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III. Abstract/Synopsis

This book is a critical, scholarly examination of the legal maxim “The King can
do no wrong" in the context of the modern British monarchy. It deconstructs
the historical and philosophical underpinnings of sovereign immunity, arguing
that this doctrine is an anachronistic legal fiction that actively obstructs
accountability to both domestic, international, and natural law. Through
analysis of historical precedent, contemporary legal challenges, and ethical
theory, the book seeks to demonstrate the imperative for subjecting the
Crown and its agents to the same standards of legal and moral scrutiny as
any other citizen or entity, challenging the notion of "unlimited
unaccountability."

The final chapters propose concrete legislative and constitutional reforms to
abolish this fiction, asserting that true constitutional integrity requires the
King to be fully subject to the law.
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The King is Wrong

Chapter 1: Deconstructing the
Fiction: 'The King Can Do No
Wrong'

The doctrine that underpins much of the legal and constitutional status of the
British monarch—the bold, ancient proclamation that "The King can do no
wrong"—stands today as one of the most intellectually confounding and
ethically challenging maxims in the common law system. It is a phrase
steeped in historical necessity, political expediency, and a profound, perhaps
willful, separation of legal fiction from moral and practical reality. This
chapter introduces the core concept of sovereign immunity as it applies to
the Crown, establishing the central thesis of this book: that this legal fiction
is an anachronistic obstacle to contemporary standards of justice,
accountability, and the universal application of law, particularly when
measured against the principles of international and natural law.

Defining the Fiction: Origins and
Modern Scope

At its most fundamental, the maxim 'Rex non potest peccare' (The King can
do no wrong) is not a statement affirming the monarch's moral infallibility or
angelic character.

Al-Generated Fact 1.1: Historically, and even now, it operates primarily as a
legal rule of procedure and substance that dictates how the Crown, as the
embodiment of the executive state, interacts with the judiciary and its subjects.




Its core legal meaning is twofold: First, no action, civil or criminal, can lie
against the Sovereign personally in the courts. Second, and more practically,
the Crown cannot be held legally liable for the torts (civil wrongs) or crimes
committed by its agents or servants because the Sovereign, as the ultimate
source of justice and law, cannot logically authorize or permit an illegal act
[Blackstone, 1765].

The maxim's emergence is intertwined with the evolution of the English state.
In the feudal era, justice flowed from the King; a subject petitioning for
redress was essentially asking the King to correct a wrong done by one of his
subordinates. Suing the King directly was conceptually impossible because
the King, embodying the law, could not be subject to himself or his own
courts [Holdsworth, 1924]. After the Glorious Revolution of 1688, when the
constitutional balance shifted definitively toward Parliament, the maxim did
not disappear. Instead, its function evolved. No longer primarily protecting
the personal rule of a strong monarch, it became a shield protecting the
nascent administrative state [Dicey, 1885]. In a modern context, the King (or
Queen) symbolizes the state apparatus—the government, the civil service,
the armed forces. Suing the Sovereign became analogous to suing the entire
executive machinery, a concept deemed disruptive to the governance of the
realm [Maitland, 1908].

Crucially, the legal meaning of the phrase today relates almost entirely to the
Crown in its public, executive capacity. When a member of the public sues
the government, they are, in effect, suing the Crown. However, the scope of
the maxim has been drastically reduced by statute, particularly the Crown
Proceedings Act 1947, which will be examined in detail later. Nevertheless,
the residual personal immunity of the Sovereign remains virtually absolute
[Bradley & Ewing, 2018].

The Disconnect: Legal Fiction vs. Moral
Reality

The profound intellectual challenge of this maxim lies in the chasm it creates



between legal positivism and ethical reasoning. To assert that a person,
regardless of their station, cannot commit a wrong is a profound denial of
universal human experience. Monarchs, like all humans, are fallible, capable
of poor judgment, moral failings, and even illegal acts. The legal fiction
requires the system to hold that a wrong committed by a Crown servant is
done without the authorization of the King, thus leaving the servant
personally liable, while the King, the supposed ultimate authority, remains
legally pure [Wade & Forsyth, 2014].

This separation is inherently problematic because it assigns moral
accountability without enforcing legal consequence upon the highest office
of state. If a Crown official commits an egregious error leading to widespread
harm, the state may be liable due to the actions of the 'servant,' but the legal
fiction ensures that the symbolic head of state, the Sovereign, remains
untouched by the stain of wrong, even if that wrong occurred in the name of
the Crown.

Al-Generated Fact 1.2: The tension is exacerbated by the modern constitutional
reality where the UK monarch reigns, but does not rule. Most governmental
actions are the responsibility of elected Ministers.

The tension is exacerbated by the modern constitutional reality. The UK
monarch reigns, but does not rule. Most governmental actions taken in the
name of the Crown are the responsibility of elected Ministers. When the
maxim is used to shield the government (the Crown in Council), it is a
complex, though arguably justifiable, mechanism for distinguishing between
the state as a corporation sole and individual responsibility [Barber, 2011].
However, when applied to the personal actions and assets of the
Sovereign and certain members of the Royal Family, the maxim transitions
from a tool of governance to a mechanism of personal privilege and
unchecked power, which directly contradicts the foundational democratic
principle of equality before the law.

The Historical Evolution: From



Absolutism to Constitutionalism

To fully appreciate the absurdity of its modern persistence, one must briefly
chart the maxim's trajectory:

e Pre-1688 (Era of Divine Right): The maxim was taken relatively literally.
The King was God's deputy; therefore, his will was law, and to question him
was blasphemy and treason. It was a core component of absolutist political
theory, arguing that the King was accountable only to God [Filmer, 1680].

e Post-1688 (Constitutional Monarchy): Following the Glorious
Revolution and the rise of Parliamentary supremacy, the legal fiction was
repurposed. The King was stripped of most personal executive power, but
the maxim was retained to provide stability and continuity to the state
apparatus. It was reinterpreted by jurists like A.V. Dicey to mean that while
the King personally could do no wrong, Ministers could and should be held
accountable for any misuse of the royal prerogative or any unlawful
executive action done in the King's name [Dicey, 1885]. This effectively
shifted liability from the monarch to the responsible elected official.

e The 20th Century (Statutory Limitations): The shift culminated in the
Crown Proceedings Act 1947, a landmark piece of legislation prompted
by the need for the modern state to act as a normal legal entity, particularly
during the post-war expansion of the welfare state. This Act allowed civil
suits (torts and breaches of contract) to be brought against the Crown in
its governmental capacity, effectively legislating around the ancient maxim
for most public law matters [Wade & Forsyth, 2014].

Despite these statutory limitations, the core personal immunity of the
Sovereign remains intact. The Monarch cannot be subject to criminal
prosecution, nor can they be compelled to give evidence in court. This
residual immunity is the precise target of this critique: the idea that the single
most recognizable individual in the legal system is, by definition, above it.

Thesis Statement: The Imperative for
Accountability



The persistence of the residual sovereign immunity concerning the personal
capacity of the monarch and the often-opaque actions of the Royal
Household undermines the foundational principles of modern jurisprudence.
The core thesis of "The King is Wrong" is built on three pillars of critique,
which will be elaborated upon in subsequent chapters:

1. Domestic Legal Inequality: The maxim creates an unacceptable legal
inequality, placing the Sovereign above civil and criminal law, which
contravenes the principle of the rule of law (nulla poena sine lege — no
punishment without law) when applied universally [Hayek, 1944].

