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QUESTIONS PRESENTED 

1. Is 18 Cam. Code § 2385, as applied to Mordred, 
a violation of his First Amendment rights of free 
speech and association?  

2. Did the prosecution fail to prove beyond a rea-
sonable doubt that Mordred was guilty of violating 18 
Cam. Code § 2383 or § 2385?  
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INTRODUCTION AND  

SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT 

This case presents critical questions of law; 

‘Twas born of betrayal, emotions left raw. 

Disloyal Queen Jenny and French traitor Lance 

were caught in flagrante—by plan, not by chance— 

as Sir Justice Mordred (a sworn job to do) 

exposed Jenny’s treason and Lancelot’s too. 

A goal to impress and to shore up his spot 

at Arthur’s Round Table, our poor Mordred got 

all the blame, quite unfairly, for chaos ensuing 

when Guenevere fell, of her own wrongdoing. 

The King’s precious laws sent his Jenny to death, 

but Lance interfered ere she caught her last breath. 

With knights at his side, Lance attempted a coup. 

And Mordred?  He fled [and I ask, wouldn’t you?] 

to Scotland with knights who preferred the old days, 

with banter and bluster as glasses they raise. 

Old friends, hapless exiles, engaged in a plot 

to overthrow Arthur?  Why, certainly not! 

And so, to this Court, Mordred’s fates now must go. 

A scoundrel, perhaps, but a criminal?  No. 
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STATEMENT 

Years before the treasonous affair between Sir 
Lancelot and Queen Guenevere, a “lad named Arthur” 
was “bewitched [] for the night” by the “ravishing” 
beauty of Scottish Queen Morgause and fathered an 
illegitimate son named Mordred.1  ALAN JAY LERNER & 

FREDERICK LOEWE, CAMELOT, Scene 2.2.  Arthur then 
“lost track of the years” and of the boy, and Mordred 
grew up in Scotland not knowing his real father.  Ibid.; 
see Scene 2.3 (Arthur: “It is my own fault.  I should 
have officially recognized him when I took the 
throne—it is the proper procedure.  I intended to do it 
and I should have done it, but I didn’t.”).  The “chain 
of wedlock” weighed “heavy” on Mordred—“so heavy 
that it takes two to carry it, sometimes three.”  Scene 
2.1.  He was “hated” and “despised” by his mother’s 
husband and long wished to know why.  Scene 2.2 (“I 
kept asking Mother why King Lot despised me so.”).     

Eventually, Morgause revealed “the marvelous 
news” that King Lot was “not [Mordred’s] father.”  
Ibid.  Instead, his real father was King Arthur, “the 
King of all England.”  Ibid.  Upon hearing this, Mor-
dred set out to greet his father “[c]heerfully” and to 
place himself at the King’s service.  At first, Arthur did 
not recognize him. Ibid. (“Call the guard, Pelly, and 
have this young ass thrown out.”).  But upon Mordred’s 
introduction and supplication (ibid. (“Mordred. Bow-
ing low.”)), Arthur “command[ed]” that Mordred “stay” 

                                            
1 The name Mordred aptly comes from the Latin moderātus, 
meaning “within bounds, observing moderation, moderate.”  
Mordred, WIKIPEDIA, https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mor-
dred (last visited June 5, 2018). 
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and “become a knight of the Round Table” (ibid.).  Ar-
thur asked Mordred to serve as the Minister of Justice, 
despite finding him “not very promising material.”  
Ibid.  Mordred expressed hesitation at the position but 
agreed to “try.”  Ibid.   Above all, he was ambitious and 
eager to please.  See id. at 63 (Arthur: “Very well, Mor-
dred. Now you are here.  What are your plans?”  Mor-
dred: “That’s for you to decide, Your Majesty.”).   

