGH ANOTHER 
CORPORATION, THIS IS WHY THEY HAVE INTRODUCED A BIRTH CERTIFICATE TO CREATE A 
CORPORATE PERSONA, A LEGAL FICTION, SO THESE CORPORATE PERSONAS CAN CONTRACT 
WITH OTHER CORPORATE PERSONS, SUCH AS BANKS COUNCILS POLICE OR OTHER CORPORATE 
PERSONS  LIKE YOU. 
 



BUT IF YOU ARE STANDING THERE, FLAT FOOTED, AS A LIVING HUMAN BEING, IN THEIR 
COURTROOM, AND YOU TURN TO THEM AND SAY “YOU’RE ACTING IN A CORPORATE OFFICE AND 
ARE A CORPORATION, I AM A LIVING MAN/WOMAN – WE CAN’T HEAR EACH OTHER”  
 
A FACT OVERCOMES FRAUD WITH THE POWER OF SIMPLICITY 
 
 
RESULTANT ACTIONS 
 
THEY HAVE TO DISMISS – AS YOU ARE THERE, FACING THEM AS A LIVING HUMAN BEING IN THEIR 
COURTROOM AND THEY CANNOT SAY ANYTHING TO YOU, AS A FICTION CANNOT TELL A HUMAN 
WHAT TO DO, JUST AS A HUMAN CANNOT TELL A HUMAN WHAT TO DO – AS ALL HUMANS ARE 
EQUAL. 
 
 
 
YOU CAN ALSO ENTER INTO THE COURT RECORD IN HAND WRITTEN WRITING WITH A THUMB 
PRINT TO GET THE SAME EFFECT. 
 
 
AS A SIDE NOTE – FOR BIRTH CERTIFICATE DECLARATION  
 
 
BIRTH CERTIFICATE DECLARATION from a MAN or WOMAN to prove a MAN or WOMAN was PRESENT  
to REPRESENT the PERSON. 
 
 
THIS CREATES THE LEGAL FICTIONAL PERSONA OF THE FICTIONAL CORPORATE ‘BODY 
CORPORATE – A FICTIONAL PERSON. 
 
 
 

COURTS 
 
 
ANY COURT WITHOUT A JURY PRESENT IS AN ADMINISTRATIVE COURT. 
 
All Administrative Courts are UNLAWFUL “Actions which overthrow and subvert the laws and Constitution of the 
Kingdom and which would lead to the destruction of the Constitution are unlawful”. The case of R V Thistlewood 
(1820) established that “To destroy the Constitution of the country is an act of treason”. 
 
Halsbury’s Administrative Law 2011 Halsbury’s 4th Edition of Law 2011 confirms that administrative law is 
(nothing more than) an arrangement between the Executive and the Judiciary. And that the Law is absolutely clear on 
this subject. There is NO authority for administrative courts in this country, and NO Act could be passed to legitimise 
them. Lord Diplock stated … (its recorded in HALSBURYS) “All administrative courts are illegal and can never be 
legislated into existence”, performing administrative acts on behalf of the executive is incompatible with the terms of 
the Oath, which Judges take when they are created under Section 2 of the Promissory Oaths Act 1868, which every 
Judge must take. A breach of that Oath is perjury. To add: ‘Administrative Law’ (so called) forms no part of ‘the laws 
and usages of the realm’ – Which Judges swear to the Sovereign to uphold via Promissory Oath that binds them to a 
specific course of conduct – otherwise they cannot be said to perform their judicial duties impartially. 
 
This was confirmed by Lord Denning during the debates on the European Communities Amendment Bill, HL Deb 08 
October 1986 vol 480 cc246-95 246 at 250: 
 
  “There is our judicial system deriving from the Crown as the source and fountain of justice. No court can be 
set up in England, no court can exist in England, except by the authority of the Queen and Parliament. That has been 
so ever since the Bill of Rights.” OR THE DECLARATION OF RIGHTS OF 1688 



ACTIONABLE ACTIONS OF A HUMAN BEING OR CORPORATE 
PERSONA 

 
 
OXFORD DICTIONARY OF LAW 5TH EDITION 
 
 
Fraud n. 
 
A false representation by means of a statement or conduct made knowingly or recklessly in order to 
gain a material  advantage.  
 
If the fraud results in injury to the deceived party, he may claim damages for the tort of *deceit. A contract obtained 
by fraud is voidable on the grounds of fraudulent *misrepresentation. See also CONSTRUCTIVE  FRAUD. In 
relation to crime, see CHEAT; CONSPIRACY; CYBERCRIME; DEFRAUDING; DISHONESTY;  FALSE 
PRETENCE. 
 
 
SO IF A BIRTH CERTIFICATE IS CREATED AND NOT FULLY DISCLOSED AS TO ITS SIGNIFICANCE, 
THEN THIS IS UNLAWFUL BEHAVIOUR, AND ACTS SO ATTACHED TO THIS ENTITY ARE ILLEGAL, 
AS EVIDENCED BELOW –  
 
 
Halsbury's Laws of England/ADMINISTRATIVE LAW (VOLUME 1(1) (2001 REISSUE))/2. ADMINISTRATIVE 
POWERS/(3) PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS/24. In general. 
 
(3) PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
 
24. In general. 
 
One of the grounds upon which actions may be reviewed in administrative law is that of procedural impropriety 
 

1. The impropriety may consist either of the failure to follow a procedure expressly provided for by a statute or 
by some other instrument having the force of law 

 
2. or of a breach of natural justice 

 
3. or it may arise out of the failure to satisfy a legitimate expectation 

 
 
1 Council of Civil Service Unions v Minister for the Civil Service [1985] AC 374 at 411, [1984] 3 All ER 935 at 951, 
HL, per Lord Diplock. As to procedural impropriety see para 59 post. 
 
2 In which case, the question may arise as to whether the requirement not complied with was mandatory or directory. 
See eg London & Clydeside Estates Ltd v Aberdeen District Council [1979] 3 All ER 876 at 882, [1980] 1 WLR 182 
at 188, HL, per Lord Hailsham of St Marylebone; O'Reilly v Mackman [1983] 2 AC 237 at 275-276, [1982] 3 All ER 
1124 at 1126-1127, HL, per Lord Diplock; R v Governor of Canterbury Prison, ex p Craig [1991] 2 QB 195 at 204, 
[1990] 2 All ER 645 at 658, DC, per Watkins LJ; R v North West Thames Regional Health Authority, ex p Daniels 
(Rhys Williams) [1994] COD 44, (1993) 19 BMLR 67, DC; Wang v IRC [1994] 1 WLR 1286, PC. Where the proper 
performance of one act is a condition precedent to the performance of other acts or the taking of a decision, and the 
first act is invalid, all subsequent actions depending upon or flowing from it will likewise be ultra vires and invalid: 
see eg R v Brent London Borough Council, ex p Gunning (1985) 84 LGR 168 at 176, 186 per Hodgson J; R v 
Manchester City Magistrates' Court, ex p Davies [1989] QB 631, [1989] 1 All ER 90, CA; and see R v Secretary of 
State for the Environment, ex p Birmingham City Council (1984) 83 LGR 79 (procedural irregularity by local 
authority before laying proposals before minister; minister could not validly approve proposals even if it could not be 
said that he knew or ought to have known of the irregularity). See further para 91 post. 
 



3 See paras 95-96 post. 
 
4 See para 92 post. 
 
 
 
24 In general 
 
NOTE 2--See Sharma v Registrar to the Integrity Commission[2007] UKPC 42, [2007] 1 WLR 2849. 
 
 
 
 
FURTHER TO THIS IS CASE LAW OF –  
 
R v Donovan [1934] 2 KB 498 at 507, [1934] All ER Rep 207 at 210. In delivering the judgement of the Court of 
Criminal Appeal Swift J, said:- 

“If an act is unlawful in the sense of being in itself a criminal act, it is plain that it 
cannot be rendered lawful because the person to whose detriment it is done consents to 
it. No person can license another to commit a crime.” 

Justice Swift is telling us that, driving without government documents such as licences, MOT’s etc., cannot be ‘of 
itself criminal’, as the government licences these acts and therefore they cannot be criminal. 
This is still a leading case, as can be seen from this document which can be found on The House of Lords’ website: 
 
 
 
 
REGARDING A RIGHT OF PASSAGE 
 
Ex parte Lewis (1888) 21 Q.B.D. 191 Wills J. said in regard to public right of passage:- 

“The only ‘dedication’ in the legal sense that we are aware of is that of a public right of passage, of 
which the legal description is a ‘right for all Her Majesty’s subjects at all seasons of the year freely 
and at their will to pass and re-pass without let or hindrance.’ ” 

 
 
LORD IRVINE ON COMMONPLACE ACTIONS 
 
 
DPP v. Jones and Another [1999] Lord Irvine LC 

“The law should not make unlawful what is commonplace and well accepted.” 

Lord Irvine makes the point that, one day you were a farmer with a shotgun, the next you’re a criminal because you 
don’t have a license for it. (a license has been required since 1962). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Archbold: Criminal Pleading, Evidence and Practice 

 

Mens rea in the law of contempt is wholly the creature of the common law and  must be 
proved to the standard of criminal proof namely, beyond reasonable doubt 

 
Quoted passages from the section dealing with "OFFENCES AGAINST PUBLIC JUSTICE - E. CONTEMPT AT 
COMMON LAW". These quotations are not taken out of context, but quoted with additional highlighting 
(underlining): 
 
Sir John Donaldson M.R.: "Mens rea in the law of contempt was something of a minefield. The reason was that it 
was wholly the creature of the common law and had developed on a case by case basis". 
In Dean v. Dean [1987] F.L.R. 517, C.A. (Civ. Div.), the court said that: "Contempt of court, whether civil or 
criminal, is a common law misdemeanour and it had long been recognised that proceedings for contempt were 
criminal or quasi-criminal in nature and that the case against the alleged contemnor must be proved to the 
standard of criminal proof namely, beyond reasonable doubt" 
 
Until Att-Gen v. Newspaper Publishing plc and others [1988] Ch. 333, C.A. (Civ. Div.), there was widespread 
acceptance of the classification of contempts as being either civil or criminal. Civil contempt consisted of 
disobedience to an order of the court in circumstances where the disobedience is principally a matter that 
affects the parties to the case. Sir John Donaldson (again) later pointed out that the classification was not 
really relevant, since contempts have to be proved to criminal standards anyway. 
Buckley J. held that "No contempt had been committed because the case was to be tried by a Judge sitting alone, 
who would be unaffected" 
 
At common law, a contempt of court is an act or omission calculated to interfere with the due administration 
of justice: Att-Gen v. Butterworth Islands, re a special reference from [1893] A.C 138. There is no impediment 
to a court making a finding of contempt, when it is appropriate to do so, not against the Crown directly but 
against a government department or a minister of the Crown in his official capacity: M. v. Home Office and 
another [1993] 3 All E.R. 537, H.L 
 
 
Lord Diplock in Att-Gen v. Times Newspapers Ltd. [1974], ante, outlines the various ways which the due 
administration of justice might be prejudiced:  

"The due administration of justice requires first that all citizens should have 
unhindered access to the constitutionally established courts of criminal or civil 
jurisdiction for the determination of disputes as their legal rights and liabilities; 
secondly, that they should be able to rely upon obtaining in the courts the arbitrament 
of a tribunal which is free from bias against any party and whose decision will be 
based upon those facts only that have been proved in evidence adduced before it in 
accordance with the procedure adopted in courts of law; and thirdly that, once the 
dispute has been submitted to a court of law, they should be able to rely upon there 
being no usurpation by any other person of the function of the court to decide 
according to law. Conduct which is calculated to prejudice any of these requirements 
or to undermine public confidence that they will be observed is contempt of court" 

Thus, airily waving away the legitimate concerns of a Litigant-in-Person, whose Common Sense has been used to 
make reasonable statements and ask reasonable questions and requests, must be deemed to be - at the very least 
prima facie - Contempt of Court, by virtue of undermining public confidence. 

 
 



Halsbury's Laws of England are regarded as the overall authority on England’s Laws. 

Under "STATUTES (VOLUME 44(1) (REISSUE))/1. NATURE OF PRIMARY LEGISLATION/(2) DEFINITION 
AND CLASSIFICATION/(iii) Particular Types of Act/A. CONSTITUTIONAL, TREATY AND FINANCIAL 
ACTS/1221. Constitutional Acts", we see: 

(iii) Particular Types of Act  

A. CONSTITUTIONAL, TREATY AND FINANCIAL ACTS  

1221.  Constitutional Acts.  

The British Constitution is said to be 'unwritten'. This only means that, unlike most countries, the United Kingdom 
does not possess a single comprehensive constitution and much of its constitutional principle is embodied in the 
common law. There are nevertheless a number of historic statutes regarded as embodying and setting forth the state's 
constitutional principles1. Any modern Act which amends or adds to these may also be regarded as a constitutional 
Act2. The main significance of classing an Act as a constitutional Act lies in the nature of the interpretative criteria 
which then apply to it. In particular, the rights the Act confers, having the quality of constitutional rights, will be 
regarded by the courts as fundamental and not to be displaced except by clear words3. 
 
 

1 See eg Magna Carta (1215); the Bill of Rights (1689); the Act of Settlement (1700); the Septennial Act 
1715.  

2  See eg the Parliament Acts 1911 and 1949; the Crown Proceedings Act 1947; the Representation of 
the People Acts 1949 to 1983; the House of Commons Disqualification Acts 1957 and 1975; the 
Crown Estate Act 1961; and the Supreme Court Act 1981.  

3 See PARA 1299 text and note 5 post. 
 

NOTE 2--Supreme Court Act 1981 now cited as Senior Courts Act 1981: Constitutional Reform Act 
2005 Sch 11 para 1 (in force on 1 October 2009: SI 2009/1604). 

 
The Constitution derives from the Magna Carta 1215 - and also the Bill of Rights (1689); the Act of Settlement 
(1700); the Septennial Act 1715.- as well as Parliament Acts 1911 and 1949; the Crown Proceedings Act 1947; the 
Representation of the People Acts 1949 to 1983; the House of Commons Disqualification Acts 1957 and 1975; the 
Crown Estate Act 1961; and the Supreme Court Act 1981. 
 
As Lord Halsbury was a very interesting man and I’ll finish by quoting a piece from that excellent (though 
expensive!) work that bears his name:- 
 
 “It is a constitutional principle that the assent of the Queen & Parliament is prerequisite to the establishment of a 
Court which can operate a system of administrative law in Her Majesty’s Courts in England. This was confirmed by 
Lord Denning during the debates on the European Communities Amendment Bill, HL Deb 08 October 1986 vol 480 
cc246-95 246 at 250: “There is our judicial system deriving from the Crown as the source and fountain of justice. No 
court can be set up in England, no court can exist in England, except by the authority of the Queen and Parliament. 
That has been so ever since the Bill of Rights”. 
 
So, performing administrative acts on behalf of the executive is incompatible with the terms of the Oath, which 
Judges take when they are created under Section 2 of the Promissory Oaths Act 1868, which every Judge must take. 
A breach of that Oath is perjury. 
 
If the argument is that Common Law has no basis in administrative law proceedings (and therefore is irrelevant), it 
should be noted that administrative law has not been sanctioned by Parliament. 
 
 
 
IT FOLLOWS THE FOLLOWING MAY BE USED 
 



Statement of Offence: 
Administering an unlawful Oath, contrary to Section 13 of the Statutory Declarations Act 1835. 
 
Particulars of Offence: 
……………………………(+) being a Judge/Magistrate (-) for the county of ………………………..(+) on the 
………… day of ………………………. unlawfully administered an Oath to ………………………………………… 
(+) in a manner which the said Judge/Magistrate (-) had no jurisdiction, namely: 
The Judge/Magistrate (-) has sworn an Oath to well and truly serve our Sovereign Lady Queen Elizabeth the Second 
in the Office of Judge/Magistrate (-), and to do right by all manner of people after the laws and usages of this realm, 
without fear or favor, affectation or ill-will. 
 
The aforesaid Oath does not authorize any Judge/Magistrate (-) in the Common Law Jurisdiction of England and 
Wales to adjudicate any Hearing in which the matter is to be decided in any way other than by a Jury. Furthermore, in 
the Hearing in question there was no Injured Party, no corpus delecti, and no Defendant. Therefore the Common Law 
Oath under which the Judge/Magistrate (-) claimed authority is unlawful and constitutes an offence contrary to 
Section 13 of the Statutory Declarations Act 1835. The fact that the Judge/Magistrate (-) sat is considered to be prima 
facie evidence of the offence.  
 
(“-“ = delete as applicable; “+” = insert name, as applicable) 
 
 
Freedom of Association 
 
In  Cheall v Association of Professional Executive Clerical and Computer Staff [1983] 2 AC 180 at 191, [1983] 1 All 
ER 1130 at 1136, HL, per Lord Diplock:  
 

'Freedom of association can only be mutual; there can be no right of an individual to associate with other 
individuals who are not willing to associate with him.' 
 
 
Regina v Felixstowe 
 
When the judge won’t tell you his name or the court won’t tell you the magistrates name. 
 
‘The Anonymous JP’.” ‘Regina v Felixstowe’ 
 
“The Court is required to provide this information to the parties in the case, and any others having an interest in the 
case (i.e. witnesses etc.) by virtue of the judgement in the case ‘Regina v Felixstowe’ justices ex parte Leigh and 
another, Queens bench division c 1984/5. Held by Lord Justice Watson that :- There is a right to know who sits in 
judgement, and denial of that right is unlawful, unwarranted and inimical to the proper administration of justice, 
further that there is no such person known to Law as ‘the anonymous JP’.” 
 
SO, THERE YOU HAVE IT, EVIDENCE, BUT REMEMBER, THIS IS ALL UNVERIFIED BY YOU, THE 
READER, SO YOU CAN ONLY ASSUME THIS INFORMATION TO BE TRUE. TO KNOW, YOU MAY READ 
FOR YOURSELF THE ACTS AND LAWS OF THE REALM, READ DICTIONARIES OF LAW (LEGALESE), 
DICTIONARIES OF ENGLISH (RECOMMEND O.E.D. 20 VOLUMES + 3 ADDENDA), WATCH VIDEOS AND 
LISTEN TO THE RADIO. 
 
 
AND FINALLY ….. 
 
Halsbury’s Laws of England, which cost £11,135.00, Halsbury's Statutes of England and Wales, 
which cost £10,539.00, and Halsbury's Statutory Instruments, which cost £4,107.00, are the required 
reading to know Law and Statute, as ignorance of the Law is no excuse: a total of £25,781.00 is 
required to know, AS OF 29TH OCTOBER, 2016. 
 



TRUTH, OPERATING WITHIN STATUTE, WHY A HUMAN IS NOT 
LEGALLY REQUIRED TO PROCURE A LICENCE FOR PERSONAL 

USE – AND WHERE THIS LEADS 
 
FIRSTLY, I APOLOGISE FOR THE VERBOSITY OF THIS COMMENTARY, AS I’VE ADDED PROOF AND 
EVIDENCE AS I’VE GONE ALONG, KNOWING IRREFUTABLE KNOWLEDGE IS REQUIRED.  
 
I RESPECTFULLY ACKNOWLEDGE ALL WHO HAVE CONTRIBUTED TO THIS KNOWLEDGE BASE, 
AND I CONFIRM THE AUTHENTICITY OF THE FOLLOWING AT THE TIME OF COMPILATION OF THIS 
COMMENTARY – HOWEVER – THE FOLLOWING SHOULD BE TAKEN AS A GUIDE, AS NEW LAWS 
AND NEW LEGISLATION ARE CREATED ALMOST DAILY – NOTWITHSTANDING AN ENGLISHMAN’S 
FREEDOM AND RIGHTS, WHICH ARE IN PERPETUITY. 
 
AT THE END IS A LINK TO A MAN WHO WAS ARRESTED AND CHARGED FOR DRIVING WITHOUT 
TAX, MOT, DRIVING LICENCE,  INSURANCE AND FAILURE TO PROVIDE A SPECIMEN. AT THE PRE-
TRIAL MAGISTRATES COURT, HE DID NOT PLEAD. ON THE DAY OF HIS TRIAL, THE CPS ISSUED A 
NOTICE OF DISCONTINUANCE, AND A NOTICE TO JUSTICE CHIEF EXECUTIVE UNDER SECTION 23 
OF THE PROSECUTIONS OFFENCE 1985. THE CASE WAS CLOSED. NATURALLY HE CLAIMED COSTS. 
 
 
What is DRIVER? 
 
One employed in conducting a coach, carriage, wagon, or other vehicle, with horses, mules, or other animals, or a 
bicycle, tricycle, or motor car, though not a street railroad car. See Davis v. Petrinovich, 112 Ala. 654, 21 South. 344, 
36 L. R. A.615; Gen. St. Conn. 1902, 
 
Law Dictionary: What is DRIVER? definition of DRIVER (Black's Law Dictionary) 

DRIVER. One employed in conducting a coach, carriage, wagon, or other vehicle, with horses, mules, or other 
animals. 

2. Frequent accidents occur in consequence of the neglect or want of skill of drivers of public stage coaches, for 
which the employers are responsible. 

3. The law requires that a driver should possess reasonable skill and be of good habits for the journey; if, therefore, he 
is not acquainted with the road he undertakes to drive; 3 Bingh. Rep. 314, 321; drives with reins so loose that he 
cannot govern his horses; 2 Esp. R. 533; does not give notice of any serious danger on the road; 1 Camp. R. 67; takes 
the wrong side of the road; 4 Esp. R. 273; incautiously comes in collision with another carriage; 1 Stark. R. 423; 1 
Campb. R. 167; or does not exercise a sound and reasonable discretion in travelling on the road, to avoid dangers and 
difficulties, and any accident happens by which any passenger is injured, both the driver and his employers will be 
responsible. 2 Stark. R. 37; 3 Engl. C. L. Rep. 233; 2 Esp. R. 533; 11. Mass. 57; 6 T. R. 659; 1 East, R. 106; 4 B. & 
A. 590; 6 Eng. C. L. R. 528; 2 Mc Lean, R. 157. Vide Common carriers Negligence; Quasi Offence. 

 
Rakkāb, Hebrew Strong's #7395, is used 3 times in the Old Testament. It is translated driver of his chariot (1), 
horseman (1), chariot man (1). It is translated as “driver of his chariot” in the following verse:  

1 Kings 22:34 - And a certain man drew a bow at a venture, and smote the king of Israel between the 
joints of the harness: wherefore he said unto the driver of his chariot, Turn thine hand, and carry me 
out of the host; for I am wounded. 

Nāgaś, Hebrew Strong's #5065, is used 23 times in the Old Testament. It is translated as oppressor (7), taskmasters 
(5), exact (4), distressed (2), oppressed (2), driver (1), exactors (1), taxes (1). It is translated as “driver” in the 
following verse:  

Job 39:7 - He scorneth the multitude of the city, neither regardeth he the crying of the driver. 



Webster’s Dictionary, 1828  

DRIVE, verb transitive preterit tense Drove, [formerly drave; participle passive Driven, G.] 

1. To impel or urge forward by force; to force; to move by physical force. We drive a nail into wood  
with a hammer; the wind or a current drive a ship on the ocean. 

 
2. To compel or urge forward by other means than absolute physical force, or by means that compel 
the will; as, to drive cattle to market. A smoke drives company from the room. A man may be drive by 
the necessities of the times, to abandon his country. DRIVE thy business; let not thy business drive 
thee. 

2. To chase; to hunt. To drive the deer with hound and horn. 

 
4. To impel a team of horses or oxen to move forward, and to direct their course; hence, to guide or 
regulate the course of the carriage drawn by them. We say, to drive a team, or to drive a carriage  
drawn by a team. 

5. To impel to greater speed. 

6. To clear any place by forcing away what is in it. To drive the country, force the swains away. 

7. To force; to compel; in a general sense. 

8. To hurry on inconsiderately; often with on. In this sense it is more generally intransitive. 

9. To distress; to straighten; as desperate men far driven. 

10. To impel by influence of passion. Anger and lust often drive men into gross crimes. 

11. To urge; to press; as, to drive an argument. 

12. To impel by moral influence; to compel; as, the reasoning of his opponent drove him to 
acknowledge his error. 

13. To carry on; to prosecute; to keep in motion; as, to drive a trade; to drive business. 

14. To make light by motion or agitation; as, to drive feathers. His thrice driven bed of down. The 
sense is probably to beat; but I do not recollect this application of the word in America. To drive away, 
to force to remove to a distance; to expel; to dispel; to scatter. To drive off, to compel to remove from  
a place; to expel; to drive to a distance. To drive out, to expel.  

 
DRIVE, verb intransitive  

1. To be forced along; to be impelled; to be moved by any physical force or agent; as, a ship 
drives  before the wind. 

2. To rush and press with violence; as, a storm drives against the house. Fierce Boreas drove against  is  
flying sails. 

3. To pass in a carriage; as, he drove to London. This phrase is elliptical. He drove his horses or  
carriage to London.  

4. To aim at or tend to; to urge towards a point; to make an effort to reach or obtain; as, we know 
the end the author is driving at. 



5. To aim a blow; to strike at with force. Four rogues in buckram let drive at me. 

DRIVE, in all its senses, implies forcible or violent action. It is opposed to lead. To drive a body is to 
move it by applying a force behind; to lead is to cause to move by applying the force before, or 
forward of the body. 

DRIVE, noun Passage in a carriage. 

DRIVER, noun  

1. One who drives; the person or thing that urges or compels any thing else to move. 

2. The person who drives beasts. 

3. The person who drives a carriage; one who conducts a team. 

4. A large sail occasionally set on the mizenyard or gaff, the foot being extended over the stern by a 
boom. 

Bouvier’s Dictionary of the Law, 1856 

 
DRIVER  

1. One employed in conducting a coach, carriage, wagon, or other vehicle, with horses, mules, or other animals. 

2. Frequent accidents occur in consequence of the neglect or want of skill of drivers of public stage coaches, for  
which the employers are responsible. 

3. The law requires that a driver should possess reasonable skill and be of good habits for the journey; if, therefore, he 
is not acquainted with the road he undertakes to drive; 3 Bingh. Rep. 314, 321; drives with reins so loose that he 
cannot govern his horses; 2 Esp. R. 533; does not give notice of any serious danger on the road; 1 Camp. R. 67; takes 
the wrong side of the road; 4 Esp. R. 273; incautiously comes in collision with another carriage; 1 Stark. R. 423; 1 
Campb. R. 167; or does not exercise a sound and reasonable discretion in travelling on the road, to avoid dangers and 
difficulties, and any accident happens by which any passenger is injured, both the driver and his  employers will be 
responsible. 2 Stark. R. 37; 3 Engl. C. L. Rep. 233; 2 Esp. R. 533; 11. Mass. 57; 6 T. R. 659; 1 East, R. 106; 4 B. & 
A. 590; 6 Eng. C. L. R. 528; 2 Mc Lean, R. 157. Vide Common carriers Negligence; Quasi Offence.   