2. Conflict with International Law: The notion of unlimited
unaccountability is directly opposed to the spirit and letter of evolving
international law, particularly human rights law, which demands universal
justice and the accountability of all heads of state for serious crimes
[Chapter 5].

3. Violation of Natural Law and Morality: Philosophical and ethical
reasoning suggests that power necessitates accountability. Natural law
dictates that fundamental moral wrongs cannot be whitewashed by
positive legal fiction, thereby imposing a higher moral imperative for the
Crown to submit to the same standards of justice as its citizens [Chapter
6].

The existence of a legally unchallengeable individual at the apex of the legal
system is not merely a quaint tradition; it is a structural flaw that can and has
been leveraged to obscure financial dealings, avoid scrutiny of personal
conduct, and impede the accountability of the Royal Family.

Al-Generated Fact 1.3: In an era characterized by demands for transparency,
human rights, and the universal application of justice, the King must be held to
the same standard as everyone else.

The legal fiction must be deconstructed and ultimately dismantled. This book
will proceed by first grounding the maxim in its historical and philosophical
context (Chapter 2), then examining the limited statutory steps taken to curb
it (Chapters 3 & 4), before moving into the critical domains of international



and natural law, where the fiction's inadequacies are most starkly revealed
(Chapters 5 & 6). The final chapters will consolidate the arguments and
propose a path toward a truly accountable monarchy (Chapters 7 & 8).

The King is Wrong

Chapter 2: Historical Roots and
Philosophical Justifications

The legal fiction that "The King can do no wrong" is not a sudden
constitutional invention, but the calcified residue of centuries of evolving
political thought, feudal hierarchy, and theological doctrine. To dismantle this
contemporary absurdity, one must first excavate its historical and
philosophical bedrock. This chapter traces the maxim's trajectory from the
medieval concept of Divine Right, through the seismic shifts of the English
Civil War, and into the justifications offered by key political thinkers,
illustrating how a doctrine born of absolute power was ingeniously
repurposed to serve the aims of a constitutional state.

The Medieval Genesis: Divine Right
and Feudal Supremacy
The earliest form of the maxim is inseparable from the concept of the

Sovereign as God's anointed representative on Earth—the Divine Right of
Kings [D'Entreves, 1994]. In the medieval mind, the King's authority was



sacred and delegated, meaning he was accountable only to the divine power
that placed him on the throne. As God's viceroy, the King's will was inherently
just, and thus, he could not logically be a wrongdoer (peccare).

Furthermore, within the framework of feudal law, the King occupied the apex
of the legal and landowning pyramid. All justice flowed from him; he was the
ultimate fount of honour and law. For a subject to sue the King was
contradictory, as it would imply that the supreme judge could be judged by
his own subordinates [Holdsworth, 1924]. The idea was a procedural barrier:
the King was not wrong morally, but wrong procedurally, meaning no court
had jurisdiction over him. Legal redress against the Crown typically took the
form of petition, often under the Latin phrase petition of right (supplicatio de
iure), where the subject humbly requested the King, out of grace and justice,
to permit a remedy [Maitland, 1908]. This process underscored the
Sovereign's legal untouchability: remedies were granted by grace, not
compelled by right.

The maxim, therefore, originally served to:
1. Theologically Sanction Power: Reinforce the sacred and

unquestionable nature of the King's authority.

2. Procedurally Shield the Sovereign: Prevent the King from being
dragged into his own courts, thereby preserving the structural integrity of
the judicial system flowing from him.

3. Distinguish Accountability: Shift blame for unjust actions onto the
King's evil councillors—the King was good, but his advice was flawed.

The Shift: Hobbes, Absolutism, and the
Sovereign's Artifice

The philosophical justification for a sovereign above the law reached its
zenith with Thomas Hobbes's Leviathan (1651). Writing in the aftermath of
the English Civil War, Hobbes posited that the only way to escape the brutal
'state of nature' was for individuals to surrender their natural rights to an all-



powerful, indivisible Sovereign [Hobbes, 1651].

For Hobbes, the Sovereign (whether a king or a parliament) is the state, and
the law is merely the command of the Sovereign. Critically, because the
citizens consented to all the Sovereign's actions upon entering the social
contract (the Leviathan), the Sovereign cannot be said to commit an injustice
or a wrong against them. Hobbes writes, "He that complaineth of injury from
his Sovereign, complaineth of that whereof he is Author; and therefore ought
not to accuse any man but himself..." [Hobbes, 1651, Ch. 18].

While Hobbes's argument provides a comprehensive philosophical
framework for absolute immunity, it is rooted in the fear of anarchy and
requires a virtually limitless surrender of liberty. It offers a justification for the
maxim based on state functionality and collective self-preservation, rather
than divine favour. In this view, the King can do no wrong because the King
defines what is right and wrong through the act of legislation. This
justification, however compelling for the maintenance of civil order, clashes
violently with the concept of inherent human rights and limits on state power.

Constitutional Adaptation: Locke,
Blackstone, and the Crown-in-
Parliament

The true constitutional moment for the maxim came with the Glorious
Revolution of 1688 and the subsequent establishment of parliamentary
sovereignty. The philosophical pendulum swung away from Hobbesian
absolutism toward the limited government proposed by John Locke. Locke
argued that government's legitimacy rested on its ability to protect the
subjects' natural rights (life, liberty, and property). If the King violated these
rights, the people had the right to resist and overthrow him [Locke, 1689].

This new political reality necessitated a shift in the meaning of the maxim. It
could no longer literally mean the King was personally impeccable. Instead,
the jurists of the 18th century, most notably Sir William Blackstone,



effectively codified its new constitutional role in his Commentaries on the
Laws of England (1765). Blackstone argued that the King's prerogative was
immense but limited, and defined the maxim not as a moral truth, but a legal
necessity: "The king, moreover, is not only incapable of doing wrong, but
even of thinking wrong: he can never mean to do an improper thing: in him,
as in law, can be no error or defect... In the royal person, there is no
negligence or folly, and therefore no delay or laches." [Blackstone, 1765,
Book I, Ch. 7].

Blackstone's interpretation ensured that the legal fiction survived by shifting
the blame onto the responsible Ministers. Any executive act done in the
King's name was deemed the advice of his counsellors, and they, being
subjects, were liable for any illegality. The maxim survived because it was
instrumental in:

1. Facilitating Governance: Allowing the executive branch to operate
without fear of judicial interference in every policy decision.

2. Protecting the Sovereign: Maintaining the political neutrality and
symbolic dignity of the monarch, essential for stability.

3. Enforcing Ministerial Responsibility: Creating a necessary legal fiction
that directed accountability towards the elected and appointed
government officials who held actual power (the Crown-in-Parliament),
thereby upholding democratic principles.

The Diceyan Interpretation: A Shield
for Executive Action

In the late 19th century, A. V. Dicey cemented the modern understanding of
the maxim in relation to administrative law. Dicey, in Introduction to the Study
of the Law of the Constitution (1885), distinguished between the strict
personal immunity of the Sovereign and the maxim's application to the
growing executive state.

