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QUESTIONS PRESENTED 

1. Should the Duke of Buckingham’s attainder be 
affirmed because he was a traitor to the realm? 
 

2. Do His Majesty Henry VII and Parliament have 
power to ratify attainders ordered by the 
usurper, Richard III, and did the Duke of Buck-
ingham receive all the process due to a traitor 
and a scoundrel? 

 
3. Would His Majesty Henry VII, who recently de-

feated the usurper, Richard III, in a bloody bat-
tle at Bosworth Field and whose soldiers have 
barely laid down their swords, be very dis-
pleased if this Court rules against him? 
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INTRODUCTION 
 In May 1483, King Edward IV was in his grave.  

His elder son, Prince Edward, was in the gilded apart-
ments of the opulent and luxurious Tower of London 
suite, awaiting his coronation as King Edward V. 
Later that month, the failing Old York Times pub-
lished an unsigned op-ed, permitting a deep-palace 
operative to spread rumors, surmises, intrigues, and 
conjectures from behind a cloak of secrecy. The anon-
ymous letter, titled “I Am Part of the Resistance In-
side the Edward V Administration,” mocked the late 
King Edward IV as “low-energy Ed” and ridiculed Ed-
ward V as “Lil Eddie.” More importantly, it revealed 
that a “trusted nobleman”—along with “like-minded 
colleagues” among the King’s courtiers—had “vowed 
to thwart” Edward’s “worst inclinations” and to cut his 
reign short. Rumors began to circulate that the 
“trusted nobleman” at the center of the plot was none 
other than young Edward’s uncle, Richard, Duke of 
Gloucester. The rumors were confirmed by Richard 
himself in a series of remarkably candid comments 
made in what he thought were private, off-the-record 
asides to large groups of people who looked on as the 
sordid events unfolded.  

 The anonymous author’s identity was also soon 
known, for it leaked to the press shortly after he con-
fided in Lady Dianne of California, ranking Member 
of the House of Lords’ Judiciary Committee. The au-
thor of the seditious, libelous op-ed was Henry Staf-
ford, Duke of Buckingham, known throughout the 
realm as Richard’s other self, his counsel’s consistory, 
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his oracle, his prophet, not to mention his Fox and 
Friend.  

Buckingham and his band of Resistors continued 
to spread fake news about the Royals: Edward V was 
illegitimate—Sad! His father, the King, committed 
adultery—Bad! Chants of “lock him up” rang out at 
rallies held ’round the realm. Meanwhile, “collusion” 
was on the lips of Ne’er Richarders along the coasts, 
who rightly feared his regal ambitions and the dirty 
deeds that Buckingham might do to fulfill them.      

Yet Buckingham, a man of vaulting ambition 
himself, had kept meticulous calendars ever since his 
days at St. George Town Prep School. After helping 
Richard seize the throne, Buckingham released the 
calendars in the hope that people would see there was 
“No Smocking Gun…No Collusion.”  

Instead, the calendars revealed a campaign of 
treachery most foul. At Buckingham’s hands had 
fallen Hastings, Lord Rivers, Lord Grey, Sir Vaughn, 
and even the noble Squire Squi. Soon enough, the peo-
ple were calling for an end to the systematic victimi-
zation of noblemen. Comparisons were made to the 
predations of Brutus himself. The so-called Et Tu 
Movement was born.  

Justice soon came for Buckingham. He became 
the first member of Richard’s administration to lose 
his post, as well as his head. He was executed for trea-
son, murder, failure to register as a traitor, and lying 
to agents of the Royal Bureau of Investigation (“RBI”). 
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He was thereafter duly attainted, and thus stripped of 
his titles, honors, and property.  

Petitioner Stafford, Buckingham’s heir, now be-
seeches this Court to order the attainder undone. 
Raised in the comfort of the latter part of the 15th 
Century, this coddled centennial requests that the at-
tainder be reversed and that the Buckingham title, 
with its lands, safe spaces, emoluments, and honors 
appertaining thereto, be restored unto him, so that he 
can continue living off his parents.  