Almost immediately, those closest to Arthur grew 
suspicious and resentful.  Pellinore called Mordred “a 
skunk,” and Guenevere reproached him as a “weary 
load,” a “dreadful boy,” and an “added burden” that she 
“could quite well do without,” perhaps anticipating 
that Mordred’s ambition would be her demise.2  Scene 
2.3.  Lancelot implored Arthur to “get rid of him” and 
threatened to “run him through” with a sword, forbear-
ing only when Arthur insisted that “we practice civil 
law now and we cannot take the law back into our own 
hands.”  Ibid.   

This hostility to Mordred was, in part, due to the 
differences in Mordred’s upbringing and political phi-
losophy.  Raised in Scotland, where “[f]air was foul, 
and foul [was] fair” (William Shakespeare, The Trag-
edy of Macbeth, act I, scene I, line 12 (1st Folio 1623)), 
Mordred was unaccustomed to “what ha[d] happened 
                                            
2 “But when Sir Lancelot told / This matter to the Queen, at 
first she laugh’d / Lightly, to think of [Mordred’s] dusty fall/ 
Then shudder’d, as the village wife who cries, / ‘I shudder, 
some one steps across my grave;’ / Then laugh’d again, but 
faintlier, for indeed / She half-foresaw that he, the subtle 
beast, / Would track her guilt until he found, and hers / 
Would be for evermore a name in scorn.” ALFRED TENNY-
SON, IDYLLS OF THE KING 231 (Paul Negri & Janet Baine 
Kopito eds., Dover Giant Thrift ed. 2004). 
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at Camelot”—that is, the installation of the new sys-
tem of the civil law and its “Might for Right!” philoso-
phy.  Scene 1.8.  Mordred had been taught a different 
“kind of justice” (Scene 2.4), where “[v]irtue and proper 
deeds” are “ghastly little traps” “made for other chaps” 
(Scene 2.2).  In this regard, Mordred’s perspective was 
not so different from the view held by others within 
Camelot—even at the highest levels—who remained 
uncomfortable with Arthur’s “new order of life.”  Scene 
1.4; see also Scene 2.2 (Arthur: “Can’t you get it 
through that armored head of yours, Pelly? Disputes 
will be settled by law and not by bloodshed.”  Pellinore: 
“By law? What law? Yours Bewildered is absolutely be-
wildered. * * * Well, I can tell you, Arthur, if that jury 
finds me guilty there’ll be plenty of bloodshed.  I’ll put 
a sword through every last one of them.”). 

Even before becoming Minister of Justice, Mordred 
became aware of the rumors of Lancelot’s treasonous 
affair with Guenevere.  See Scene 2.1 (Lancelot: 
“There are rumors in every corner of every hall.”).  
Ready to prove himself in his new position and assume 
his rightful place alongside his father, Mordred pre-
pared to expose Lancelot and his treason, obtaining a 
proper warrant from the appropriate body for investi-
gative oversight.  Scene 2.1.   

The opportunity to detect Lancelot’s wrongdoing 
arose when Arthur invited Pellinore to “get away from 
people [] and go hunting.” Scene 2.3. Entering the 
woods after Arthur, Mordred asked him to “[s]tay in 
the forest.” Scene 2.5.  Mordred’s intentions were clear:  
he explained,  

Isn’t your civil law marvelous?  No proof?  No 
crime.  No crime?  No criminal.  Ergo—virtue, 
and ergo—happiness.  You said if I could believe 



5 
 

as you do, I would at last be your son.  Very well, 
your Majesty—a deal.  Prove me your honesty.  
Prove me their innocence.  Stay in the forest to-
night.  Let us see if virtue triumphs.  

Ibid.  Arthur agreed and bid Mordred “[r]eturn to the 
castle” and “announce that his Majesty will be hunting 
through the night and will not return till mid-morn-
ing.”  Ibid.  

Back at the castle, Mordred saw Guenevere, “over-
come by emotion, [] go[] into [Lancelot’s] arms.”  Scene 
2.6.  Witnessing this treasonous act firsthand, Mor-
dred drew his sword (in his official capacity) and or-
dered them both “to surrender in the name of the King” 
and to “stand trial for [their] crime.”  Ibid.  But Lance-
lot “snatche[d] the sword from Mordred’s hand,” 
“f[ou]ght[] off the Knights,” and escaped.  Guenevere 
herself—equally guilty of treason—was prosecuted 
and sentenced to death.  Ibid. 