 
Blacks Law Dictionary, 1st edition 1891 

 
 
Black’s Law Dictionary, 2nd Edition, 1910 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
In re Stork, (1914), 167 C. 294. 

“The Motor Vehicle Act (Stats. 1913, p.639) is not unconstitutional…in that it requires professional  
chauffeurs, or drivers of motor vehicles for hire, to pay an annual license tax, but exempts all other 
operators of such vehicles from such tax and regulation.”  

Black’s Law Dictionary, 3rd  Edition, 1933 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Black’s Law Dictionary, 5th Edition, 1979 

Driver 
 
A person actually doing driving, whether employed by owner to drive or driving his own vehicle.  
 
Driver’s License 
 
The certificate or license issued by a state which authorizes a person to operate a motor vehicle. 
Generally, a written and driving examination is required for obtaining such.  
 
Driving 
 
To urge forward under guidance, compel to go in a particular direction, urge onward, and direct the 
course of. 

 
Black’s Law Dictionary, 7th Edition, 1999 

Driver. 
 
1. A person who steers and propels a vehicle. 
 
2. A person who herds animals; a drover. 
 
Driver’s License 
 
The state-issued certificate authorizing a person to operate a motor vehicle.  
 
Driving 
 
The act of directing the course of something, such as an automobile or a herd of animals.  

  



29 CFR § 570.52  

(2) The term driver shall mean any individual who, in the course of employment, drives a motor vehicle at any 
time. 

49 CFR 390.5 - Definitions. Driver means any person who operates any commercial motor vehicle.  

49 CFR Part 386, Appendix A to Part 386 - Penalty Schedule; Violations of Notices and Orders 

(For purposes of this violation, the term ”driver“ means an operator of a commercial motor vehicle, including an 
independent contractor who, while in the course of operating a commercial motor vehicle, is employed or used by 
another person.) 

49 CFR 571.3 - Definitions. Driver means the occupant of a motor vehicle seated immediately behind the steering 
control system. 

49 CFR 382.107 - Definitions. Driver means any person who operates a commercial motor vehicle. This includes, but 
is not limited to: Full time, regularly employed drivers; casual, intermittent or occasional drivers; leased drivers and 
independent owner-operator contractors. 

Driver means any person who operates a commercial motor vehicle. This includes, but is not limited to: Full time, 
regularly employed drivers; casual, intermittent or occasional drivers; leased drivers and independent owner-
operator contractors. 

CLEARLY OBFUSCATION IS PRESENT, ATTEMPTING TO HIDE THE TRUE MEANING OF A DRIVER, 
AND IS TANTAMOUNT TO FRAUD; A DRIVER IS A PERSON, JURISTICALLY SPEAKING, ALSO KNOWN 
AS A BODY CORPORATE, THE LEGAL FICTION OF THE CREATED BIRTH CERTIFICATE, WHO IS 
EMPLOYED TO DRIVE. 
 
A TRAVELLER IS A HUMAN BEING TRAVERSING ACROSS LAND, IN OR ON PRIVATE PROPERTY 
POSSIBLY KNOWN AS A CONVEYANCE, LIKE A HORSE, VEHICLE, OR ON FOOT. 
 
LICENSES WERE REQUIRED BY PERSONS DRIVING COMMERCIAL VEHICLES TO ENSURE SAFETY IN 
OPERATING VEHICLES AS THEY WERE DRIVERS FOR OTHERS, SO HIRED, AND THE EXTRA WEAR 
AND TEAR OF ROAD SURFACES – NOT TO PROCURE PECUNARY ADVANTAGES AGAINST PRIVATE 
PEOPLE USING PRIVATE TRANSPORTATION; SUCH ACTION IS FRAUD, AND BY EXTENTION, 
EXTORTION. 
 
 
RIGHT TO TRAVEL FREELY 
 
Traveller in my convenience – No statute can be written to abridge or restrict a pre existing right unless it is 
SPECIFICALLY mentioned in the Act. As no such specificity exists in any "Motor Vehicle Act", then you can 
reasonably infer that your common law right to travel has not been infringed upon. As a Common Law cannot be 
taken away by, anyway, is it a natural right which statute cannot touch, as Common Law is above statute. 
 
 
A NOTE OF INTEREST AND CONCERN –  
 
THE DRIVING LICENCE IS FOR A FICTITIOUS LEGAL ENTITY, THE JURISTIC PERSON, 
AND THEREFORE CANNOT LEGALLY OR LAWFULLY HAVE THE PHOTOGRAPH OF A 
REAL PERSON, A LIVING ENTITY, A HUMAN BEING, ATTACHED TO IT , IN THE BELIEF 
THIS IS WHO THE FICTITIOUS LEGAL ENTITY OF THE JURISTIC PERSON IS.  
 
THIS IS FRAUD, AS THE TWO ENTITIES CANNOT BOTH BE REAL AND FICTITIOUS AT 
THE SAME TIME. 
 



THE CASE LAW OF WHAT IS LAWFUL 
 
 
Firstly, the case law you need to study (in date order), are these :- 
 
R v Donovan [1934] 2 KB 498 at 507, [1934] All ER Rep 207 at 210. In delivering the judgement of the Court of 
Criminal Appeal Swift J, said:- 

“If an act is unlawful in the sense of being in itself a criminal act, it is plain that it cannot be rendered 
lawful because the person to whose detriment it is done consents to it. No person can license another 
to commit a crime.” 

Justice Swift is telling us that, driving without government documents such as licences, MOT’s etc., cannot be ‘of  
itself criminal’, as the government licences these acts and therefore they cannot be criminal. 
 
This is still a leading case, as can be seen from this document which can be found on The House of Lords’ website: 
 http://www.commonlii.org/in/journals/NLUDLRS/2011/8.pdf
 
 
Ex parte Lewis (1888) 21 Q.B.D. 191 Wills J. said in regard to public right of passage:- 
 
 
“The only ‘dedication’ in the legal sense that we are aware of is that of a public right of passage, of which the legal  
description is a ‘right for all Her Majesty’s subjects at all seasons of the year freely and at their will to pass and re- 
pass without let or hindrance.’ ” 
 
 
This makes the point that you can travel freely and that you can pass without ‘let’ (to hinder or stand in the way of)  
or ‘hindrance’ (obstruction). The phrase ‘without let or hindrance’, meaning, without impediment, something that is 
free to progress. 
 
Read the whole piece in the context of the case at the House of Lords: 
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld199899/ldjudgmt/jd990304/jones01.htm
It’s often interesting to look up some of the other case law cited in a judgement too. 
DPP v. Jones and Another [1999] Lord Irvine LC 

“The law should not make unlawful what is commonplace and well accepted.” 

Lord Irvine makes the point that, one day you were a farmer with a shotgun, the next you’re a criminal because you 
don’t have a license for it. (a license has been required since 1962).  
See http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1968/27
See this UK Parliament (House of Lords) document here for a full transcript of the 
case: http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld199899/ldjudgmt/jd990304/jones01.htm
 
 
 
NATURAL – EXISTING IN OR DERIVED FROM NATURE; NOT MADE OR CAUSED BY HUMANKIND: 
 
Natural law  
 
The permanent underlying basis of all law. The philosophers of ancient Greece, where the idea of natural law  
originated, considered that there was a kind of perfect justice given to man by nature and that man's laws should  
conform to this as closely as possible. Theories of natural law have been an important part of jurisprudence  
throughout legal history. Natural law is distinguished from positive law, which is the body of law imposed by the  
state. Natural law is both anterior and superior to positive law. 
 
 
 

http://www.commonlii.org/in/journals/NLUDLRS/2011/8.pdf
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld199899/ldjudgmt/jd990304/jones01.htm
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1968/27
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/ld199899/ldjudgmt/jd990304/jones01.htm


Oxford Dictionary of Law 5th Edition  
 
Assets pI. n. Physical property and/or rights that have a monetary value and are capable of being those of a *juristic  
person or a natural person (i.e. a human being). They can comprise real assets (real property) and personal assets  
(personal property). In respect of a juristic person, such as a corporation, assets include fixed or capital assets (those  
identified as being held and used on a continuing basis in the business activity, e.g. machinery) and current or  
circulating assets (those not intended to be used on a continuing basis in the business activity but realized in the  
course of trading). In respect of a natural person who is deceased, assets comprise all real and personal property that  
forms part of the deceased's estate and is available for the payment of the deceased's debts and liabilities.  
 
Juristic person (artificial person) An entity, such as a *corporation, that is recognized as having legal personality, i.e.  
it is capable of enjoying and being subject to legal rights and duties. It is contrasted with a human being, who is  
referred to as a natural person.  
 
Artificial person See JURISTIC PERSON. 
 
 

Statutes – see Act of Parliament 
 

Act of Parliament (statute) A document that sets out legal rules and has 
(normally) been passed by both Houses of  *Parliament in the form of a *Bill 

and agreed to by the Crown (see ROYAL ASSENT). 
 

Law and Statutes are separate and distinct as evidenced by the Statutory 
Declarations Act 1835 which states "and for all bodies now by law or statute 

or by any valid usage authorized" 
 

STATUTE – FROM LATIN – STATUTUM, NEUTER, PAST PARTICIPLE 
OF STATUERE, MEANING ‘SET UP’ – FROM STATUS, MEANING 

‘STANDING’ THEY ARE RULES AS DEFINED IN THE O.E.D. 
 

STATUTE HAS THE FORCE OF LAW – BUT IS NOT LAW 
 
 
 
Agent Provocateur  
 
A person who actively entices, encourages, or persuades someone to commit a crime that would not otherwise have  
been committed for the purpose of securing his conviction (see ENTRAPMENT). In such a case the agent 
provocateur will be regarded as an accomplice in any offence that the accused commits as a result of this  
intervention. 
 
 
 

HOW HUMANS USURP GOD 
 
Natural person A human being. Compare JURISTIC PERSON. 
 
NATURAL – EXISTING IN OR DERIVED FROM NATURE; NOT MADE OR CAUSED BY HUMANKIND: 
 



A *juristic person may change its name but may be subject to formal procedure before the change of name takes  
effect; for example, for a company limited by shares, a change of name is possible only on the passing of a special  
resolution of the Company at an extraordinary or annual general meeting.  
 
Corporation (body corporate) n. An entity that has legal personality, i.e. it is capable of enjoying and being subject to  
legal rights and duties (see JURISTIC PERSON) and possesses the capacity of succession. A corporation aggregate  
(e.g. a *company registered under the Companies Acts) consists of a number of members who fluctuate from time to  
time. A corporation sole (e.g. the *Crown) consists of one member only and his or her successors. See also  
INCORPORATION. 
 
 
Natural rights 
 
1. (in *naturallaw) a. Rights conferred on all individuals by the natural law. b. The fundamental rights found in  
civilized nations to which all men are entitled without interference by the state. This concept of natural law was  
particularly popular in the 18th century. It has had great influence in the legal history of the USA, as seen, for  
example, in the Virginian Declaration of Rights: "All men are by nature equally free and independent and have  
certain inherent natural rights of which when they enter a society they cannot by any compact deprive or divest their  
posterity". See also HUMAN RIGHTS.  
 
 
2. (in land law) Rights automatically belonging to a landowner, violation of which constitutes an actionable  
*nuisance. The most obvious and important of these is the landowner's right to enjoy his land in its natural state and  
not to have support for it eroded by the activities of his neighbours (for example through excavation or quarrying  
operations). This right relates to the land rather than to buildings on it, although damages for infringing the natural  
right of support may reflect the damage done to buildings on the land affected by the neighbours' activities. A natural  
right to water may exist if it flows naturally through the landowner's property via a defined channel. Compare 
EASEMENT.  
 
Actus reus [Latin: a guilty act] The essential element of a crime that must be proved to secure a conviction, as  
opposed to the mental state of the accused (see MENS REA). In most cases the actus reus will simply be an act (e.g.  
appropriation of property is the act of theft) accompanied by specified circumstances (e.g. that the property belongs to  
another). Sometimes, however, it may be an *omission to act (e.g. failure to prevent death may be the actus reus of  
manslaughter) or it may include a specified consequence (death resulting within a year being the consequence  
required for the actus reus of murder or manslaughter). In certain cases the actus reus may simply be a state of affairs  
rather than an act (e.g. being unfit to drive through drink or drugs when in charge of a motor vehicle on a road).  actus  
reus non tacit reum nisi mens sit rea [Latin: an act does not make a person guilty of his crime unless his mind be also  
guilty] The maxim that forms the basis for defining the two elements that must be proved before a person can be 
convicted of a crime (see ACTUS REUS; MENS REA). 
 
Consent n. Deliberate or implied affirmation; compliance with a course of proposed action. Consent is essential in a  
number of circumstances. For example, contracts and marriages are invalid unless both parties give their consent.  
Consent must be given freely, without duress or deception, and with sufficient legal competence to give it (see also  
INFORMED CONSENT). In criminal law, issues of consent arise mainly in connection with offences involving  
violence and *dishonesty. For public-policy reasons, a victim's consent to conduct which foreseeably causes him  
bodily harm is no defence to a charge involving an *assault, *wounding, or *homicide; in other cases the defendant  
should be acquitted if the magistrates or jury have a reasonable doubt not only as to whether the victim had consented  
but also as to whether he thought the victim had consented. See also AGE OF CONSENT; BATTERY;  
CONVEYANCE; RAPE 
 
 
Conveyance n.  
 
1. a. A document (other than a will) that transfers an interest in land. To convey a legal estate in land, the conveyance  
must be by deed. b. Transfer of an interest in land by means of this document. See also CONVEYANCING.   
 
2. Any vehicle, vessel, or aircraft manufactured or subsequently adapted to carry one or more people. It is a statutory  
offence (and also an *arrestable offence), punishable by up to six months' imprisonment and a fine, for anyone to take  



a conveyance for his own or someone else's use (albeit temporary) without permission or to drive or be transported in  
a conveyance knowing that it has been taken without authority. See also AGGRAVATED VEHICLE-TAKING;  
INTERFERING WITH VEHICLES. 
 
 
Carrier n. 
 
One who transports persons or goods from one place to another. Carriage IS normally under a contract that may  
affect or limit the duties otherwise imposed by law, but sum contracts may be subject to statutory control. Carriers of  
goods are bailees of the goods consigned. A common carrier is one who publicly undertakes to carry any goods or  
persons for payment on the routes he covers. A common carrier is subject to three ~ommon-Iawduties: (1) he must, if  
he has space, accept any goods of the type he carnes or any person; (2) he must charge only a reasonable rate; and (3)  
he is strictly liable for all loss or damage to goods in the course of transit (but see INHERENT VICE). All other  
carriers are private carriers, and they owe only a duty of reasonable care.  
 
Highway n.  
 
A road or other way over which the public may pass and repass as of right. Highways include *footpaths, *bridle  
ways, *driftways, carriage ways, and cul- de-sacs. Navigable rivers are also highways. A highway is created either  
under statutory powers or by dedication (express or implied) by a landowner and acceptance (by use) by the public.  
Once a highway has been created, it does not cease to be a highway by reason of disuse. Obstructing a highway is a  
public nuisance (see also OBSTRUCTION), and misuse of the public right to pass and repass over a highway is a  
trespass against the owner of the subsoil of the highway. 
 
 
 

WE ARE, THEREFORE, FREE 
 
 
Thomas Hedley 
   
Speech in Parliament ON 28th June 1610. 
 
It is a rule or principle in the common law of England that the king without assent of parliament cannot alter any law, 
no more than he can make a law, cuius est constituere eius est abrogare [it is the legislator who can abrogate]. This 
hath been agreed by all the King's learned counsel, and by one of them it was upon another occasion most worthily 
said, that as there were some principles in divinity which could not be disputed without blasphemy, so there were 
some principles in government that could not be disputed without sedition, whereof he held this to be one. Seeing, 
therefore, the king cannot alter the law, the chief subject or object whereof is property in land and goods, determining 
meum et tuum [mine and thine], for no man hath property in land or goods by the law of nature (terram enim dedit 
filiis hominum [for he gave the earth to the sons of men]) but by the municipal law of that kingdom, wherein he liveth 
or was born. Seeing also in this kingdom of England, the laws of the kingdom are the inheritance not only of the king, 
but also of the subjects, of which the king ought not to disseise them or disinherit them. Therefore it followeth 
consequently and necessarily, that the king cannot alter the property of the lands or goods of any of his free 
subjects without their consent, for that is to disseise or disinherit them of the fruit and benefit of the law, which is all 
one as to disinherit them of the law itself. And this appeareth yet more plainly in the great Charter of the liberties of 
England, that the law is not only to protect us against the absolute power and prerogative of the king in life and 
member, but also in land and goods. 
 
For I do not take Magna Charta to be a new grant or statue, but a restoring or confirming of the ancient laws and 
liberties of the kingdom, which by the Conquest before had been much impeached or obscured. 
… of this I think there is little question, that if the subjects do obtain a grant of their ancient laws and liberties at the 
conqueror's hands, though it be first gotten by force, yet if after at several times and in several ages in time of peace it 
be confirmed by continual consent and oath of king and people and hath so continued and been continually approved 
for many hundred years, then they will be as firm and strong as any human laws whatsoever. 
It is a constitutional principle that the assent of the Queen & Parliament is prerequisite to the establishment of a Court 
which can operate a system of administrative law in Her Majesty’s Courts in England.  



 
This was confirmed by Lord Denning during the debates on the European Communities 
Amendment Bill, HL Deb 08 October 1986 vol 480 cc246-95 246 at 250: 
 
  “There is our judicial system deriving from the 
Crown as the source and fountain of justice. No court can be set up in England, no court 
can exist in England, except by the authority of the Queen and Parliament. That has 
been so ever since the Bill of Rights.”  
 
  OR THE DECLARATION OF RIGHTS OF 1688 
 
 
WE SEE FURTHER FROM THIS –  
 
Magna Carta is a treaty, not an Act of Parliament. As we understand it, Magna Carta, like all treaties, cannot be 
repealed. As a contract or covenant between sovereign and subjects, it can be breached only by one party or the other, 
but even in the breach it still stands. It is a mutual, binding agreement of indefinite duration. Any breach merely has 
the effect of giving the offended party rights of redress. 
 
The present Queen referred to Magna Carta as a peace treaty in a speech in New Zealand in 1997. 
 
So, Magna Carta is an affirmation of common law based on principles of natural justice. These principles - and the  
document itself - pre-date Parliament.  
 
To summarise our understanding of these principles and customs: 
 
*Common law is the will and custom of the people.  
 
*Statute law is the will of parliament. Statute can and does give expression to common law, but that common law  
cannot be disregarded by parliament, nor can it be repealed. It can only be extended - “improved” is the word used,  
but it is open to misuse.  
 
*No Briton, including members of the police and armed forces, is above the law. We are all subjects of the crown  
first.  
*Parliament is made by the law, and is not above it. 
 
*Parliament is answerable to the people, is elected by the people to protect their interests for a maximum of five  
years, after which time power is returned to the people who may grant it to another parliament for a further five years 
- and so on ad infinitum. 
 
(Thus is the sovereignty of the people established over parliament.) 
 
Magna Carta recognised that rights and customs were of equal importance to the people, and both were equally 
protected: 
 
“And the city of London shall have all its ancient liberties and free customs…furthermore, we decree and grant that  
all other cities, boroughs, towns, and ports shall have all their liberties and free customs. 
 
“If anyone has been dispossessed or removed by us, without the legal judgment of his peers, from his lands, castles, 
franchises, or from his right, we will immediately restore them to him; and if a dispute arise over this, then let it be 
decided by the five and twenty barons of whom mention is made below in the clause for securing the peace.” 
 
Thus, Magna Carta recognised the authority of the House of Lords, established its constitutional role, and its 
composition for all time. A quorum is 25 hereditary peers: 



 
“All fines made with us unjustly and against the law of the land, and all amercements, imposed unjustly and against 
the law of the land, shall be entirely remitted, or else it shall be done concerning them according to the decision of the 
five and twenty barons whom mention is made below in the clause for securing the peace, or according to the 
judgment of the majority of the same, …provided always that if any one or more of the aforesaid five and twenty 
barons are in a similar suit, they shall be removed as far as concerns this particular judgment, others being substituted 
in their places after having been selected by the rest of the same five and twenty for this purpose only, and after 
having been sworn.” 
 
Article 61 of Magna Carta - the famous enforcement clause - specifically establishes majority voting, and requires 
four of the quorum of barons to take any grievances or petitions to the monarch, and admonishes the people to rise up 
against the monarch if and when such grievances are not corrected:  
 
“Since…we have granted all these concessions, desirous that they should enjoy them in complete and firm endurance 
forever, we give and grant to them the underwritten security, namely, that the barons choose five and twenty barons 
of the kingdom, whomsoever they will, who shall be bound with all their might, to observe and hold, and cause to be 
observed, the peace and liberties we have granted and confirmed to them by this our present Charter, so that if we, or 
our justiciar, or our bailiffs or any one of our officers, shall in anything be at fault towards anyone, or shall have 
broken any one of the articles of this peace or of this security, and the offence be notified to four barons of the 
foresaid five and twenty, the said four barons shall repair to us…and, laying the transgression before us, petition to 
have that transgression redressed without delay. And if we shall not have corrected the transgression…within forty 
days, reckoning from the time it has been intimated to us…the four barons aforesaid shall refer that matter to the rest 
of the five and twenty barons, and those five and twenty barons shall, together with the community of the whole 
realm, distrain and distress us in all possible ways, namely, by seizing our castles, lands, possessions, and in any 
other way they can, until redress has been obtained as they deem fit…and when redress has been obtained, they shall 
resume their old relations towards us.  
 
And let whoever in the country desires it, swear to obey the orders of the said five and twenty barons for the 
execution of all the aforesaid matters, and along with them, to molest us to the utmost of his power; and we publicly 
and freely grant leave to everyone who wishes to swear, and we shall never forbid anyone to swear. All those, 
moreover, in the land who of themselves and of their own accord are unwilling to swear to the twenty five to help 
them in constraining and molesting us, we shall by our command compel the same to swear to the effect foresaid. 
 
And if any one of the five and twenty barons shall have died or departed from the land, or be incapacitated in any 
other manner which would prevent the foresaid provisions being carried out, those of the said twenty five barons who 
are left shall choose another in his place according to their own judgment, and he shall be sworn in the same way as 
the others. Further, in all matters, the execution of which is entrusted, to these twenty five barons, if perchance these 
twenty five are present and disagree about anything, or if some of them, after being summoned, are unwilling or 
unable to be present, that which the majority of those present ordain or command shall be held as fixed and 
established, exactly as if the whole twenty five had concurred in this; and the said twenty five shall swear that they 
will faithfully observe all that is aforesaid, and cause it to be observed with all their might. And we shall procure 
nothing from anyone, directly or indirectly, whereby any part of these concessions and liberties might be revoked or 
diminished; and if any such things has been procured, let it be void and null, and we shall never use it personally or 
by another.” 
 
Although the Magna Carta pre-dates parliament by some 50 years it was subsequently enacted in 1297 with the 
passage of Edward 1’s Confirmation of the Great Charter Act, which included the words: 
 
“And we will that if any judgement be given henceforth contrary to the points aforesaid by the justices or by any 
other (of) our ministers that hold plea before them against the points of the charters it shall be undone and holden for 
nought.”  
 
 
 
The text later includes words to the effect that the “charter of liberties shall be kept on every point.” 
 
This admonition was repeated at the Coronation of the young Henry III: 



 
“…it shall be lawful for everyone in our realm to rise against us and use all the ways and means they can to hinder 
us…that each and every one shall be bound by our command…so that they shall in no way give attention to us but 
that they shall do everything that aims at our injury and shall in no way be bound to us until that in which we have 
transgressed and offenced shall have been by a fitting satisfaction brought again in due state….this having been done 
let them be obedient to us as they were before.” 
 
Bracton’s great constitutional work written some time between 1235 and 1259, said: “…the law makes the King. Let 
the King therefore bestow upon the law what the law bestows upon him, namely dominion and power, for there is no 
King where will rules and not law.” 
 
 
The Supremacy Act 1559 includes the words: 
 
“…all usurped and foreign power and authority…may forever be clearly extinguished, and never used or obeyed in 
this realm. …no foreign prince, person, prelate, state, or potentate…shall at any time after the last day of this session 
of Parliament, use, enjoy or exercise any manner of power, jurisdiction, superiority, authority, preeminence or 
privilege…within this realm, but that henceforth the same shall be clearly abolished out of this realm, for ever.” 
 
The Act of Supremacy is now largely repealed, but its central intentions live on through the use of almost identical 
words 129 years later, when The Declaration of Rights of 1688 was written.  
 
This, too, is a treaty, and not an Act of Parliament. It too, therefore, cannot be repealed by 
parliament.  
 
The Declaration was engrossed in parliament and enrolled among the rolls of chancery. It has never 
been listed, however, within the chronological tables of Acts of Parliament - a fact which might be 
significant. 
 
The Bill of Rights, December 1689, incorporated all the essential clauses of the Declaration of the previous February, 
and may be argued to form an entrenchment of the Declaration, which severely limits parliament’s ability to make 
changes. Indeed, it could be held to be doubly entrenched.  
 
Clause 13 lays specific responsibilities upon members of parliament to protect the best interests of the people who 
elected them: 
 
“And they do claim, demand and insist upon all and singular the premises as their undoubted rights and liberties, and 
that no declarations, judgments, doings or proceedings to the prejudice of the people in any of the said premises ought 
in any wise to be drawn hereafter into consequence or example.” 
 
The last paragraph of the Bill includes the words: 
 
“And be it further declared and enacted…that from and after this session of parliament no dispensation by non 
obstante of or to any statute or any part thereof shall be allowed but that the same shall be held void and of no effect.” 
 

THIS MEANS IT IS UNALTERABLE IN PERPETUITY 
 
The Bill of Rights included the Oath of Allegiance to the crown which was required by Magna Carta to be taken by 
all crown servants including members of the judiciary. Specifically…they were required “not to take into 
consequence or example anything to the detriment of the subjects’ liberties". Similar words are still used today as 
crown servants swear or affirm that they “will be faithful and bear true allegiance to Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth the 
Second, her heirs and successors, according to law” and that they “will well and truly serve our Sovereign Lady 
Queen Elizabeth the Second…and will do right to all manner of people, after the laws and usages of this realm 
without fear or favour, affection or ill will”. 
THIS FURTHER ENTRENCHES OUR FREEDOMS, RIGHTS AND LIBERTIES –  
 
 



In times past, words and their meaning had value and were fully respected. Sir Robert Howard, a member of the 
Convention Parliament, and of the drafting committee for the Bill of Rights, wrote: 
 
“The people have always had the same title to their liberties and properties that England’s kings have had unto their 
crowns. The several charters of the people’s rights, most particularly the Magna Carta were not grants from the King, 
but recognition’s by the King of rights that have been reserved or that appertained unto us by common law and 
immemorial custom.”  
 