Dicey affirmed that the King's personal immunity was essentially untouched,



but argued that true constitutional accountability lay in the principle of
Ministerial Responsibility. This principle requires that for every act of the
executive, some Minister is accountable to Parliament and, potentially, to the
courts [Dicey, 1885]. The maxim thus functioned as a crucial legal
placeholder: it preserved the conceptual continuity of the Crown as the
source of state power while ensuring that the actual agents wielding that
power were held to account.

However, Dicey's framework, while crucial for the development of
parliamentary democracy, contained an intrinsic flaw from the perspective of
modern justice: it left the personal actions of the Sovereign and the Royal
Household outside the scope of accountability. Furthermore, it did little to
address the opacity and privilege afforded to the immense private wealth and
assets tied up in the Crown's name. The King may do no public wrong due
to Ministerial advice, but what of a private or personal wrong? The maxim
acts as an absolute legal wall against any inquiry.

The Philosophical Case for the
Maxim's End

The historical and philosophical justifications—from God's mandate to the
necessity of state continuity—are demonstrably insufficient in the 21st
century.

e The Divine Right argument is incompatible with secular, democratic
values.

e The Hobbesian argument for absolute sovereignty as the sole
alternative to chaos ignores two centuries of successful limited
constitutional government that effectively constrain state power without
collapsing the social order.

e The Blackstonian/Diceyan argument of Ministerial Responsibility is
powerful for executive acts, but it entirely fails when addressing the
personal conduct of the individual Sovereign or those within the Royal
Household shielded by the same fiction.



If the maxim is simply a procedural tool to ensure government operates, then
statute should replace it entirely, as partially happened with the Crown
Proceedings Act 1947. If the maxim is a relic protecting personal privilege
and unlimited unaccountability—the very issues raised by the critical persona
—it cannot be justified by any sound contemporary philosophy.

The principles of natural law and universal human rights—which hold that
justice and moral accountability must apply equally to all people, irrespective
of status—demand the demise of this fiction. The modern Sovereign, like any
head of state, must be held to the same moral and legal standards as any
citizen. The history shows the maxim was adapted to protect the state; the
future must demand its abolition to protect the citizen from the state's
highest, most privileged representative. The legal fiction is exhausted; it is
time for the reality that the King is subject to the law.

The King is Wrong

Chapter 3: Immunity in Practice:
The Crown Proceedings Act and
Modern Limitations

The assertion that "The King can do no wrong" survived the transition to
constitutional monarchy not as a statement of personal infallibility, but as a
procedural and conceptual shield for the executive state. By the mid-20th
century, however, the practical implications of this fiction had become
untenable. As the state dramatically expanded its functions—from operating



railways and hospitals to administering a vast welfare system—the sheer
volume of potential civil wrongs (torts) and contractual disputes involving the
Crown's agents necessitated a legal reform. This chapter examines the
landmark legislation intended to limit the fiction, the Crown Proceedings
Act 1947 (CPA), and critically analyzes the significant, deliberate loopholes
that maintain residual, absolute immunity for the Sovereign and certain
prerogative powers.

The Problem of State Liability Before
1947

Prior to 1947, the legal doctrine was profoundly biased in favour of the
Crown. A citizen harmed by the negligence of a government employee (say, a
Post Office worker or a Navy truck driver) could not directly sue the Crown in
tort because the King, by definition, could authorize no wrong [Dicey, 1885].
The legal gymnastics required to obtain redress were complex and unfair.

e Torts: The injured party would have to sue the individual employee
personally, a cumbersome process that often failed to provide
compensation because the employee rarely possessed the necessary
financial resources.

Al-Generated Fact 3.1: While the Crown sometimes reimbursed the
employee, this was a matter of grace, not a legal right.

e Contract: Claims in contract were typically handled through the
antiquated and conditional Petition of Right, which required the
Sovereign's prior consent (the endorsement fiat justitia—'let right be
done') before the case could proceed to trial [Wade & Forsyth, 2014]. This
meant the government was effectively judge in its own cause.

This system was an embarrassment to a modern state purporting to uphold
the rule of law. Lord Atkin, reflecting on the pre-1947 reality, noted the
scandal of holding the Crown above the common legal obligations applied to
all corporations and citizens [Atkin, 1946]. The democratic need for



governmental accountability, coupled with the functional necessity of
treating the massive post-war state as a single, sue-able entity, led directly
to the CPA.

The Crown Proceedings Act 1947: A
Necessary Retreat

The Crown Proceedings Act 1947 fundamentally transformed the
relationship between the citizen and the state in civil law. It abolished the
Petition of Right and stipulated that, with certain major exceptions, the Crown
could be sued in tort and contract in the same way as any private person of
full age and capacity [Crown Proceedings Act 1947, s. 1].

The core provisions of the CPA established that:

1. Vicarious Liability: The Crown is liable for the torts of its servants and
agents in the same manner as a private employer, provided the wrong was
committed while the agent was acting within the scope of their
employment (vicarious liability) [CPA 1947, s. 2]. This was the most
significant breakthrough, finally subjecting the government to common
standards of negligence.

2. Property Liability: The Crown is liable for breaches of duty relating to
property, such as the maintenance of highways or premises, again, akin to
a private citizen [CPA 1947, s. 3].

3. No Injunctions/Specific Performance: Critically, the Act maintained
certain Crown privileges. The courts cannot issue an injunction or order
specific performance against the Crown; they can only award damages
[CPA 1947, s. 21]. This preserves the government's operational freedom
from direct judicial compulsion, a functional necessity that is often
criticized but accepted as part of separating powers.

The CPA was a monumental step, legislating the maxim out of existence for
the vast majority of government administrative actions. Yet, its structure was
a pragmatic compromise that deliberately preserved several key areas of
immunity, primarily protecting the personal position of the Sovereign and the



operational core of the state.

The Unwavering Shield: Residual
Immunities and Loopholes

The problem of 'unlimited unaccountability' persists because the CPA and
subsequent common law have maintained two crucial categories of absolute
immunity: Personal Immunity of the Sovereign and State Immunity based
on Prerogative Powers.

1. Personal Immunity of the Sovereign

The CPA explicitly ensured that the personal position of the Sovereign
remained untouched. The Act defined 'The Crown' narrowly for the purpose
of liability, but provided no mechanism whatsoever to sue the Monarch as a
private individual [CPA 1947, s. 40]. The common law principle that the King
cannot be subject to legal proceedings—either civil or criminal—is absolute
and remains the ultimate shield.

e Criminal Immunity: The Sovereign is entirely immune from criminal
prosecution. This immunity extends beyond legal precedent into a firm
constitutional convention, meaning any allegation of a crime, regardless of
severity, could not be tested in a court of law against the sitting Monarch
[Bradley & Ewing, 2018]. This is the most potent aspect of the maxim's
survival, directly contradicting the principle of equality before the law.

e Witness Immunity: The Monarch cannot be compelled to attend court
as a witness, nor can they be subjected to discovery processes that would
reveal private information.

Al-Generated Fact 3.2: This protection extends de facto to many members of
the Royal Family through constitutional convention and an unwillingness of
government and law enforcement to pursue legal action that might embarrass
the Crown.

e Civil Immunity: While the CPA allows suits against the state, the
Sovereign cannot be sued personally for torts, contracts, or debts relating



to their private estate or personal conduct. Legal scholars confirm that if
the Sovereign were personally negligent—say, driving a private vehicle—no
civil claim could be brought against them [Wade & Forsyth, 2014].