As the King reluctantly prepared for this sentence 
to be carried out, Lancelot returned and “f[ou]ght[] off 
the Knights to save Guenevere,” killing “most of the 
guard” and “over eighty Knights.”  Scene 2.7.  Wanting 
no part of this impending war between England and 
France, Mordred “r[a]n[] off” back to Scotland, “taking 
some [knights] with him.”  Ibid. 

Mordred was indicted in absentia for (i) inciting 
and engaging in a rebellion and insurrection against 
the authority of the Kingdom of Camelot and its laws, 
and (ii) advocating the overthrow by force of its gov-
ernment, in violation of 18 Cam. Code §§ 2383 and 
2385.  After he was captured and placed under arrest, 
the King’s new justice system put Mordred on trial for 
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these crimes.  A jury found Mordred guilty, and the 
Court of Appeals affirmed.  This Court granted review. 

ARGUMENT 

I. As applied to Mordred, § 2385 violates the 
First Amendment’s guarantees of free 
speech and association.   

To obtain a conviction under § 2385, the Kingdom 
must prove that the defendant advocated the over-
throw or destruction of the government by force or vi-
olence, organized a group that advocated the over-
throw or destruction of the government by force, or 
was a member of any such group knowing the purposes 
thereof.  The Kingdom based its prosecution here on 
Mordred’s political views, expressed in song, and on 
his association with a group of knights who fled to 
Scotland.  These knights had previously raised criti-
cisms about the Kingdom’s new political and legal sys-
tem, engaged in general knightly banter, and sung 
with a nostalgic recollection of “the magic of the good 
old days.”  MACKLEMORE, ET AL., Good Old Days (feat. 
Kesha), GEMINI (Bendo LLC 2017).  Under the First 
Amendment, this application of § 2385 cannot stand. 

While all prosecutions under § 2385 require a 
heightened standard of proof, when the challenged 
conduct “contains an element of speech,” the Court 
“must pay special heed to the demands of the First 
Amendment.”  Dennis v. Camelot, 341 Cam. 494, 502–
03 (1951).  To avoid constitutional concerns, this Court 
has interpreted § 2385 to apply only to speech that pre-
sents a “clear and present danger that a substantial 
public evil will result therefrom” and is therefore not 
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protected by the First Amendment at all.3  Id. at 502 
(citing Am. Commc’ns Ass’n, C.I.O., v. Douds, 339 
Cam. 382, 412 (1950)).  Similar constitutional consid-
erations arise when the prosecution depends on the de-
fendant’s membership or association with a group.  To 
avoid prosecutions that run afoul of the First Amend-
ment’s “association” clause, this Court has held that 
the group’s actions must satisfy the same standard of 
illegal advocacy and “[t]here must be clear proof that 
a defendant ‘specifically intend(s) to accomplish (the 
aims of the organization) by resort to violence.’” Scales 
v. Camelot, 367 Cam. 203, 229 (1961) (citing Noto v. 
Camelot, 367 Cam. 290, 291 (1961)).  The conviction in 
this case disregards both of these critical constitu-
tional boundaries.   

As for Mordred’s “fie” on Arthurian principles, this 
is pure political speech—part of the then-common de-
bate about Arthur’s new and controversial form of gov-
ernment. Although Arthur advocated a system of 
“Might for Right,” he had some difficulty persuading 
his knights of the merits of this system, as they gener-
ally preferred the old way of the sword.  E.g., Scene 2.4 