In other words, any attempts to reduce the rights, freedoms and liberties enshrined in the constitution 
would be ultra vires. 
 
 (Few people have ever seen the whole of the original document known as The Declaration of Rights, which is 
housed in the library of the House of Lords. Until very recently part of it had been creased and folded up for what 
must have been many generations. Now, the entire document - including the engrossment - has been photographed 
and transcribed by members of our group, the Magna Carta Society, probably for the first time.) 
 
The Declaration of 1688 confirmed and further clarified the governance of England. It established that the crown, 
both houses of parliament and the people are parts of a permanent single entity, and also made clear that abolition of 
the structure or responsibilities of parliament in part or in whole would be illegal: 
 
“…the said Lords…and Commons, being the two Houses of Parliament, should continue to sit and…make effectual 
provision for the settlement of the …laws and liberties of this kingdom, so that the same for the future might not be in 
danger again of being subverted. …the particulars aforesaid shall be firmly and strictly holden and observed…and all 
officers and ministers whatsoever shall serve their Majesties and their successors according to the same, in all time to 
come.” 
 
So, neither Magna Carta nor the Declaration of Rights can be repealed, nor did they make any grant of freedom. They 
both proclaimed what were taken to be self-evident freedoms which exist by right. Equally, both were based on a 
concept of permanence. 
 
Indeed, in 1661, one of His Majesty’s Justices of the Peace told a grand jury: 
 
“If Magna Carta be, as most of us are inclined to believe it is, …unalterable as to the main, it is so in every part.” 
 
The oaths sworn by William and Mary subsequently locked those rights and that parliamentary structure into a 
constitutional framework which could not later be undone by parliament itself or by the monarchy.  
 
 
William wrote to parliament to this effect:  
 
“…restoring the rights and liberties of the kingdom, and settling the same, that they may not be in danger of being 
again subverted.” 
 
The historian GM Trevelyan writing (early 1920s) of these turbulent times some 300 years earlier, said: 
 
"In the Stuart era the English developed for themselves...a system of parliamentary government, local administration 
and freedom of speech and person, clean contrary to the prevailing tendencies on the continent, which was moving 
fast towards regal absolutism, centralised bureaucracy, and the subjection of the individual to the State." 
 
Is Constitutional Change Treason? 
 
But in England - in a nutshell - since it was established that new rights can be conceded, but existing rights cannot be 
taken away, so it is arguable that any subsequent attempts to overthrow the laws and constitution of the United 
Kingdom must be treason . 
“Attempts to destroy the constitution” were the defining words used in the Treason Act of 1705, and they were put to 
the test in the case of R. v Thistlewood in 1820. On the face of it, such a definition would appear to rule out any 
referendum on the adoption of a foreign currency, since it must, ipso facto, deal with a matter which is constitutional. 
Indeed, the previous referendum on joining what was then called the common market may also have been 



unconstitutional, since the executive of the day and their legal advisors have subsequently admitted that they knew 
then that the true purpose of the common market was full political union. 
 
Act of Settlement 1700 (section 4) says: 
 
“…the laws of England are the birthright of the people thereof and all the kings and queens who shall ascend the 
throne of this realm ought to serve them respectively according to the same.” 
 
“The Statute Law Revision Act, 1867, attempted to take common law into statute and then repeal it. But, as we have 
argued earlier, this cannot happen, since common law is above statute law and pre-dates it. In any case, both Magna 
Carta and the Declaration of Rights specifically reject any such attempt to amend or abolish them.” 
 
In 1913 (Bowles v Bank of England) it was ruled that: 
 
“The Bill of Rights still remains unrepealed, and practice of custom, however prolonged or however acquiesced in on 
the part of the subject, cannot be relied on by the crown as justifying any infringement of its provisions.” 
 
The case of Chester v Bateson, 1920, held that “common law is not immune from development or improvement”. It 
does not talk about “limitations” or “destruction”.  
 
 

A MODERN STATEMENT TO THE RIGHTS OF FREE MEN ARE HERE – 
 
On 21 July 1993, the Speaker of The House of Commons issued a reminder to the courts. She said: 
 
“There has of course been no amendment to the Bill of Rights…the house is entitled to 
expect that the Bill of Rights will be fully respected by all those appearing before the 
courts.” 
 
Lord Wilberforce, speaking in the House of Lords in 1997 said: 
 
“Perhaps I may remind noble lords of what our essential civil rights, as guaranteed by common law, are: the 
presumption of innocence; the right to a fair hearing; no man to be obliged to testify against himself; the rule against 
double jeopardy; no retrospective legislation; no legislation to be given an effect contrary to international law - an old 
principle that has been there for years; freedom of expression; and freedom of association …firmly secured already 
by the common law of this country, and not intended to be superseded or modified by new inter-state obligations…” 
 
We can put it no better than the great John Locke, when he wrote: 
 
“A ruler who violates the law is illegitimate. He has no right to be obeyed. His commands are mere force and  
coercion. Rulers who act lawlessly, whose laws are unlawful, are mere criminals”. 
 
 
No parliament can bind its successors. This principle is itself a maxim of common law, 
and has been often restated: 
 
“Acts derogatory to the power of subsequent parliaments bind not” - Blackstone and 
Halsbury 
 
 
 
The limitations of Royal prerogative are clear. The Lord High Chancellor Command Paper 3301, 1967, Legal and 
constitutional implications of UK membership of the European Community: 
 
"No prerogative may be recognised that is contrary to Magna Carta or any other statute, or that interferes with the 



liberties of the subject. The courts have jurisdiction therefore, to enquire into the existence of any prerogative, it 
being a maxim of the common law that the king ought to be under no man, but under God and the law, because the 
law makes the king. If any prerogative is disputed, the courts must decide the question of whether or not it exists in 
the same way as they decide any other question of law. If a prerogative is clearly established, they must take the same 
judicial notice of it as they take of any other rule of law." 
 
Sovereign Authority 
 
We have already argued that the ultimate powers of sovereignty remain in the sole possession of the monarch. 
Indeed, it is the unique covenant between sovereign and people that stands as the bulwark supporting our constitution  
and rights.  
 
The sovereign is the court of last resort, the only person who can stand finally between 
the people and renegade politicians. Indeed, we would go further. It is the sovereign’s 
sworn duty, as laid down in Magna Carta (see above). 

 
The Coronation Oath is a contract for life between the sovereign and the 

nation and God. 
 
The present Queen swore: 
 
“…to govern the peoples of the United Kingdom…according to their laws and 
customs.” She also swore to preserve  for the people “all rights and privileges as by law 
do or shall appertain to any of them.” 
 
The Coronation Oath is not a contract between the sovereign and parliament. It is a 
contract between the sovereign and each individual subject. It cannot be broken by a 
vote in parliament. It can be broken only by the sovereign or by the individual.  
 
Like all contracts, if one party to the contract believes the terms are at risk, the other party can be called to account.  
 
As we have indicated already, today just as for nearly a thousand years, if an individual believes his freedoms, rights 
and liberties are at risk, the sovereign can be called upon to protect those rights as promised in the contract. 
 
Likewise, the sovereign can call individuals to arms to protect the realm. 
 
We know of two occasions in modern times when the covenant between sovereign and subjects first established in 
Magna Carta, and renewed in every Coronation Oath since, has been put to the test by one party to the contract or the 
other. Conveniently, the two examples come from opposite sides of the covenant.  
 
1975 - Australia. The Governor General, acting on behalf of The Queen, dissolved the Australian parliament and 
called new elections, when the then government attempted to pass legislation which was held to infringe the rights of 
all Australians.  
 
1982 - Falklands. Sovereign’s call to arms to prepare and despatch a task force to rescue the Falkland Islanders whose 
rights and sovereignty were threatened by war. 
 
Actions of this kind enhance the status and strength of the monarchy, and re-affirm to the nation’s subjects that their 
rights and freedoms are being preserved. They also demonstrate in a modern context that Magna Carta and the 
Declaration of Rights are alive and well. 
The sovereign is the ultimate protector of the nation and guarantor of the rights of each individual, and those 
responsibilities are the sovereign’s, and the sovereign’s alone.  
At least one constitutional commentator (Allott) agrees with us: 



 
"For parliament to develop or improve on a fundamental right is one thing. But to enact legislation which expressly 
removes an already existing fundamental right, and to have that enactment blindly upheld by a court, is quite another. 
 
“If there is one thread which runs through the whole turbulent history of British constitutional development, it is the 
belief that we (parliament and the courts) are the servants of fundamental constitutional rules which were there before 
us and will be there after we are gone.” 
 
Despite all those rights, freedoms and protections, established over centuries, today our common laws, rights, 
freedoms, liberties and customs are being demolished with the speed and thoroughness of a team of statutory 
bulldozers. 
 
Long ago, Magna Carta dealt with the problem of a sovereign acting above the law. Later, the Declaration of Rights 
confirmed the estates of the realm and their relationship to one another - a series of checks and balances. Today, that 
relationship has been seriously undermined. We now have a House of Commons acting above the law, plainly 
contemptuous of the (remaining) powers of The Queen and the House of Lords.  
 
Such an overwhelming concentration of power in the hands of the executive, especially one with a huge 
parliamentary majority, means that we are currently faced with an extreme example of what Lord Hailsham famously 
called “an elective dictatorship”. 
 
 
 

THE FOLLOWING, IF UNDERSTOOD, IS GOING TO CREATE SOME SERIOUS ISSUES 
 
The committee of the barons delivered to the petition to the Queen on 7 February 2001. The Queen responded on the 
39th day with a constitutionally inappropriate response and the consequence was that Article 61 was invoked on 23rd 
February 2001. A.61 can only be revoked by a constitutional convention which has never occurred since the 
invocation of A.61 therefore this country remains under the authority of the people and NOT the crown until such 
time as A.61 is correctly addressed. 
 
A Petition to Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth II  presented under clause 61 of Magna Carta, 1215 February 2001  
 
To Defend British Rights and Freedoms 
 
Ma’am, 
as our humble duty, we draw to Your Majesty’s attention: 
 
The loss of our national independence and the erosion of our ancient rights, freedoms and customs since the United 
Kingdom became a member of the European Economic Community (now European Union) in 1973; 
The terms of the Treaty of Nice, 2000, which, if ratified, will cause significant new losses of national independence, 
and further imperil the rights and freedoms of the British people, by surrendering powers to the European Union;  
a) To enter into international treaties binding on the United Kingdom, without the consent of your Government;  
b) To ban political parties, deny free association and restrict the free expression of political opinion;  
c) Which can be used to introduce an alien system of criminal justice, abolish the ancient British rights of habeas 
corpus and trial by jury, and allow onto British soil men-at-arms from other countries with powers of enforcement;  
d) To create a military force which will place British service personnel under the command of the European Union 
without reference to British interests, contrary to:  
i) The oath of personal loyalty to the Crown sworn by British forces,  
ii) The Queen’s Commission, and  
iii) The United Kingdom’s obligations to the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation; 
e) Which remove the United Kingdom’s right to veto decisions not in British interests; 
The creation by the European Union of a Charter of Fundamental Rights, which purports to give it the power to 
abolish such “rights” at will; 
The unlawful use of the Royal Prerogative to:  
a) Suspend or offend against statutes in ways which are prejudicial and detrimental to your sovereignty, contrary to 
the Coronation Oath Act, 1688;  
b) Subvert the rights and liberties of your loyal subjects, contrary to the ruling in Nichols v. Nichols, 1576; 



Your Majesty’s power to withhold the Royal Assent, and the precedent set by Queen Anne under a similar threat to 
the security of the Realm in 1707. 
WHEREFORE it is our humble duty TO PETITION Your Majesty 
To withhold the Royal Assent from any Parliamentary Bill which attempts to ratify the Treaty of Nice unless and 
until the people of the United Kingdom have given clear and specific approval; 
To uphold and preserve the rights, freedoms and customs of your loyal subjects as set out in Magna Carta and the 
Declaration of Rights, which you, our Sovereign, swore before the nation to uphold and preserve in your Coronation 
Oath of June 1953. 
We have the honour to be Your Majesty’s loyal and obedient subjects. 
 
 
On 39th day the response was: 
 
“I am commanded by The Queen to reply to your letter of 23rd March and the accompanying petition to Her Majesty 
about the Treaty of Nice. 
“The Queen continues to give this issue her closest attention. She is well aware of the strength of feeling which 
European Treaties, such as the Treaty of Nice, cause. As a constitutional sovereign, Her Majesty is advised by her 
Government who support this Treaty. As I am sure you know, the Treaty of Nice cannot enter force until it has been 
ratified by all Member States and in the United Kingdom this entails the necessary legislation being passed by 
Parliament.” 
 
On the strength of this inappropriate response, Article 61 was invoked and has remained in effect to this day. 
 
In May 2011, the Bill of Rights was inscribed in UNESCO's UK Memory of the World Register. 
 
WE SEE THAT THE RIGHTS FROM THE MAGNA CARTA OF 1215, AND THE DECLARATION OF RIGHTS 
OF 1688 AND THE BILL OF RIGHTS FROM 1689, ALL PERMANENTLY IN FORCE, AS ESTABLISHED, 
GIVE THE PEOPLE OF THE UNITED KINGDOM THEIR FREEDOM TO ACT WITH THEIR OWN VOLITION 
– TO FREELY CONTRACT, OR NOT, AS THEY SEE FIT. NO LAW OR LEGISLATIVE RULE CAN MAKE A 
HUMAN BEING DO SOMETHING, EXCEPT BY CONTRACT. 
 
SO 
 
ALL STATUTORILY CREATED ENTITIES ARE FICTITIOUS, AS IS THE STATE, SO CREATED BY 
LEGISLATIVE STATUTE, AS CREATED BY MAN. 
 
ALL HUMAN BEINGS, (BEING LIVING FLESH AND BLOOD), HAVE BEEN TOLD THEY ARE THE 
PERSON (NATURAL PERSON) RESPONSIBLE, WHEN CONTRACTING IN COMMERCE, SIMPLE 
SHOPPING, PROCURING LICENCES, PAYING TAXES, AND ALL ANCILLARY PECUNIARY 
ADVANTAGES/LEVIES (TAX), WHO HAS TO PAY.  
 
THIS IS NOT TRUE. THE FICTITIOUS LEGAL ENTITY, THE JURISTIC AND ARTIFICIAL CONCEPT AND 
CONSTRUCT OF LEGAL PERSONALITY SO CREATED BY THE BIRTH CERTIFICATE, IS THE 
OBLIGATOR. A HUMAN BEING – A NATURAL PERSON, CANNOT BE SO OBLIGATED. (MAGNA 
CARTA, DECLARATION OF RIGHTS, BILL OF RIGHTS. 
 
ONLY THE JURISTIC PERSON, SO CREATED, CAN BE ASSIGNED OR GIVEN ANYTHING BY STATUTE, 
SUCH AS RIGHTS, DUTIES AND OBLIGATIONS. 
 
A HUMAN BEING CANNOT BE ASSIGNED OR GIVEN ANYTHING BY STATUTE, AS THIS IS A LEGAL 
FICTION, WHICH BY DEFINITION CANNOT COMMUNICATE WITH A LIVING ENTITY – A HUMAN 
BEING. 
IF YOU WISH TO TRAVEL IN YOUR CONVENIENCE, PRIVATELY, IT IS YOUR FREE CHOICE. 
 
 
It is interesting to note, the English Declaration of Rights of 1668, and the Bill of Rights of 1689, 
were the pre-cursor to the Virginia Declaration of Rights of 1776, which itself was used, along with 
the Magna Carta, to construct the United States Bill of Rights, which makes up the United States 



Constitution of 1787; You will see the Declaration of Rights and the Bill of Rights was in use over a 
hundred years before the American’s Bill of Rights. 
 
These Rights cannot be undone! 
 
 
ONE LAST THING, IF YOU EVER GO TO COURT, WHICH HAVE NO LAWFUL AUTHORITY AS CIVIL 
COURTS, REMEMBER THIS :–  
 
Regina v Felixstowe 
 
When the judge won’t tell you his name or the court won’t tell you the magistrates name. 
 
 
‘The Anonymous JP’.” ‘Regina v Felixstowe’ 
 
“The Court is required to provide this information to the parties in the case, and any others having an interest in the 
case (i.e. witnesses etc.) by virtue of the judgement in the case ‘Regina v Felixstowe’ justices ex parte Leigh and 
another, Queens bench division c 1984/5. Held by Lord Justice Watson that :- There is a right to know who sits in 
judgement, and denial of that right is unlawful, unwarranted and inimical to the proper administration of justice, 
further that there is no such person known to Law as ‘the anonymous JP’.” 
 
 
VIDEO OF MAN NO TAX, NO INSURANCE NO MOT – CASE DISCONTINUED 
 
PART 1 – FIRST VIDEO CROPPED BY THE TV COMPANY, SO AS NOT TO SHOW FULL PICTURE OF 
WRONG DOING  BY POLICE. 
 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TWmcZ3l1l0o
 
PART 2 – ALL FROM SECOND VIDEO SHOWING DISCONTINUANCE 
 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UR0gNYWGrFA
 
 
SO, THERE YOU HAVE IT, EVIDENCE, BUT REMEMBER, THIS IS ALL UNVERIFIED BY YOU, THE 
READER, SO YOU CAN ONLY ASSUME THIS INFORMATION TO BE TRUE. TO KNOW, YOU MAY READ 
FOR YOURSELF THE ACTS AND LAWS OF THE REALM, READ DICTIONARIES OF LAW (LEGALESE), 
DICTIONARIES OF ENGLISH (RECOMMEND O.E.D. 20 VOLUMES + 3 ADDENDA), WATCH VIDEOS AND 
LISTEN TO THE RADIO. 
 
 

TRUTH SHALL SET YOU FREE 
 
And Finally…. 
 
Halsbury’s Laws of England, which cost £11,135.00, Halsbury's Statutes of England and Wales, 
which cost £10,539.00, and Halsbury's Statutory Instruments, which cost £4,107.00, are the required 
reading to know Law and Statute, as ignorance of the Law is no excuse: a total of £25,781.00 is 
required to know, AS OF 29TH OCTOBER, 2016. 
 
 
To;  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TWmcZ3l1l0o
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=UR0gNYWGrFA


 
Leolin Price QC 
 
 
27 January 2000 
 
 
First I must thank you for your time and interest when I met you in chambers just before Christmas, and again at the   
meeting organised by John Gouriet a few days ago.  
 
You were kind enough to agree to look at the arguments prepared by The Magna Carta Society, to justify lodging a  
petition with The Queen about the UK’s relationship with the EU.  
 
You asked for a summary of our supporting evidence. Here it is.  
  
The Magna Carta Society is currently a small group of British subjects concerned with reversing the destruction of  
our birthright, our rights, liberties and freedoms, our culture, traditions and way of life, our commercial practices, our  
economy, our nation’s sovereignty, and our nationality - all of which threats stem from the European Union. 
 
We represent no political party. Most of us belong to no political party. We speak only for ourselves and others of  
like mind.  
 
We are aware, however, of a groundswell of support for our activities, both in the UK and elsewhere in the Anglo- 
Saxon world. In due course, we plan to open membership to all. 
 
Meanwhile, we inadvertently find ourselves representing some 50 percent of the UK population - perhaps even more  
- who currently support the proposition that the United Kingdom should leave the European Union. Many thousands  
do so from the bitter experience of seeing their livelihoods and way of life destroyed for no good reason other than to  
satisfy the whims and egos of politicians, and without any discernible counter-balancing benefits.  
 
 
Every one of these 20+ million people is currently disenfranchised since no major political party offers a commitment 
to take the UK out of the EU in its current or prospective manifesto. Neither has any political party with a realistic 
prospect of forming an administration ever made such a commitment since the passage of the ECA, 1972. 
 
As you agreed when we met, whether we have a strong case or not, the real point here is the enormous publicity  
bomb our petition would generate, especially by using the old procedures laid down first in Magna Carta.  
 
That is why we should proceed as far as we can - to marshal public support; to remind the nation that we have a  
unique constitution and that it is there to be used to protect our interests; and to change the behaviour of and - later,  
perhaps - the people in parliament.  
 
Such a project might also help get the (new) hereditary House of Peers off to a flying start. They would be in the 
vanguard of a movement to save this country from destruction, they would be recognised as the first estate of the 
realm to acknowledge the birthrights of the people and they would be seen to be doing their duty under the first 
document of our constitution, both to the people and to the sovereign. 
 
We greatly hope that you will be willing to help take our petition further if you are sufficiently convinced of our case. 
So we look forward to your comments when you have had a chance to consider the enclosed.  
 
 
Ashley Mote 
 
The Magna Carta Society 
 
 
A Summary of Evidence to Justify A Petition to The Queen Regarding the 



Purported Imposition of Foreign Laws by  the European Union  on the United 
Kingdom January 2000  
 
 
There is good reason to think that the Treaties of Rome, Maastricht and Amsterdam are illegal in the United 
Kingdom. Further, we argue that their ratification, the enactment of the European Communities Act 1972, and all 
consequential laws, directives, regulations and judicial decisions which purport to draw authority from that Act were 
and are illegal in this sovereign kingdom. 
  
We argue that the signatories to those treaties on behalf of the United Kingdom exceeded their powers; that, since and 
including the passage of the 1972 Act, successive executives have systematically compromised the constitution of 
this sovereign nation and that all such actions are illegal and prima facie acts of treason; and that we have the right to 
seek redress by petitioning the hereditary House of Lords, which has an obligation to take such a petition to The 
Queen, who has an obligation to resolve the matter within forty days. 
 
Further, we argue that the United Kingdom’s membership of the European Union is null and void, that it can and 
should be so declared, and that all consequential laws, regulations, directives and judicial decisions fall with such a 
declaration.  
 
Our justification for such awesome statements starts with Magna Carta, 1215, which gave sovereign recognition to 
already long-standing Anglo-Saxon common law, rights and customs. Some 150 years earlier William the Conqueror 
had made the first attempts to acknowledge those rights and customs, which ultimately go back at least to the time of 
King Alfred.  
 
Magna Carta is a treaty, not an Act of Parliament. As we understand it, Magna Carta, like all treaties, cannot be 
repealed. As a contract or covenant between sovereign and subjects, it can be breached only by one party or the other, 
but even in the breach it still stands. It is a mutual, binding agreement of indefinite duration. Any breach merely has 
the effect of giving the offended party rights of redress. 
 
The present Queen referred to Magna Carta as a peace treaty in a speech in New Zealand in 1997. 
 
So, Magna Carta is an affirmation of common law based on principles of natural justice. These principles - and the  
document itself - pre-date Parliament.  
 
To summarise our understanding of these principles and customs: 
 
*Common law is the will and custom of the people.  
 
*Statute law is the will of parliament. Statute can and does give expression to common law, but that common law  
cannot be disregarded by parliament, nor can it be repealed. It can only be extended - “improved” is the word used,  
but it is open to misuse.  
 
*No Briton, including members of the police and armed forces, is above the law. We are all subjects of the crown  
first.  
*Parliament is made by the law, and is not above it. 
 
*Parliament is answerable to the people, is elected by the people to protect their interests for a maximum of five  
years, after which time power is returned to the people who may grant it to another parliament for a further five years 
- and so on ad infinitum. 
 
(Thus is the sovereignty of the people established over parliament.) 
 
 
 
 
Magna Carta recognised that rights and customs were of equal importance to the people, and both were equally 
protected: 



 
“And the city of London shall have all its ancient liberties and free customs…furthermore, we decree and grant that  
all other cities, boroughs, towns, and ports shall have all their liberties and free customs. 
 
“If anyone has been dispossessed or removed by us, without the legal judgment of his peers, from his lands, castles, 
franchises, or from his right, we will immediately restore them to him; and if a dispute arise over this, then let it be 
decided by the five and twenty barons of whom mention is made below in the clause for securing the peace.” 
 
Thus, Magna Carta recognised the authority of the House of Lords, established its constitutional role, and its 
composition for all time. A quorum is 25 hereditary peers: 
 
“All fines made with us unjustly and against the law of the land, and all amercements, imposed unjustly and against 
the law of the land, shall be entirely remitted, or else it shall be done concerning them according to the decision of the 
five and twenty barons whom mention is made below in the clause for securing the peace, or according to the 
judgment of the majority of the same, …provided always that if any one or more of the aforesaid five and twenty 
barons are in a similar suit, they shall be removed as far as concerns this particular judgment, others being substituted 
in their places after having been selected by the rest of the same five and twenty for this purpose only, and after 
having been sworn.” 
 
Article 61 of Magna Carta - the famous enforcement clause - specifically establishes majority voting, and requires 
four of the quorum of barons to take any grievances or petitions to the monarch, and admonishes the people to rise up 
against the monarch if and when such grievances are not corrected:  
 
 
“Since…we have granted all these concessions, desirous that they should enjoy them in complete and firm endurance 
forever, we give and grant to them the underwritten security, namely, that the barons choose five and twenty barons 
of the kingdom, whomsoever they will, who shall be bound with all their might, to observe and hold, and cause to be 
observed, the peace and liberties we have granted and confirmed to them by this our present Charter, so that if we, or 
our justiciar, or our bailiffs or any one of our officers, shall in anything be at fault towards anyone, or shall have 
broken any one of the articles of this peace or of this security, and the offence be notified to four barons of the 
foresaid five and twenty, the said four barons shall repair to us…and, laying the transgression before us, petition to 
have that transgression redressed without delay. And if we shall not have corrected the transgression…within forty 
days, reckoning from the time it has been intimated to us…the four barons aforesaid shall refer that matter to the rest 
of the five and twenty barons, and those five and twenty barons shall, together with the community of the whole 
realm, distrain and distress us in all possible ways, namely, by seizing our castles, lands, possessions, and in any 
other way they can, until redress has been obtained as they deem fit…and when redress has been obtained, they shall 
resume their old relations towards us. And let whoever in the country desires it, swear to obey the orders of the said 
five and twenty barons for the execution of all the aforesaid matters, and along with them, to molest us to the utmost 
of his power; and we publicly and freely grant leave to everyone who wishes to swear, and we shall never forbid 
anyone to swear. All those, moreover, in the land who of themselves and of their own accord are unwilling to swear 
to the twenty five to help them in constraining and molesting us, we shall by our command compel the same to swear 
to the effect foresaid. And if any one of the five and twenty barons shall have died or departed from the land, or be 
incapacitated in any other manner which would prevent the foresaid provisions being carried out, those of the said 
twenty five barons who are left shall choose another in his place according to their own judgment, and he shall be 
sworn in the same way as the others. Further, in all matters, the execution of which is entrusted, to these twenty five 
barons, if perchance these twenty five are present and disagree about anything, or if some of them, after being 
summoned, are unwilling or unable to be present, that which the majority of those present ordain or command shall 
be held as fixed and established, exactly as if the whole twenty five had concurred in this; and the said twenty five 
shall swear that they will faithfully observe all that is aforesaid, and cause it to be observed with all their might. And 
we shall procure nothing from anyone, directly or indirectly, whereby any part of these concessions and liberties 
might be revoked or diminished; and if any such things has been procured, let it be void and null, and we shall never 
use it personally or by another.” 
 
