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CASE OF THE SHERIFF OF MIDDLESEX.

PROCEEDINGS UPON A WRIT OF HABEAS CoORPUS IN THE CASE OF THE
SHERIFF OF MIDDLESEX, BEFORE LORD Dnmum,' C.J., LITTLEDALE,
WiLL1AMS, AND COLERIDGE, J.J., IN THE COURT OF QUEEN’S BENCH
AT WESTMINSTER, ON JANUARY 27, 1840. (Reportedin 11 A. & E
273,83 P. & D. 349, 8 Dowl. P.C. 451, and 4 Jur. 70.)

To & writ of habeas ad subjiciendum, &c. it was returned by the Serjeant-at-Arms of the
gonée of Commons that he detained the prisoners on the following warrant, directed to him by

o er :—

“ is 21° die Januarii, 1840.—Whereas the House of Commons have this day resolved that

W. E. and J. W., sheriff of Middlesex, having been guilty of a contempt and breach of the privi-
leges of this House, be committed to the custody of the Serjeant-at-Arms attending this House,
these are therefore to require you to take into your castody the bodies of the smid W. E. and
J. W. and them safely to keep during the pleasure of this House, for which this shall be your
sufficient warrant.
¢ Given under my hand, &e.
“CHARLES SHAW LEFEVRE, Speaker.”

Commitment for Contempt by House of Commons—Jurisdiction of Court of Law.

Held by the Court, that—

1. A warrant of commitment by order of the House of Commons for contempt of the House
need not specify the grounds of the order;

2. Whatever jurisdiction a court of law may have when the grounds are specified in the
warraat, it has no jurisdiction to inquire into their existence or sufficiency when they are
not specified, and in such case the return of the warrant is conclusive ;

3. The Court will take judicial notice of the office of the Speaker of the House, and of his
authority to give effect to its order;

4. The warrant was not vitiated by verbal defects.

January 23, 1840.—RB. V. Bichards moved | the money levied without an order of this

William Gosset, Knight, Serjeant-at-

of the House of Commons, or other

having the cnstbqotg, &c., to bring before
this Court the ies of William Evans,
Esq., and John Wheslton, Esq., with the
day and cause of their being taken and
detained, &o., to undergo, &c.

The motion was e on the affidavit
of Mesers. Evans and Wheelton, sheriff of
Middlesex, which set out the various pro-
ceedings in the cause of Stockdals v.
Hameard, down to the return of the vends-
tioni ewponas.(a) It then stated that they
had declined paying over to the plaintiff

for a writ of habeas corpus reqninng Sir
reon

(a) December 19, 1839. See above, p. 947.

Court, having been served by Messrs.
Hansard, the defendants in the above
mentioned cause, with a notice informing
the deponents of certain resolutions passed
by the House of Commons on May 3lst.
1837,(a) and August 1st, 1839,(b) and warn-

(a) See above, p. 787.

(b) These resolutions had reference to 3
report published by Messrs. Hansard under the
orders of the House, respecting the islands of
New Zealand and declared that “to bring o
assist in bringing any action against them”
(Messrs. Hansard) * for such publication woul¢
be a breach of the privilege of this Hous™:
they also directed Messrs. Hansard not tc de
fend an action with which they were

;oorg publishing the report. See Com. Journ. %,
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ing them that, if they ded in the
levy, their conduct would be represented to
the House, and they would become amen-
able to its authority, a8 expressed in the
said resolutions. The affidavit then stated
the service upon the deponents of the rule
nisi granted by this Court on the first day
of the present term, and the order of the
Insolvent Debtors’ Court(a); and that
they were afterwards served with orders
to attend the House of Commons, and
bring with them all notices served upon
them in respect of this camse, and all
writs, rules of court, orders, or other
authorities, &c., in obedience to which
they had acted therein. That in obedience
to such orders they attended the House
and were examined at the bar touching
the execution of the said writs, &o. That
on January 2lst the House resolved (as
appears by the votes and proceedings)
that the execution had been levied in con-
tempt of the privileges of the House ; and
that the sheriff should be ordered to
refund the amount,(b) and that William
Evans and John Whedlton, Esqrs., sheriff
of Middlesex, should be then called to the
bar, and the resolutions communicated to
them by the 8 er. That the deponents
were then called to the bar, and the reso-
lutions communicated to them by the
Speaker, who acquainted them that, if
they had anything to say to the House,
the House was ready to hear it; where-
upon the deponents withdrew. And it
was further resolved (and appears by the
votes and proceedings of the House) as
follows :—

“That William Evans, Esquire, and John
Wheelton, Esquire, sheriff of Middlesex, having
been guilty of a contempt and breach of the pri-
vileges of this House, be committed to the cus-
tody of the Serjeant-at-Arms attending this
House, and that Mr. Speaker do issue his warrant
accordingly.”(c)

The deponents then stated—

‘“that they were thereupon taken into cus-
tody of the Serjeant-at-Arms, Sir W. Gosset,
Knight, for not paying over, as they believe, the
said money in obedience to the said order; and

(a) See above, Stovkdale v. Hansard, p. 948.