                                            
3 The new First Amendment has particular significance in 
Camelot, because historically, speech was often restricted, 
even by the King himself.  E.g., MONTY PYTHON & THE 
HOLY GRAIL (Python (Monty) Pictures 1975) (Arthur: “Shut 
up!”  Dennis: “I mean, if I went ‘round saying I was an em-
peror just because some [mermaid] had lobbed a scimitar at 
me, they’d put me away!”  Arthur: “Shut up, will you? Shut 
up!”  Dennis: “Ah, now we see the violence inherent in the 
system! Help! Help! I’m being repressed!”); cf. LOONEY 
TUNES: A CONNECTICUT RABBIT IN KING ARTHUR’S COURT 
(Warner Bros. 1978) (Yosemite Sam, as Merlin:  “Shut up!  
Shut up!”).   
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(knights fighting over an insult); Scene 2.8 (Arthur:  
“The rest are waiting in their tents, itching for dawn, 
cheerful to be at war.”).  Even Pellinore resisted Ar-
thur’s ideas, threatening violence against any jury 
that might convict him.  Scene 2.2 (“[I]f that jury finds 
me guilty there’ll be plenty of bloodshed.  I’ll put a 
sword through every last one of them.”).  By compari-
son, Mordred’s “fie” comments are less violent and 
more political; they are the kind of “vehement, caustic, 
and sometimes unpleasantly sharp attacks on govern-
ment and public officials” that this Court has recog-
nized as crucial to public debate and modern democ-
racy.  New York Times Co. v. Sullivan, 376 Cam. 254, 
270 (1964); see, e.g., Bond v. Floyd, 385 Cam. 116, 136 
(1966) (recognizing First Amendment protection for 
“statements criticizing public policy and the imple-
mentation of it”).  

Indeed, Mordred’s “fie” pronouncement did not 
urge the overthrow of the government at all.  In the 
same speech/song, he urges others to “forget the ec-
stasy and merriment of the old days” and to help him 
uncover the “treason” against the King that was occur-
ring “[w]ithin these very walls, at this very hour”—
treason that “cried out for justice.”  Scene 2.4.  The fact 
that this speech/song also urges the knights to ques-
tion the knightly virtues of goodness and justice was 
neither unusual nor dangerous at the time.  Even the 
Queen herself occasionally urged a departure from 
such values. E.g., Scene 1.5 (“The lusty month of May! 
* * * It’s time to do a wretched thing or two”). 

Nor would the First Amendment permit a prosecu-
tion of Mordred based on his association with other 
knights who traveled with him to Scotland after 
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Lancelot’s attack on the Kingdom.  The First Amend-
ment protects an individual’s right to free association 
except in a very narrow instance—in the context of a 
group that is advocating for violent overthrow of the 
government and that “is of sufficient size and cohesive-
ness, is sufficiently oriented towards action, and other 
circumstances are such as reasonably to justify appre-
hension that action will occur.”  Yates v. Camelot, 354 
Cam. 298, 321 (1957).  The knights who fled to Scot-
land did not meet this standard; they were simply a 
collection of knights in exile.  And the fact that they 
left just as the Round Table reached its weakest point 
undermines any suggestion that this was a cohesive 
group scheming to overthrow Arthur’s government.   

This picture does not change in light of McAvin’s 
song “ah, but to burn a little town or slay a dozen 
men[,] anything to laugh again.”  Scene 2.4.  This sen-
timent too expresses nothing more than nostalgia for 
the days of Camelot before Arthur implemented the 
civil law.  It does not call for any more serious consid-
eration than was generally given to knightly banter in 
Arthurian times.4  The knights’ refrain “Derry Down” 

                                            
4 See, e.g., SARAH RAMIREZ, ET AL., Knights of the Round Ta-
ble/The Song that Goes Like This, on MONTY PYTHON’S SPA-
MALOT (Universal Classics Group 2005) (“We eat ham and 
jam and spam a lot”); see also MARK TWAIN, A CONNECTI-
CUT YANKEE IN KING ARTHUR’S COURT 55 (Charles L. Web-
ster & Co. 1889) (noting that “everybody took in all this 
bosh in the naivest way, and never smiled or seemed to no-
tice that there was any discrepancy between these watered 
statistics” and reality); id. at 43  (describing full-grown 
knights as engaged in senseless posturing and violence, like 
“big boobies sticking to it and taking pride in it clear up into 
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further underscores the lack of seriousness in their re-
marks.  What does “Derry Down” mean anyway?5 