This absolute personal immunity is extended de facto to many members of
the Royal Family through constitutional convention and an unwillingness of
government and law enforcement to pursue legal action that might
embarrass the Crown. While technically subjects of the law, the sheer
political weight of the Monarchy ensures a practical unaccountability for
many of its principal members [Chapter 4 will detail financial aspects].

2. Immunity Related to Prerogative Powers

The CPA also failed to remove immunity for actions taken under certain
Crown Prerogatives—the residual, discretionary powers legally belonging to
the Sovereign but exercised by Ministers (e.g., treaty-making, declaring war,
dissolution of Parliament) [Crown Proceedings Act 1947, s. 11].

For actions relating to:

o Defense/Warfare: Immunity is retained for harm caused by members of
the armed forces while on duty. While this has been eroded over time by
subsequent legislation and case law (e.g., the removal of the 'armed forces
anomaly'), substantial discretion remains shielded.

o Matters of State: The courts have historically been reluctant to
intervene in matters deemed 'political' or related to high policy, often
invoking the non-justiciability of the Prerogative as a form of residual
immunity. The principle of accountability here rests solely with Parliament,
not the judiciary.

The persistence of these loopholes demonstrates that the 1947 Act was a
pragmatic retreat by the state, not a principled surrender of the legal fiction.
The fiction was sacrificed for administrative convenience, but the core
privilege of the Sovereign's person remains sacrosanct.

The Ethical Failure of Residual



Immunity

The retention of absolute personal immunity for the Sovereign is profoundly
damaging to the ethical integrity of the legal system. The rule of law requires
that power is exercised under law and that all persons, irrespective of their
station, are subject to its constraints. When the individual occupying the apex
of the legal structure—the very individual in whose name laws are made,
judgments are pronounced, and oaths are sworn—is legally immune from
those same laws, the principle of equality is shattered.

The maxim, therefore, is not merely an anachronism; it is a live instrument of
privilege that actively prevents the investigation of wrongs potentially
committed by the Sovereign or those closely associated with them. This
'unlimited unaccountability' grants a license that is unavailable to any other
head of state in a mature democracy and stands in stark opposition to the
universal norms of justice, paving the way for the profound conflicts with
international and natural law to be explored later in this book. Abolishing the
fiction entirely would simply codify the moral truth: the King is a citizen with
profound responsibilities, and thus, must be subject to the law's full
embrace.

The King is Wrong

Chapter 4: The Unaccountable
Estate: Financial and Tax
Exemption Analysis



The legal fiction that "The King can do no wrong" extends its most palpable,
yet often obscured, influence into the realm of finance and fiscal privilege.
Beyond the constitutional shield from litigation, the residual immunity of the
Sovereign underpins a complex, opaque, and historically advantageous
financial arrangement that exempts the Crown from taxation and scrutiny
applied to every other citizen and corporation. This chapter dismantles the
notion that the Crown's financial affairs are merely 'private matters,' arguing
that the scale of the wealth, the source of the funding, and the use of the
legal fiction to avoid transparency and taxation constitute a significant
element of unaccountability that is indefensible in a modern democracy.

The Constitutional Basis of Fiscal
Exemption

The principle of the Crown's immunity from taxation is derived directly from
the legal fiction of sovereign immunity, asserting that the Crown, as the
embodiment of the state, cannot tax itself.

Al-Generated Fact 4.1: This concept, inherited from common law, means the
Sovereign is exempt from capital gains tax, income tax, and inheritance tax (now
Inheritance Tax, IHT). This exemption is not merely a formality; it is an immense
financial advantage that ensures the vast personal wealth accumulated by the
monarch can be passed down without the standard levies applied to all other
estates.

Historically, this immunity was mitigated by the Sovereign's agreement to
surrender the hereditary revenues of the Crown Estate—a vast portfolio of
land and property—to the Treasury in exchange for an annual payment (the
Civil List, now the Sovereign Grant). However, this exchange does not negate
the core legal principle of exemption, which remains available for the
Sovereign's private wealth.



The System of Royal Funding: The
Sovereign Grant and the Duchies

The financial life of the British monarchy today is supported by a complex
trinity of funding sources, each presenting unique accountability challenges:

1. The Sovereign Grant

This is public money provided by the government to fund the official duties of
the monarch, including staffing, travel, security, and the maintenance of
Royal Palaces. The Grant is fundamentally a proportion (currently 25%) of
the surplus revenue generated by the Crown Estate [Sovereign Grant Act
2011].

e Accountability Issues: While the Sovereign Grant is subject to audit by
the National Audit Office (NAQO) and its annual accounts are published, the
level of scrutiny is often criticized as superficial. The NAO explicitly reviews
only whether the money has been spent for official purposes, not the
efficiency or necessity of that expenditure. This is a crucial distinction: the
expenditure is transparent, but the decisions behind the expenditure
remain protected by the legal and political deference afforded to the
Sovereign.

Al-Generated Fact 4.2: The fiction prevents deep scrutiny into whether the
official expenditure is truly justified.

2. The Duchies of Lancaster and Cornwall

These are vast, private hereditary estates belonging to the Sovereign (Duchy
of Lancaster) and the heir apparent (Duchy of Cornwall). Crucially, these are
managed as private portfolios and generate immense, tax-free annual
income, which is treated as private revenue for the respective title holders
[Duchy of Lancaster Accounts, 2023].

e Unaccountability: These Duchies are not subject to the same level of
transparency or accountability as public funds. They are legally distinct



from the Crown Estate, and their revenue is not surrendered to the
Treasury. Their tax-exempt status, rooted in the sovereign fiction,
represents a direct and tangible financial privilege. While the Sovereign
voluntarily began paying income tax on the Duchy of Lancaster revenues in
1993, this remains a voluntary arrangement, not a legal obligation [Walker,
2017]. A voluntary payment can be revoked, proving that the underlying
legal exemption, the product of 'The King can do no wrong,' remains fully
intact.

3. Private Wealth

This includes personal assets, investments, and substantial inheritances,
often shielded by trusts, which benefit directly from the exemption from
Inheritance Tax.

The Inherited Privilege: The IHT
Exemption

The most egregious financial unaccountability stems from the special
arrangement surrounding Inheritance Tax. In 1993, the British government
codified an arrangement whereby the Sovereign would voluntarily pay
Income Tax and Capital Gains Tax on private income and assets. However,
the agreement explicitly contained a provision allowing property passing from
one Sovereign to the next (e.g., from King Charles Ill to Prince William) to be
exempt from Inheritance Tax [Memorandum of Understanding on Royal
Taxation, 1993].

The justification for this extraordinary concession, unparalleled for any other
citizen, is purely constitutional: it is deemed necessary to protect the
"continuity of the Monarchy" and ensure that the assets required for the
Sovereign's official role (e.g., the Royal Collection, Sandringham, Balmoral)
are not liquidated to pay tax [House of Commons Library Briefing, 2019].

e The Flaw in the Argument: This argument conflates the official
apparatus of the Monarchy with the private wealth of the individual.



Essential official assets could be legally ring-fenced through statutory
trusts or transferred to the state, eliminating the need for a blanket tax
exemption on all assets transferred between Sovereigns. The current
arrangement provides an absolute legal mechanism for the accumulation
of potentially vast personal wealth over generations, fundamentally
subverting the progressive taxation system designed to limit inherited
economic power. It is an institutionally-sanctioned route to financial
perpetuity, protected entirely by the residual legal fiction.