(b) The printed votes and proceedings of
January 21st 1840 contained the following
resolutions of the House :—

“ That it appears to this House that execution
in the cause of Stockdale v. Hansard bas been
levied to the amount of 640l by the sale of the
property of Messrs. Hansard, in contempt of
the privileges of this House, and that such
money now remaing in the nands of the sheriff
of Middlesex.

« That the said sheriff be ordered to refund
the said amount forthwith to Messrs. Hansard.”
—Com. Journ. 95, 16.

(¢) Com. Journ. 95, 19.
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they are informed, but of their own knowledge
they do not know, that some warrant or other
document has been made out by the Speaker of
the said House of Commons, or some other
person, under which the said Serjeant-ate
Arms detains deponents in custody; but they
further say that they have not, nor hath either
of them, read the same or any copy thereof, or
heard the same or any part read by any person
whatsoever, but a paper purporting to be &
warrant was shown to them these deponents.
That they are not detained in the custody of
the said Serjeant-at-Arms for or by reason of
any cause other thun for the matters aforesaid.
That throughout the whole of the said pro-
ceedings in this cause, they have acted bond fide
and to the best of their judgment as officers of
this Court in the execution of the process of
the Court. That they have been committed to
the custody of the Serjeant-at-Arms of the said
House by reason only, as they verily believe, of
what they have so done in the disc of
their duty as officers of this Court, and in obedi-
ence to Her Majesty’s writs, and to the rules
and orders of the Court; and that they have
been and are thus imprisoned and continued
and kept in prison in order, amongst other
things, that they may thereby be induced or
compelled to pay back the said mouey to the
said defendants in the said cause, instead of
paying it over to the said plaintiff in the said
cause, aceording to the writs, rules, and orders
aforesaid. That they have throughout the
whole of the said proceedings been earnestly
desirous, and still are so, to do their duty in
their said office faithfully to Her Majesty and to
this Court, and that they are hindered and
obstructed and put in peril and danger in so
doing, in consequence of the said order to re-
fund the said money to the said defendants, and
by reason of their being imprisoned and de-
tained as aforesaid. That they would not have
been committed to custody at all if they had
complied with the said order to refund the said
amount to the said defendants.”

The rule was granted and the writ
issued in the wusual form, returnable
immediaté.(a)

(a) SP.& D. 850. The writ is set out at

lel in Com. Journ. 95, 25.

anuary 24, 1840.—The Serjeant-at-Arms
informed the House that he had been served
with the writ, and that he had not made any
return, considering it his duty in the first place
to receive the instructions of the House. Where~
upon it was ordered * that the Serjeant-at-Arms
attending this House be directed to make a
return to the said writ, that he holds the bodies
of the said William Evans, Esquire, and John
Wheelton, Esquire, by virtue of a warrant under
the hand of Mr. Speaker, by the anthority of the
House of Commons, for a contempt and a breach
of the privileges of the House.”—Com. Journ.
95, 25.

On the day following the service of the writ
upon the Serjeant-at-Arms, R. V. Richards
applied to the Court on behalf of the sheriff of
Middlesex for an attachment against the Ser-
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On Monday, Jan 27th, the Serjeant-
at-Arms brought into Court Messrs..
and Wheelton, the sheriff, and made the
following return (a) :—

«], the said Sir William Gosset, Knight,
Serjeant-at-Arms of the House of Commons, in
the writ hereunto annexed named, do hereby
certify and return, in obedience to the said writ,
that, before the coming of the said writ to me,
to wit, on the 2ist day of January, in the year
of our Lord 1840, I did take into my custody,
and have thenceforth always hitherto detained
in my custody, and still do detain in my cus-
tody, the said William Evans, Esquire, and John
Wheelton, Esquire, in the said writ named,
under and by virtue of a certain warrant under
the hand of the Right Honourable Charles Shaw
Lefevre, Speaker of the said House of Commons,
which said warrant is as follows: —

« Martis 31° die Januarii 1840.

« Whereas the House of Commons have this
day resolved that William Evans, uire, and
John Wheelton, Esquire, sheriff of Middlesex,
having been guilty of a contempt and breach of
the privileges of this House, be committed to
the custody of the Serjeant at-Arms attending
this House : .