Finally, the prosecution of Mordred fails to comply 
with the requirement of specific intent on the part of 
the defendant—a requirement that this Court has 
found essential to protect the First Amendment rights 
of association.  See Elfbrandt v. Russell, 384 Cam. 11, 
19 (1966) (“A law which applies to membership with-
out the ‘specific intent’ to further the illegal aims of the 
organization infringes unnecessarily on protected free-
doms.”).  Again, Mordred’s own desire to assume lead-
ership of Camelot “in a little while” (Scene 2.1) does 
nothing to demonstrate an intent to overthrow the gov-
ernment by force.  Indeed, it does not refer to over-
throw at all; at most, it expresses Mordred’s desire to 
assume leadership alongside the King, in Mordred’s 
rightful place as Arthur’s heir.  See Scene 2.2 (refer-
ring to Mordred, “eyeing the two thrones”).  Lacking 
specific intent, Mordred’s conviction—based solely on 
his political speech and his association with other 
knights—plainly violates the First Amendment.   

                                            
full age and beyond”).  But see Knightly Banter, PROSPEC-
TORNOW: THE VOICE OF PROSPECT HIGH SCHOOL, 
https://prospectornow.com/?p=15709 (last visited June 4, 
2018) (a contemporary high school sports column that cer-
tainly merits serious consideration, despite its name). 
5 Cf. Dustin Nelson, What does BudLight’s Dilly Dilly Com-
mercial Mean?, THRILLIST.COM, https://www.thrillist.com/ 
news/nation/bud-light-dilly-dilly-meaning (last visited 
June 5, 2018) (Chief Marketing Officer of Anheuser Busch:  
“‘Dilly’ doesn't mean anything.  That’s the beauty of it.”). 
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II. The prosecution failed to prove Mordred’s 
guilt under §§ 2383 and 2385 beyond a 
reasonable doubt. 

More broadly, the prosecution did not present suf-
ficient evidence to convict Mordred of advocating over-
throw of the Kingdom by force, or of inciting and en-
gaging in rebellion.  Any dialogue or association be-
tween Mordred and fellow knights fails to show his in-
tent to overthrow the government by force and is cer-
tainly insufficient to establish the imminence of any 
such action.  Moreover, because Mordred conducted 
his investigation into the treasonous affair within the 
bounds of the legal system that embodied Arthurian 
principles of justice, he did not incite or engage in re-
bellion.  And finally, Mordred’s decision to return to 
Scotland when Camelot was at its weakest—instead of 
attempting to seize power over the Kingdom—under-
mines any suggestion that he was engaged in an effort 
to overthrow Arthur. 

This Court can and should review these issues.  Alt-
hough the Court generally does not engage in second-
guessing jury verdicts (STERN & GRESSMAN: SUPREME 

COURT PRACTICE 272–74 (10th ed. 2013)), the ill-devel-
oped and nascent nature of the justice system of Cam-
elot requires a different practice in this case. 

A. The lack of evidence of specific intent or 
imminence dooms Mordred’s conviction 
under § 2385. 

As discussed above, this Court has adopted an in-
terpretation of § 2385 that imposes strict requirements 
to avoid running afoul of the First Amendment.  The 
Kingdom has failed to carry its burden of proof on 
these elements.  This is fatal to Mordred’s conviction 
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whether the Court understands the lack of proof to cre-
ate a First Amendment problem or a failure to prove 
the necessary facts beyond reasonable doubt.   