This Court should deny his request. 
STATEMENT 

 In November 1483, the usurper and pretender 
Richard III (whom His Majesty refers to as “Tricky 
Dick”) ordered the Duke of Buckingham beheaded and 
attainted on the charge, inter alia, of treason. As de-
tailed above and below, the Duke had conspired with 
Richard to commit a series of high crimes and misde-
meanors designed to bring Richard III to the throne. 
Among the crimes in which he played the leading role 
were the murders of Hastings, Rivers, and Grey. And 
although he refused Richard’s request to kill the Boy-
Princes of Wales and York, he helped facilitate their 
murders by imprisoning the young, unsuspecting in-
nocents in the Tower.  

The Duke took part in these fiendish schemes 
out of pure self-interest—he had long coveted the fer-
tile lands and stately castles of the Earldom of Here-
ford, believing them to be far superior to his own es-
tate, which he often derided as located in “those s---
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hole counties.” Richard preyed on Buckingham’s ava-
rice, promising to make him Earl of Hereford in return 
for his assistance in seizing the Crown.  
 Upon the coronation of His Majesty, King 
Henry VII—by the Grace of God King of England, 
Duke of Normandy, Duke of Aquitaine, Duke of Anjou, 
Defender of the Faith, and Knight Who Says Ni—Pe-
titioner came before Parliament demanding that the 
Lords and Commons remove the attaint. At that time, 
Parliament was preoccupied with the important busi-
ness of confirming judges to the King’s Bench and had 
little time for trivialities. As Lady Hillary of 
Westchester observed, “What difference doth it make 
that one Englishman died in Salisbury?” 
 In time, Parliament realized that Petitioner’s 
request was a duty that it could not delegate to the 
King’s bureaucrats through the enactment of vague 
and ambiguous statutes with politically popular 
names, and it grudgingly opened debate on Peti-
tioner’s request. The debate grew heated. Countess 
Elizabeth of Warren questioned whether Stafford was 
truly Buckingham’s son, noting that he lacked the 
high cheekbones that are a distinctive characteristic 
of the Buckingham line. The Marquis of Maricopa, 
widely mocked as a flake by Members of his own York-
ist party, voted with the Lancastrians to delay the 
vote so that the RBI could investigate Countess Eliz-
abeth’s charge of illegitimacy. And the Baron of New-
ark stunned onlookers as he raved incoherently that 
he was Spartacus come back to life. After 30 hours of 
debate and two failed cloture motions, Parliament 
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voted along partisan lines against Stafford’s proposal 
and reaffirmed the attaint. 
 Petitioner brought this suit in the District 
Court for the Northern District of Frisco County, 
which immediately entered an empire-wide injunction 
prohibiting the enforcement of any attainder issued 
for any reason at any time against any person by any 
authority anywhere. The Crown appealed to the Court 
of Appeals for the Ninth Duchy and immediately 
moved this Court for a stay of the injunction and a 
writ of certiorari before judgment. This Court granted 
the stay, but denied the Crown’s petition for certiorari 
before judgment, over Lord Justice Alito’s standard 
dissent from denial of certiorari in all cases from the 
Ninth Duchy.  
 A three-judge panel of the Ninth Duchy there-
upon issued an order dispensing with the need for 
briefing or oral argument and affirmed the district 
court’s empire-wide injunction.  

As the Crown was preparing its certiorari peti-
tion to this Court, vacancies on the Ninth Duchy were 
suddenly created when the Plague swept through the 
counties of the Duchy, resulting in the tragic demise 
of all its judges. The vacancies were promptly filled by 
His Majesty, exercising his recess appointment power, 
and the Crown petitioned for rehearing en banc. The 
en banc Ninth Duchy granted the petition and, again 
without briefing or oral argument, unanimously ruled 
in favor of the Crown, vacating the injunction.  
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This Court subsequently granted Stafford’s 
timely filed petition for a writ of certiorari. 