«These are therefore to require you to take
jnto your custody the bodies of the said William
Evans and John Wheelton, and them safely to
keep during the pleasure of this House; for
which this shall be your sufficient warrant.

« Given under my hand the 21st day of
January 1840.

« (Signed) CHARLES SHAW LEFEVRE,
« Speaker.

«Tgo the Serjeant at-Arms attend-

ing the House of Commons.”

« And I do hereby farther certify and return
in obedience to the said writ, that the above is
the cause of my taking and detaining in my
custody as in the said writ mentioned, the said
William Evans, Ksquire, and John Wheelton,
Esquire, the bodies of which said William Evans,
Esquire, and John Wheelton, Esquire, 1 have
herc ready es in and by the said writ I am
commanded.

“ WiLLiaM GoseeT.”

R. V. Richards then moved that the
return should be filed,(d) which being
done, he moved that Messre. Evans an
Wheelton should be now discharged.

R. V. Richards, W. H. Waitson, and
Kennedy, in support of the motion: The

resent return is bad on three grounds.

irst, there is in fact no legal cause for
the commitment. The Court may inquire

jeant-at-Arms for not making a return to the
writ. A rule was refused, Lord Denman, C.J.,
saying that there was ‘ no sufficient ground at
resent for this application.” 8 Dowl. P.C. 474.
(a) See the retarn set out in Com. Journ.
95, 80. See also Life of Lord Campbell, 2, 129

(ed. 1881, by the Hon. Mrs. Hardcastle).
b) As to fiting, see Leonard Watson’s case,

9 A. & E. 731, 746, and above p. 976.

into this, by stat. 56 Geo. 3. c. 100
Section 1, after a general recital that—

“the writ of habeas corpus hath been found by
experience to be an expeditions and effectual
method of restoring any person to his liberty,
who hath been unjustly deprived thereof,”

and that—

« extending the remedy of such writ, and enforc-
ing obedience thereunto,and preventing delsy
in the execution thereof, will be advantageous
to the public,”

enacts—

“that where any person shall be confined or
restrained of his or her liberty (otherwise than
for some criminal or supposed criminal matter,
and except persons imprisoned for debt or by
process in any civil suit),”

a judge shall, on proper complaint, sward
& habeas corpus. Seotion g)emcts that
in all cases provided for by the Ac
althotgh the return to the corpus
be sufficient in law, it shall be lawful for
the judge before whom it is returnsble,
to examine into the truth of the facz
therein set forth, by affidavit or by
affirmation, &o., and to do therein as to
justice shall appertain, and if the truth
of the facts returned appear to him
doubtful on such examination, he msf
bail the party and transmit the wrt
return, &c., to the court of which he iss
judge, whereupon—

“it shall be lawful for the said court to proceed
to examine into the truth of the facts set ford
in the return, in a summary way by affidavt,
&c., and to order and determine touching tbe
discharging,” &ec.

Section 4 enacts—

“that the like proceeding may be had in ti¢
Court for controverting the truth of the retun

tu any such writ of habeas corpus, awarded »*

aforesaid, although such writ shall be awardsd
by the said Court itself, or be returnable therein."

Now, un attachment for contempt i
not & “criminal or supposed criminl

matter ” within the statute. The usl

instances of contempt are nonpayment of
money or disobedience of mr:a or st
peenas. In the present case it is clew
that no criminal charge is in question
The words ** criminal or supposed crimins!
matter” are adopted from the Habes:
Corpus Act of 81 Car. 2. c. 2. sects. )
2. Ew partse Beeching (a) and Hobhoust!
case(b) are among the cases which ghow
how the words in that Act have bee

(a) 4 B. & C.136; S.C.6 D. & R. 209.