 
 
Although the Magna Carta pre-dates parliament by some 50 years it was subsequently enacted in 1297 with the 
passage of Edward 1’s Confirmation of the Great Charter Act, which included the words: 



 
“And we will that if any judgement be given henceforth contrary to the points aforesaid by the justices or by any 
other (of) our ministers that hold plea before them against the points of the charters it shall be undone and holden for 
nought.”  
 
The text later includes words to the effect that the “charter of liberties shall be kept on every point.” 
 
This admonition was repeated at the Coronation of the young Henry III: 
 
“…it shall be lawful for everyone in our realm to rise against us and use all the ways and means they can to hinder 
us…that each and every one shall be bound by our command…so that they shall in no way give attention to us but 
that they shall do everything that aims at our injury and shall in no way be bound to us until that in which we have 
transgressed and offenced shall have been by a fitting satisfaction brought again in due state….this having been done 
let them be obedient to us as they were before.” 
 
Bracton’s great constitutional work written some time between 1235 and 1259, said: “…the law makes the King. Let 
the King therefore bestow upon the law what the law bestows upon him, namely dominion and power, for there is no 
King where will rules and not law.” 
 
 
Sovereignty 
 
Sovereignty must - by definition - be absolute and unqualified. It is like the concept “unique” - it cannot be limited. 
Either a country is sovereign or it is not. Either a monarch is sovereign or not. The title, rank and style “King” is 
recognition of the physical embodiment of the nation’s sovereignty. It bears no compromise.  
 
In the context of today’s issues, we can either have The Queen as the constitutional head of a sovereign country, or 
we can have a president of the European Union. But, by definition - and despite John Major’s claim after Maastricht 
that The Queen was henceforth a citizen of Europe - we cannot have both.  
 
The 37th of the 39 Articles of Religion passed during the reign of Elizabeth I, which still have legal force, and which 
can be seen in any book of common prayer, says: 
 
"The Queen's Majesty ... is not, and ought not to be, subject to any foreign jurisdiction".  
 
The Supremacy Act 1559 includes the words: 
 
“…all usurped and foreign power and authority…may forever be clearly extinguished, and never used or obeyed in 
this realm. …no foreign prince, person, prelate, state, or potentate…shall at any time after the last day of this session 
of Parliament, use, enjoy or exercise any manner of power, jurisdiction, superiority, authority, preeminence or 
privilege…within this realm, but that henceforth the same shall be clearly abolished out of this realm, for ever.” 
 
The Act of Supremacy is now largely repealed, but its central intentions live on through the use of almost identical 
words 129 years later, when The Declaration of Rights of 1688 was written. This, too, is a treaty, and not an Act of 
Parliament. It too, therefore, cannot be repealed by parliament.  
 
The Declaration was engrossed in parliament and enrolled among the rolls of chancery. It has never been listed, 
however, within the chronological tables of Acts of Parliament - a fact which might be significant. 
 
The Bill of Rights, December 1689, incorporated all the essential clauses of the Declaration of the previous February, 
and may be argued to form an entrenchment of the Declaration, which severely limits parliament’s ability to make 
changes. Indeed, it could be held to be doubly entrenched.  
 
 
 
Clause 13 lays specific responsibilities upon members of parliament to protect the best interests of the people who 
elected them: 



 
“And they do claim, demand and insist upon all and singular the premises as their undoubted rights and liberties, and 
that no declarations, judgments, doings or proceedings to the prejudice of the people in any of the said premises ought 
in any wise to be drawn hereafter into consequence or example.” 
 
The last paragraph of the Bill includes the words: 
 
“And be it further declared and enacted…that from and after this session of parliament no dispensation by non 
obstante of or to any statute or any part thereof shall be allowed but that the same shall be held void and of no effect.” 
 
The Bill of Rights included the Oath of Allegiance to the crown which was required by Magna Carta to be taken by 
all crown servants including members of the judiciary. Specifically…they were required “not to take into 
consequence or example anything to the detriment of the subjects’ liberties". Similar words are still used today as 
crown servants swear or affirm that they “will be faithful and bear true allegiance to Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth the 
Second, her heirs and successors, according to law” and that they “will well and truly serve our Sovereign Lady 
Queen Elizabeth the Second…and will do right to all manner of people, after the laws and usages of this realm 
without fear or favour, affection or ill will”. 
 
Members of the armed forces swear equally unequivocal oaths of attestation which commit them to “protect her from 
all enemies and to uphold her in her person, dignity and crown”.  
 
None of these oaths mention parliament, which clearly indicates that parliament cannot interfere 
with the relationships or duties established by them. 
 
Which brings us to one of the pivotal issues of our case - the direct, indisputable and irreconcilable conflict between 
the oaths sworn by privy counsellors who subsequently swear oaths on appointment as European Union 
commissioners. 
 
Privy counsellors swear: 
 
“I will to my uttermost bear faith and allegiance unto the Queen’s Majesty; and will assist and defend all 
jurisdictions, pre-eminences, and authorities granted to Her Majesty and annexed to the crown by Acts of Parliament 
or otherwise, against all foreign princes, persons, prelates, states and potentates. And generally in all things I will do 
as a faithful and true servant ought to do to Her Majesty. So help me God.” 
 
EU commissioners swear: 
 
“To perform my duties in complete independence, in the general interests of the communities; in carrying out my 
duties, neither to seek nor to take instruction from any government or body; to refrain from any action incompatible 
with my duties.” 
 
It is impossible to comprehend how privy counsellors who subsequently become European Union commissioners live 
with the contradictions inherent in these conflicting promises. By definition, one oath or the other must 
be broken, but the legal consequences of such breaches has - to the best of our knowledge - never been put to the 
test in a court of law or anywhere else. We detect an horrific prevailing mood in the highest offices in the 
land that mere words don’t matter any more. 
 
In times past, words and their meaning had value and were fully respected. Sir Robert Howard, a member of the 
Convention Parliament, and of the drafting committee for the Bill of Rights, wrote: 
 
“The people have always had the same title to their liberties and properties that England’s kings have had unto their 
crowns. The several charters of the people’s rights, most particularly the Magna Carta were not grants from the King, 
but recognition’s by the King of rights that have been reserved or that appertained unto us by common law and 
immemorial custom.”  
 
 



In other words, any attempts to reduce the rights, freedoms and liberties enshrined in the constitution 
would be ultra vires. 
 
 
(Few people have ever seen the whole of the original document known as The Declaration of Rights, which is housed 
in the library of the House of Lords. Until very recently part of it had been creased and folded up for what must have 
been many generations. Now, the entire document - including the engrossment - has been photographed and 
transcribed by members of our group, probably for the first time.) 
 
The Declaration of 1688 confirmed and further clarified the governance of England. It established that the crown, 
both houses of parliament and the people are parts of a permanent single entity, and also made clear that abolition of 
the structure or responsibilities of parliament in part or in whole would be illegal: 
 
“…the said Lords…and Commons, being the two Houses of Parliament, should continue to sit and…make effectual 
provision for the settlement of the …laws and liberties of this kingdom, so that the same for the future might not be in 
danger again of being subverted. …the particulars aforesaid shall be firmly and strictly holden and observed…and all 
officers and ministers whatsoever shall serve their Majesties and their successors according to the same, in all time to 
come.” 
 
So, neither Magna Carta nor the Declaration of Rights can be repealed, nor did they make any grant of freedom. They 
both proclaimed what were taken to be self-evident freedoms which exist by right. Equally, both were based on a 
concept of permanence. 
 
Indeed, in 1661, one of His Majesty’s Justices of the Peace told a grand jury: 
 
“If Magna Carta be, as most of us are inclined to believe it is, …unalterable as to the main, it is so in every part.” 
 
The oaths sworn by William and Mary subsequently locked those rights and that parliamentary structure into a 
constitutional framework which could not later be undone by parliament itself or by the monarchy.  
 
 
William wrote to parliament to this effect:  
 
“…restoring the rights and liberties of the kingdom, and settling the same, that they may not be in danger of being 
again subverted.” 
 
The historian GM Trevelyan writing (early 1920s) of these turbulent times some 300 years earlier, said: 
 
"In the Stuart era the English developed for themselves...a system of parliamentary government, local administration 
and freedom of speech and person, clean contrary to the prevailing tendencies on the continent, which was moving 
fast towards regal absolutism, centralised bureaucracy, and the subjection of the individual to the State." 
 
Is Constitutional Change Treason? 
 
But in England - in a nutshell - since it was established that new rights can be conceded, but existing rights cannot be 
taken away, so it is arguable that any subsequent attempts to overthrow the laws and constitution of the United 
Kingdom must be treason . 
 
 
“Attempts to destroy the constitution” were the defining words used in the Treason Act of 1705, and they were put to 
the test in the case of R. v Thistlewood in 1820. On the face of it, such a definition would appear to rule out any 
referendum on the adoption of a foreign currency, since it must, ipso facto, deal with a matter which is constitutional. 
Indeed, the previous referendum on joining what was then called the common market may also have been 
unconstitutional, since the executive of the day and their legal advisors have subsequently admitted that they knew 
then that the true purpose of the common market was full political union. 
 
Act of Settlement 1700 (section 4) says: 



 
“…the laws of England are the birthright of the people thereof and all the kings and queens who shall ascend the 
throne of this realm ought to serve them respectively according to the same.” 
 
Which brings us to The Treaty of Union with Scotland, and the obstacles placed in the way of a catholic attempting to 
ascend the throne. These were most recently and clearly spelled out in the Declaration of Rights and also in the Bill 
of Rights. Such an event was held to be inconsistent with the safety and welfare of this protestant kingdom.  
 
The authority for this is not the Act of Settlement, but Article 11 of the Treaty of Union 1707, which embodies the 
substance of the Act of Settlement of 1700.  
 
Once again, this treaty was not incorporated into statute law and therefore cannot be repealed by an Act of Parliament 
- yet another inconvenient fact that’s been forgotten by this present government. 
 
The Statute Law Revision Act, 1867, attempted to take common law into statute and then repeal it. But, as we have 
argued earlier, this cannot happen, since common law is above statute law and pre-dates it. In any case, both Magna 
Carta and the Declaration of Rights specifically reject any such attempt to amend or abolish them.  
 
We can find no supporting evidence for Halsbury’s claim that only clauses 1, 9, 29 and 37 of Magna Carta still stand  
today, while Blackstone and Dicey make no such suggestion.  
Coming to more recent times… 
 
In 1913 (Bowles v Bank of England) it was ruled that: 
 
“The Bill of Rights still remains unrepealed, and practice of custom, however prolonged or however acquiesced in on 
the part of the subject, cannot be relied on by the crown as justifying any infringement of its provisions.” 
 
The case of Chester v Bateson, 1920, held that “common law is not immune from development or improvement”. It 
does not talk about “limitations” or “destruction”.  
 
So the issue then turns on what is “improvement”. The word is open to a considerable latitude of interpretation, and 
some future undemocratic tyrant or despotic government might - would - argue that certain freedoms and rights were 
dangerous and should be “improved” by abolition. That’s the perverse logic used in the communist and fascist worlds 
of years ago. Indeed there are alarming signs of exactly that deviousness of interpretation amongst our present 
executive. And it represents a serious risk which cannot be ignored.  
 
The erosion of one single right - however alluring the apparent logic and reasonableness might be - and all rights are 
then exposed. That’s why the right to bear arms is so crucial, despite the aftermath of Dunblane. 
 
One of the signatories to this document, Mike Burke, went to the Court of Appeal on 8 March 1998 in support of his 
case based on clause seven of The Declaration of Rights, 1688, and The Bill of Rights, 1689, permitting him to bear 
arms in self-defence. The appeal was rejected.  
 
Despite further extensive enquiries and research, he still awaits an answer to the question: where 
exactly did the learned judges in the high court and the appeal court discover authority for the 
removal of our right to arms, and the repeal of at least one clause in The Bill of Rights? 
 
Of equal concern is the fact that subsequent searches of legal records have so far revealed no trace of 
the judgement rejecting his appeal. Yet the case raised an important constitutional right, embedded in 
legislation which has not been repealed and which - we have argued above - cannot be repealed.  
 
That such a case should not be reported at all in legal records raises yet more important questions 
about the suppression of rights by stealth, and this time apparently with the connivance of the 
judiciary. 
It must be of some concern that the last time Britons were forcibly disarmed of weapons held for self-defence the 
result was the American War of Independence. 



 
The legal status of the Parliament Act, 1949, may also have an important bearing on our case. Some respected 
constitutional lawyers believe that it is not valid. It purports to enable legislation to be enacted after a year despite the 
opposition of The House of Lords. But, as Professor Hood Phillips pointed out over 50 years ago, the Act cannot be 
valid because it was rejected by the House of Lords and no power of amendment was conferred on the House of 
Commons by the Parliament Act, 1911.  
 
Indeed the Parliament Act 1911 offers no authority to the House of Commons to amend primary legislation at all. 
And if the Parliament Act 1949 is invalid, so must be much European-led legislation, including most recently the 
European Parliamentary Election Act, 1999. 
 
Of course, in recent times, the House of Commons has frequently attempted to interfere with the constitution. An 
attempt was purportedly made to repeal Magna Carta in 1969, when the Statute Laws (Repeal) Act was sneaked 
through parliament during the moon landings.  
 
It repealed Edward 1’s Confirmation of the Great Charter Act of 1297 - but it did not repeal Magna Carta itself. Yet 
again, as we understand the legal position, a repeal of a statute which gives effect to common law does not repeal the 
underlying common law itself. Neither does the distance in time between the two events have any bearing.  
 
If parliament could be held to have repealed Magna Carta it could also be held to have acted unlawful in that, by 
definition, parliament must have exceeded its powers on that occasion.  
 
On 21 July 1993, the Speaker of The House of Commons issued a reminder to the courts. She said: 
 
“There has of course been no amendment to the Bill of Rights…the house is entitled to expect that the Bill of Rights 
will be fully respected by all those appearing before the courts.” 
 
Lord Wilberforce, speaking in the House of Lords in 1997 said: 
 
“Perhaps I may remind noble lords of what our essential civil rights, as guaranteed by common law, are: the 
presumption of innocence; the right to a fair hearing; no man to be obliged to testify against himself; the rule against 
double jeopardy; no retrospective legislation; no legislation to be given an effect contrary to international law - an old 
principle that has been there for years; freedom of expression; and freedom of association …firmly secured already 
by the common law of this country, and not intended to be superseded or modified by new inter-state obligations…” 
 
We can put it no better than the great John Locke, when he wrote: 
 
“A ruler who violates the law is illegitimate. He has no right to be obeyed. His commands are mere force and  
coercion. Rulers who act lawlessly, whose laws are unlawful, are mere criminals”. 
 
 
Parliamentary Limits 
 
Ironically, it seems that the only power parliament has is to manufacture criminals. If government, any government, 
“believes it can do as it wishes without the constraint of a constitution which is enforceable then no-one and nothing 
is safe.” These are the views of a lawyer who has made a special study of the EU’s corpus juris proposals.  
 
Parliament cannot do as it wishes. There are a great many things parliament cannot do. It cannot sit for more than five 
years, it cannot permit anyone not elected to speak in its chamber, nor anyone who has not sworn an oath of 
allegiance, it cannot dissolve itself and it cannot legitimately depose The Queen.  
 
No parliament can bind its successors. This principle is itself a maxim of common law, 
and has been often restated: 
“Acts derogatory to the power of subsequent parliaments bind not” - Blackstone and 
Halsbury 
Neither can parliament legislate in contravention of the treaties which established the constitution and sovereignty of 



this nation - a point central to our case. Furthermore, parliament has a duty of care to preserve and protect the rights 
and freedoms of the people who elected it.  
 
Nor can parliament complete the passage of a bill without the royal assent. 
 
The sovereign, on the other hand, can dissolve parliament - with or without the advice of ministers - and can withhold 
the royal assent.  
 
Only the sovereign can call for new elections, and only the sovereign can sign treaties. Those powers are the 
embodiment of the sovereign’s supremacy over parliament. They may, from time to time, be delegated. 
 
Because the sovereign is constitutionally bound to respect the provisions of the Bill of Rights, such royal prerogative 
has restrictions:  
 
* It cannot be used in an innovatory way. (If this were not so, the executive could dispense with parliament and the 
judiciary  
 
and become an unlimited tyranny. Any future Attorney General could claim that an edict was part of a treaty and it 
would become unquestionable.) 
 
*It may not be subversive of the rights and liberties of the subject. (The case of Nichols v. Nichols, 1576, stated 
"Prerogative is created for the benefit of the people and cannot be exercised to their prejudice".) *It may not be used 
to suspend or offend against statutes in force. (This comes from the Bill of Rights and the Coronation Oath Act which 
specifies the following form of words: Archbishop: “Will you solemnly promise and swear to govern the peoples of 
the United Kingdom...according to their respective laws and customs." Prospective Monarch: "I solemnly promise so 
to do.") 
 
The limitations of royal prerogative are clear. The Lord High Chancellor Command Paper 3301, 1967, Legal and 
constitutional implications of UK membership of the European Community: 
 
"No prerogative may be recognised that is contrary to Magna Carta or any other statute, or that interferes with the 
liberties of the subject. The courts have jurisdiction therefore, to enquire into the existence of any prerogative, it 
being a maxim of the common law that the king ought to be under no man, but under God and the law, because the 
law makes the king. If any prerogative is disputed, the courts must decide the question of whether or not it exists in 
the same way as they decide any other question of law. If a prerogative is clearly established, they must take the same 
judicial notice of it as they take of any other rule of law." 
 
Thus, we argue, while sovereigns have, over the centuries, at times devolved the royal prerogative to sign treaties to 
plenipotentiaries to act on their behalf, such devolved power is strictly limited, and cannot be used to remove the 
freedoms and liberties of the people by imposing foreign government and foreign law on them. 
 
In other words, the signatories to the European Communities Act 1972 exceeded their powers under the royal 
prerogative. 
 
We further argue that the subsequent claims made by government ministers and officials that European law is 
"supreme" in the UK is wholly ill-founded. At least one lawyer has suggested that anyone making such a claim is 
either ignorant, or lying, or bluffing, or admitting illegalities, or perpetrating a combination of all four follies. 
 
The Cambridge Law Journal, 1955, referring to (now Professor Sir, QC) William Wade’s The Basis of Legal 
Sovereignty, said that: 
 
“sovereign legislation depends for its authority on (what Salmond calls) an ‘ultimate legal principle’, ie: a political 
fact for which no purely legal explanation can be given. If no statute can establish the rule that the courts obey (the 
UK) parliament, similarly no statute can alter or abolish that rule. It is above and beyond the reach of 
statute…because it is itself the source of the authority of statute.” In other words, the relationship between 
parliament, sovereign legislation and the courts of law in the United Kingdom is unalterable.  
It is surprising to us that the so-called “supremacy” of the European Court of Justice has not been tested in the courts 
on this point already. If Wade is right, the UK courts are supreme in this jurisdiction. 



 
An attempt was made to bring these and other matters to court in 1972 by Ross McWhirter of The Freedom 
Association. He invoked the Bill of Rights to show that the government did not have authority to give away the right 
and liberties of the people. He was mysteriously assassinated before the matter was decided. His brother Norris made 
a similar attempt to question the legality of the Maastricht Treaty in 1993. Summonses were issued against the then 
Foreign Secretary for treason. The Attorney General used a purported power to take over the case and then drop it as 
"not in the public interest". Yet the Bill of Rights prohibits "suspending laws or the operation of laws". His action was 
also contrary to natural justice because the Attorney General was sitting in judgement in his own cause. 
 
Applying the principle of Pepper v. Hart (1992), (the interpretation of statutes by reference to the debates in 
parliament during passage of the bill), the following statements during the passage of European enabling legislation 
are relevant: 
 
"The house as a whole may therefore be reassured that there is no question of this bill (The European Communities 
Bill 1972) making a thousand years of British law subservient to the Code Napoleon". 
Mr. Geoffrey Rippon, Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster. Hansard, 15 Feb 1972. Pg.270. 
 
"Our sovereignty cannot be bartered away by the Solicitor General, or even by the Prime Minister, because it is not 
theirs to give. I speak not only of the sovereignty of this house, but also of the higher sovereignty of the British 
people". 
Mr Alfred Morris MP. Hansard, 17 Feb 1972 Pg. 727-8. 
 
Government statements made during the time of national debate on the question of the UK joining what became the 
EU can be described at the very least as deliberately misleading, and at worst as barefaced lying in the teeth of - to 
ministers - known facts and legal advice: 
 
"There is no reason to think that the impact of community law would weaken or destroy any of the basic rights and 
liberties of individuals under the law in the United Kingdom". 
 
The Lord High Chancellor Command Paper 3301, 1967. 
 
“…no question of any erosion of essential national sovereignty”  
 
White Paper on joining the Common Market, issued by the Heath government in July 1971. 
 
Three years later, writing in support of the “Yes” campaign in the 1975 referendum, Roy Jenkins was equally 
misleading: 
 
“The position of the Queen is not affected. English Common Law is not affected.”  
 
On the other hand, if we were to argue that the government’s White Paper of 1971 and Roy Jenkins remarks of 1975 
were correct, these statements now support our case for declaring that all European legislation in the UK is 
unconstitutional and therefore null and void. 
 
Judgement in the Witham case of 1997 included the observation: 
 
“The common law does not generally speak in the language of constitutional rights, for the good reason that, in the 
absence of a sovereign text, a written constitution which is logically and legally prior to the power of the legislature, 
executive and judiciary alike, there is on the face of it no hierarchy of rights such that any one of them is more 
entrenched by law than any other…at a time when common law continues to accord a legislative supremacy to 
parliament.” 
 
Which brings us back finally to the meaning of words, respect for their meaning, and acceptance of the force, 
obligations and commitments they carry. The Alice in Wonderland language - “words mean what I want them to 
mean” - adopted increasingly by the executive in modern times is at the very heart of the UK’s current political 
scepticism, as governments blithely ignore almost anything that is inconvenient to them, prefer political correctness 
to substance, and spin-doctor their way around every obstacle.  
 



If the words used in the Witham judgement have any meaning, legal or otherwise, the logic of the case we have 
argued in this document is overwhelming. Whether those in or close to the executive, the legislature or the judiciary 
will recognise the force of our case sufficiently to find the courage to lend support is altogether something else. 
 
Sovereign Authority 
 
We have already argued that the ultimate powers of sovereignty remain in the sole possession of the monarch. 
Indeed, it is the unique covenant between sovereign and people that stands as the bulwark supporting our constitution  
and rights.  
 
The sovereign is the court of last resort, the only person who can stand finally between 
the people and renegade politicians. Indeed, we would go further. It is the sovereign’s 
sworn duty, as laid down in Magna Carta (see above). 

 
The Coronation Oath is a contract for life between the sovereign and the 

nation. 
 
The present Queen swore: 
 
“…to govern the peoples of the United Kingdom…according to their laws and 
customs.” She also swore to preserve  for the people “all rights and privileges as by law 
do or shall appertain to any of them.” 
 
The Coronation Oath is not a contract between the sovereign and parliament. It is a 
contract between the sovereign and each individual subject. It cannot be broken by a 
vote in parliament. It can be broken only by the sovereign or by the individual.  
 
 
Like all contracts, if one party to the contract believes the terms are at risk, the other party can be called to account.  
 
As we have indicated already, today just as for nearly a thousand years, if an individual believes his freedoms, rights 
and liberties are at risk, the sovereign can be called upon to protect those rights as promised in the contract. 
 
Likewise, the sovereign can call individuals to arms to protect the realm. 
 
We know of two occasions in modern times when the covenant between sovereign and subjects first established in 
Magna Carta, and renewed in every Coronation Oath since, has been put to the test by one party to the contract or the 
other. Conveniently, the two examples come from opposite sides of the covenant.  
 
1975 - Australia. The Governor General, acting on behalf of The Queen, dissolved the Australian parliament and 
called new elections, when the then government attempted to pass legislation which was held to infringe the rights of 
all Australians.  
 
1982 - Falklands. Sovereign’s call to arms to prepare and despatch a task force to rescue the Falkland Islanders whose 
rights and sovereignty were threatened by war. 
 
Actions of this kind enhance the status and strength of the monarchy, and re-affirm to the nation’s subjects that their 
rights and freedoms are being preserved. They also demonstrate in a modern context that Magna Carta and the 
Declaration of Rights are alive and well. 
 
The sovereign is the ultimate protector of the nation and guarantor of the rights of each individual, and those 
responsibilities are the sovereign’s, and the sovereign’s alone.  
At least one constitutional commentator (Allott) agrees with us: 



 
"For parliament to develop or improve on a fundamental right is one thing. But to enact legislation which expressly 
removes an already existing fundamental right, and to have that enactment blindly upheld by a court, is quite another. 
 
“If there is one thread which runs through the whole turbulent history of British constitutional development, it is the 
belief that we (parliament and the courts) are the servants of fundamental constitutional rules which were there before 
us and will be there after we are gone.” 
 
 
The Ultimate Test 
 
Despite all those rights, freedoms and protections, established over centuries, today our common laws, rights, 
freedoms, liberties and customs are being demolished with the speed and thoroughness of a team of statutory 
bulldozers. 
 
Long ago, Magna Carta dealt with the problem of a sovereign acting above the law. Later, the Declaration of Rights 
confirmed the estates of the realm and their relationship to one another - a series of checks and balances. Today, that 
relationship has been seriously undermined. We now have a House of Commons acting above the law, plainly 
contemptuous of the (remaining) powers of The Queen and the House of Lords.  
 
Such an overwhelming concentration of power in the hands of the executive, especially one with a huge 
parliamentary majority, means that we are currently faced with an extreme example of what Lord Hailsham famously 
called “an elective dictatorship”. 
 
Writing of Magna Carta in his History of The English-Speaking Peoples, Winston Churchill said: 
 
“…and when in subsequent ages the state, swollen with its own authority, has attempted to ride roughshod over the 
rights and liberties of the subject it is to this doctrine that appeal has again and again been made, and never, as yet, 
without success.” 
 
The Magna Carta Society, and tens of thousands like us, believe the time has come - indeed, it is overdue - to put the 
great principles and rights enshrined in Magna Carta and the Declaration of Rights to the test once again. 
 
Eventually, the issue of the EU's right to rule over the UK must be tested in the highest court in the land and - given 
the speed and comprehensiveness of present EU legislation and its destructiveness - that test must be made as a 
matter of the highest priority.  
 
Already faced with the most fundamental concerns for the structure and protection of this nation’s constitution it now 
appears that the battle over the EU has developed a second front - the dismantling of our parliamentary institutions 
and the most cavalier disregard for our constitution and rights. 
 
