
ENGLISH CASES. t

CONSTITUTIONAL LANV-POWER op LEGISL XTURE -APPOINTMENT
0F JUDGE 0F SUPREME COURT-TERm 0F OFFICE-INCONSIST-
ENCY WITI CONSTITUTION.
McGawley v. The King (1920) A.C. 691. This was a pro-

ceeding by quo warranto to delermine the validity of a com-

mission appoinfing the defendant a Judge of the Supreme Court
of Queensland. The Courts below, including the High Court of
Australia, aIl pronounced'against the validity of the appoint-
ment, mainly on the gruond of ils being in confliet with the

Constitution Act, but the Judicial Commiltee of the Privy
Council (Lord Birkenhead, L.C., and Lords ilaldane, Buck-

master, Dunedin and Atkinson) have reversed the decision of the
Iligh Court, holding in effeet that the Provincial Legisiature
had power 10 pass the Act in question, under which the appoint-
ment was made, thougli it might be inconsistent with the Constitu-
lion Act, which in their Lordships' opinion had flot the effeet
of creating a rigid Constitution, but was like any other Act of
the Legisiature, susceptible of* variation.

DEPORTATION ORDER-BRITISH- SUJBJECT-WANT 0F PARTICULAR-
ITY IN CHARGE.
Li Hong Mi v. Attorney-General for Hong Kong (1920) A.C.

7135. This is an illustration of the way in which the liberty of the
subjeet is safeguarded by British law. By an Ordinance of
Hong Kong, the Governor-in-Council is empowered 10 order
the deporlation of any person who, in the opinion of the Gov-
ernor-in-Council, has been guilty of any criminal off ence, or of
any other misconduet, connected with the preparation, com-
mencement, proseculion, def ence or maintenance of any legal
proceeding, or the sharing iii the proceeds thereof, or the setle-
ment in compromise thereof, or the oblaining or preparation of
evidence in anticipation thereof, or in relation thereto. The
order of deportation made against tbc plaintiff slaled -that he
had made a practice of champerty, the institution of fraudulent
elaims, the prepartion of false evidence, the improper exploita-
lion of litigahts, and the dishonest conduct of liligalion, and of
the proceedings.incidentai thereto, and thal he had been guiltY
Of the following misconduets: (a) Champcrly, the institution of

f raudulent claims; and the preparation of false evidence in con'-

nlection with 0. T. Action No. 247, of 1913, in Tak Kwong v.
WVe Ting Tsuer; (b) Champerty and the improper exploitation
0f litigants in connection with O. T. Action No. 5, 1912, Ho Chin-

lane v. Ho Ngok-Lau. ,The Judicial Com mîittee of the Privy

Council (Lords Haldane, Buckmaster, Dunedin and Alkinson)
held that lhough the order miglit have been good if it had been

confined bo the specifle charges stated, was vitiatcd by reasDif of
the general charges on which il also .purported to be based.