(6) 3 B.& Ald. 420; S.C. 2 Chitt. Rep. 20"
According to the reports in 8 P. & 1. 358, and
8 Dowl. P.C. 454, Richards also cited Hunli
v. Luscombe, 2 B. & P. 530; Wilmot, Notes o
Opinions, 109.
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construed. In the latter case this Court
refused to enter into the merits of the
commitment, but there statute 56 Geo. 3.
c. 100. wag not brought to their notice,
and the case is the only one, since that
statute, bearing on the present question.
Burdett v. Abbot(a) was before the statute.
Then, if the Court may inquire into the
truth of the facts, it 18 shown here, on
affidavit, that the sheriff is committed for
baving acted in the lawful execution of
%roceas, and that the proceeding of the
ouse of Commons is in opposition to the
jl;ggment delivered in Stockdale v. Han-
sard,(b) which, until reversed on appesl,
is the law of the land. It may be said
that the statute allows only an examina-
tion into the trnth of the matters set
forth in the return, and that the facts
here relied upon for the sheriff are not so
set forth. But it is not denied that the
cause of committal is the refusal to pay
back the money levied, and, if a return is
8o framed a8 to involve & number of
ropogitions in one general averment, the
ourt will not therefore refuse to inquire
into the whole truth. Otherwise a return
of this kind might be advised in bad
times for the very purpose of excluding
the jurisdiction of a court of law. The
affidavit here i8 not offered for the purpose
of traversing the return (which, according
to Leonard Watson’s case,(c) might perhaps
not be allowable if this were considered
as a criminal matter), but of explainin
it, and of showing what the suppos
contempt is, by matter consistent with
the return. Five of the ten judges who,
in 1758, delivered their opinions to the
House of Lords on the proceedings upon
habeas corpus, do not deny that such
affidavits may be used.(d) .
Secondly, this return is bad, because it
does not state the facts on which the
contempt arises. It is true that attach-
ments for contempt issuing out of this
Court are worded generally, but in those
the process always contains a reference to
the cause in which it is issued, and the
proceeding is cne which only calls upon the
arty to answer and %urge his contempt;
1t isnot final and for the pnrpose of punish-
ment like this commitment, which affords
no opportunity of purging the contempt.
If commitments in the present form be
held good, the most obvious deprivation
of justice may take place without remedy.
They may be supported by some pre-
cedents, but precedent has been adduced,

(a) 14 East, 1.

(6) 9A.&E.1; S.C.8 P. & D. 330; 4 Jur.
68, and above.

(¢) 9 A. & E. 731, and above.

(d) 4 Bac. Abr. 140 (7th ed.), Habeas
Corpus (B) ; 15 Parl. Hist. 903.
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in former times, for exertions of prero-
gative which have sinoe been deemed
clearly unjustifiable, as in Sir Thomas
Darnels case(a) and the case of Ship-
money.(b) But there are only three pre-
cedents of parliamentary commitments
which have been s:g]ported where no

ounds were set forth. The first is in

treater's case,(c) which, from the ab-
surdity of the reasons by which the
commitment was upheld, cannot be con-
sidered of any weight. The next occurs
in the Earl of Shaftesbury’s case,(d) which
was decided in bad times, and is not a
precedent by which any subsequent de-
cision can supported. The proceed-
ings of the House of Lords against the
Earl were, by the House i , in 1680,
declared unparliamentary, and ordered to
be vacated in the journals, that they might
never be drawn into a precedent.(e) %et
they were, at least, so far justifiable, that
Lord Shaftesbury was a member of the
House, and the alleged contempt was com-
mitted in one of their sittings. This last
circumstance was noticed in ina v.
Paty(f) by Holt, C.J., who did not, like the
other jndges, yield to the author’}g of the
Earl of Shaftesbury’s case.(d) e third
instance, and the only one since the Revo-
lution, was in A4 Murray’s case.(g)
There, indeed, two of the judges,(h) one of
whom relied on the case of Lord Shaftes-
bury,(d) said that, even if the contempt had
been specified, this Court could not judge
of it ; but the third, Foster, J., appears to
have relied upon the circumstance of the
contemgt being committed ‘‘in the face
of the House.” And the particular point
now in question does not seem to ﬁve
been taken at the bar. In more modern
cages the grounds from which the con-
tempt was deduced have always been
stated. It was so in Brass Crosby’s case,(3)
though De Grey, C.J., said there (as ap-
pears from Wilson's report ( j) thal a re-
tarn stating the breach of privilege gene-
rally would be sufficient; but he seems
to und that opinion entirely on the
Earl of Shaftesbury’s case.(d) In Rex v.

(a) 3 St. Tr. 1.

(6) 8 St. Tr. 825.

(¢; 5 St. Tr. 365; S.C. Style, 415.

(d) 6 St. Tr. 1269; S.C. 1 Mod. 144; 1
Freem. 488 ; 3 Keb. 792.

(e) 6 St. Tr. 1310. See the observation of
Lord Ellenboroughin Burdett v. Abbot, 14 East,
124.

(f) 2 Ld. Raym. 1105, 1115; and see the
judgment of Powell, J., p. 1110.

(9) 1 Wils. 299,

(i) Gould and Denison, JJ.

(1) 2 W.BL 754; S.C. 3 Wils. 188; 19 St.
Tr. 1138.