Given the extracts above, there is good reason to believe that, under Magna Carta, 25 hereditary peers can convene 
themselves as a quorum, and sit as a House of Lords, despite the recent passage of a bill purporting to restrict its 
hereditary numbers.  
 
We have reason to believe that such a quorum can be assembled. 
 
Furthermore, under the terms of Magna Carta, that House has an obligation to hear petitions brought by free men, and 
take them to The Queen, who - equally - has an obligation to hear them. 
 
That is the ultimate consequence of the unique contract first established with Magna Carta and renewed at each 
coronation.  
 
To those in government and the judiciary who might try to argue that we no longer have the right of petition and 
appeal to The Queen, there are serious questions to answer: 
 
When do they claim that right was taken away? By whom? And how? On whose authority? And by what right? 
 



(We believe the last monarch to receive and act on a petition was Queen Victoria, and we can find no evidence of any 
attempt to prevent or hinder any such petition subsequently. Nor does there appear to be any legislation which 
attempts to defy the contract made between sovereign and subjects in Magna Carta and the Coronation Oath. We 
acknowledge that it has become custom in the last few years for petitions to be passed to ministers of the crown for 
action, but that is not to say that the monarch can no longer act in her own right. Indeed, in current circumstances, the 
ministers themselves are party to our complaint, and cannot therefore deal with the matters complained of.) 
 
In any case, the sovereign cannot be absolved from her obligations, responsibilities and duties to her subjects, and 
certainly not on the mere advice of ministers. Otherwise the Coronation Oath would be meaningless. 
 
Which is why we are preparing a petition to be submitted to the hereditary House of Lords for presentation to The 
Queen, based on the following terms: 
 
“We the undersigned seek to draw attention to and seek redress from the imposition of foreign laws, directives, 
regulations and judicial decisions by and from the European Union and its institutions, to the detriment and prejudice 
of your sovereignty and to our rights and freedoms as defined in Magna Carta, the Declaration of Rights, and by the 
customs of your people, and which you, our sovereign, swore to uphold and preserve inviolate in your Coronation 
Oath of 1953.” 
 
If Magna Carta stands, we have a right to enter such a petition.  
 
If it does not, this kingdom stands in dire peril, the executive have some momentous questions to answer, and all free 
men of this kingdom should hear the call.  
 
Whether Magna Carta stands or not, action is needed, and we intend to take it. 
 
The Magna Carta Society 
 
 
 
OTHER ACTIONS 
 
 
The objective of this document has been to make a case for the constitutional repudiation of the United Kingdom’s 
membership of the European Union. 
 
There are, of course, other means by which the UK’s membership of the EU may end - the government of the day 
might withdraw; the EU might throw us out (we should be so lucky); parliament might vote for repeal of the 1972 
Act; private prosecutions of government ministers for treason might be successful. Any one of these events would 
have much the same practical effect as we seek. 
 
Whichever event prevails, we argue that there are other actions, legal and otherwise, which need the urgent attention 
of those in a position, and with the knowledge, to take them: 
 
Immediately 
 
1. Determine how best to test in the courts the claim that European law is “supreme” in the United Kingdom. 
 
2. Examine the direct conflict between the oaths sworn by privy counsellors and EU commissioners. At the very least,  
we advocate that those who have taken the commission’s euro should be publicly stripped of their status as privy 
counsellors. 
 
3. Examine the constitutionality of the two separate recent attempts made by parliament acting under instructions 
from the EU and the European Court of Human Rights to interfere with the oath of attestation made by all members 
of the armed forces. The first involves the setting up of an embryo European Army, and the second with the setting 
and interpretation of standards of behaviour likely to be detrimental to the efficiency of the forces. In both these 
actions parliament appears to have exceeded its authority, and had the effect of compromising the sovereignty of The 
Queen. 



4. Examine the issue of citizenship (Article 8 of the Maastricht Treaty - "Citizenship of the union is hereby 
established"). British citizenship (we prefer the term “subject of the crown”) is a birthright. Citizenship is not in the 
gift of a self-appointed foreign institution, which in any event is unaccountable to the British electorate and, we 
argue, has no standing here.  
 
The notion of dual citizenship, implied under this Treaty, is nonsensical. Across the world, applications for dual 
citizenship are entirely voluntary. Furthermore, the European Union is even now only an association of sovereign 
nation states. It is not in itself a state, much as it might like to pretend otherwise. It is impossible to be the citizen of a 
non-state. At the very least, therefore, that legal non-sequitur needs to be  
 
disputed in the courts, with the outcome providing individual subjects with a practical and effective means of 
rejecting so-called citizenship of the EU, and all its pathetic paraphernalia - passport covers, driving licences and the 
like.  
 
5. Examine the constitutionality of the 1975 referendum and the referendum proposed on the euro, both of which 
concern changes which appear to have been forbidden under our constitution and, if possible, instigate proceedings to 
have them set aside.  
 
6. Investigate potential cases of treason against all the plenipotentiaries acting under the royal prerogative and who 
signed the Treaties of Rome, Maastricht and Amsterdam on behalf of the United Kingdom. 
 
7. Test the legality of all new EU legislation, directives and regulations, as attempts are made to introduce and 
enforce them. To date, insufficiently vigorous opposition has been applied. There are huge battles ahead, including: 
the euro and tax harmonisation, weights and measures, a European defence force, Europol and Corpus Juris. As the 
EU attempts to enforce its policies and law on the UK, contrary to Magna Carta, the Declaration of Rights, and 
common law, each and every one must be disputed to the utmost of our resources and will-power. 
 
 
Post-Membership 
 
8. The restitution of the constitution will release an avalanche of cases of maladministration, involving whole 
industries (fishing, for example) and many thousands of individuals and businesses, and going back over many years.  
 
The desire for an immediate and gigantic bonfire of EU inanities will need to be balanced with an equally important 
desire to achieve rapid but orderly abolition of (now) illegal regulations. An immediate moratorium on enforcement 
seems the most practical and desirable first step.  
 
The vital issue of making good the damage suffered by the people will come a close second. This might perhaps be 
addressed in much the same way as restitution and reinstatement was handled after the second world war, with the 
state leading a programme of national re-building. What redress do the people whose livelihoods have been damaged 
or destroyed over the last 30 years have against government ministers and enforcement agencies past and present? 
And how can it be delivered quickly and fairly, without time-consuming and expensive civil proceedings? It is 
possible that justice itself will demand that the state foots the bill. 
 
We urge that a powerful independent body be set up as a matter of the highest priority and charged, primarily, with 
determining the best means of achieving rapid and equitable redress for all those affected by the enforcement of EU 
law, regulations, directives and judicial decisions in the UK since 1 January 1973.  
 
9. Investigate potential cases of treason against all prime ministers since 1972  
 
10. Investigate, with a view to prosecution, the past actions of ministers and officials who exceeded or may have 
exceeded the authority delegated to them by the people, and who attempted to defy the clear intentions of the 
constitution of the United Kingdom. 
 
And Finally… 
 
11. The people are sovereign. The monarch is the embodiment of that sovereignty. So it was and still should be. But 
these tenets of the constitution have been seriously threatened by the erosion of the checks and balances between the 



sovereign, the houses of parliament and the people - an erosion which has been insidious, lengthy and allowed to 
thrive by the negligence of the people, who have failed sufficiently to exercise vigilance.  
 
 
It was 473 years after Magna Carta that a further treaty became necessary between the sovereign and the people. 
Another 312 years have passed since the Declaration of Rights. 
 
 
Events of recent years, and the momentous issues raised in this document, convince us that a new treaty between the 
monarch and the people is now essential. It should re-state the true relationship between sovereign, the two houses of 
parliament and the people, re-establish the checks and balances between them, and re-affirm the covenant between 
sovereign and subjects. 
 
 
Nothing else will do. 
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Information 
Description 
English 
John, by the grace of God King of England, Lord of Ireland, Duke of Normandy and Aquitaine and Count of Anjou, 
to his archbishops, bishops, abbots, earls, barons, justices, foresters, sheriffs, stewards, servants and to all his officials 
and loyal subjects, greeting. 
 
So begins (in English translation) the text of Magna Carta, as agreed by King John and the barons of England on 15 
June 1215. This is one of the four surviving copies of Magna Carta dispatched within the month to various bishops, 
and possibly sheriffs, throughout the kingdom. The document itself starts with a large capital ‘I’ (for ‘Iohannes’) in 
the upper left-hand corner. It is written on sheepskin parchment, in a documentary script, by a single scribe. The Latin 
text is in continuous prose — the division into separate clauses is a later phenomenon — but there are additions in the 
lower margin, denoting passages which were either omitted in error by the scribe or represent last minute revisions. 
Of the surviving 1215 copies, this document alone is written in landscape format; King John’s seal is no longer 
attached, but a central slit at the foot apparently shows where the seal-tag was located.  
 
The medieval provenance of this copy of Magna Carta is unknown, but it has a curious later history. According to 
one account, it was discovered in a London tailor’s shop, before being presented to Sir Robert Cotton (d. 1631) by 
Humphrey Wymes of the Inner Temple on 1 January 1628/9. Cotton’s manuscripts later entered the British Museum 
(now the British Library), and this Magna Carta has been on regular display since 1857. 
 
Although very large for an early 13th-century royal charter, its appearance is otherwise unprepossessing. King John 
could surely never have anticipated the enduring international legacy of Magna Carta, which closes with the words: 
Both we and the barons have sworn that all this shall be observed in good faith and without deceit … Given by our 
hand in the meadow that is called Runnymede, between Windsor and Staines, on the fifteenth day of June in the 
seventeenth year of our reign. 
Transcript 

 
Transcript 
English 
 
English translation 
 
Clauses marked (+) are still valid under the charter of 1225, but with a few minor amendments. Clauses marked (*) 
were omitted in all later reissues of the charter. In the charter itself the clauses are not numbered, and the text reads 
continuously. The translation sets out to convey the sense rather than the precise wording of the original Latin. 
JOHN, by the grace of God King of England, Lord of Ireland, Duke of Normandy and Aquitaine, and Count of 
Anjou, to his archbishops, bishops, abbots, earls, barons, justices, foresters, sheriffs, stewards, servants, and to all his 
officials and loyal subjects, Greeting.  
 
KNOW THAT BEFORE GOD, for the health of our soul and those of our ancestors and heirs, to the honour of God, 
the exaltation of the holy Church, and the better ordering of our kingdom, at the advice of our reverend fathers 
Stephen, archbishop of Canterbury, primate of all England, and cardinal of the holy Roman Church, Henry 
archbishop of Dublin, William bishop of London, Peter bishop of Winchester, Jocelin bishop of Bath and 
Glastonbury, Hugh bishop of Lincoln, Walter Bishop of Worcester, William bishop of Coventry, Benedict bishop of 
Rochester, Master Pandulf subdeacon and member of the papal household, Brother Aymeric master of the knighthood 
of the Temple in England, William Marshal earl of Pembroke, William earl of Salisbury, William earl of Warren, 
William earl of Arundel, Alan de Galloway constable of Scotland, Warin Fitz Gerald, Peter Fitz Herbert, Hubert de 
Burgh seneschal of Poitou, Hugh de Neville, Matthew Fitz Herbert, Thomas Basset, Alan Basset, Philip Daubeny, 
Robert de Roppeley, John Marshal, John Fitz Hugh, and other loyal subjects: 
+ (1) FIRST, THAT WE HAVE GRANTED TO GOD, and by this present charter have confirmed for us and our 
heirs in perpetuity, that the English Church shall be free, and shall have its rights undiminished, and its liberties 

http://www.bl.uk/collection-items?formats=manuscript
http://www.bl.uk/collection-items?organisation=british%20library
http://creativecommons.org/publicdomain/mark/1.0/
http://www.bl.uk/collection-items/magna-carta-1215
http://www.bl.uk/magna-carta/articles/magna-carta-english-translation
http://www.bl.uk/magna-carta
http://www.bl.uk/magna-carta/articles/magna-carta-people-and-society
http://www.bl.uk/magna-carta/articles/magna-carta-an-introduction


unimpaired. That we wish this so to be observed, appears from the fact that of our own free will, before the outbreak 
of the present dispute between us and our barons, we granted and confirmed by charter the freedom of the Church's 
elections - a right reckoned to be of the greatest necessity and importance to it - and caused this to be confirmed by 
Pope Innocent III. This freedom we shall observe ourselves, and desire to be observed in good faith by our heirs in 
perpetuity. 
 

TO ALL FREE MEN OF OUR KINGDOM we have also granted, for us and our heirs for ever, all the liberties 
written out below, to have and to keep for them and their heirs, of us and our heirs: 

 
(2) If any earl, baron, or other person that holds lands directly of the Crown, for military service, shall die, and at his 
death his heir shall be of full age and owe a 'relief', the heir shall have his inheritance on payment of the ancient scale 
of 'relief'. That is to say, the heir or heirs of an earl shall pay £100 for the entire earl's barony, the heir or heirs of a 
knight 100s. at most for the entire knight's 'fee', and any man that owes less shall pay less, in accordance with the 
ancient usage of 'fees' 
 
(3) But if the heir of such a person is under age and a ward, when he comes of age he shall have his inheritance 
without 'relief' or fine. 
 
(4) The guardian of the land of an heir who is under age shall take from it only reasonable revenues, customary dues, 
and feudal services. He shall do this without destruction or damage to men or property. If we have given the 
guardianship of the land to a sheriff, or to any person answerable to us for the revenues, and he commits destruction 
or damage, we will exact compensation from him, and the land shall be entrusted to two worthy and prudent men of 
the same 'fee', who shall be answerable to us for the revenues, or to the person to whom we have assigned them. If we 
have given or sold to anyone the guardianship of such land, and he causes destruction or damage, he shall lose the 
guardianship of it, and it shall be handed over to two worthy and prudent men of the same 'fee', who shall be similarly 
answerable to us. 
 
(5) For so long as a guardian has guardianship of such land, he shall maintain the houses, parks, fish preserves, ponds, 
mills, and everything else pertaining to it, from the revenues of the land itself. When the heir comes of age, he shall 
restore the whole land to him, stocked with plough teams and such implements of husbandry as the season demands 
and the revenues from the land can reasonably bear. 
 
(6) Heirs may be given in marriage, but not to someone of lower social standing. Before a marriage takes place, it 
shall be made known to the heir's next-of-kin. 
 
(7) At her husband's death, a widow may have her marriage portion and inheritance at once and without trouble. She 
shall pay nothing for her dower, marriage portion, or any inheritance that she and her husband held jointly on the day 
of his death. She may remain in her husband's house for forty days after his death, and within this period her dower 
shall be assigned to her. 
 
(8) No widow shall be compelled to marry, so long as she wishes to remain without a husband. But she must give 
security that she will not marry without royal consent, if she holds her lands of the Crown, or without the consent of 
whatever other lord she may hold them of. 
 
(9) Neither we nor our officials will seize any land or rent in payment of a debt, so long as the debtor has movable 
goods sufficient to discharge the debt. A debtor's sureties shall not be distrained upon so long as the debtor himself 
can discharge his debt. If, for lack of means, the debtor is unable to discharge his debt, his sureties shall be 
answerable for it. If they so desire, they may have the debtor's lands and rents until they have received satisfaction for 
the debt that they paid for him, unless the debtor can show that he has settled his obligations to them. 
 
* (10) If anyone who has borrowed a sum of money from Jews dies before the debt has been repaid, his heir  
shall pay no interest on the debt for so long as he remains under age, irrespective of whom he holds his lands. If such 
a debt falls into the hands of the Crown, it will take nothing except the principal sum specified in the bond. 
 
* (11) If a man dies owing money to Jews, his wife may have her dower and pay nothing towards the debt from it. If 
he leaves children that are under age, their needs may also be provided for on a scale appropriate to the size of his 
holding of lands. The debt is to be paid out of the residue, reserving the service due to his feudal lords. Debts owed to 
persons other than Jews are to be dealt with similarly. 



 
(12) No 'scutage' or 'aid' may be levied in our kingdom without its general consent, unless it is for the ransom of our 
person, to make our eldest son a knight, and (once) to marry our eldest daughter. For these purposes only a reasonable 
'aid' may be levied. 'Aids' from the city of London are to be treated similarly. 

 
+ (13) The city of London shall enjoy all its ancient liberties and free customs, both by land and by water. We also 
will and grant that all other cities, boroughs, towns, and ports shall enjoy all their liberties and free customs. 
 
(14) To obtain the general consent of the realm for the assessment of an 'aid' - except in the three cases specified 
above - or a 'scutage', we will cause the archbishops, bishops, abbots, earls, and greater barons to be summoned 
individually by letter. To those who hold lands directly of us we will cause a general summons to be issued, through 
the sheriffs and other officials, to come together on a fixed day (of which at least forty days notice shall be given) and 
at a fixed place. In all letters of summons, the cause of the summons will be stated. When a summons has been 
issued, the business appointed for the day shall go forward in accordance with the resolution of those present, even if 
not all those who were summoned have appeared. 

 
* (15) In future we will allow no one to levy an 'aid' from his free men, except to ransom his person, to make his 
eldest son a knight, and (once) to marry his eldest daughter. For these purposes only a reasonable 'aid' may be levied. 
 
(16) No man shall be forced to perform more service for a knight's 'fee', or other free holding of land, than is due 
from it. 
 
(17) Ordinary lawsuits shall not follow the royal court around, but shall be held in a fixed place. 
 
(18) Inquests of novel disseisin, mort d'ancestor, and darrein presentment shall be taken only in their proper county 
court. We ourselves, or in our absence abroad our chief justice, will send two justices to each county four times a 
year, and these justices, with four knights of the county elected by the county itself, shall hold the assizes in the 
county court, on the day and in the place where the court meets. 
 
(19) If any assizes cannot be taken on the day of the county court, as many knights and freeholders shall afterwards 
remain behind, of those who have attended the court, as will suffice for the administration of justice, having regard to 
the volume of business to be done. 
 
(20) For a trivial offence, a free man shall be fined only in proportion to the degree of his offence, and for a serious 
offence correspondingly, but not so heavily as to deprive him of his livelihood. In the same way, a merchant shall be 
spared his merchandise, and a villein the implements of his husbandry, if they fall upon the mercy of a royal court. 
None of these fines shall be imposed except by the assessment on oath of reputable men of the neighbourhood. 
 
(21) Earls and barons shall be fined only by their equals, and in proportion to the gravity of their offence. 
 
(22) A fine imposed upon the lay property of a clerk in holy orders shall be assessed upon the same principles, 
without reference to the value of his ecclesiastical benefice. 
 
(23) No town or person shall be forced to build bridges over rivers except those with an ancient obligation to do so. 
 
(24) No sheriff, constable, coroners, or other royal officials are to hold lawsuits that should be held by the royal 
justices. 
 
(25) Every county, hundred, wapentake, and riding shall remain at its ancient rent, without increase, except the royal 
demesne manors. 

 
(26) If at the death of a man who holds a lay 'fee' of the Crown, a sheriff or royal official produces royal letters patent 
of summons for a debt due to the Crown, it shall be lawful for them to seize and list movable goods found in the lay 
'fee' of the dead man to the value of the debt, as assessed by worthy men. Nothing shall be removed until the whole 
debt is paid, when the residue shall be given over to the executors to carry out the dead man’s will. If no debt is due 
to the Crown, all the movable goods shall be regarded as the property of the dead man, except the reasonable shares 
of his wife and children. 
 



* (27) If a free man dies intestate, his movable goods are to be distributed by his next-of-kin and friends, under the 
supervision of the Church. The rights of his debtors are to be preserved. 
 
(28) No constable or other royal official shall take corn or other movable goods from any man without immediate 
payment, unless the seller voluntarily offers postponement of this. 
 
(29) No constable may compel a knight to pay money for castle-guard if the knight is willing to undertake the guard 
in person, or with reasonable excuse to supply some other fit man to do it. A knight taken or sent on military service 
shall be excused from castle-guard for the period of this service. 
 
(30) No sheriff, royal official, or other person shall take horses or carts for transport from any free man, without his 
consent. 
 
(31) Neither we nor any royal official will take wood for our castle, or for any other purpose, without the consent of 
the owner. 
 
(32) We will not keep the lands of people convicted of felony in our hand for longer than a year and a day, after 
which they shall be returned to the lords of the 'fees' concerned. 
 
(33) All fish-weirs shall be removed from the Thames, the Medway, and throughout the whole of England, except on 
the sea coast. 
 
(34) The writ called precipe shall not in future be issued to anyone in respect of any holding of land, if a free man 
could thereby be deprived of the right of trial in his own lord's court. 
 
(35) There shall be standard measures of wine, ale, and corn (the London quarter), throughout the kingdom. There 
shall also be a standard width of dyed cloth, russet, and haberject, namely two ells within the selvedges. Weights are 
to be standardised similarly. 
 
(36) In future nothing shall be paid or accepted for the issue of a writ of inquisition of life or limbs. It shall be given 
gratis, and not refused. 
 
(37) If a man holds land of the Crown by 'fee-farm', 'socage', or 'burgage', and also holds land of someone else for 
knight's service, we will not have guardianship of his heir, nor of the land that belongs to the other person's 'fee', by 
virtue of the 'fee-farm', 'socage', or 'burgage', unless the 'fee-farm' owes knight's service. We will not have the 
guardianship of a man's heir, or of land that he holds of someone else, by reason of any small property that he may 
hold of the Crown for a service of knives, arrows, or the like. 
 
(38) In future no official shall place a man on trial upon his own unsupported statement, without producing credible 
witnesses to the truth of it. 
 
+ (39) No free man shall be seized or imprisoned, or stripped of his rights or possessions, or outlawed or exiled, or 
deprived of his standing in any other way, nor will we proceed with force against him, or send others to do so, except 
by the lawful judgement of his equals or by the law of the land. 
 
+ (40) To no one will we sell, to no one deny or delay right or justice. 
 
(41) All merchants may enter or leave England unharmed and without fear, and may stay or travel within it, by land 
or water, for purposes of trade, free from all illegal exactions, in accordance with ancient and lawful customs. This, 
however, does not apply in time of war to merchants from a country that is at war with us. Any such merchants found 
in our country at the outbreak of war shall be detained without injury to their persons or property, until we or our 
chief justice have discovered how our own merchants are being treated in the country at war with us. If our own 
merchants are safe they shall be safe too. 
 
* (42) In future it shall be lawful for any man to leave and return to our kingdom unharmed and without fear, by land 
or water, preserving his allegiance to us, except in time of war, for some short period, for the common benefit of the 
realm. People that have been imprisoned or outlawed in accordance with the law of the land, people from a country 
that is at war with us, and merchants - who shall be dealt with as stated above - are excepted from this provision. 



 
(43) If a man holds lands of any 'escheat' such as the 'honour' of Wallingford, Nottingham, Boulogne, Lancaster, or of 
other 'escheats' in our hand that are baronies, at his death his heir shall give us only the 'relief' and service that he 
would have made to the baron, had the barony been in the baron's hand. We will hold the 'escheat' in the same 
manner as the baron held it. 
 
(44) People who live outside the forest need not in future appear before the royal justices of the forest in answer to 
general summonses, unless they are actually involved in proceedings or are sureties for someone who has been seized 
for a forest offence. 
 
* (45) We will appoint as justices, constables, sheriffs, or other officials, only men that know the law of the realm and 
are minded to keep it well. 
 
(46) All barons who have founded abbeys, and have charters of English kings or ancient tenure as evidence of this, 
may have guardianship of them when there is no abbot, as is their due. 
 
(47) All forests that have been created in our reign shall at once be disafforested. River-banks that have been enclosed 
in our reign shall be treated similarly. 
 
*(48) All evil customs relating to forests and warrens, foresters, warreners, sheriffs and their servants, or river-banks 
and their wardens, are at once to be investigated in every county by twelve sworn knights of the county, and within 
forty days of their enquiry the evil customs are to be abolished completely and irrevocably. But we, or our chief 
justice if we are not in England, are first to be informed. 
 
* (49) We will at once return all hostages and charters delivered up to us by Englishmen as security for peace or for 
loyal service. 
 
* (50) We will remove completely from their offices the kinsmen of Gerard de Athée, and in future they shall hold no 
offices in England. The people in question are Engelard de Cigogné, Peter, Guy, and Andrew de Chanceaux, Guy de 
Cigogné, Geoffrey de Martigny and his brothers, Philip Marc and his brothers, with Geoffrey his nephew, and all 
their followers. 
 
* (51) As soon as peace is restored, we will remove from the kingdom all the foreign knights, bowmen, their 
attendants, and the mercenaries that have come to it, to its harm, with horses and arms. 
 
* (52) To any man whom we have deprived or dispossessed of lands, castles, liberties, or rights, without the lawful 
judgement of his equals, we will at once restore these. In cases of dispute the matter shall be resolved by the 
judgement of the twenty-five barons referred to below in the clause for securing the peace. In cases, however, where 
a man was deprived or dispossessed of something without the lawful judgement of his equals by our father King 
Henry or our brother King Richard, and it remains in our hands or is held by others under our warranty, we shall have 
respite for the period commonly allowed to Crusaders, unless a lawsuit had been begun, or an enquiry had been made 
at our order, before we took the Cross as a Crusader. On our return from the Crusade, or if we abandon it, we will at 
once render justice in full. 
 
* (53) We shall have similar respite in rendering justice in connexion with forests that are to be disafforested, or to 
remain forests, when these were first afforested by our father Henry or our brother Richard; with the guardianship of 
lands in another person's 'fee', when we have hitherto had this by virtue of a 'fee' held of us for knight's service by a 
third party; and with abbeys founded in another person's 'fee', in which the lord of the 'fee' claims to own a right. On 
our return from the Crusade, or if we abandon it, we will at once do full justice to complaints about these matters. 
 
(54) No one shall be arrested or imprisoned on the appeal of a woman for the death of any person except her husband. 
 
* (55) All fines that have been given to us unjustly and against the law of the land, and all fines that we have exacted 
unjustly, shall be entirely remitted or the matter decided by a majority judgement of the twenty-five barons referred to 
below in the clause for securing the peace together with Stephen, archbishop of Canterbury, if he can be present, and 
such others as he wishes to bring with him. If the archbishop cannot be present, proceedings shall continue without 
him, provided that if any of the twenty-five barons has been involved in a similar suit himself, his judgement shall be 



set aside, and someone else chosen and sworn in his place, as a substitute for the single occasion, by the rest of the 
twenty-five. 
 
(56) If we have deprived or dispossessed any Welshmen of lands, liberties, or anything else in England or in Wales, 
without the lawful judgement of their equals, these are at once to be returned to them. A dispute on this point shall be 
determined in the Marches by the judgement of equals. English law shall apply to holdings of land in England, Welsh 
law to those in Wales, and the law of the Marches to those in the Marches. The Welsh shall treat us and ours in the 
same way. 
 