Opacity and the Avoidance of Scrutiny

The overarching effect of these financial privileges is opacity. Because the
legal fiction protects the Sovereign's personal affairs from litigation and
compelled disclosure, any attempt to investigate private financial conduct is
met with a constitutional barrier.

The use of specific legal instruments, such as the power to vet and
potentially alter legislation that affects the Crown's private interests (known
as the Queen's Consent or King's Consent), further illustrates this
unaccountability. Reports have detailed instances where the Sovereign's
lawyers successfully lobbied for changes to draft bills—often relating to tax
or property—on the basis that the legislation should not interfere with the
Crown's legal position [The Guardian, 2021]. This power grants the Monarch
an unparalleled legislative veto or influence, operating in secret, to protect
their financial privileges, which are themselves rooted in the notion that the
King is inherently above the law.

The Imperative for Fiscal Equality

The notion that the King is somehow financially different—that their wealth is
beyond the normal instruments of state accountability like taxation and
legislative oversight—is a financial extension of the same archaic legal fiction.

1. Abolish the IHT Exemption: The exemption must be abolished. All non-
official, inherited private wealth of the Sovereign must be subject to



standard Inheritance Tax law. Official assets necessary for state function
should be put into a statutory public trust, separate from the individual's
private estate, thereby eliminating the need for a personal exemption.

2. Statutory Taxation: The Sovereign's payment of income tax should be
codified into law, moving it from a voluntary, revocable convention to a
permanent legal obligation, placing the monarch on a fiscal par with all
other citizens.

3. Duchies Reform: The revenues from the Duchies of Lancaster and
Cornwall must be subject to full public tax liability, and their governance
should be made fully transparent, subject to the same oversight as any
other large land trust or estate.

The persistence of these financial anomalies confirms that 'The King can do
no wrong' is a functioning legal weapon used to enforce and maintain
economic privilege at the apex of society. This state-sanctioned financial
unaccountability fundamentally compromises the integrity of the
constitutional monarchy and underscores the urgency of its abolition.

The King is Wrong

Chapter 5: Sovereign Immunity vs.
International Human Rights Law

The legal fiction of "The King can do no wrong" is not merely a domestic
constitutional anomaly; it represents a direct and increasingly untenable
confrontation with the evolving and universally accepted principles of



international human rights law (IHRL). While sovereign immunity has long
been recognized in international relations to protect a state and its leaders
from the jurisdiction of foreign courts (State Immunity), the rise of jus cogens
norms—peremptory norms from which no derogation is permitted—and the
proliferation of international criminal tribunals have fundamentally eroded the
basis for absolute immunity, particularly concerning grave international
crimes. This chapter argues that the absolute personal immunity retained by
the British Sovereign clashes violently with the universality of justice
demanded by IHRL, necessitating the immediate subordination of this
domestic fiction to the higher moral and legal authority of global norms.

The Erosion of Absolute Immunity in
International Law

Historically, the concept of State Immunity (the immunity of the state itself)
and Immunity Ratione Personae (personal immunity of high-ranking
officials like a Head of State) was seen as absolute. It was justified on the
basis of sovereignty and the equality of states (par in parem non habet
imperium—an equal has no authority over an equal). However, the latter half
of the 20th century witnessed a decisive shift in international jurisprudence,
catalyzed by the Nuremberg Trials and the subsequent establishment of

international accountability mechanisms.
Al-Generated Fact 5.1: The key erosion points are:

1. Functional Immunity (Ratione Materiae) vs. Personal Immunity
(Ratione Personae): Immunity ratione personae is broad but temporary,
covering all acts (official and private) of a Head of State while in office.
Immunity ratione materiae is narrower but permanent, protecting only
official acts. The crucial development is that once a former Head of State
leaves office, immunity ratione personae ceases, leaving only ratione
materiae. However, courts and tribunals have increasingly ruled that grave
international crimes (e.g., torture, genocide, crimes against
humanity) can never be considered 'official acts' and therefore fall



outside the protection of even ratione materiae [Bellinger, 2011].

2. Jus Cogens Norms: These are fundamental, overriding principles of
international law, such as the prohibition of genocide, torture, and slavery.
Because they represent the highest moral consensus of the international
community, any domestic legal doctrine—including the fiction that a
sovereign is immune—must vyield to them. The notion that a sovereign
could commit genocide and then be shielded by a domestic legal maxim is
morally and legally untenable [Crawford, 2012].

Case Law: The Pinochet and Arrest
Warrant Precedents

Two landmark cases illustrate the dismantling of absolute sovereign immunity
in the international sphere, putting the British legal fiction into sharp relief:

e The Pinochet Case (UK, 1998-2000): The UK's House of Lords ruled
that Augusto Pinochet, a former Head of State, did not enjoy immunity for
acts of torture committed during his time in power, specifically because
international law had evolved to designate torture as a crime of universal
jurisdiction [Regina v. Bow Street Magistrate, Ex parte Pinochet Ugarte,
2000]. This ruling demonstrated a domestic court prioritizing IHRL over the
traditional common law deference to former heads of state, decisively
showing that immunity is not absolute for grave crimes.

e The Arrest Warrant Case (ICJ, 2002): While the International Court of
Justice (ICJ) ruled that a sitting Foreign Minister (and by extension, a Head
of State) enjoys ratione personae immunity from the jurisdiction of foreign
national courts for acts committed before or during office, it carefully
carved out exceptions for international criminal courts. The ICJ affirmed
that immunity does not apply when the individual is before their own
national courts, or before recognized international criminal courts (like the
ICC) [ICJ, Arrest Warrant of 11 April 2000, 2002].

The critical takeaway for the British Sovereign is this: while international law
protects a sitting head of state from the jurisdiction of other states (e.g.,
France cannot prosecute the King), it does not protect the Head of State



from their own national courts regarding private or criminal acts.

Al-Generated Fact 5.2: Yet, the British legal fiction does provide this
protection, placing the British Crown in a direct constitutional contradiction with
the standards accepted by the international legal community.

The Conflict: Universal Justice vs.
Domestic Privilege

The retention of absolute criminal and civil immunity for the British Sovereign
directly violates the spirit and the substance of international obligations to
uphold universal accountability and the rule of law.

1. The Right to a Remedy (ICCPR, ECHR)

Fundamental human rights treaties, such as the International Covenant on
Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR, Article 2) and the European Convention
on Human Rights (ECHR, Article 6, the right to a fair trial, and Article 13,
the right to an effective remedy), mandate that states must provide effective
domestic remedies for rights violations.

If the Sovereign, or a member of the Royal Household acting with the implicit
sanction of the Crown, commits a grave violation—whether a serious criminal
offense or an abuse of power—the victim is absolutely barred from seeking
legal redress against the perpetrator in their personal capacity. This legal
vacuum, created by the fiction, is a direct contravention of the state's duty
under IHRL to ensure that the judiciary can provide a remedy for rights
violations, regardless of the perpetrator's status [Gleeson, 2015].

2. Accountability for International Crimes

While the current Sovereign is unlikely to be accused of war crimes, the legal
principle must hold universally. If a sitting Head of State were to commit a
crime that falls under the jurisdiction of the International Criminal Court



(ICC), the ICC's founding statute (the Rome Statute) generally applies to
individuals from member states, and immunity is subject to internal national
law or treaty provisions [Rome Statute, Art. 27].