Convictions under § 2385 require “proof of the in-
tent of those who are charged with its violation to over-
throw the Government by force and violence.”  Dennis, 
341 Cam. at 499.  Further, violations based on group 
membership require “clear proof that a defendant ‘spe-
cifically intends to accomplish (the aims of the organi-
zation) by resort to violence’ * * * Thus, the member 
for whom the organization is a vehicle for the advance-
ment of legitimate aims and policies does not fall 
within the ban of the statute.”  Scales, 367 Cam. at 229 
(quoting Noto, 367 Cam. at 299).   

In addition, prosecutions under § 2385—whether 
based on membership or on the defendant’s own “ad-
vocacy”—must involve an imminent risk of overthrow 
by force, not just abstract teachings.  As this Court has 
explained, “mere doctrinal justification of forcible 
overthrow, if engaged in with the intent to accomplish 
overthrow * * * even though uttered with the hope that 
it may ultimately lead to violent revolution, is too re-
mote from concrete action to be regarded as the kind 
of indoctrination” that will support a conviction under 
the statute.  Noto, 367 Cam. at 297.  Whether the ad-
vocacy emanates from an individual or a group, it must 
involve “the advocacy ‘not of * * * mere abstract doc-
trine of forcible overthrow, but of action to that end, by 
the use of language reasonably and ordinarily calcu-
lated to incite persons to * * * action’ immediately or 
in the future.”  Ibid. (citing Yates, 354 Cam. at 316).  
The targeted overthrow must be in the present, “not 
an intent to advocate in the future or a conspiracy to 
advocate in the future.”  Id. at 298. 
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The prosecution failed to prove any of these ele-
ments.  As discussed above, the Kingdom presented no 
evidence that Mordred had the specific intent to advo-
cate overthrow of the Kingdom by force.  It also did not 
show that any advocacy by Mordred or the knights he 
associated with involved more than abstract discus-
sions.  The evidence relied upon by the prosecution—
Mordred’s desire to claim his rightful place at Arthur’s 
side, his disagreement with the new system of govern-
ment, and his association with other knights, includ-
ing McAvin—is insufficient as a matter of law to sup-
port a conviction. 

Indeed, the evidence did not establish any specific 
intent to overthrow the government at all, whatever 
the means.  To the contrary, Mordred demonstrated a 
consistent desire to work within the legal system to 
root out treason in the Kingdom.  His general rebuke 
of Arthurian values in favor of the days when “might” 
prevailed is not a call to violence; it merely echoes a 
popular political view within Camelot.  And it cer-
tainly did not create an imminent risk; “[a]dvocacy and 
teaching of forcible overthrow as an abstract principle, 
divorced from any effort to instigate action to that end” 
are not prohibited by § 2385.  Yates, 354 Cam. at 318.  

B. Mordred worked within the legal system 
and thus did not incite or engage in a 
rebellion in violation of § 2383. 	

As for the charges under § 2383, Mordred is effec-
tively on trial for treason.  Because the crime of trea-
son is specifically defined in Camelot’s constitution 
(CAM. CONST. art. III, sec. 3), its boundaries cannot be 
extended or restricted by statutes or other legislative 
or executive acts.  Thus, § 2383 merely prescribes a 
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punishment for treason; to determine the elements for 
conviction, one must look beyond the statute itself. 

Under Camelot’s constitution, one can be found 
guilty of treason either for “levying war” against Cam-
elot or for “adhering to [its] enemies, giving them aid 
and comfort.”  CAM. CONST. art. III, sec. 3.  These are 
distinct acts; while the first applies more naturally to 
internal insurrections, the second applies when there 
is war against a foreign power.  Scholars have noted 
that “[t]he acts constituting giving aid and comfort to 
the enemy are more numerous and of wider scope than 
the acts constituting * * * the levying of war.” Charles 
Warren, What is Giving Aid and Comfort to the En-
emy?, 27 YALE L.J. 331, 333 (1918). Because the play-
ers in the present drama are all citizens of Camelot, 
the indictment brought against Mordred falls within 
the category of “levying war” within Camelot. 