(j) 3 Wils. 203.
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Flower (a) the warrant was special; so were
those in Sir Francie Burdeit’s case.(b)
Lord Elenborough there intimated that a
commitment stated to be for a contempt
of either House, generally, would
sufficient(c) ; but the opinion is thrown
St isburss onsa(D aa sushority for Snch
8 an authority for suc
aform. In the case of Burdett v. Abbot,(e)
in the House of Lords, Lord Eldon, C.,
put it to the judges—
¢ whether, if the Court of Common Pleas,
having adjudged an act to be a contempt of
Court, had committed for the contempt under a
warrant, stating such adjudication generally,
without the particular circumstances, and the
matter were brought before the Court of King’s
Bench by return to a writ of kabeas corpus, the
return setting forth the warrant stating such
sdjudication of contempt generally ; whether in
that case the Court of King’s Bench would dis-
charge the prisoner, because the particnlar facts
and circumstances out of which the contempt
arose were not set forth in the warrant? ”

and the judges answered in the ne,

tive. But, in the case supposed, the
Common Pleas would be a court of record
acting according to the known course of
the common law; the House of Commons
is not such a court or eo acting; and the
Common Pleas, in the case snpgowd, would
be punishing for & contempt of court; the
House of Commons here professes only to
commit for a contempt of the privileges
of that House, withont showing what are
the privileges which are supposed to have
been infringed. If the House may declare
ita own ivilege, as the common law
courts dec that law, it should at least,
when it punishes for a breach of privilege,
Ppoint out the privilege, so that the law on
that subject ma known in future.
Rew v. Hobhouse(f) is another instance in
which the warrant specified the contempt.
In Moore, 839, several precedents are col-
lected of returns to writs of habeas corpus
stating the cause of commitment in
general terms: but in every case the
prisoner was bailed or discharged.(g) It

(a) 8 T.R. 814; 27 St. Tr. 985.

(b) Burdett v, Abbot, 14 East, 1.

(c) See pp. 147-150.

(d) 6 Bt, Tr. 1269; S.C. 1 Mod. 144; 1
Freem. 458; 8 Keb. 792.

(¢) 5 Dow, 185, 199. .

(/) 8 B. & Ald. 420; S.C. 2 Chitt. Rep. 207.

() “Collection of precedents of prisoners
delivered by habeas corpus on the return;
annexed to Glanvile’s case, Moore, 838. In
some of these instances no cause whatever is
stated.” — Note by reporters, 11 A. & E.
288. “ Delivery of prisoners brought up by
habeas corpus on trial appears to have been
the course pursued by the Court when an
illegal commitment was made by the King’s
Privy Council, or one of the superior Courts.
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was one of the articles of complaint laid
before Charles 1, in the Petition of Right(a)
that divers persons had—

‘“been imprisoned, without any cause showed ;
and when for their deliverance they were
brought before your justices, by your Majesty’s

writs of habeas curpus, there to und and
receive as the Court should order, their
keepers commanded to certify the causes of their

detainer; no cause was certified, but that they
were detained by your Majesty’s special com-~
mand, signified by the Lords of your Privy
Couneil, mt(lll yet were returned bn&k to ;zgelﬂ
prisons, without being charged with anything to
lv;his’h they might maie answer according to the

w.

In the judgment of Vasgham, C.J., in
Bushell's case(b) it is said that the writ of
habeas corpus—

“commands the day, and the camse of the
caption and detaining of the prisoner to be oer-
tified upon the retorn; which if not done, the
Court cannot possibly j whether the canse
of the commitment and detainer be according
to law, or against it. Therefore the cause of

Thus in the free conference between the Houses
of Parliament in 1638 touching the liberty of
the subject (Lords’ Journ. 8, 722), Selden and
Coke cited twelve cases, including two of those
mentioned in Moore, 839, to show that commit-
ments by the Crown or Privy Council without
cause expressed were void, and that the Court
on the returns to the Aabeas corpus had de-
livered the prisoners on bail. It was objected
by the counsel for the Crown that this practice
implied that the imprisonment had been legal,
¢ for bailing doth signify a kind of imprison-
wment still ;* but it was answered that ‘it hath
over been the discretion of the judges to give
such respect to & commitment by commaund of
the King or Privy Council, which are ever
supposed to be done in just and weighty cases,
that they will not suddenly set them free, but
bail them to answer what shall be objected
inst them on the King’s behalf; but if any
other inferior officer do commit a man without
showing cause they do instantly deliver him.'—
2 Parl. Hist. 264. See also the same point
in the argument of Littleton, afterwards Lord
Keeper, in the second conference between
the Lords and the Commons on the liberty
of the subject, 2 Parl. Hist. 821. 8o also
commitments for contempt by judges of the
superior courts appeared to have been made
from the earliest times without cause expressed.
See Staundf. Pl. Cor. fol. 756. *Le prisoner
nest bailable, si le justice commanda un a prison
sans monstrer cause pur que il issint commanda,
ou pur misdemeanor fait devant luy.’ Staund-
ford lays this down as the construction of Stat.
Westm. 1st, c. 15. It was conceded by Selden
and Coke that if the warrants of the King or
Privy Council expressed the cause generally,
as treason, suspicion of felony, or contempt, it
was sufficient.”—Note by reporters, 8 P. & D.
354.
(a) See 8 St. Tr. 228.
(b) Vaogh. 185, 137; S.C. 6 St. Tr. 999, 100%.
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the imprisonment ought, by the retorn to ap-
pear as specifically and certainly to the judges
of the retorn, as it did appear to the Court or
person authorised to commit; else the retorn is
nsufficient.”