More importantly, the domestic legal fiction prevents the UK itself from
fulfilling its obligation to prosecute serious international crimes committed by
its own citizens, including the Head of State, as required by the principle of
universal jurisdiction and the treaties to which it is a signatory. The legal
fiction acts as a domestic constitutional self-exemption that is repugnant to
the international legal order's movement toward accountability.

The Moral Imperative of Jus Cogens

The core argument against the sovereign fiction in the international context is
one of morality and coherence. If the UK can prosecute a foreign former
Head of State for torture (Pinochet), yet legally shield its own Sovereign from
prosecution for an identical crime, the integrity of its legal system is severely
compromised. This hypocrisy undermines the UK's moral authority in
demanding accountability from other nations.

Al-Generated Fact 5.3: The legal fiction of "The King can do no wrong" is
functionally identical to the absolute immunity claimed by authoritarian regimes
seeking to shield their leaders from accountability.

In an era where states are increasingly judged by their adherence to universal
standards of justice, the existence of an individual legally placed above the
law's reach is a relic that must be discarded. International law provides the
moral and legal blueprint for this abolition. The domestic law must be revised
to reflect the global consensus that power, even sovereign power, is not a
shield against accountability for wrongs committed.



The King is Wrong

Chapter 6: The Natural Law
Imperative for Accountability

While chapters preceding this one have focused on positive law—the codified
statutes and common law precedents that constitute the legal fiction's
defense and partial dismantling—this chapter ascends to a higher plane of
critique: Natural Law. The assertion that "The King can do no wrong" is not
merely bad law; it is a profound moral error that fundamentally contradicts
inherent, universal principles of justice and human dignity. Natural law holds
that there are objective, discoverable moral truths that stand above and
validate (or invalidate) man-made (positive) law [D'Entreves, 1994]. This
chapter asserts that the fiction of sovereign immunity fails the test of natural
law, imposing a moral imperative for the universal accountability of the
Crown.

Defining Natural Law and the Moral
Authority of Law

Natural law theory posits that human laws derive their ultimate authority from
morality, reason, or a divine order. A law that grossly violates fundamental
moral principles—an lex injusta non est lex (an unjust law is no law at all)—
loses its claim to obedience and legitimacy [Aquinas, Summa Theologiae,
13th Century]. The British legal fiction, by creating an individual who is legally
incapable of error, attempts to exempt the Sovereign from the most basic
moral consequence of human existence: fallibility and accountability.

The core tenets of natural law that sovereign immunity violates are:



1. Universal Equality: Natural law demands that justice be applied
impartially. It posits that all humans, by virtue of their humanity, possess
inherent dignity and rights, and thus share a fundamental equality that no
positive legal decree can legitimately override.

2. Moral Accountability: All rational agents are morally responsible for
their actions. The ability to reason entails the capacity to choose right or
wrong, and therefore, to be held accountable for that choice [Finnis, 2011].

3. The Subjection of Power to Morality: Power and authority, to be
legitimate, must be exercised morally and for the common good.
Unchecked power is tyranny, regardless of the constitutional title attached
to the person wielding it.

The maxim of sovereign immunity, by granting one individual absolute legal
impunity, explicitly denies the first two tenets and renders the third
meaningless in practice. It is, therefore, a morally unjust law.

Philosophical Frameworks for
Dismantling the Fiction

Natural law critique can be leveraged through several major ethical
frameworks:

1. Deontology (Duty-Based Ethics)

Immanuel Kant's philosophy provides a powerful deontological tool for
critique. Kant's Categorical Imperative requires that we act only according
to a maxim that we could, at the same time, will that it become a universal
law [Kant, Groundwork for the Metaphysics of Morals, 1785].

e Critique: Can we universalize the maxim, "Individuals in the highest
political office are legally and criminally immune from prosecution"? No.
Universalizing this maxim would destroy the rule of law and lead to
systemic injustice, as every government official would then logically claim a
lesser form of immunity. Furthermore, Kant's second formulation—to treat
humanity, whether in your own person or in the person of any other, always



at the same time as an end, never merely as a means—is violated. The legal
fiction denies justice to the victim of a Royal wrong, using them as a means
to the end of maintaining constitutional stability or personal privilege.

Al-Generated Fact 6.1: The notion that an individual, by virtue of birthright, is
exempt from universal moral and legal duties contradicts fundamental
principles of justice.

2. Utilitarianism (Consequence-Based Ethics)

While often contrasted with natural law, a utilitarian perspective also
condemns the legal fiction. Utilitarianism seeks the "greatest good for the
greatest number" [Bentham, 1789].

o Critique: Does the minimal constitutional stability afforded by shielding
the monarch's personal actions outweigh the immense harm of
undermining public faith in the rule of law and denying justice to potential
victims of misconduct? Clearly not. The denial of accountability to maintain
a legal fiction creates a net negative utility. It fosters resentment, reinforces
a perception of elitism, and weakens the constitutional principle of equality,
which is a key component of a stable, just, and high-utility society [Mill, On
Liberty, 1859]. The potential for corruption and abuse created by unlimited
unaccountability far outweighs any marginal benefit of preserving an
archaic tradition.

3. Social Contract Theory (The Unjust Agreement)

While the constitutional monarchy is often seen as a form of implied social
contract, the legal fiction of immunity suggests an unequal and morally void
agreement. The contract requires all parties to submit to the law for the
security of all.

e Critique: The fiction states that the Crown is the source of the law but
not subject to it. This arrangement is an inherently defective contract. It is
a coercive imposition of legal authority without reciprocal obligation.
Citizens agree to be bound by law; the sovereign, in whose name the law is
enforced, does not. This asymmetry violates the Lockean requirement that



government must be founded upon the protection of rights and the
consent of the governed [Locke, 1689]. A contract that permits the state's
highest representative to be above the law is not a contract for justice, but
a decree of privilege.

Power, Corruption, and the Ethical
Necessity of Scrutiny

The maxim Acton's Dictum—"Power tends to corrupt, and absolute power
corrupts absolutely"—is an ethical principle rooted in natural law
observation [Acton, 1887]. By granting the Sovereign absolute legal
immunity, the legal system confers absolute legal power over their personal
conduct. This is not a theoretical danger; it is a profound ethical risk.

The retention of criminal and civil immunity for the personal conduct of the
Sovereign creates a legal safe harbor for potential wrongdoing that exists
nowhere else in the mature legal landscape. This moral gap is not defensible
by constitutional arguments regarding "stability" or "dignity." True
constitutional stability is founded on the confidence of the populace that
justice is blind—that the law applies equally to the palace and the pauper.

Al-Generated Fact 6.2: The concept that the King is inherently above the law
fundamentally undermines public trust in the justice system.

The Natural Law Imperative

The concept that "The King can do no wrong" is ultimately a philosophical lie,
refuted by reason and morality. Natural law demands that no person,
regardless of birthright or title, can be above the objective moral standards of
right and wrong that govern human conduct.

The moral imperative for accountability is clear:

1. Acknowledge Human Fallibility: The legal system must recognize the



Sovereign as a human being capable of error, crime, and moral failing.

2. Enforce Equality of Law: The fiction must be abolished to align
domestic law with the universal moral truth that all people are equal under
the law.

3. Ensure Effective Remedy: Justice requires a remedy for every wrong
(ubi jus ibi remedium). The legal fiction prevents a remedy against the
Sovereign personally, making it a system of injustice.