ARGUMENT 
I. The Duke of Buckingham Committed Trea-

son.  
Petitioner begs this Court to look past his fa-

ther’s monstrous acts, and to judge Buckingham by 
“the whole record of his conduct.” Scenario at 1. He 
argues first that the attainder should be reversed on 
the ground that Buckingham was innocent of the 
crime of treason. This fact-bound claim need not de-
tain us long, for like all claims of actual innocence, 
this one is meritless.  

As the eminent commentator William Black-
stone observed: “The natural justice of forfeiture or 
confiscation of property, for treason, is founded in this 
consideration: that he who hath thus violated the fun-
damental principles of government . . . hath aban-
doned his connexions with society.” 4 W. BLACKSTONE, 
COMMENTARIES ON THE LAWS OF ENGLAND 375 (1st ed. 
1469). The stain of attainder is thus the just and nat-
ural consequence of treason.  

The Treason Act of 1351 provides that “if a Man 
do levy War against our Lord the King in his Realm, 
or be adherent to the King’s enemies in his Realm, giv-
ing to them Aid and Comfort in the Realm . . . that 
ought to be judged Treason.” 25 Edw. 3 St. 5 c. 2 (em-
phasis added). And as has been observed by an es-
teemed jurist confirmed to this Court with bipartisan 
support, “the crime of treason in English law [i]s so 
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capaciously construed that the mere expression of dis-
favored opinions could invite transportation or death.” 
Sessions v. Dimaya, 138 S. Ct. 1204, 1223 (1518) (Gor-
such, J., concurring in part and concurring in the 
judgment).   

The “Aid” that Buckingham gave to Richard, 
the avowed enemy of King Edward V, plainly consti-
tutes treason under this capacious (and, in the 
Crown’s view, most appropriate) criminal standard. 
Consider that it was Buckingham—not Richard—who 
suggested sending a “little train” (i.e., small escort) to 
fetch the young Prince Edward from Ludlow, making 
it all the easier “[t]o part the Queen’s proud kindred 
from the Prince” and thus to divide and conquer Rich-
ard’s foes. J.A. 2.2.120, .150. In praise of this master-
stroke of villainy, Richard lauded Buckingham with 
these words:  

My other self, my counsel’s consistory, 
my oracle, my prophet[.] 

Id. at 2.2.151-52 (emphasis added). This from a man 
who normally reserved such extravagant plaudits for 
himself, particularly in his boasts about his extraordi-
nary success in wooing and marrying women whose 
fathers and husbands he had just murdered. As Rich-
ard once confided to a friend shortly before his corona-
tion, “If you’re a Duke, they let you do it. You can do 
anything. Just imagine what you can do if you’re a 
King!” 
 Consider too that it was Buckingham who con-
vinced the cardinal to release the Duke of York from 
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the sanctuary of the church, enabling Richard to im-
prison both princes in the Tower at once. See id. at 
3.1.44-56. It was Buckingham who helped Richard stir 
up the Hastings witch hunt, see id. at 3.4.35-41, and 
who bragged about his own acting ability just before 
duping the Lord Mayor of London into playing along, 
id. at 3.5.5. It was Buckingham who—at the Guildhall 
before a crowd of record size—orated upon Richard’s 
supposed virtues. Id. at 3.7.5-22. And it was Bucking-
ham who told Richard to “stand betwixt two church-
men” when citizens implored him to take the Crown, 
and who then “buil[t] a holy descant” for Richard’s as-
cension, shamelessly exploiting man and Church 
alike. Id. at 3.7.48-49.  
 Finally, let it not go unnoticed that it was Buck-
ingham who chose to sit for a portrait wearing a hat 
that looks suspiciously like a French beret:  