The House of Commons, then, like other
jurisdictions which exercise the power of
committing, may be required, on habeas
corpus, to show the particular grounds.(a)
And, were this otherwise, the Houses of
Parliamont might at any time punish
offences against the property or servants
of individual members, under the name of
contempts, a8 was done formerly,(b) that
the Court now would not suffer this
praoctice to pass unquestioned, though the
contempt might be alleged genen&l on
return to a habeas ¢ , appears from
several passages in the judgment of Lord
Denman, C.J., in Stockdale v. Hansard.(c)
The decision of the three judges who
differed from Holi, C.J., in Regina v.
Paty(d) cannot be considered as having
settled the law ; this opinion was strongly
intimated by Lord Denman, C.J., in
Stockdale v. Hansard.(e)

Thirdly, in point of form the warrant
does not show a sufficient jurisdiction in
those issuing it. 1t does not recite any
direct adjudication that the sheriff has
been guilty of a contempt, but only a
resolution that the sheriff, ‘‘ having been
guilty of a contempt,” &c., “ be com-
mitted.” It does not state that the House
authorise or direct the Speaker to issue
his warrant. To pass the resolution is
not to order the committal. And, lastly,
the mandatory part of the warrant re-

uires the Serjeant-at-Arms to keep the
sheriff during the pleasure of “ this
House,” not showing in terms or by suffi.
oient reference, what House is meant.
In Brass Crosby's case,(f) Burdett v.
Abbot,(g) and Hobhouse's case,(h) the words
used were ‘‘during the pleasure of the
said House.” No language is used here
to show that the person styling himself

(a) Richards here cited Glanvile’s case,
Moore, 838 ; Rex v. Dugger, 5 B. & Ald. 791;
S.C. 1 D. & R. 460; Cropper v. Horton,
8 D. & R. 166.

() See Stockdale v. Hansard, 9 A. & E. 12,
note (b) ; 106, note (a), and above, pp. 746,
747nn.

(¢) 9A. & E. 1,pp. 116, 124, 147, were par-
ticularly referred to. See above, pp. 856, 862,
878,

(d) 2 Ld. Raym. 1105.

(e) 9 A. & E. 1837, 138, and above, pp. 871,
873. See also the judgment of Coleridge, J.,
9 A. & E. 230, and above, p. 936, and see also
14 East, 92, note (b) to Burdett v. Abbot.

(f) 8 Wils. 188; S.C. 2 W. BL 754; 19 St.
Tr. 1188.

(,x) 14 East, 1.

(A) 2 Chitt. Rep. 207 ; 5.C. 3 B. & Ald. 420,

o 61636,
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“8 er” is acting in thai capacity, or
in the course of proceedings in tg:olgmse
of Commons.

No one appeared in support of the
return.(a)

Lord DexMan, C.J.: I think it necessary
to declare that the judgment delivered by
this Court last Trinity Term in the case
of Stockdale v. Hansard(b) appears to me
in all respects correct. The Court decided
there that there was no power in this
country above being questioned by law.
The House of Commons there attempted
to place its privilege on the footing of an
unquestiona%le and unlimited power. It
was argued against that claim that the
dicta of learned judges by which it was
supported had in many cases been hastily
thrown out, and were encountered by
others of a contrary tendency from judges
not less eminent, and by precedents. I
endeavoured to establish that the claim
advanced in that case tended to a despotio
power which could not be recognised or
exist in this country, and that the privi-
lege of publication as there asserted had
no legal foundation. To all these posi-
tions I, on further consideration, adhere ;
all of them I believe in my conscience to
he true. And if this were not so, it is
strange that the caseshould not have been
brought before the other ten judges by
writ of error. The House could have
suffered no loss of dignity by submitting
to them the question which it had already
laid before us. In the last resort a fur-
ther appeal might have been made to the
House of Lords. The efficacy of such an
appeal is not to be disputed merely be-
cause persons may choose to cast reflec-
tions on that body in which by law the
ultimate decision is vested. That House,
too, had an interest (if such motives were
sufrposed to prevail) in upholding & pri-
vilege which was claimed for them as
well as for the House of Commons, Be-
sides, if our judgment and that of the
Exchequer Chamber had been adverse to
the plaintiff, it is probable that he would
not have acquiesced, and then resort must
have been (imd to the juriadiction of the
House of Lords. In deciding the former
case we looked to the law as our only safe
guide, discarding all considerations of
supsosed expediency, and under the same
guidance we examine the question now
before us.