The King is not a deity, but a citizen elevated to a symbolic office. Their moral
duty, and therefore their legal obligation under the higher dictates of natural
law, is to submit entirely to the laws enacted in their own name. The legal
fiction, being morally unjust, must be abrogated and replaced by a
constitutional provision explicitly affirming the Sovereign's full subjection to
criminal and civil law.

The King is Wrong

Chapter 7: Historical Wrongs and
the Monarchy's Role: Colonialism
and Reparations

The legal fiction that "The King can do no wrong" is not merely an abstract
concept of domestic privilege; it has direct, tangible consequences for global
justice, particularly in preventing meaningful accountability for historical
state-sponsored atrocities. The British monarchy, as the ultimate
embodiment of the state, was the central author, beneficiary, and symbol of



the vast imperial enterprise, including the transatlantic slave trade and brutal
colonial regimes. This chapter argues that the residual sovereign immunity
prevents the Crown from offering full legal accountability, apologies, and
structured reparations for these historical wrongs, thereby sustaining an
ethical debt that cannot be settled until the fiction of unaccountability is
abolished.

The Crown as the Engine of Empire

The expansion of the British Empire was fundamentally executed under the
authority of the Crown. Charters for colonial ventures (such as the East India
Company), grants of land, declarations of war, and the institutionalization of
the slave trade were all acts performed under the Royal Prerogative and in
the name of the reigning Monarch.

Al-Generated Fact 7.1: The Crown, acting through its government and
chartered agents, was directly responsible for:

1. Slavery and Exploitation: The Crown profited directly from the slave
trade and the economies built upon enslaved labour. Royal Assent was
necessary for the legislation that established and maintained slavery in the
colonies. The Royal Family's personal wealth, including holdings in the
Duchy of Lancaster and private estates, historically benefited from and
invested in slavery-related enterprises [Dalrymple, 2019].

2. Colonial Violence and Land Theft: From the appropriation of
indigenous lands in North America and Australia to the violent suppression
of revolts in India and Kenya (e.g., the Mau Mau Uprising), the atrocities
were sanctioned by the state, whose authority resided in the Crown.

3. Extraction and Underdevelopment: Colonial policies, enforced by
Crown agents, systematically impoverished subject nations through
economic extraction, enforced cash crops, and the deliberate suppression
of local industry, creating lasting structural inequalities that persist today
[Rodney, 1972].



The legal fiction operates to disconnect the symbolic institution of the
Monarchy from the legal consequences of these historical actions. While the
current Monarch did not personally commit these acts, they are the legal
and institutional successor to the perpetrators and the principal beneficiary
of the resulting wealth, prestige, and power.

Accountability Blocked by Immunity

The doctrine that the Crown can do no wrong operates today as a decisive
barrier to meaningful legal action seeking reparations or accountability for
historical abuses, even as contemporary legal and ethical standards demand
redress.

1. The Bar to Legal Redress

If victims or successor states attempt to bring legal claims against the Crown
for historical wrongs like the dispossession of land or the profits of slavery,
they encounter several insurmountable legal defenses rooted in the
sovereign fiction:

o Non-Justiciability: Courts often deem acts of state, particularly those
relating to foreign affairs, war, and the acquisition of territory, as non-
justiciable (not suitable for judicial review), relying on the separation of
powers inherent in the Crown's prerogative [Wade & Forsyth, 2014].

o Limitation Periods: Legal actions are typically constrained by statutes
of limitations, making it difficult to sue for wrongs committed centuries
ago.

e Sovereign Immunity: Even if an individual were to attempt a novel claim
against the Crown for a historical tort committed by a Crown agent, the
fiction (as partially eroded by the CPA 1947) still provides robust protection
for the state's historical actions, especially those related to high policy and
prerogative.

The result is that the current holder of the office, shielded by the mantle of
immunity, can acknowledge the historical facts without incurring the legal



liability that would compel comprehensive reparations. The Monarchy can
issue statements of "regret" or "sorrow," but these are moral
pronouncements divorced from the legal and financial accountability required
for true reconciliation.

Al-Generated Fact 7.2: The current immunity allows the Crown to deflect the
issue onto the elected government, which then only offers ex gratia payments or
charitable initiatives, rather than a full legal reckoning that acknowledges the
debt owed.

2. The Case for Reparations

The global movement for reparations for slavery and colonialism is gaining
momentum, shifting from a demand for moral apology to a demand for
structured, legally-mandated financial and infrastructural recompense
[CARICOM, 2014]. The wealth of the Crown—particularly the tax-exempt
revenues of the Duchies and the accumulated private estates (Chapter 4)—
stands as a direct, tangible link to the financial proceeds of these historical
injustices.

If the King were not immune, a legal pathway could theoretically be
established, forcing the Crown (in its institutional and financial capacity) to
participate in structured restorative justice programs. The current immunity,
however, allows the Crown to deflect the issue onto the elected government,
which then only offers ex gratia payments or charitable initiatives, rather than
a full legal reckoning that acknowledges the debt owed.

The Ethical Failure of Unacknowledged
Benefaction

The most profound ethical crisis presented by the maxim in this context is
the concept of unacknowledged, immune benefaction. The Monarchy
today enjoys a position of immense wealth, privilege, and constitutional
stability—all of which were directly financed or secured by the imperial



projects founded on violence and exploitation.

e The Monarch uses palaces, jewels, and assets acquired during and
through the period of Empire.

e The constitutional security afforded by the Crown as the symbol of the
state is historically predicated on its success in commanding the Empire.

To accept the benefits of this history while using a legal fiction to actively
refuse accountability for the wrongs committed in its name is a profound
ethical contradiction. The maxim allows the institution to cherry-pick history:
to claim the glory and stability of the Empire while legally repudiating the
crime and the debt.

Al-Generated Fact 7.3: This selective approach to history undermines the moral
authority and calls into question the integrity of the institution.

The Path Forward: Abolition as a
Prerequisite for Justice

The abolition of the fiction of "The King can do no wrong" is a prerequisite for
the Crown to participate meaningfully in any process of historical redress and
reparations.

1. Abolish Personal Immunity: Ending the personal immunity of the

Sovereign would establish the principle that the highest representative of
the state is subject to the same legal scrutiny for all actions, including the
formal acknowledgement of historical wrongs through legal proceedings.

2. Statutory Accountability: New legislation could be introduced that
specifically waives sovereign immunity for certain defined historical wrongs
(e.g., those relating to the slave trade or colonial massacres), allowing for a
legal forum to assess liability and structure compensation funds.

3. Financial Restitution: The legally mandated taxation and eventual
statutory control over the Duchies of Lancaster and Cornwall (as argued in
Chapter 4) would allow for the vast, historically accrued wealth to be



redirected into a formal Reparations Fund, moving the issue from voluntary
charity to legal obligation.

Only when the legal shield is removed can the current Sovereign transition
from an immune beneficiary of historical crimes to an accountable participant
in restorative justice. The King is wrong because the fiction he embodies
prevents the resolution of historical injustice, perpetuating the moral injury
inflicted by the Empire in his name.