* (57) In cases where a Welshman was deprived or dispossessed of anything, without the lawful judgement of his 
equals, by our father King Henry or our brother King Richard, and it remains in our hands or is held by others under 
our warranty, we shall have respite for the period commonly allowed to Crusaders, unless a lawsuit had been begun, 
or an enquiry had been made at our order, before we took the Cross as a Crusader. But on our return from the 
Crusade, or if we abandon it, we will at once do full justice according to the laws of Wales and the said regions. 
 
* (58) We will at once return the son of Llywelyn, all Welsh hostages, and the charters delivered to us as security for 
the peace. 
 
* (59) With regard to the return of the sisters and hostages of Alexander, king of Scotland, his liberties and his rights, 
we will treat him in the same way as our other barons of England, unless it appears from the charters that we hold 
from his father William, formerly king of Scotland, that he should be treated otherwise. This matter shall be resolved 
by the judgement of his equals in our court. 
 
(60) All these customs and liberties that we have granted shall be observed in our kingdom in so far as concerns our 
own relations with our subjects. Let all men of our kingdom, whether clergy or laymen, observe them similarly in 
their relations with their own men. 
 
* (61) SINCE WE HAVE GRANTED ALL THESE THINGS for God, for the better ordering of our kingdom, and to 
allay the discord that has arisen between us and our barons, and since we desire that they shall be enjoyed in their 
entirety, with lasting strength, for ever, we give and grant to the barons the following security: 
The barons shall elect twenty-five of their number to keep, and cause to be observed with all their might, the peace 
and liberties granted and confirmed to them by this charter. 
 
If we, our chief justice, our officials, or any of our servants offend in any respect against any man, or transgress any 
of the articles of the peace or of this security, and the offence is made known to four of the said twenty-five barons, 
they shall come to us - or in our absence from the kingdom to the chief justice - to declare it and claim immediate 
redress. If we, or in our absence abroad the chief justice, make no redress within forty days, reckoning from the day 
on which the offence was declared to us or to him, the four barons shall refer the matter to the rest of the twenty-five 
barons, who may distrain upon and assail us in every way possible, with the support of the whole community of the 
land, by seizing our castles, lands, possessions, or anything else saving only our own person and those of the queen 
and our children, until they have secured such redress as they have determined upon. Having secured the redress, they 
may then resume their normal obedience to us. 
 
Any man who so desires may take an oath to obey the commands of the twenty-five barons for the achievement of 
these ends, and to join with them in assailing us to the utmost of his power. We give public and free permission to 
take this oath to any man who so desires, and at no time will we prohibit any man from taking it. Indeed, we will 
compel any of our subjects who are unwilling to take it to swear it at our command. 
If one of the twenty-five barons dies or leaves the country, or is prevented in any other way from discharging his 
duties, the rest of them shall choose another baron in his place, at their discretion, who shall be duly sworn in as they 
were. 
 
In the event of disagreement among the twenty-five barons on any matter referred to them for decision, the verdict of 
the majority present shall have the same validity as a unanimous verdict of the whole twenty-five, whether these were 
all present or some of those summoned were unwilling or unable to appear. 
 
The twenty-five barons shall swear to obey all the above articles faithfully, and shall cause them to be obeyed by 
others to the best of their power. 



 
We will not seek to procure from anyone, either by our own efforts or those of a third party, anything by which any 
part of these concessions or liberties might be revoked or diminished. Should such a thing be procured, it shall be null 
and void and we will at no time make use of it, either ourselves or through a third party. 
 
* (62) We have remitted and pardoned fully to all men any ill-will, hurt, or grudges that have arisen between us and 
our subjects, whether clergy or laymen, since the beginning of the dispute. We have in addition remitted fully, and for 
our own part have also pardoned, to all clergy and laymen any offences committed as a result of the said dispute 
between Easter in the sixteenth year of our reign (i.e. 1215) and the restoration of peace. 
 
In addition we have caused letters patent to be made for the barons, bearing witness to this security and to the 
concessions set out above, over the seals of Stephen archbishop of Canterbury, Henry archbishop of Dublin, the other 
bishops named above, and Master Pandulf. 
 
(63) IT IS ACCORDINGLY OUR WISH AND COMMAND that the English Church shall be free, and that men in 
our kingdom shall have and keep all these liberties, rights, and concessions, well and peaceably in their fullness and 
entirety for them and their heirs, of us and our heirs, in all things and all places for ever. 
Both we and the barons have sworn that all this shall be observed in good faith and without deceit. Witness the 
above-mentioned people and many others. 

 
Given by our hand in the meadow that is called Runnymede, between Windsor and Staines, on the fifteenth day of 
June in the seventeenth year of our reign (i.e. 1215: the new regnal year began on 28 May). 

 
Latin transcription 
[Prologue] Johannes Dei gratia rex Anglie, dominus Hibernie, dux Normannie, Aquitannie, et comes Andegavie, 
archiepiscopis, episcopis, abbatibus, comitibus, baronibus, justiciariis, forestariis, vicecomitibus, preposicis, ministris 
et omnibus ballivis et fidelibus suis salutem. 
 
Sciatis nos intuitu Dei et pro salute anime nostre et omnium antecessorum et heredum nostrorum ad honorem Dei et 
exaltationem sancte ecclesie et emendacionem regni nostri per consilium venerabilium patrum nostrorum, Stephani 
Cantuariensis archiepiscopi tocius Anglie primatis et sancte Romane ecclesie cardinalis, Henrici Dublinensis 
archiepiscopi, Willelmi Londoniensis, Petri Wintoniensis, Joscelini Bathoniensis et Glastoniensis, Hugoni 
Lincolniensis, Walteri Wygornensis, Willelmi Coventrensis, et Benedicti Roffensis episcoporum; magistri Pandulfi, 
domini pape subdiaconi et familiaris, fratris Aymerici magistri militie Templi in Anglia; et nobilium virorum 
Willelmi Mariscalli comitis Penbrocie, Willelmi, comitis Saresberie, Willelmi comitis Warennie, Willelmi comitis 
Arundellie, Alani de Galeweya constabularii Scocie, Warini filii Geroldi, Petri filii Hereberti, Huberti de Burgo 
senescalli Pictavie, Hugonis de Nevilla, Mathei filii Hereberti, Thome Basset, Alani Basset, Philippo de Albiniaco, 
Roberti de Roppeli, Johannis Mariscalli, Johannis filii Hugonis et aliorum fidelium nostrorum: 
 
[1] In primis concessisse Deo et hac presenti carta nostra confirmasse pro nobis et heredibus nostris in perpetuum 
quod Anglicana ecclesia libera sit et habeat iura sua integra et libertates suas illesas et ita volumus observari; quod 
apparet ex eo quod lib[er]tatem electionum que maxima et magis necessaria reputatur ecclesie Anglicanie mera et 
spontanea voluntate ante discordiam inter nos et barones nostros motam concessimus et carta nostra confirmavimus et 
eam obtinuimus a Domino papa Innocentio tercio confirmari quam et nos observabimus et ab heredibus nostris in 
perpetuum bona fide volumus observari. Concessimus eciam omnibus liberis hominibus regni nostri pro nobis et 
heredibus nostris in perpetuum omnes libertates subscriptas, habendas et tenendas eis et heredibus suis de nobis et 
heredibus nostris. 
 
[2] Si quis comitum vel baronum nostrorum sive aliorum tenencium de nobis in capite per servicium militare mortuus 
fuerit et cum decesserit heres suus plene etatis fuerit et relevium debeat habeat hereditatem suam per antiquum 
relevium; scilicet heres vel heredes comitis de baronia comitis integra per centum libras; heres vel heredes baronis de 
baronia integra per centum libras; heres vel heredes militis de feodo militis integro per centum solidos ad plus; et qui 
minus debuerit minus det secundum antiquam consuetudinem feodorum. 
 
[3] Si autem heres alicuius talium fuerit infra etatem et fuerit in custodia, cum ad ecatem pervenerit, habeat 
hereditatem suam sine relevio et sine fine. 
 



[4] Custos terre huiusmodi heredis qui infra etatem fuerit non capiat de terra heredis nisi racionabiles exicus et 
racionabiles consuetudines et racionabilia servicia, et hoc sine destructione et vasto hominum vel rerum; Et si nos 
commiserimus custodiam alicuius talis terre vicecomiti vel alicui alii qui de exitibus illius nobis respondere debeat, et 
ille destructionem de custodia fecerit vel vastum nos ab illo capiemus emendam et terra committatur duobus legalibus 
et discretis hominibus de feodo illo, qui de exitibus respondeant nobis vel ei cui eos assignaverimus. Et si dederimus 
vel vendiderimus alicui custodiam alicuius talis terre et ille destructionem inde fecerit vel vastum, amittat ipsam 
custodiam et tradatur duobus legalibus et discretis hominibus de feodo illo qui similiter nobis respondeant sicut 
predictum est. 
 
[5] Custos autem quamdiu custodiam terre habuerit, sustentet domos, parcos, vivaria, stagna, molendina, et cetera at 
terram illam pertinentia, de exitibus terre eiusdem et reddat heredi cum ad plenam etatem pervenerit, terram suam 
totam instauratam de carrucis et waynagiis secumdum quod tempus waynagii exiget et exicus terre racionabiliter 
poterunt sustinere. 
 
[6] Heredes maritentur absque disparagacione, ita tamen quod, antequam contrahatur matrimonium ostendatur 
propinquis de consanguinitate ipsius heredis. 
 
[7] Vidua post mortem mariti sui statim et sine difficultate habeat maritagium et hereditatem suam nec aliquid det pro 
dote sua vel pro maritagio suo, vel hereditate sua quam hereditatem maritus suus et ipsa tenuerint die obitus ipsius 
mariti, Et maneat in domo mariti sui per quadraginta dies post mortem ipsius, infra quos assignetur ei dos sua. 
 
[8] Nulla vidua distringatur ad se maritandum dum voluerit vivere sine marito. Ita tamen quod securitatem faciat 
quod se non maritabit sine assensu nostro si de nobis tenuerit vel sine assensu domini sui de quo tenuerit si de alio 
tenuerit. 
 
[9] Nec nos nec ballivi nostri seisiemus terram aliquam nec redditum pro debito aliquo quamdiu catalla debitoris 
sufficiunt ad debitum reddendum; nec plegii ipsius debitoris distringantur quamdiu ipse capitalis debitor sufficit ad 
solucionem debiti. Et si capitalis debitor defecerit in solucione debiti non habens unde solvat, plegii respondeant de 
debito et si voluerint, habeant terras et redditus debitoris donec sit eis satisfactum de debito quod ante pro eo solverint 
nisi capitalis debitor monstraverit se esse quietum inde versus eosdem plegios. 
 
[10] Si quis mutuo ceperit aliquid a iudeis plus vel minus et moriatur antequam debitum illud solvatur, debitum non 
usuret quamdiu heres fuerit infra etatem de quocumque teneat et si debitum illud inciderit in manus nostras nos non 
capiemus nisi catallum contentum in carta. 
 
[11] Et si quis moriatur, et debitum debeat iudeis, uxor eius habeat dotem suam et nichil reddat de debito illo et si 
liberi ipsius defuncti qui fuerint infra etatem remanserint provideantur eis necessaria secundum tenementum quod 
fuerit defuncti, et de residuo solvatur debitum salvo servicio dominorum; simili modo fiat de debitis que debentur 
aliis quam iudeis. 
 
[12] Nullum scutagium vel auxilium ponatur in regno nostro nisi per commune consilium regni nostri, nisi ad corpus 
nostrum redimendum et primogenitum filium nostrum militem faciendum, et ad filiam nostram primogenitam semel 
maritandam, et ad hec non fiat nisi racionabile auxilium. Simili modo fiat de auxiliis de Civitate Londoniarum. 
 
[13] Et civitas Londoniarum habeat omnes antiquas libertates et liberas consuetudines suas, tam per terras quam per 
aquas. Preterea volumus et concedimus quod omnes alie civitates et burgi et villae et portus habeant omnes libertates 
et liberas consuetudines suas. 
 
[14] Et ad habendum commune consilium regni de auxilio assidendo aliter quam in tribus casibus predictis, vel de 
scutagio assidendo summoneri faciemus: Archiepiscopos, Episcopos, Abbates, Comites et maiores Barones sigillatim 
per litteras nostras et preterea faciemus summoneri in generali per vicecomites et ballivos nostros omnes illos qui de 
nobis tenent in capite; ad certum diem scilicet ad terminum quadraginta dierum ad minus et ad certum locum et in 
omnibus litteris illius summonicionis causam summonicionis exprimemus et sic facta summonicione negotium ad 
diem assignatum procedat secundum consilium illorum qui presences fuerint quamvis non omnes summoniti 
venerint. 
 



[15] Nos non concedemus decetero alicui quod capiat auxilium de liberis hominibus suis nisi ad corpus suum 
redimendum et ad faciendum primogenitum filium suum militem, et ad primogenitam filiam suam semel maritandam, 
et ad hec non fiat nisi racionabile auxilium. 
 
[16] Nullus distringatur ad faciendum maius servicium de feodo militis nec de alio libero tenemento, quam inde 
debetur. 
 
[17] Communia placita non sequantur curiam nostram set teneantur in aliquo loco certo. 
 
[18] Recogniciones de nova disseisina de morte ancestoris et de ultima presentacione non capiantur nisi in suis 
comitatibus et hoc modo. Nos vel si extra Regnum fuerimus capitalis Iusticiarius noster mittemus duos Iusticiarios 
per unumquemque comitatum per quatuor vices in anno qui cum quatuor militibus cuiuslibet comitatus electis per 
comitatum, capiant in comitatu et in die et loco comitatus assisas praedictas, 
 
[19] et si in die comitatus assise praedicte capi non possint, tot milites et libere tenentes remaneant de illis qui 
interfuerint comitatui die illo per quos possint iudicia sufficienter fieri, secundum quod negocium fuerit maius vel 
minus. 
 
[20] Liber homo non amercietur pro parvo delicto nisi secundum modum delicti; et pro magno delicto amercietur 
secundum magnitudinem delicti salvo contenemento suo; et mercator eodem modo salva mercandisa sua; et villanus 
eodem modo amercietur salvo waynagio suo si inciderint in misericordiam nostram; et nulla predictarum 
misericordiarum ponatur nisi per sacramentum proborum hominum de visneto. 
 
[21] Comites et Barones non amercientur nisi per pares suos et non nisi secundum modum delicti. 
 
[22] Nullus clericus amercietur de laico tenemento suo, nisi secundum modum aliorum predictorum, et non secundum 
quantitatem beneficii sui ecclesiastici. 
 
[23] Nec villa nec homo distringatur facere pontes ad riparias, nisi qui ab antiquo et de iure facere debent. 
 
[24] Nullus vicecomes, constabularius, coronatores, vel alii ballivi nostri, teneant placita corone nostre. 
 
[25] Omnes comitatus, hundredi, wapentakorum, et trethingi, sint ad antiquas firmas absque ullo incremento exceptis 
dominicis maneriis nostris. 
 
[26] Si aliquis tenens de nobis laicum feodum moriatur et vicecomes vel ballivus noster ostendat litteras nostras 
patentes de summonicione nostra de debito quod defunctus nobis debuit, liceat vicecomiti vel ballivo nostro 
attachiare et inbreviare catalla defuncti inventa in laico feodo ad valenciam illius debiti per visum legalium hominum. 
Ita tamen quod nichil inde amoveatur donec persolvatur nobis debitum quod clarum fuerit et residuum relinquatur 
executoribus ad faciendum testamentum defuncti. Et si nihil nobis debeatur ab ipso, omnia catalla cedant defuncto 
salvis uxoris ipsius et pueris racionabilibus parcibus suis. 
 
[27] Si aliquis liber homo intestatus decesserit, catalla sua per manus propinquorum parentum et amicorum suorum 
per visum ecclesie distribuantur salvis unicuique debitis que defunctus ei debebat. 
 
[28] Nullus constabularius vel alius ballivus noster capiat blada vel alia catalla alicuius nisi statim inde reddat 
denarios aut respectum inde habere possit de voluntate venditoris. 
 
[29] Nullus constabularius distringat aliquem militem ad dandum denarios pro custodia castri si facere voluerit 
custodiam illam in propria persona sua vel per alium probum hominem, si ipse eam facere non possit propter 
racionabilem causam et si nos duxerimus vel miserimus eum in exercitum, erit quietus de custodia, secundum 
quantitatem temporis quo per nos fuerit in exercitu. 
 
[30] Nullus vicecomes vel ballivus noster vel aliquis alius capiat equos vel caretas alicuius liberi hominis pro cariagio 
faciendo nisi de voluntate ipsius liberi hominis. 
 
[31] Nec nos nec ballivi nostri capiemus alienum boscum ad castra vel alia agenda nostra nisi per voluntatem ipsius 
cuius boscus ille fuerit. 



 
[32] Nos non tenebimus terras illorum qui convicti fuerint de felonia nisi per unum annum et unum diem, et tunc 
reddantur terre dominis feodorum. 
 
[33] Omnes kidelli de cetero deponantur penitus de Thamisia et de Medewaye et per totam Angliam nisi per costeram 
maris. 
 
[34] Breve quod vocatur Precipe de cetero non fiat alicui de aliquo tenemento unde liber homo amittere possit curiam 
suam. 
 
[35] Una mensura vini sit per totum regnum nostrum et una mensura cervisie et una mensura bladi scilicet quarterium 
Londoniense, et una latitudo pannorum tinctorum et russetorum et halbergettorum, scilicet due ulne infra listas. De 
ponderibus autem sit ut de mensuris. 
 
[36] Nichil detur vel capiatur de cetero pro brevi Inquisicionis de vita vel menbris set gratis concedatur et non 
negetur. 
 
[37] Si aliquis teneat de nobis per feodifirmam vel per sokagium vel per burgagium et de alio terram teneat per 
servitium militare, nos non habebimus custodiam heredis nec terre sue que est de feodo alterius, occasione illius 
feodifirme vel sokagii vel burgagii; nec habebimus custodiam illius feodifirme vel sokagii vel burgagii nisi ipsa 
feodifirma debeat servicium militare. Nos non habebimus custodiam heredis vel terre alicuius quam tenet de alio per 
servicium militare occasione alicuius parve sergenterie quam tenet de nobis per servicium reddendi nobis cultellos vel 
sagittas vel huiusmodi. 
 
[38] Nullus ballivus ponat de cetero aliquem ad legem simplici loquela sua sine testibus fidelibus ad hoc inductis. 
 
[39] Nullus liber homo capiatur vel imprisonetur aut disseisiatur aut utlagetur aut exuletur aut aliquo modo destruatur, 
nec super eum ibimus nec super eum mittemus nisi per legale iudicium parium suorum vel per legem terre. 
 
[40] Nulli vendemus, nulli negabimus aut differemus rectum aut iusticiam. 
 
[41] Omnes mercatores habeant salvum et securum exire de Anglia, et venire in Angliam et morari et ire per 
Angliam, tam per terram quam per aquam ad emendum et vendendum sine omnibus malis toltis per antiquas et rectas 
consuetudines preterquam in tempore gwerre, et si sint de terra contra nos gwerrina; et si tales inveniantur in terra 
nostra in principio gwerre attachientur sine dampno corporum et rerum donec sciatur a nobis vel capitali iusticiario 
nostro quomodo mercatores terre nostre tractentur, qui tunc invenientur in terra contra nos gwerrina; Et si nostri salvi 
sint ibi alii salvi sint in terra nostra. 
 
[42] Liceat unicuique de cetero exire de Regno nostro et redire salvo et secure, per terram et per aquam salva fide 
nostra nisi tempore gwerre per aliquod breve tempus propter communem utilitatem Regni, exceptis imprisonatis et 
utlagatis secundum legem Regni et gente de terra contra nos gwerrina, et mercatoribus de quibus fiat sicut praedictum 
est. 
 
[43] Si quis tenuerit de aliqua eskaeta sicut de Honore Walingefordie, Notingeham, Bolonie, Lancastrie, vel de aliis 
eskaetis que sunt in manu nostra et sunt baronie et obierit heres eius non det aliud relevium nec faciat nobis aliud 
servicium quam faceret baroni si baronia illa esset in manu baronis. Et nos eodem modo eam tenebimus quo Baro 
eam tenuit. 
 
[44] Homines qui manent extra forestam non veniant de cetero coram Iusticiariis nostris de foresta per communes 
summonitiones, nisi sint in placito vel plegii alicuius vel aliquorum qui attachiati sint pro foresta. 
 
[45] Nos non faciemus Justiciarios, constabularios, vicecomites, vel ballivos, nisi de talibus qui sciant legem Regni et 
eam bene velint observare. 
[46] Omnes barones qui fundaverunt Abbatias, unde habent cartas Regum Anglie, vel antiquam tenuram, habeant 
earum custodiam cum vacaverint, sicut habere debent. 
 
[47] Omnes forestae que afforestate sunt tempore nostro, statim deafforestentur. Et ita fiat de ripariis que per nos 
tempore nostro posite sunt in defenso. 



 
[48] Omnes male consuetudines de forestis et warennis et de forestariis et warennariis, vicecomitibus, et eorum 
ministris, ripariis et earum custodibus, statim inquirantur in quolibet comitatu per duodecim milites iuratos de eodem 
comitatu qui debent eligi per probos homines eiusdem comitatus, et infra quadraginta dies post inquisitionem factam, 
penitus, ita quod numquam revocentur, deleantur per eosdem, ita quod nos hoc sciamus prius, vel justiciarius noster, 
si in Anglia non fuerimus. 
[49] Omnes obsides et cartas statim reddemus que liberatae fuerunt nobis ab Anglicis vel in securitatem pacis vel 
fidelis servitii. 
 
[50] Nos amovebimus penitus de balliis parentes Gerardi Athyes quod de cetero nullam habeant balliam in Anglia. 
Engelardum de Cygony, Petrum et Gionem et Andream de Cancellis, Gionem de Cygony, Galfridum de Martinny et 
fratres eius, Philippum Marcum et fratres eius et Galfridum nepotem eius et totam sequelam eorumdem. 
 
[51] Et statim post pacis reformacionem amovebimus de regno omnes alienigenas milites balistarios, servientes 
stipendarios qui venerint cum equis et armis ad nocumentum Regni. 
 
[52] Si quis fuerit disseisitus vel elongatus per nos sine legali iudicio parium suorum de terris, castellis libertatibus 
vel jure suo statim ea ei restituemus; et si concencio super hoc orta fuerit, tunc inde fiat per iudicium viginti quinque 
baronum de quibus fit mencio inferius in securitate pacis. De omnibus autem illis de quibus aliquis disseisitus fuerit 
vel elongatus sine legali iudicio parium suorum per Henricum Regem patrem nostrum vel per Ricardum Regem 
fratrem nostrum que in manu nostra habemus, vel que alii tenent que nos oporteat warantizare respectum habebimus 
usque ad communem terminum crucesignatorum; exceptis illis de quibus placitum motum fuit vel inquisicio facta per 
preceptum nostrum, ante suscepcionem crucis nostre. Cum autem redierimus de peregrinacione nostra vel si forte 
remanserimus a peregrinacione nostra statim inde pleman iusticiam exhibebimus. 
 
[53] Eundem autem respectum habebimus, et eodem modo, de justicia exhibenda de forestis deafforestandis vel 
remansuris forestis, quas Henricus pater noster vel Ricardus frater noster afforestaverunt, et de custodiis terrarum que 
sunt de alieno feodo, cuiusmodi custodias hucusque habuimus occasione feodi quod aliquis de nobis tenuit per 
servicium militare et de Abbaciis que fundate fuerint in feodo alterius quam nostro, in quibus Dominus feodi dixerit 
se ius habere; et cum redierimus, vel si remanserimus a peregrinacione nostra, super hiis conquerentibus plenam 
iusticiam statim exhibebimus. 
 
[54] Nullus capiatur nec imprisonetur propter appellum femine de morte alcerius quam viri sui. 
 
[55] Omnes fines qui iniuste et contra legem terre facti sunt nobiscum et omnia amerciamenta facta iniuste et contra 
legem terre, omnino condonentur, vel fiat inde per iudicium viginti quinque baronum de quibus fit mencio inferius in 
securitate pacis, vel per iudicium maioris partis eorumdem, una cum predicto Stephano Cantuariensi Archiepiscop, si 
interesse poterit et aliis quos secum ad hoc vocare voluerit: Et si interesse non poterit, nihilominus procedat negotium 
sine eo, Ita quod, si aliquis vel aliqui de predictis viginti quinque baronibus fuerint in simili querela, amoveantur 
quantum ad hoc iudicium, et alii loco eorum per residuos de eisdem viginti quinque tantum ad hoc faciendum electi et 
iurati substituantur. 
 
[56] Si nos disseisivimus vel elongavimus Walenses de terris vel libertatibus vel rebus aliis, sine legali iudicio parium 
suorum in Anglia vel in Wallia eis statim reddantur; et si contencio super hoc orta fuerit, tunc inde fiat in Marchia per 
iudicium parium suorum de tenementis Anglie secundum legem Anglie, de tenementis Wallie secundum legem 
Wallie, de tenementis Marchie secundum legem Marchiae. Idem facient Walenses nobis et nostris. 
 
[57] De omnibus autem illis de quibus aliquis Walensium disseisitus fuerit vel elongatus sine legali iudicio parium 
suorum per Henricum regem patrem nostrum vel Ricardum regem fratrem nostrum, que nos in manu nostra habemus, 
vel que alii tenent que nos oporteat warantizare, respectum habebimus usque ad communem terminum cruce 
signatorum, illis exceptis de quibus placitum motum fuit vel inquisicio facta per preceptum nostrum ante 
suscepcionem crucis nostre: Cum autem redierimus, vel si forte remanserimus a peregrinatione nostra, statim eis inde 
plenam iusticiam exhibebimus, secundum leges Walensium et partes praedictas. 
[58] Nos reddemus filium Lewelini statim, et omnes obsides de Wallia, et cartas que nobis liberatae fuerunt in 
securitatem pacis. 
 



[59] Nos faciemus Alexandro regi Scottorum de sororibus suis, et obsidibus reddendis, et libertatibus suis, et iure suo, 
secundum formam in qua faciemus aliis baronibus nostris Anglie, nisi aliter esse debeat per cart{as} quas habemus de 
Willelmo patre ipsius, quondam rege Scottorum; et hoc er{it per} judicium parium suorum in curia nostra. 
 
[60] Omnes autem istas consuetudines predictas et libertates quas nos concessimus in regno nostro tenendas quantum 
ad nos pertinet erga nostros, omnes de regno nostro, tam clerici quam laici, observent quantum ad se pertinent erga 
suos. 
 