The only question mpon the present
return is whether the commitment is sus-
tained by a legal warrant. Three objec-

(a) “In Reg.v. Paty, 3 Ld. Raym. 1105, and
in Brass Crosby’s case, 2 W.BL. 754, it is stated
that no counsel appeared to support the commit-
ment.”’=~Note by reporters in 11 A. & E. $85.

(®) 9 A. & K. 1, and above, p. 849.
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tions have been taken to the warrant in
point of form merely. First, that the
words ** having been guilty  are no direct
adjudication that a contempt has been
committed. But in a late case,(a) where
the iciple was used in this manner we
considered it as a direct allegation; and
it would be childish to suppose that in a
document expressed as this is the gram-
matical form objected to could alter the
effect. Secondly, it is said that the war-
rant states only a resolution of the House
that a contempt bas been committed, but
no order given by them to the Speaker.
This appears to me unnecessary. We
maust notice that the Speaker is the officer
of the House, and must take it that when
they adjudged a contempt to have been
committed he had full authority from
that moment. Thirdly, it is objected that
the words * this House ” in the latter part
of the warrant are not connected by any
reference with the House of Commons
before mentioned. But no other House
48 mentioned in the warrant, and the Ser-
_jeant-at-Arms certifies in his return that
the warrant is under the hand of the
Speaker. I cannot for a moment 8o trifle
with a clear and intelligible document as
to eay that the House of Commons is not
meant. It was also observed that the
~warrant does not allege a contempt of
this House, but ‘‘ a contempt and breach
of the privileges of this House.” But the
same form was used in the cases of Sir
Francis Burdett(b) and Mr. Hobhouss.(c)
The verbal criticisms, therefore, fall to
the ground. The great objection remains
behind, that the facts which constitute the
alleged contempt are not shown by the
warrant. It may be admitted that words
.containing this kind of statement have
appeared in most of the former cases;
indeed there are few in which they have
not. In the proceedings upon the case of
Jay and Topham,(d) where Sir Framects
Pemberton and Sir Thomas Jones were
committed by the House of Commons for
a judgment as just and reasonable a8 an
ever pronounced, the resolution as to eac
was, that he—
¢ giving judgment to overrule the plea to the
jugisdigigndg?the Court of King’s Bench, in
the case between Jay and Topham, has broken
the privileges of this House.”

I mention this case chiefly for the pur-

(a) “See Reg. v. Lewis, 8 A, & E. 881;
8.C.1 P. & D.112. Also Rex v. The Justices
of Cambridgeshire, 4 A. & E. 111; Rex v.
&ilmton, 5 A. & E. 841.”—Note by reporters,
11 A. & E. 289.

(b) 14 East, 1.

(c) 2 Chitt. Rep. 207; 8.C.8B. & Ald. 420.

(d) 12 St. Tr. 821, 834; Com. Jouru. 10,
287.
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of correcting s mistake of no small
importance. It has been supposed that
the resolution to which I have referred
was passed by the Convention Parliament,
and had the sanction of Sir J. Holi, as one
of the members; but the resolution was
passed in July 1689(a) and in April of that
year Holé was made Chief Justice of the
King’s Bench. In Brass Crosby’s,(b) Sir
F. Burdett's,(c) and Mr. Hobhouse's(d)
cases, words were used showing the
g;tj:fre of the co:(u)an])lptk In the Earl lgf
teubm-{acas ) the form was general ;
and it was held unnecessary to set out the
facts on which the contempt arose. That
case is open to observation on other
grounds; but I think it has mnot been
uestioned on this. In Regina v. Paly(f)
three of the judges adopted the doctrine
of that case to the extent of holding that
the Court could not inquire into the
ground of commitment, even when ex-
ressed in the warrant. Hol¢, C.J.,
iffered from them on that point; but he
did not question that where the warrant
omitted to state facts the canse could not
be inquired into.(g) In Murray’s case,(h)
which has often been referred to, and
recognised a8 an authority, the warrant
was in a general form. There is, per-
haps, no case in the books entitled to so
great weight as Burdeti v. Abbot (i) from
the learning of the counsel who argued
and the judges who decided it, the fre-
quent discussions which the sabjeot under-
went, and the diligent endeavours made
to obtain the fullest information upon it.
The judgment of Lord Ellenborough there,
as it bears on the point now before us, is
remarkable. He says(j) :—