To be found guilty of “levying war,” the defendant 
must have the intent to commit treason and an actual 
ability to carry out the crime. Charge to Grand Jury, 
30 Fed. Cas. No. 18,275 (C.C. 1842).  Although courts 
have, on occasion, found verbal or written expressions 
to be so inflammatory or persuasive as to constitute 
treason, it is well settled that “mere mental attitudes 
or expressions should not be treason.”  Cramer v. Cam-
elot, 325 Cam. 1, 28 (1945).  Without some overt act to 
rule out legitimate expressions of views and propa-
ganda, “[h]owever flagitious may be the crime of con-
spiring to subvert by force the government of our coun-
try, such conspiracy is not treason.” Ex parte Bollman 
& Swartwout, 8 Cam. 75, 126 (1807) (Marshall, Sir. J.).  

Here, the Kingdom failed to show that Mordred in-
tended either to engage in open and active rebellion 
against the Kingdom or to incite other Camelotians to 
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do so.  The Kingdom’s proof relies principally on a sin-
gle incident: Mordred directed the surveillance of 
Lancelot and Guenevere and, after catching them in a 
compromised position, pulled his sword and directed 
various officers of Camelot to arrest them.  Yet these 
facts are equally consistent with the view that Mor-
dred used the proper channels in the Camelotian jus-
tice system to investigate treason and make the neces-
sary arrests.  Even after Guenevere’s arrest for trea-
son, Mordred continued to press the case against her 
through the newly established legal system and 
granted her the benefit of a jury trial.  His use of the 
Kingdom’s legal system to surveil, indict, and success-
fully convict a suspected traitor cannot possibly consti-
tute evidence of an intention to engage in active rebel-
lion against that same Kingdom. 

Indeed, the circumstances of this case demonstrate 
that the true traitor was the Frenchman Lancelot, who 
actively engaged in, and incited others to engage in, 
active rebellion against Camelot and its laws.  TENNY-

SON, supra n.2, at 210 (the Queen, after realizing that 
her affair had been exposed, “quail’d” and “[l]ook’d 
hard upon her lover [Lancelot], he on her, / And each 
foresaw the dolorous day to be; / And all talk died, as 
in a grove all song / Beneath the shadow of some bird 
of prey.”).  Notably, the various knights and enlisted 
citizens of Camelot began to burn Camelot’s towns and 
slay its citizens only after Lancelot murdered many of 
the Kingdom’s knights in his attempt to “rescue” 
Guenevere from the sentence she bore for her role in 
his own treachery.  It was Lancelot himself who defied 
the law and brought war to the city’s gates.  

In sum, the attempt to prosecute Mordred is noth-
ing short of a witch hunt—an activity divorced from 
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proper legal standards, in which the people of Camelot 
and their popular media have engaged with some de-
light for years.6  The Kingdom has failed to present any 
evidence of Mordred’s guilt—much less evidence suffi-
cient to prove his guilt beyond a reasonable doubt.  His 
conviction must be set aside. 

CONCLUSION 

For the reasons stated above, this Court should set 
aside Mordred’s conviction under § 2385 as unlawful 
under the First Amendment.  Further, with respect to 
both counts, the Kingdom failed to carry its burden of 
proving guilt beyond any reasonable doubt.  This 
Court should set aside Mordred’s conviction on this ba-
sis as well. 

 
  

                                            
6 See MONTY PYTHON AND THE HOLY GRAIL (Python (Monty) 
Pictures 1975): 
 
Villager #1: “We have found a witch. May we burn her?”  
Bedevere: “How do you know she is a witch?”  
Villager #2: “She looks like one.”  
Bedevere: “Bring her forward.”  
Witch:  “I’m not a witch. I’m not a witch.”  
Bedevere: “Uh, but you are dressed as one.”  
Witch:  “They dressed me up like this. And this isn’t 

my nose. It’s a false one.” 
Bedevere:  “Well?” 
Villager #1: “Well, we did do the nose.” 
Bedevere:  “The nose?” 
Villager #1:  “And the hat, but she is a witch!” 
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Respectfully submitted. 
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