[61] Cum autem pro Deo et ad emendacionem Regni nostri et ad melius sopiendum discordiam inter nos et barones 
nostros ortam hec omnia predicta concesserimus, volentes ea integra et firma stabilitate in perpetuum gaudere, 
{fa}cimus et concedimus eis securitatem subscriptam; videlicet quod barones eligant viginti quinque barones de 
regno quos voluerint, qui debeant pro totis viribus suis observare, tenere, et facere observari, pacem et libertates quas 
eis concessimus et hac presenti carta nostram confirmavimus, Ita scilicet quod si nos vel Iusticiarius noster vel ballivi 
nostri vel aliquis de ministris nostris in aliquo erga aliquem deliquerimus vel aliquem articulorum pacis aut securitatis 
transgressi fuerimus et delictum ostensum fuerit quatuor baronibus de predictis viginti quinque baronibus illi quatuor 
barones accedant ad nos vel ad Iusticiarium nostrum, si fuerimus extra regnum, proponentes nobis excessum: petent 
ut excessum illum sine dilacione faciamus emendari. Et si nos excessum non emendaverimus vel si fuerimus extra 
Regnum Iusticiarius noster non emendaverit infra tempus quadraginta dierum computandum a tempore quo 
monstratum fuerit nobis vel Iusticiario nostro si extra Regnum fuerimus predicti quatuor barones referant causam 
illam ad residuos de illi viginti quinque baronibus et illi viginti quinque barones cum communia totius terre 
distringent et gravabunt nos modis omnibus quibus poterunt, scilicet per capcionem castrorum terrarum possessionum 
et aliis modis quibus poterunt donec fuerit emendatum secundum arbitrium eorum salva persona nostra, et regine 
nostre et liberorum nostrorum. Et cum fuerit emendatum intendent nobis sicut prius fecerunt. Et quicumque voluerit 
de terra iuret quod ad predicta omnia ex[s]equenda parebit mandatis predictorum viginti quinque baronum, et quod 
gravabit nos pro posse suo cum ipsis et nos publice et libere damus licenciam iurandi cuilibet qui iurare voluerit et 
nulli umquam iurare prohibebimus. Omnes autem illos de terra qui per se et sponte sua noluerint iurare viginti 
quinque baronibus de distringendo et gravando nos cum eis, faciemus iurare eosdem de mandato nostro sicut 
paedictum est. Et si aliquis de viginti quinque baronibus decesserit, vel a terra recesserit, vel aliquo alio modo 
impeditus fuerit, quo minus ista predicta possent exsequi qui residui fuerint de predictis viginti quinque baronibus 
eligant alium loco ipsius, pro arbitrio suo, qui simili modo erit iuratus quo et ceteri. In omnibus autem que istis viginti 
quinque committuntur exsequenda, si forte ipsi viginti quinque presentes fuerint, et inter se super re aliqua 
discordaverint, vel aliqui ex eis summoniti nolint vel n{e}quant interesse, ratum habeatur et firmum quod maior pars 
eorum qui presentes fuerint providerit vel preceperit ac si omnes viginti quinque in hoc consensissent; et predicti 
viginti quinque iurent quod omnia antedicta fideliter observabunt, et pro toto posse suo facient observari. et nos nichil 
impetrabimus ab aliquo, per nos nec per alium, per quod aliqua istarum concessionum et libertatum revocetur vel 
minuatur. Et, si aliquid tale impetratum fuerit irricum sit et inane et numquam eo utemur per nos nec per alium. 
 
[62] Et omnes malas voluntates, indignationes, et rancores, ortos inter nos et homines nostros, clericos et laicos, a 
tempore discordie plene omnibus remisimus et condonavimus. Preterea omnes trangressiones factas occasione 
eiusdem discordie, a Pascha anno regni nostri sextodecimo usque ad pacem reformatam plene rem{isim}us omnibus, 
clericis et laicis, et quantum ad nos pertinet plene condonavimus. Et insuper fecimus eis litteras testimoniales patentes 
Domini Stephani Cantuariensi archiepiscopi, Domini Henrici Dublinensis Archiepiscopi et episcoporum predictorum, 
et magistri Pandulfi, super securitate ista {et} concessionibus prefatis. 
 
[63] Quare volumus et firmiter precipimus quod Anglicana ecclesia libera sit et quod homines in regno nostro 
habeant et teneant omnes prefatas libertates iura et concessiones, bene et in pace, libere et quiete plene et integre sibi 
et heredibus suis de nobis et heredibus nostris in omnibus rebus et locis in perpetuum sicut predictum est. Iuratum est 
autem tam {ex} parte nostra quam ex parte baronum, quod hec omnia supradicta bona fide et sine malo ingenio 
observabuntur. 
 
[Witnesses] Testibus supradictis et multis aliis.[Dating Clause] Data per manum nostram in prato quod vocatur 
Ronimedo, inter Windelsoram et Stanes, Quinto decimo die Iunij, Anno Regni nostri Decimo Septimo. 
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• Whereas the late King James the Second, by the assistance of divers evil counsellors, 
judges and ministers employed by him, did endeavour to subvert and extirpate the 
Protestant religion and the laws and liberties of this kingdom;  

• By assuming and exercising a power of dispensing with and suspending of laws and the 
execution of laws without consent of Parliament; By committing and prosecuting divers 
worthy prelates for humbly petitioning to be excused from concurring to the said 
assumed power;  

• By issuing and causing to be executed a commission under the great seal for erecting a 
court called the Court of Commissioners for Ecclesiastical Causes;  

• By levying money for and to the use of the Crown by pretence of prerogative 
for other time and in other manner than the same was granted by Parliament;  

• By raising and keeping a standing army within this kingdom in time of peace without 
consent of Parliament, and quartering soldiers contrary to law;  

• By causing several good subjects being Protestants to be disarmed at the same time 
when papists were both armed and employed contrary to law;  

• By violating the freedom of election of members to serve in Parliament;  
• By prosecutions in the Court of King's Bench for matters and causes cognizable only in 

Parliament, and by divers other arbitrary and illegal courses;  
• And whereas of late years partial corrupt and unqualified persons have been returned 

and served on juries in trials, and particularly divers jurors in trials for high treason 
which were not freeholders;  

• And excessive bail hath been required of persons committed in criminal cases 
to elude the benefit of the laws made for the liberty of the subjects;  

• And excessive fines have been imposed;  
• And illegal and cruel punishments inflicted;  
• And several grants and promises made of fines and forfeitures before any 

conviction or judgment against the persons upon whom the same were to be 
levied;  

• All which are utterly and directly contrary to the known laws and statutes and 
freedom of this realm;  

And whereas the said late King James the Second having abdicated the government and the 
throne being thereby vacant, his Highness the prince of Orange (whom it hath pleased 
Almighty God to make the glorious instrument of delivering this kingdom from popery and 
arbitrary power) did (by the advice of the Lords Spiritual and Temporal and divers principal 
persons of the Commons) cause letters to be written to the Lords Spiritual and Temporal 
being Protestants, and other letters to the several counties, cities, universities, boroughs and 
cinque ports, for the choosing of such persons to represent them as were of right to be sent 
to Parliament, to meet and sit at Westminster upon the two and twentieth day of January in 
this year one thousand six hundred eighty and eight [old style date], in order to such an 
establishment as that their religion, laws and liberties might not again be in danger of being 
subverted, upon which letters elections having been accordingly made;  
And thereupon the said Lords Spiritual and Temporal and Commons, pursuant to their 
respective letters and elections, being now assembled in a full and free representative of this 
nation, taking into their most serious consideration the best means for attaining the ends 
aforesaid, do in the first place (as their ancestors in like case have usually done) for the 
vindicating and asserting their ancient rights and liberties declare:  

• That the pretended power of suspending the laws or the execution of laws by regal 
authority without consent of Parliament is illegal;  



• That the pretended power of dispensing with laws or the execution of laws by regal 
authority, as it hath been assumed and exercised of late, is illegal;  

• That the commission for erecting the late Court of Commissioners for Ecclesiastical 
Causes, and all other commissions and courts of like nature, are illegal and pernicious;  

• That levying money for or to the use of the Crown by pretence of prerogative, 
without grant of Parliament, for longer time, or in other manner than the 
same is or shall be granted, is illegal;  

• That it is the right of the subjects to petition the king, and all commitments 
and prosecutions for such petitioning are illegal;  

• That the raising or keeping a standing army within the kingdom in time of peace, 
unless it be with consent of Parliament, is against law;  

• That the subjects which are Protestants may have arms for their defence 
suitable to their conditions and as allowed by law;  

• That election of members of Parliament ought to be free;  
• That the freedom of speech and debates or proceedings in Parliament ought not to be 

impeached or questioned in any court or place out of Parliament;  
• That excessive bail ought not to be required, nor excessive fines imposed, nor 

cruel and unusual punishments inflicted;  
• That jurors ought to be duly impanelled and returned, and jurors which pass upon men 

in trials for high treason ought to be freeholders;  
• That all grants and promises of fines and forfeitures of particular persons 

before conviction are illegal and void;  
• And that for redress of all grievances, and for the amending, strengthening 

and preserving of the laws, Parliaments ought to be held frequently.  

And they do claim, demand and insist upon all and singular the premises as their 
undoubted rights and liberties, and that no declarations, judgments, doings or 
proceedings to the prejudice of the people in any of the said premises ought in any 
wise to be drawn hereafter into consequence or example; to which demand of their 
rights they are particularly encouraged by the declaration of his Highness the 
prince of Orange as being the only means for obtaining a full redress and remedy 
therein.  
 
Having therefore an entire confidence that his said Highness the prince of Orange will perfect 
the deliverance so far advanced by him, and will still preserve them from the violation of 
their rights which they have here asserted, and from all other attempts upon their religion, 
rights and liberties, the said Lords Spiritual and Temporal and Commons assembled at 
Westminster do resolve that William and Mary, prince and princess of Orange, be and be 
declared king and queen of England, France and Ireland and the dominions thereunto 
belonging, to hold the crown and royal dignity of the said kingdoms and dominions to them, 
the said prince and princess, during their lives and the life of the survivor to them, and that 
the sole and full exercise of the regal power be only in and executed by the said prince of 
Orange in the names of the said prince and princess during their joint lives, and after their 
deceases the said crown and royal dignity of the same kingdoms and dominions to be to the 
heirs of the body of the said princess, and for default of such issue to the Princess Anne of 
Denmark and the heirs of her body, and for default of such issue to the heirs of the body of 
the said prince of Orange. And the Lords Spiritual and Temporal and Commons do pray the 
said prince and princess to accept the same accordingly.  
And that the oaths hereafter mentioned be taken by all persons of whom the oaths have 
allegiance and supremacy might be required by law, instead of them; and that the said oaths 
of allegiance and supremacy be abrogated.  
"I, A.B., do sincerely promise and swear that I will be faithful and bear true allegiance to 
their Majesties King William and Queen Mary. So help me God."  
"I, A. B., do swear that I do from my heart abhor, detest and abjure as impious and 
heretical this damnable doctrine and position, that princes excommunicated or 



deprived by the Pope or any authority of the see of Rome may be deposed or 
murdered by their subjects or any other whatsoever. And I do declare that no 
foreign prince, person, prelate, state or potentate hath or ought to have any 
jurisdiction, power, superiority, pre-eminence or authority, ecclesiastical or 
spiritual, within this realm. So help me God."  
   
It is ordered by the Lords Spiritual and Temporal and Commons now assembled at 
Westminster that this Declaration be ingrossed in Parliament and inrolled among the rolls of 
Parliament and Recorded in Chancery.  
                                                                                              

   
Day 15 February 1688.  
His majesties Gracious answer to the Declaration of both houses.  
My Lords and Gentlemen  
This is certainly the greatest proof of the trust that you have in us that can be 
given which is the thing that maketh us value it the more and we thankfully 
accept what you have offered. And as I had no other intention of coming 
hither than to preserve your Religion, Laws and Liberties so you may be sure 
that I shall endeavour to support them and shall be willing to concur in 
anything that shall be for the good of the Kingdom and to do all that is in my 
power to advance the welfare and glory of the nation.  
Ordered by the Lords Spiritual and Temporal assembled at Westminster That 
his Majesties Gracious answer to the Declaration of both houses and the 
Declaration be forth with printed and published and that his Majesties 
Gracious Answer this day be added to the engrossed Declaration in Parliament 
to be Enrolled in Parliament and Chancery. 
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The Bill of Rights is an Act of the Parliament of England passed on 16 December 1689. It was a restatement 
in statutory form of the Declaration of Right presented by the Convention Parliament to William and Mary in March 
1689 (or 1688 by Old Style dating), inviting them to become joint sovereigns of England. It lays down limits on the 
powers of the crown and sets out the rights of Parliament and rules for freedom of speech in Parliament, the 
requirement to regular elections to Parliament and the right to petition the monarch without fear of retribution.  
 
It re-established the liberty of Protestants to have arms for their defence within the rule of law, and condemned James 
II of England for "causing several good subjects being Protestants to be disarmed at the same time when papists were 
both armed and employed contrary to law". 
 
These ideas about rights reflected those of the political thinker John Locke and they quickly became popular in 
England. It also sets out—or, in the view of its drafters, restates—certain constitutional requirements of the Crown to 
seek the consent of the people, as represented in Parliament. 
 
Along with the Act of Settlement (1700 or 1701), the Bill of Rights is still in effect. It is one of the main 
constitutional laws governing the succession to the throne of the United Kingdom and—following British 
colonialism, the resultant doctrine of reception, and independence—to the thrones of those other Commonwealth 
realms, by willing deference to the Act as a British statute or as a patriated part of the particular realm's constitution. 
Since the implementation of the Statute of Westminster 1931 in each of the Commonwealth realms (on successive 
dates from 1931 onwards) the Bill of Rights cannot be altered in any realm except by that realm's own parliament, 
and then, by convention, and as it touches on the succession to the shared throne, only with the consent of all the 
other realms. 
 
In the United Kingdom, the Bill of Rights is further accompanied by the Magna Carta, the Petition of Right, Habeas 
Corpus Act 1679 and Parliament Acts 1911 and 1949 as some of the basic documents of the un-codified British 
constitution. A separate but similar document, the Claim of Right Act, applies in Scotland. The Bill of Rights (1688 
or 1689) was one of the inspirations for the United States Bill of Rights. 
 
 
 
 
Provisions of the Act 
 
The Bill of Rights laid out certain basic rights for (at the time) all Englishmen. The Act set out that there should be: 

• no royal interference with the law. Though the sovereign remains the fount of justice, he or she cannot 
unilaterally establish new courts or act as a judge. 

• no taxation by Royal Prerogative. The agreement of the parliament became necessary for the implementation 
of any new taxes 

• freedom to petition the monarch without fear of retribution 
• no standing army may be maintained during a time of peace without the consent of parliament. 
• no royal interference in the freedom of the people to have arms for their own defence as suitable to their class 

and as allowed by law (simultaneously restoring rights previously taken from Protestants by James II) 
• no royal interference in the election of members of parliament 
• the freedom of speech and debates or proceedings in Parliament ought not to be impeached or questioned in 

any court or place out of Parliament 
• "grants and promises of fines or forfeitures" before conviction are void 
• no excessive bail or "cruel and unusual" punishments may be imposed 

Certain acts of James II were also specifically named and declared illegal by the Bill of Rights, while James' flight 
from England in the wake of the Glorious Revolution was also declared to be an abdication of the throne. 
 
Also, in a prelude to the Act of Settlement to come twelve years later, the Bill of Rights barred Roman Catholics from 
the throne of England as "it hath been found by experience that it is inconsistent with the safety and welfare of this 
Protestant kingdom to be governed by a papist prince"; thus William III and Mary II were named as the successors of 
James VII and II and that the throne would pass from them first to Mary's heirs, then to her sister, Princess Anne of 
Denmark and her heirs and, further, to any heirs of William by a later marriage. The monarch was further required to 
swear a coronation oath to maintain the Protestant religion. 



 
Augmentation and effect 
 
The Bill of Rights was later supplemented by the Act of Settlement in 1701 (while the Claim of Right Act in Scotland 
was supplemented by the Act of Union, 1707). Both the Bill of Rights and the Claim of Right contributed a great deal 
to the establishment of the concept of parliamentary sovereignty and the curtailment of the powers of the monarch. 
Leading, ultimately, to the establishment of constitutional monarchy, while also (along with the Penal Laws) settling 
the political and religious turmoil that had convulsed Scotland, England and Ireland in the 17th century. 
 
It was a predecessor of the French Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen, the United States Bill of 
Rights, the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms, the United Nations Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights and the European Convention on Human Rights. For example, as with the Bill of Rights, the US constitution 
prohibits excessive bail and "cruel and unusual punishments." 
 
Similarly, "cruel, inhuman or degrading punishments" are banned under Article 5 of the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights and Article 3 of the European Convention on Human Rights. 
The bill continues to constantly change and be cited in legal proceedings in the Commonwealth realms. For instance, 
on 21 July 1995 a libel case brought by Neil Hamilton (then a member of parliament) against The Guardian was 
stopped after Justice May ruled that the Bill of Rights' prohibition on the courts' ability to question parliamentary 
proceedings would prevent The Guardian from obtaining a fair hearing. Section 13 of the Defamation Act 1996, was 
subsequently enacted to permit MPs to waive their parliamentary privilege and thus cite their own speeches if 
relevant to litigation. 
The Bill of Rights was also invoked in New Zealand in the 1976 case of Fitzgerald v. Muldoon and Others, which 
centred on the purporting of newly appointed Prime Minister Robert Muldoon that he would advise the Governor-
General to abolish a superannuation scheme established by the New Zealand Superannuation Act, 1974, without new 
legislation. Muldoon felt that the dissolution would be immediate and he would later introduce a bill in parliament to 
retroactively make the abolition legal. This claim was challenged in court and the Chief Justice declared that 
Muldoon's actions were illegal as they had violated Article 1 of the Bill of Rights, which provides "that the pretended 
power of dispensing with laws or the execution of laws by regal authority...is illegal." 
This Act was retained for the Republic of Ireland by section 2(2)(a) of, and Part 2 of Schedule 1 to, the Statute Law 
Revision Act 2007. Section 2(3) of that Act repealed: 

• all of the Preamble down to "Upon which Letters Elections haveing beene accordingly made" 
• the seventh paragraph after the words "for the Vindicating and Asserting their auntient Rights and Liberties, 

Declare" 
• all words from "And they doe Claime Demand and Insist" down to, but not including, section 2. 

Historical recognition 
Two special designs of the British commemorative two pound coins were issued in the United Kingdom in 1989 to 
celebrate the tercentenary of the Glorious Revolution. One referred to the Bill of Rights and the other to the Claim of 
Right. Both depict the Royal Cypher of William and Mary and the mace of the House of Commons, one also shows a 
representation of the St Edward's Crown and another the Crown of Scotland. 
In May 2011, the Bill of Rights was inscribed in UNESCO's UK Memory of the World Register. 
 
English Bill of Rights 1689 
 
An Act Declaring the Rights and Liberties of the Subject and Settling the Succession of the Crown 
 
Whereas the Lords Spiritual and Temporal and Commons assembled at Westminster, lawfully, fully and freely 
representing all the estates of the people of this realm, did upon the thirteenth day of February in the year of our Lord 
one thousand six hundred eighty-eight [old style date] present unto their Majesties, then called and known by the 
names and style of William and Mary, prince and princess of Orange, being present in their proper persons, a certain 
declaration in writing made by the said Lords and Commons in the words following, viz.: 
 
Whereas the late King James the Second, by the assistance of divers evil counsellors, judges and ministers employed 
by him, did endeavour to subvert and extirpate the Protestant religion and the laws and liberties of this kingdom; 
By assuming and exercising a power of dispensing with and suspending of laws and the execution of laws without 
consent of Parliament; 



By committing and prosecuting divers worthy prelates for humbly petitioning to be excused from concurring to the 
said assumed power; 
By issuing and causing to be executed a commission under the great seal for erecting a court called the Court of 
Commissioners for Ecclesiastical Causes; 
By levying money for and to the use of the Crown by pretence of prerogative for other time and in other manner than 
the same was granted by Parliament; 
By raising and keeping a standing army within this kingdom in time of peace without consent of Parliament, and 
quartering soldiers contrary to law; 
By causing several good subjects being Protestants to be disarmed at the same time when papists were both armed 
and employed contrary to law; 
By violating the freedom of election of members to serve in Parliament; 
By prosecutions in the Court of King's Bench for matters and causes cognisable only in Parliament, and by divers 
other arbitrary and illegal courses; 
And whereas of late years partial corrupt and unqualified persons have been returned and served on juries in trials, 
and particularly divers jurors in trials for high treason which were not freeholders; 
And excessive bail hath been required of persons committed in criminal cases to elude the benefit of the laws made 
for the liberty of the subjects; 
And excessive fines have been imposed; 
And illegal and cruel punishments inflicted; 
And several grants and promises made of fines and forfeitures before any conviction or judgment against the persons 
upon whom the same were to be levied; 
All which are utterly and directly contrary to the known laws and statutes and freedom of this realm; 
And whereas the said late King James the Second having abdicated the government and the throne being thereby 
vacant, his Highness the prince of Orange (whom it hath pleased Almighty God to make the glorious instrument of 
delivering this kingdom from popery and arbitrary power) did (by the advice of the Lords Spiritual and Temporal and 
divers principal persons of the Commons) cause letters to be written to the Lords Spiritual and Temporal being 
Protestants, and other letters to the several counties, cities, universities, boroughs and cinque ports, for the choosing 
of such persons to represent them as were of right to be sent to Parliament, to meet and sit at Westminster upon the 
two and twentieth day of January in this year one thousand six hundred eighty and eight [old style date], in order to 
such an establishment as that their religion, laws and liberties might not again be in danger of being subverted, upon 
which letters elections having been accordingly made; 
And thereupon the said Lords Spiritual and Temporal and Commons, pursuant to their respective letters and 
elections, being now assembled in a full and free representative of this nation, taking into their most serious 
consideration the best means for attaining the ends aforesaid, do in the first place (as their ancestors in like case have 
usually done) for the vindicating and asserting their ancient rights and liberties declare 
That the pretended power of suspending the laws or the execution of laws by regal authority without consent of 
Parliament is illegal; 
That the pretended power of dispensing with laws or the execution of laws by regal authority, as it hath been assumed 
and exercised of late, is illegal; 
That the commission for erecting the late Court of Commissioners for Ecclesiastical Causes, and all other 
commissions and courts of like nature, are illegal and pernicious; 
That levying money for or to the use of the Crown by pretence of prerogative, without grant of Parliament, for longer 
time, or in other manner than the same is or shall be granted, is illegal; 
That it is the right of the subjects to petition the king, and all commitments and prosecutions for such petitioning are 
illegal; 
That the raising or keeping a standing army within the kingdom in time of peace, unless it be with consent of 
Parliament, is against law; 
That the subjects which are Protestants may have arms for their defence suitable to their conditions and as allowed by 
law; 
That election of members of Parliament ought to be free; 
That the freedom of speech and debates or proceedings in Parliament ought not to be impeached or questioned in any 
court or place out of Parliament; 
That excessive bail ought not to be required, nor excessive fines imposed, nor cruel and unusual punishments 
inflicted; 
That jurors ought to be duly impanelled and returned, and jurors which pass upon men in trials for high treason ought 
to be freeholders; 
 
 



That all grants and promises of fines and forfeitures of particular persons before conviction are illegal and void; 
And that for redress of all grievances, and for the amending, strengthening and preserving of the laws, Parliaments 
ought to be held frequently. 
 
And they do claim, demand and insist upon all and singular the premises as their undoubted rights and liberties, and 
that no declarations, judgments, doings or proceedings to the prejudice of the people in any of the said premises ought 
in any wise to be drawn hereafter into consequence or example; to which demand of their rights they are particularly 
encouraged by the declaration of his Highness the prince of Orange as being the only means for obtaining a full 
redress and remedy therein. Having therefore an entire confidence that his said Highness the prince of Orange will 
perfect the deliverance so far advanced by him, and will still preserve them from the violation of their rights which 
they have here asserted, and from all other attempts upon their religion, rights and liberties, the said Lords Spiritual 
and Temporal and Commons assembled at Westminster do resolve that William and Mary, prince and princess of 
Orange, be and be declared king and queen of England, France and Ireland and the dominions thereunto belonging, to 
hold the crown and royal dignity of the said kingdoms and dominions to them, the said prince and princess, during 
their lives and the life of the survivor to them, and that the sole and full exercise of the regal power be only in and 
executed by the said prince of Orange in the names of the said prince and princess during their joint lives, and after 
their deceases the said crown and royal dignity of the same kingdoms and dominions to be to the heirs of the body of 
the said princess, and for default of such issue to the Princess Anne of Denmark and the heirs of her body, and for 
default of such issue to the heirs of the body of the said prince of Orange. And the Lords Spiritual and Temporal and 
Commons do pray the said prince and princess to accept the same accordingly. 
 
And that the oaths hereafter mentioned be taken by all persons of whom the oaths have allegiance and supremacy 
might be required by law, instead of them; and that the said oaths of allegiance and supremacy be abrogated. 
 
I, A. B., do sincerely promise and swear that I will be faithful and bear true allegiance to their Majesties 
King William and Queen Mary. So help me God. 
 
I, A. B., do swear that I do from my heart abhor, detest and abjure as impious and heretical this damnable doctrine 
and position, that princes excommunicated or deprived by the Pope or any authority of the see of Rome may be 
deposed or murdered by their subjects or any other whatsoever. And I do declare that no foreign prince, person, 
prelate, state or potentate hath or ought to have any jurisdiction, power, superiority, pre-eminence or authority, 
ecclesiastical or spiritual, within this realm. So help me God. 
 