 
 In short, the undisputed record of this case, as 
well as the near-contemporaneous account of the rele-
vant events by renowned investigative journalist Wm. 
Shakespeare, establishes beyond doubt that Bucking-
ham acted willfully and knowingly to give aid and 
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comfort to Richard’s murderous scheme to seize for 
himself the Throne of England.  
 Petitioner does not even dispute that Bucking-
ham committed the dirty deeds described above. In-
stead, Petitioner argues that Buckingham—whose 
ghost is said to have visited Petitioner in a dream—
believed that he was following Richard’s orders as 
Lord Protector and King. According to Petitioner, 
Buckingham fell in line when King Richard warned 
that “I’ve got a pen and I’ve got a [guillotine.]” But 
sheep’s clothing fits poorly on this wolf. The record, 
once again, is clear: Buckingham gave orders, too, and 
was otherwise a willful—nay, enthusiastic—confeder-
ate in Richard’s schemes. And he knew full well that 
Richard was a usurper whose orders were ultra vires. 
Indeed, Petitioner’s claim is so facially preposterous 
that the Wellington Post awarded Petitioner four Pi-
nocchios for making it.   
 Petitioner also argues that Buckingham’s 
crimes should be forgiven in light of his “act of moral 
courage” in recusing himself from Richard’s plan to 
murder the Princes in the Tower. To be sure, Bucking-
ham’s recusal enraged Richard, causing him to de-
nounce Buckingham as “weak” and to proclaim pub-
licly that “I have no Duke of Buckingham.” The 
recusal also cost Buckingham the Earldom of Here-
ford and likely his head as well, for it is widely sus-
pected that the recusal was the real reason that Rich-
ard ultimately executed him. But the important point 
is that the Duke had “abandoned his connexions to so-
ciety” long before his refusal to kill the Princes, and it 
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is well within the prerogative of His Majesty Henry 
VII and Parliament to affirm the attainder for that 
treason. Cf. 4 W. BLACKSTONE, COMMENTARIES ON THE 
LAWS OF ENGLAND 76 (4th ed. 1469).   
 Finally, Petitioner argues that Buckingham 
should have been rewarded for abandoning Richard 
and attempting to aid His Majesty Henry VII in the 
war with Richard to restore the Crown to the House 
of Lancaster. But Buckingham’s feeble forces were 
easily defeated at Salisbury, and so Henry owed no 
debt of loyalty to him or his line of weak and lazy wast-
rels. In any event, Buckingham flipped on Richard not 
for noble reasons, but because Richard “was not in the 
giving vein” when Buckingham demanded that he 
honor his promise to grant him Hereford. In the end, 
Buckingham’s higher loyalty was only to himself. 
II. The King and Parliament Ratified the Duke 

of Buckingham’s Attainder.  
Petitioner’s other arguments fare no better. It 

is unclear whether the gravamen of Petitioner’s argu-
ment is that Richard III, as a self-confessed “subtle, 
false, and treacherous” usurper, had no legitimate 
sovereign authority to impose the attainder or that a 
trial by jury was necessary in order for attainder law-
fully to attach. Regardless of which argument is the 
focus of Petitioner’s brief, his claim fails. 
  As to the status of Richard III, the full and 
complete answer is that the Duke of Buckingham’s at-
tainder rests on the authority of His Majesty King 
Henry VII and of the Lords and Commons assembled 
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in Parliament, not on the authority of Richard III. Pe-
titioner does not and cannot deny that His Majesty, 
acting in concert with Parliament, has the power to 
impose an attainder. That is precisely what occurred 
here. When Parliament voted to sustain Bucking-
ham’s attainder, it ratified anew the prior attainder. 
The records of the proceeding in Parliament make 
clear that “Parliament voted to sustain the attainder 
of Buckingham’s goods and title, and denied Stafford’s 
petition.” Scenario at 2 (emphasis added). These were 
two separate actions: one the ratification of the bill of 
attainder and the other the denial of a petition to re-
move the attaint.  

Likewise, when His Majesty refused to pardon 
or otherwise wipe out the attaint that attached to the 
Duke, King Henry VII exercised his own unquestioned 
authority to sustain the attainder.  