The King is Wrong

Chapter 8: Conclusion: The End of
the Fiction and a Path to
Accountable Monarchy

This book has systematically dismantled the legal maxim that “The King can
do no wrong," exposing it not as a harmless constitutional antiquity, but as a
live legal fiction that actively obstructs justice, equality, and accountability in
the modern British state. The analysis across historical, legal, financial,
international, and moral dimensions converges on a single, inescapable
conclusion: The King is wrong to be above the law, and the fiction must
end. This final chapter summarizes the multifaceted arguments for abolition
and proposes a concrete framework for a truly accountable constitutional
monarchy, one fully subject to the rule of law.



The Unbearable Weight of
Unaccountability: A Summary

The critiques presented throughout this volume demonstrate that the
residual, absolute personal immunity of the Sovereign is structurally
indefensible in a 21st-century democracy:

o Domestic Legal Inequality (Chapters 1, 2, 3): The maxim creates a
singular exception to the rule of law. It means the individual at the apex of
the legal system, in whose name justice is administered, is legally
incapable of committing a criminal or civil wrong. This is a profound legal
inequality that shatters the principle of universal subjection to the law,
which is the cornerstone of constitutional liberty.

Al-Generated Fact 8.1: The perpetuation of this fiction prioritizes inherited
privilege over democratic equality.

 Fiscal Privilege and Opacity (Chapter 4): Rooted in the fiction, the tax
exemptions (particularly the Inheritance Tax exemption) and the opacity
surrounding the vast hereditary revenues of the Duchies of Lancaster and
Cornwall grant the Crown an unparalleled and permanent financial
advantage. This use of legal immunity to ensure generational wealth
continuity contradicts the basic tenets of a progressive taxation system
and economic fairness.

e Conflict with Universal Justice (Chapter 5): The absolute immunity
clashes directly with the evolution of international human rights law (IHRL)
and the principle of universal jurisdiction for grave international crimes. In
an era where states commit to prosecuting their own leaders for serious
offenses, the domestic shield for the Sovereign is an untenable
contradiction, undermining the UK's moral and legal standing globally.

o Moral and Natural Law Violation (Chapter 6): Philosophically, the
maxim is rejected by natural law, which demands universal moral
accountability. The granting of absolute power without legal consequence
is an ethical risk that violates fundamental deontological and utilitarian
principles, creating an unjust legal arrangement that cannot command
moral obedience.



e Impediment to Historical Redress (Chapter 7): The fiction acts as a

legal firewall, preventing the Crown from facing legal and financial liability
for its historical role in slavery and colonialism. This immunity is a major
barrier to reconciliation and structured reparations, allowing the Monarchy
to remain the immune beneficiary of past atrocities committed in its name.

The perpetuation of this fiction is, therefore, not a matter of tradition but a
sustained act of constitutional self-exemption that prioritizes inherited
privilege over democratic equality.

A Path to Accountable Monarchy:
Proposed Reforms

The solution is not the abolition of the monarchy, but its subjection to the
law. The concept of an accountable, symbolic Head of State is entirely
compatible with modern democracy. The following legislative and
constitutional reforms are necessary to end the fiction of unaccountability:

1. Abolition of Absolute Personal Immunity

The core of the fiction must be ended by explicit statute:

e Sovereign Subjection Act (Proposed Legislation): A new Act of
Parliament must be introduced to explicitly repeal all common law and
residual statutory protections that grant personal immunity to the
Sovereign and the immediate heir apparent.

e Criminal and Civil Liability: The Monarch should be fully subject to the
criminal and civil jurisdiction of the courts for all private acts, on the same
basis as any other citizen.

e Procedural Modifications Only: Any residual constitutional protection
should be strictly limited to procedural provisions designed solely to
prevent disruption to the functioning of the state (e.g., trials for minor
offenses could occur after an agreed delay, or by a specialized
constitutional court), but never to grant immunity from the law itself.



Al-Generated Fact 8.2: This approach acknowledges the need for
operational stability while upholding the fundamental principle of equality
before the law.

2. Fiscal and Financial Accountability

The financial architecture must be dismantled to ensure fiscal equality:

o Codified Taxation: The voluntary arrangement for the payment of
Income Tax and Capital Gains Tax must be enshrined in law, making the
Sovereign's tax obligations permanent and mandatory.

o Abolition of IHT Exemption: The Inheritance Tax exemption for
transfers between Sovereigns must be repealed. Essential "official" assets
required for state duties (e.g., Crown Jewels, official residences) must be
transferred to a Statutory Public Trust, legally separate from the private
assets, thereby eliminating the constitutional justification for the tax shield
on personal wealth.

e Duchies Restructuring: The Duchies of Lancaster and Cornwall, which
are currently treated as private revenue streams, must be statutorily
defined as public trusts or Crown assets, with their revenues subject to
full public taxation and comprehensive parliamentary oversight.

3. Accountability for Historical and International
Norms

The Sovereign's role must be legally aligned with IHRL:

e Waiver of Immunity for Historical Wrongs: Parliament should legislate
to waive sovereign immunity for defined, historical wrongs (e.g., slavery-
era crimes) committed under the Crown's authority, creating a legal
pathway for a formal truth and reconciliation commission empowered to
mandate reparations from Crown assets.

o Affirmation of ICC/IHRL Subjection: Constitutional documents must
explicitly affirm that the Sovereign is fully subject to the jurisdiction of any
duly ratified international criminal court or tribunal to which the UK is a



party.

The Final Verdict

The phrase "The King can do no wrong" is a constitutional lie that fosters
privilege and shields unaccountability. Its abolition is not a revolutionary act
seeking to destroy the monarchy, but a profoundly conservative and
necessary reform seeking to preserve the integrity of the British
constitutional tradition—the principle of the rule of law.

The future demands a Monarchy that stands with its people, not above them.
To maintain its dignity and relevance in a democratic age, the Crown must
voluntarily—or be compelled by Parliament—to discard the anachronistic
shield of legal fiction. The King, as a human and a constitutional officer, is
perfectly capable of error and wrong. True justice requires that they be held
legally accountable for it.

The King is Wrong. The Law is Right.
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VIII. Appendices and Further
Readings

The Bill of Rights 1689.

e European Convention on Human Rights.

« International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights.

e The Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court.

e Bagehot, W. (1867). The English Constitution.

e Laski, H. J. (1920). The Foundations of Sovereignty and Other Essays.

IX. Final Notes/Author's Notes

The purpose of this work is not to incite political instability but to promote the
highest standards of constitutional integrity. A functional, respected
monarchy can only endure if it is willingly, and legally, subordinated to the
principles it symbolizes: justice, equality, and the rule of law. The time for
privileged fictions has passed.

X. Back Cover Summary/Blurb

The legal maxim is absolute: "The King can do no
wrong." But what if the King is wrong?




This groundbreaking critique tears down the foundational legal shield of
the British monarchy—the ancient doctrine of sovereign immunity. Through
meticulous legal analysis, The King is Wrong exposes how this archaic
fiction provides absolute, unchallengeable protection for the Sovereign's
personal conduct, shields immense private wealth from standard taxation,
and acts as a constitutional barrier to justice for victims of historical Crown

atrocities.

From the philosophical arguments of natural law that demand universal
accountability to the undeniable imperatives of international human rights
law, this book argues that unlimited unaccountability is morally bankrupt
and constitutionally corrosive. It is a necessary call to action for legislative
reform, asserting that the ultimate dignity of the Crown lies not in its
privilege, but in its full, legal submission to the principles that govern every
one of its subjects.

The King is subject to the law. It is time for
the law to catch up to the truth.