Upon which their said Majesties did accept the crown and royal dignity of the kingdoms of England, France and 
Ireland, and the dominions thereunto belonging, according to the resolution and desire of the said Lords and 
Commons contained in the said declaration. And thereupon their Majesties were pleased that the said Lords Spiritual 
and Temporal and Commons, being the two Houses of Parliament, should continue to sit, and with their Majesties' 
royal concurrence make effectual provision for the settlement of the religion, laws and liberties of this kingdom, so 
that the same for the future might not be in danger again of being subverted, to which the said Lords Spiritual and 
Temporal and Commons did agree, and proceed to act accordingly. Now in pursuance of the premises the said Lords 
Spiritual and Temporal and Commons in Parliament assembled, for the ratifying, confirming and establishing the said 
declaration and the articles, clauses, matters and things therein contained by the force of law made in due form by 
authority of Parliament, do pray that it may be declared and enacted that all and singular the rights and liberties 
asserted and claimed in the said declaration are the true, ancient and indubitable rights and liberties of the people of 
this kingdom, and so shall be esteemed, allowed, adjudged, deemed and taken to be; and that all and every the 
particulars aforesaid shall be firmly and strictly holden and observed as they are expressed in the said declaration, and 
all officers and ministers whatsoever shall serve their Majesties and their successors according to the same in all time 
to come. And the said Lords Spiritual and Temporal and Commons, seriously considering how it hath pleased 
Almighty God in his marvellous providence and merciful goodness to this nation to provide and preserve their said 
Majesties' royal persons most happily to reign over us upon the throne of their ancestors, for which they render unto 
him from the bottom of their hearts their humblest thanks and praises, do truly, firmly, assuredly and in the sincerity 
of their hearts think, and do hereby recognize, acknowledge and declare, that King James the Second having 
abdicated the government, and their Majesties having accepted the crown and royal dignity as aforesaid, their said 
Majesties did become, were, are and of right ought to be by the laws of this realm our sovereign liege lord and lady, 
king and queen of England, France and Ireland and the dominions thereunto belonging, in and to whose princely 
persons the royal state, crown and dignity of the said realms with all honours, styles, titles, regalities, prerogatives, 
powers, jurisdictions and authorities to the same belonging and appertaining are most fully, rightfully and entirely 
invested and incorporated, united and annexed. And for preventing all questions and divisions in this realm by reason 



of any pretended titles to the crown, and for preserving a certainty in the succession thereof, in and upon which the 
unity, peace, tranquillity and safety of this nation doth under God wholly consist and depend, the said Lords Spiritual 
and Temporal and Commons do beseech their Majesties that it may be enacted, established and declared, that the 
crown and regal government of the said kingdoms and dominions, with all and singular the premises thereunto 
belonging and appertaining, shall be and continue to their said Majesties and the survivor of them during their lives 
and the life of the survivor of them, and that the entire, perfect and full exercise of the regal power and government 
be only in and executed by his Majesty in the names of both their Majesties during their joint lives; and after their 
deceases the said crown and premises shall be and remain to the heirs of the body of her Majesty, and for default of 
such issue to her Royal Highness the Princess Anne of Denmark and the heirs of the body of his said Majesty; and 
thereunto the said Lords Spiritual and Temporal and Commons do in the name of all the people aforesaid most 
humbly and faithfully submit themselves, their heirs and posterities for ever, and do faithfully promise that they will 
stand to, maintain and defend their said Majesties, and also the limitation and succession of the crown herein 
specified and contained, to the utmost of their powers with their lives and estates against all persons whatsoever that 
shall attempt anything to the contrary. And whereas it hath been found by experience that it is inconsistent with the 
safety and welfare of this Protestant kingdom to be governed by a popish prince, or by any king or queen marrying a 
papist, the said Lords Spiritual and Temporal and Commons do further pray that it may be enacted, that all and every 
person and persons that is, are or shall be reconciled to or shall hold communion with the see or Church of Rome, or 
shall profess the popish religion, or shall marry a papist, shall be excluded and be for ever incapable to inherit, 
possess or enjoy the crown and government of this realm and Ireland and the dominions thereunto belonging or any 
part of the same, or to have, use or exercise any regal power, authority or jurisdiction within the same; and in all and 
every such case or cases the people of these realms shall be and are hereby absolved of their allegiance; and the said 
crown and government shall from time to time descend to and be enjoyed by such person or persons being Protestants 
as should have inherited and enjoyed the same in case the said person or persons so reconciled, holding communion 
or professing or marrying as aforesaid were naturally dead; and that every king and queen of this realm who at any 
time hereafter shall come to and succeed in the imperial crown of this kingdom shall on the first day of the meeting of 
the first Parliament next after his or her coming to the crown, sitting in his or her throne in the House of Peers in the 
presence of the Lords and Commons therein assembled, or at his or her coronation before such person or persons who 
shall administer the coronation oath to him or her at the time of his or her taking the said oath (which shall first 
happen), make, subscribe and audibly repeat the declaration mentioned in the statute made in the thirtieth year of the 
reign of King Charles the Second entitled, _An Act for the more effectual preserving the king's person and 
government by disabling papists from sitting in either House of Parliament._ But if it shall happen that such king or 
queen upon his or her succession to the crown of this realm shall be under the age of twelve years, then every such 
king or queen shall make, subscribe and audibly repeat the same declaration at his or her coronation or the first day of 
the meeting of the first Parliament as aforesaid which shall first happen after such king or queen shall have attained 
the said age of twelve years. All which their Majesties are contented and pleased shall be declared, enacted and 
established by authority of this present Parliament, and shall stand, remain and be the law of this realm for ever; and 
the same are by their said Majesties, by and with the advice and consent of the Lords Spiritual and Temporal and 
Commons in Parliament assembled and by the authority of the same, declared, enacted and established accordingly. 
 
II. And be it further declared and enacted by the authority aforesaid, that from and after this present session of 
Parliament no dispensation by _non obstante_ of or to any statute or any part thereof shall be allowed, but that the 
same shall be held void and of no effect, except a dispensation be allowed of in such statute, and except in such cases 
as shall be specially provided for by one or more bill or bills to be passed during this present session of Parliament. 
 
III. Provided that no charter or grant or pardon granted before the three and twentieth day of October in the year of 
our Lord one thousand six hundred eighty-nine shall be any ways impeached or invalidated by this Act, but that the 
same shall be and remain of the same force and effect in law and no other than as if this Act had never been made. 

• 1688 c. 2 (Regnal. 1_Will_and_Mar_Sess_2) : Introduction 

Below I do attach the Video Clip by: 
Speaker(s): Professor Conor Gearty, Professor Francesca Klug, Dr Michael Pinto-Duschinsky 
 
Recorded on 22 November 2012 in Sheikh Zayed Theatre, New Academic Building. 
 
A debate on the value of the Human Rights Act against a British Bill of Rights.  
 
Conor Gearty is professor of law at LSE.  



Francesca Klug is a professorial research fellow at LSE and director of the Human Rights Futures Project.  
 
Michael Pinto-Duschinsky is a senior consultant on constitutional affairs at Policy Exchange and was formerly a 
member of the UK commission on a bill of rights. 
Should the Human Rights Act be replaced with a New Bill of Rights? 
http://youtu.be/l_HDmD-JxZk
Adrian backs a British Bill of Rights 
Adrian Sanders, Liberal Democrat MP for Torbay, on the need for a fair voting system, a written constitution and a 
Bill of Rights in the UK. 
http://youtu.be/p1M5XuPtPk0
Bill of Rights [1688] 
1688 CHAPTER 2 1 Will and Mar Sess 2 
An Act declareing the Rights and Liberties of the Subject and Setleing the Succession of the Crowne. 
X1 Whereas the Lords Spirituall and Temporall and Comons assembled at Westminster lawfully fully and freely 
representing all the Estates of the People of this Realme did upon the thirteenth day of February in the yeare of our 
Lord one thousand six hundred eighty eight present unto their Majesties then called and known by the Names and 
Stile of William and Mary Prince and Princesse of Orange being present in their proper Persons a certaine 
Declaration in Writeing made by the said Lords and Comons in the Words following viz  
 
The Heads of Declaration of Lords and Commons, recited. 
 
Whereas the late King James the Second by the Assistance of diverse evill Councellors Judges and Ministers 
imployed by him did endeavour to subvert and extirpate the Protestant Religion and the Lawes and Liberties of this 
Kingdome.  
 
Dispensing and Suspending Power. 
By Assumeing and Exerciseing a Power of Dispensing with and Suspending of Lawes and the Execution of Lawes 
without Consent of Parlyament.  
 
Committing Prelates. 
By Committing and Prosecuting diverse Worthy Prelates for humbly Petitioning to be excused from Concurring to 
the said Assumed Power.  
 
Ecclesiastical Commission. 
By issueing and causeing to be executed a Commission under the Great Seale for Erecting a Court called The Court 
of Commissioners for Ecclesiasticall Causes.  
 
Levying Money. 
By Levying Money for and to the Use of the Crowne by pretence of Prerogative for other time and in other manner 
then the same was granted by Parlyament.  
 
Standing Army. 
By raising and keeping a Standing Army within this Kingdome in time of Peace without Consent of Parlyament and 
Quartering Soldiers contrary to Law.  
 
Disarming Protestants, &c. 
By causing severall good Subjects being Protestants to be disarmed at the same time when Papists were both Armed 
and Imployed contrary to Law. 
 
Violating Elections. 
By Violating the Freedome of Election of Members to serve in Parlyament. 
 
Il legal Prosecutions. 
By Prosecutions in the Court of Kings Bench for Matters and Causes cognizable onely in Parlyament and by diverse 
other Arbitrary and Illegall Courses. 
 
 
 

http://youtu.be/l_HDmD-JxZk
http://youtu.be/p1M5XuPtPk0


 
Juries. 
And whereas of late yeares Partiall Corrupt and Unqualifyed Persons have beene returned and served on Juryes in 
Tryalls and particularly diverse Jurors in Tryalls for High Treason which were not Freeholders, 
 
Excessive Bail. 
And excessive Baile hath beene required of Persons committed in Criminall Cases to elude the Benefitt of the Lawes 
made for the Liberty of the Subjects. 
 
Fines. 
And excessive Fines have beene imposed. 
 
Punishments. 
And illegall and cruell Punishments inflicted. 
 
Grants of Fines, &c. before Conviction, &c. 
And severall Grants and Promises made of Fines and Forfeitures before any Conviction or Judgement against the 
Persons upon whome the same were to be levyed. All which are utterly directly contrary to the knowne Lawes and 
Statutes and Freedome of this Realme. 
 
Recital that the late King James II. had abdicated the Government, and that the Throne was vacant, and that 
the Prince of Orange had written Letters to the Lords and Commons for the choosing Representatives in 
Parliament. 
And whereas the said late King James the Second haveing Abdicated the Government and the Throne being thereby 
Vacant His[X2Hignesse] the Prince of Orange (whome it hath pleased Almighty God to make the glorious Instrument 
of Delivering this Kingdome from Popery and Arbitrary Power) did (by the Advice of the Lords Spirituall and 
Temporall and diverse principall Persons of the Commons) cause Letters to be written to the Lords Spirituall and 
Temporall being Protestants and other Letters to the severall Countyes Cityes Universities Burroughs and Cinque 
Ports for the Choosing of such Persons to represent them as were of right to be sent to Parlyament to meete and sitt at 
Westminster upon the two and twentyeth day of January in this Yeare one thousand six hundred eighty and eight in 
order to such an Establishment as that their Religion Lawes and Liberties might not againe be in danger of being 
Subverted, Upon which Letters Elections haveing beene accordingly made. 
 
The Subject’s Rights. 
And thereupon the said Lords Spirituall and Temporall and Commons pursuant to their respective Letters and 
Elections being now assembled in a full and free Representative of this Nation takeing into their most serious 
Consideration the best meanes for attaining the Ends aforesaid Doe in the first place (as their Auncestors in like Case 
have usually done) for the Vindicating and Asserting their auntient Rights and Liberties, Declare 
 
Dispensing Power. 
That the pretended Power of Suspending of Laws or the Execution of Laws by Regall Authority without Consent of 
Parlyament is illegall. 
 
Late dispensing Power. 
That the pretended Power of Dispensing with Laws or the Execution of Laws by Regall Authoritie as it hath beene 
assumed and exercised of late is illegall. 
 
Ecclesiastical Courts illegal. 
That the Commission for erecting the late Court of Commissioners for Ecclesiasticall Causes and all other 
Commissions and Courts of like nature are Illegall and Pernicious. 
 
Levying Money. 
That levying Money for or to the Use of the Crowne by pretence of Prerogative without Grant of Parlyament for 
longer time or in other manner then the same is or shall be granted is Illegall. 
 
Right to petition. 
That it is the Right of the Subjects to petition the King and all Commitments and Prosecutions for such Petitioning 
are Illegall. 



 
Standing Army. 
That the raising or keeping a standing Army within the Kingdome in time of Peace unlesse it be with Consent of 
Parlyament is against Law. 
 
Subjects’ Arms. 
That the Subjects which are Protestants may have Arms for their Defence suitable to their Conditions and as allowed 
by Law. 
 
Freedom of Election. 
That Election of Members of Parlyament ought to be free. 
 
Freedom of Speech. 
That the Freedome of Speech and Debates or Proceedings in Parlyament ought not to be impeached or questioned in 
any Court or Place out of Parlyament. 
 
Excessive Bail. 
That excessive Baile ought not to be required nor excessive Fines imposed nor cruell and unusuall Punishments 
inflicted. 
 
Juries. 
That Jurors ought to be duely impannelled and returned . . . F1 
 
Grants of Forfeitures. 
That all Grants and Promises of Fines and Forfeitures of particular persons before Conviction are illegall and void. 
 
Frequent Parliaments. 
And that for Redresse of all Grievances and for the amending strengthening and preserveing of the Lawes 
Parlyaments ought to be held frequently. 
 
The said Rights claimed. Tender of the Crown. Regal Power exercised. Limitation of the Crown. 
And they doe Claime Demand and Insist upon all and singular the Premises as their undoubted Rights and Liberties 
and that noe Declarations Judgements Doeings or Proceedings to the Prejudice of the People in any of the said 
Premisses ought in any wise to be drawne hereafter into Consequence or Example. To which Demand of their Rights 
they are particularly encouraged by the Declaration of this Highnesse the Prince of Orange as being the onely meanes 
for obtaining a full Redresse and Remedy therein. Haveing therefore an intire Confidence That his said Highnesse the 
Prince of Orange will perfect the Deliverance soe farr advanced by him and will still preserve them from the 
Violation of their Rights which they have here asserted and from all other Attempts upon their Religion Rights and 
Liberties. The said Lords Spirituall and Temporall and Commons assembled at Westminster doe Resolve That 
William and Mary Prince and Princesse of Orange be and be declared King and Queene of England France and 
Ireland and the Dominions thereunto belonging to hold the Crowne and Royall Dignity of the said Kingdomes and 
Dominions to them the said Prince and Princesse dureing their Lives and the Life of the Survivour of them And that 
the sole and full Exercise of the Regall Power be onely in and executed by the said Prince of Orange in the Names of 
the said Prince and Princesse dureing their joynt Lives And after their Deceases the said Crowne and Royall Dignitie 
of the said Kingdoms and Dominions to be to the Heires of the Body of the said Princesse And for default of such 
Issue to the Princesse Anne of Denmarke and the Heires of her Body And for default of such Issue to the Heires of 
the Body of the said Prince of Orange. And the Lords Spirituall and Temporall and Commons doe pray the said 
Prince and (X3) Princesse to accept the same accordingly. 
 
New Oaths of Allegiance, &c. 
And that the Oathes hereafter mentioned be taken by all Persons of whome the Oathes of Allegiance and Supremacy 
might be required by Law instead of them And that the said Oathes of Allegiance and Supremacy be abrogated. 
 
Allegiance. 
I A B doe sincerely promise and sweare That I will be faithfull and beare true Allegiance to their Majestyes King 
William and Queene Mary Soe helpe me God. 
 
 



 
Supremacy. 
I A B doe sweare That I doe from my Heart Abhorr, Detest and Abjure as Impious and Hereticall this damnable 
Doctrine and Position That Princes Excommunicated or Deprived by the Pope or any Authority of the See of Rome 
may be deposed or murdered by their Subjects or any other whatsoever. And I doe declare That noe Forreigne Prince 
Person Prelate, State or Potentate hath or ought to have any Jurisdiction Power Superiority Preeminence or Authoritie 
Ecclesiasticall or Spirituall within this Realme Soe helpe me God.  
 
Acceptance of the Crown. The Two Houses to sit. Subjects’ Liberties to be allowed, and Ministers hereafter to 
serve according to the same. William and Mary declared King and Queen. Limitation of the Crown. Papists 
debarred the Crown. Every King, &c. shall make the Declaration of 30 Car. II. If under 12 Years old, to be 
done after Attainment thereof. King’s and Queen’s Assent 
Upon which their said Majestyes did accept the Crowne and Royall Dignitie of the Kingdoms of England France and 
Ireland and the Dominions thereunto belonging according to the Resolution and Desire of the said Lords and 
Commons contained in the said Declaration. And thereupon their Majestyes were pleased That the said Lords 
Spirituall and Temporall and Commons being the two Houses of Parlyament should continue to sitt and with their 
Majesties Royall Concurrence make effectuall Provision for the Setlement of the Religion Lawes and Liberties of this 
Kingdome soe that the same for the future might not be in danger againe of being subverted, To which the said Lords 
Spirituall and Temporall and Commons did agree and proceede to act accordingly. Now in pursuance of the 
Premisses the said Lords Spirituall and Temporall and Commons in Parlyament assembled for the ratifying 
confirming and establishing the said Declaration and the Articles Clauses Matters and Things therein contained by 
the Force of a Law made in due Forme by Authority of Parlyament doe pray that it may be declared and enacted That 
all and singular the Rights and Liberties asserted and claimed in the said Declaration are the true auntient and 
indubitable Rights and Liberties of the People of this Kingdome and soe shall be esteemed allowed adjudged deemed 
and taken to be and that all and every the particulars aforesaid shall be firmly and strictly holden and observed as they 
are expressed in the said Declaration And all Officers and Ministers whatsoever shall serve their Majestyes and their 
Successors according to the same in all times to come. And the said Lords Spirituall and Temporall and Commons 
seriously considering how it hath pleased Almighty God in his marvellous Providence and mercifull Goodness to this 
Nation to provide and preserve their said Majestyes Royall Persons most happily to Raigne over us upon the Throne 
of their Auncestors for which they render unto him from the bottome of their Hearts their humblest Thanks and 
Praises doe truely firmely assuredly and in the Sincerity of their Hearts thinke and doe hereby recognize acknowledge 
and declare That King James the Second haveing abdicated the Government and their Majestyes haveing accepted the 
Crowne and Royall Dignity [X4as] aforesaid Their said Majestyes did become were are and of right ought to be by 
the Lawes of this Realme our Soveraigne Liege Lord and Lady King and Queene of England France and Ireland and 
the Dominions thereunto belonging in and to whose Princely Persons the Royall State Crowne and Dignity of the said 
Realmes with all Honours Stiles Titles Regalities Prerogatives Powers Jurisdictions and Authorities to the same 
belonging and appertaining are most fully rightfully and intirely invested and incorporated united and annexed And 
for preventing all Questions and Divisions in this Realme by reason of any pretended Titles to the Crowne and for 
preserveing a Certainty in the Succession thereof in and upon which the Unity Peace Tranquillity and Safety of this 
Nation doth under God wholly consist and depend The said Lords Spirituall and Temporall and Commons doe 
beseech their Majestyes That it may be enacted established and declared That the Crowne and Regall Government of 
the said Kingdoms and Dominions with all and singular the Premisses thereunto belonging and appertaining shall bee 
and continue to their said Majestyes and the Survivour of them dureing their Lives and the Life of the Survivour of 
them And that the entire perfect and full Exercise of the Regall Power and Government be onely in and executed by 
his Majestie in the Names of both their Majestyes dureing their joynt Lives And after their deceases the said Crowne 
and Premisses shall be and remaine to the Heires of the Body of her Majestie and for default of such Issue to her 
Royall Highnesse the Princess Anne of Denmarke and the Heires of her Body and for default of such Issue to the 
Heires of the Body of his said Majestie And thereunto the said Lords Spirituall and Temporall and Commons doe in 
the Name of all the People aforesaid most humbly and faithfully submitt themselves their Heires and Posterities for 
ever and doe faithfully promise That they will stand to maintaine and defend their said Majesties and alsoe the 
Limitation and Succession of the Crowne herein specified and contained to the utmost of their Powers with their 
Lives and Estates against all Persons whatsoever that shall attempt any thing to the contrary. And whereas it hath 
beene found by Experience that it is inconsistent with the Safety and Welfaire of this Protestant Kingdome to be 
governed by a Popish Prince or by any King or Queene marrying a Papist the said Lords Spirituall and Temporall and 
Commons doe further pray that it may be enacted That all and every person and persons that is are or shall be 
reconciled to or shall hold Communion with the See or Church of Rome or shall professe the Popish Religion or shall 
marry a Papist shall be excluded and be for ever uncapeable to inherit possesse or enjoy the Crowne and Government 
of this Realme and Ireland and the Dominions thereunto belonging or any part of the same or to have use or exercise 



any Regall Power Authoritie or Jurisdiction within the same [X5And in all and every such Case or Cases the People 
of these Realmes shall be and are hereby absolved of their Allegiance] And the said Crowne and Government shall 
from time to time descend to and be enjoyed by such person or persons being Protestants as should have inherited and 
enjoyed the same in case the said person or persons soe reconciled holding Communion or Professing or Marrying as 
aforesaid were naturally dead [X6And that every King and Queene of this Realme who at any time hereafter shall 
come to and succeede in the Imperiall Crowne of this Kingdome shall on the first day of the meeting of the first 
Parlyament next after his or her comeing to the Crowne sitting in his or her Throne in the House of Peeres in the 
presence of the Lords and Commons therein assembled or at his or her Coronation before such person or persons who 
shall administer the Coronation Oath to him or her at the time of his or her takeing the said Oath (which shall first 
happen) make subscribe and audibly repeate the Declaration mentioned in the Statute made in the thirtyeth yeare of 
the Raigne of King Charles the Second Entituled An Act for the more effectuall Preserveing the Kings Person and 
Government by disableing Papists from sitting in either House of Parlyament But if it shall happen that such King or 
Queene upon his or her Succession to the Crowne of this Realme shall be under the Age of twelve yeares then every 
such King or Queene shall make subscribe and audibly repeate the said Declaration at his or her Coronation or the 
first day of the meeting of the first Parlyament as aforesaid which shall first happen after such King or Queene shall 
have attained the said Age of twelve yeares.] All which Their Majestyes are contented and pleased shall be declared 
enacted and established by authoritie of this present Parliament and shall stand remaine and be the Law of this 
Realme for ever And the same are by their said Majesties by and with the advice and consent of the Lords Spirituall 
and Temporall and Commons in Parlyament assembled and by the authoritie of the same declared enacted and 
established accordingly  
 
 
Annotations: 
 
Editorial Information 
X1The Bill of Rights is assigned to the year 1688 on legislation.gov.uk (as it was previously in successive official 
editions of the revised statutes from which the online version is derived) although the Act received Royal Assent on 
16th December 1689. This follows the practice adopted in The Statutes of the Realm, Vol. VI (1819), in the 
Chronological Table in that volume and all subsequent Chronological Tables of the Statutes, which attach all the Acts 
in 1 Will and Mar sess 2 to the year 1688. The first Parliament of William and Mary (the Convention Parliament) 
convened on 13th February 1689 (1688 in the old style calendar - until 1st Jan 1752 the calendar year began on 
March 25th). It appears that all the Acts of that Parliament (both sessions) were treated as being Acts of 1688 using 
the old method of reckoning, according to which, until 1793, all Acts passed in a session of Parliament with no 
specified commencement date were deemed to be passed in the year in which that session began (see Acts of 
Parliament (Commencement) Act 1793 (c 13)). The Short Titles Act 1896 (c. 14) gave to chapter 2 of 1 Will and Mar 
sess 2 the title "The Bill of Rights", without attributing it to any calendar year. In the Republic of Ireland, the Short 
Titles Act 1896 (c 14) has been amended to add "1688" to the short title of The Bill of Rights as it continues to have 
effect there (see Statute Law Revision Act 2007, Act of the Oireachtas No 28 of 2007, s 5(a)). 
X2Variant reading of the text noted in The Statutes of the Realm as follows: Highnesse O. [O. refers to a collection in 
the library of Trinity College, Cambridge] 
X3Variant reading of the text noted in The Statutes of the Realm as follows: and O. [O. refers to a collection in the 
library of Trinity College, Cambridge] 
X4interlined on the Roll. 
X5annexed to the Original Act in a separate Schedule. 
X6annexed to the Original Act in a separate Schedule. 
Amendments (Textual) 
F1Words repealed by (E.W.) Juries Act 1825 (c. 50), s. 62 and (N.I.) Statute Law Revision Act 1950 (c. 6), Sch. 1 
Modifications etc. (not altering text) 
C1Short title "The Bill of Rights" given by Short Titles Act 1896 (c. 14), Sch. 1 
C2Act declared to be a Statute by Crown and Parliament Recognition Act 1689 (c. 1) 
C3S. 1 amended by Accession Declaration Act 1910 (c. 29), s. 1 

• 1688 c. 2 (Regnal. 1_Will_and_Mar_Sess_2) : Section II 

II Non obstantes made void. 
Noe Dispensation by Non obstante of or to any Statute or any part thereof shall be allowed but the same shall be held 
void and of noe effect Except a Dispensation be allowed of in such Statute . . . F1 
Annotations: 



Amendments (Textual) 
F1Words repealed by Statute Law Revision Act 1948 (c. 62), Sch. 1 
III. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . F1 
Annotations: 
Amendments (Textual) 
F1S. 3 repealed by Statute Law Revision Act 1867 (c. 59) 
-----------  
Does the UK Need Its Own Bill of Rights? 
Divergent views from two men who sat on the Commission on a Bill of Rights, Martin Howe QC and Philippe Sands 
QC, at Chatham House on 14 January 2013. Chair: Elizabeth Wilmshurst, Chatham House. 
http://youtu.be/MzHRJ35Z088  
Full event audio and transcript: 
Does the UK Need Its Own Bill of Rights?
 
Community Bill of Rights Talk at Occupy London GA 
The legal system is currently structured so as to keep communities subordinate to corporate power. The Community 
Bill of Rights is a way for communities to assert their inherent rights through the law. This is grassroots activism. It 
also strips corporations of their personhood where they propose to violate the rights of the community, making 
corporations subservient to the people as they should be. 
 
 

DO NOT MAKE A COMPLAINT – THEY ARE DISMISSED OR 
IGNORED 

 
MAKE A CLAIM AS THIS HAS TO BE ANSWERED 

 
ONLY DISPUTES GO TO COURT, SO ASK QUESTIONS 

 
 

MORE HELPFUL KNOWLEDGE HERE –  
 
Video lecture by Robert menard of Canada who is very knowledgeable on above 
Robert Menard Part 1  
Robert Menard Part 2  
Robert Menard Part 3  
Robert Menard Part 4  
Robert Menard Part 5  
Robert Menard Part 6  
Robert Menard Part 7  
Robert Menard Part 8  
Robert Menard Part 9  
 
 
Full Disclosure by Hon. Paul T Hellyer - Former Defence Minister of Canada – TRUTH WILL OUT 
 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qN3MI70PFBw
 
 
WHY PETROLEUM WILL CONTINUE TO BE USED AND NOT UFO TECHNOLOGY 
 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jsNtCAFILdY
 
 
The Day After Disclosure: Richard Dolan's Unexpected Twist On What's Coming 
 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6ZikgXoewJw

http://youtu.be/MzHRJ35Z088
http://www.chathamhouse.org/events/view/187935
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sB4o3afM11w&feature=related
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=n5cvEOpcSK0&feature=related
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8oYhlasKrfY&feature=related
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=C2j2rMj-QPs&feature=related
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0gGaFo7u50g&feature=related
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kAVmGROLrpE&feature=related
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LsRUKutNqP8&feature=related
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RHXhntd4Wpg&feature=related
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ALvNSsb-iWo&feature=related
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qN3MI70PFBw
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jsNtCAFILdY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6ZikgXoewJw
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