The unavoidable consequence of these actions 
is this: Richard III’s status as a usurper is irrelevant 
to the continuing validity of the Duke of Bucking-
ham’s attainder. By challenging the attainder, Peti-
tioner is in fact challenging the authority of the cur-
rent Parliament and the current King.  
 It is well-established that an attainder, even 
one instigated by an illegitimate monarch, can be rat-
ified by subsequent acts of the legitimate sovereign. 
“Ratification is the affirmance of a prior act done by 
another, whereby the act is given effect as if done by 
an agent acting with actual authority.” RESTATEMENT 
(THIRD) OF AGENCY § 4.01 (1006) (revolutionizing 
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agency law while purporting to be in continuity with 
it); see also id. § 1.04(5)(b). “[A] ratification is valid 
even if the principal did not have capacity to act at the 
time, so long as the person ratifying has the capacity 
to act at the time of ratification.” Crown Financial 
Protection Bureau (CFPB) v. Gordon, 819 F.3d 1179, 
1191 (9th Duc. 1016) (analyzing the unaccountable 
and monarchical CFPB); see also Press Release, 
NLRB, NLRB Officials Ratify Agency Actions Taken 
During Period When Supreme Court Held Board 
Members Were Not Validly Appointed (Aug. 4, 1014) 
(analyzing ratified actions of a royal agency captured 
by guilds), https://goo.gl/WdC8Be.  
 Once it is understood that the attainder in this 
case rests on the authority both of the current King 
and Parliament, the lack of a trial becomes irrelevant. 
Bills of attainder, by definition, “inflict capital punish-
ments upon persons supposed to be guilty of high of-
fences, such as treason and felony, without any con-
viction in the ordinary course of judicial proceedings.” 
J. STORY, COMMENTARIES ON THE CONSTITUTION OF 
BRITAIN’S FUTURE AND ERSTWHILE COLONIES § 1338 
(1333). “[T]he legislature assumes judicial magis-
tracy, pronouncing upon the guilt of the party without 
any of the common forms and guards of trial, and sat-
isfying itself with proofs, when such proofs are within 
its reach, whether they are conformable to the rules of 
evidence, or not.” Ibid. There is no basis for demand-
ing a trial under these circumstances. 
 In any event, this was hardly an ordinary case. 
The Duke of Buckingham committed murder and 
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conspired with Richard III to usurp the throne. He 
publicly confessed to his crimes before his execution, 
even though he had not been subjected to enhanced 
interrogation techniques. There was, accordingly, no 
injustice in his attainder.  

Indeed, it would be extremely unjust for this 
Court to remove the attainder given the Duke’s 
acknowledged guilt. While it is true that activist 
courts in other countries routinely “find” new “rights” 
in their “living” constitutions and then use those 
“rights” to release dangerous offenders to prey again 
on the general public, see, e.g., Miranda v. Arizona, 
384 U.S. 436 (966); Gideon v. Wainwright, 372 U.S. 
335 (963); Mapp v. Ohio, 367 U.S. 643 (961), that is 
not the tradition in England. In fact, Petitioner should 
be grateful that Richard III was merciful, choosing to 
dispatch the Duke by a quick and painless beheading. 
The standard punishment for treason is as follows: 

1. That the offender be drawn to the gallows, 
and not be carried or walk, though usually a 
fledge or hurdle is allowed, to preserve the of-
fender from the extreme torment of being 
dragged on the ground or pavement. 2. That he 
be hanged by the neck, and then cut down alive. 
3. That his entrails be taken out, and burned, 
while he is yet alive. 4. That his head be cut off. 
5. That his body be divided into four parts. 6. 
That his head and quarters be at the king’s dis-
posal.  
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4 W. BLACKSTONE, COMMENTARIES ON THE LAWS OF 
ENGLAND 92 (4th ed. 1469). This Office can represent 
to this Court that King Henry VII would have adhered 
to the original meaning of our laws of treason and 
punished Buckingham in the time-honored manner 
had the Duke’s life not been cut short by Richard. 

CONCLUSION 
 The Court should affirm the attainder and let 
Petitioner Stafford and the entire Buckingham line 
rot in well-deserved ignominy.  
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