«If a commitment appeared to be for a con-
tempt of the House of Commons generally, 1

(a) July 19th. The Convention Parliament
was dissolved February 6, 1689-90. 5 Parl.
Hist. 539. Ralph’s History of England, 2, 186.
Sir John Holt’s patent as Lord Chief Justice of
the Court of King’s Bench is dated April 17,
1689. Fourth Report ofthe Deputy Keeper of
the Public Records, Appendix II., 184.

(b) 2 W. Bl. 754; S.C. 8 Wils. 188; 19 St.
Tr. 1188.

(¢) 14 East, 1.

(d) 2 Chitt. Rep. 207; 8.C. 8

(e) 6 St. Tr. 1269; S.C.
Freem. 453 ; 3 Keb. 792.

(f) 2 Ld. Raym. 1105.

(9) “He said the cause of the prisoners’
commitment being expressed in the warrant
excluded any intendment that they might be
committed for any other cause than that ex-
pressed in the warrant, 2 Ld. Raym. 1115,
Note by reporters, 11 A. & E. 889.

(h) 1 Wils. 299.

(t) 14 East, 1.

(7)) Page 150. See p. 148: “ Upon this case

B. & Ald. 420.
Mod. 144; 1

1 would observe,” et seq. See 3 Hawk. P.C.
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would neither in the case of tbat Court, or of
any other of the superior courts, inquire further ;
but if it did not profess to commit for a con-
tempt, but for some matter appearing on the
return, which could by no reasonable intend-
ment be considered as a contempt of the court
committing, but a ground of commitment pal-
pably aad evidently arbitrary, unjust, and con-
trary to every principle of positive law or
natoral justice, I say, that in the case of such

a commitment (if it ever should occur, but|P©

which I cannot possibly anticipate as ever
likely to occur), we must look at it and act
upon it as justice may require from whatever
court it may profess to have proceeded.”

Bayley, J., as well as Lord Ellen-
borough, appears in that case to have been
of opinion that, if particular facts are
stated in the warrant, and do not bear out
the commitment, the Court should act
upon the principle recognised by Holf,

J., in Reqina v. Paty(a) ; but that, if the
warrant merely states a contempt in
ﬁt;eml terms, the Court is bound by it.

t rule was adopted by this Court in
Rex v. Hobhouse(b) ; and in the late case
of Stockdale v. Hansard(c) there was not
one of us who did not express himself
conformably to it. In the passages which
have been cited from my own jmgment in
that case, as showing that if a person were
committed for a contempt in trespassing
upon & member’s propert{, this Court
would notice the ground of committal, I
always supposed that the insufficient
%xound should apmr by the warrant.

e Eari of 8 y’s case(d) has been
dwelt upon in the argument as governing
the decisions of the Courts on all subse-

uent occasions, but I think not correctly.

ere is something in the nature of the
Houses themselves which carries with
it the aunthority that has been claimed;
though, in discussing such question, the
last important decision is always referred
to. Instances have been pointed out in
which the Crown has exerted its pre-
rogative in a manner now considered
illegal, and the Courts have acquiesced:
but the cages are not analogous. The
Crown has no riihta which 1t can exer-
cise otherwise ¢
and through amenable officers, but repre.
sentative bodies must necessarily vindi-
cate their suthority by means of their
own, and those means lie in the process of
committal for contempt. This applies not
to the Houses of Parliament only, but, a8

c. 15, 8. 78 (vol. 8, p. 219, 7th ed.), which is to
nearly the same effect as the cited in
the text.—Note by reporters, 11 A. & E. 298.
(a) 2 Ld. Raym. 1105.
() 2 Chitt. Rep. 207; 8.C. 3 B. & Ald. 420.
(¢) 9 A. & E. 1, and above, p. 786.
(d) 5 St. Tr. 1269; S.C. 1 Mod. 144; 1
Freem. 453; 3 Keb. 792.
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was observed in Burdstt v. Abbot(a) to the
courts of justice, which, as well as the
Houses, must be liable to continnal ob-
struction and insult if they were not
entrusted with such powers. It is un-
necessary to discuss the question whether
each House of Parliament be or be not a
court ; it is clear that they cannot exer-
cise their proper functions without the
wer of protecting themselves against
interference.(b) The test of the authority
of the House of Commons in this respect,
submitted by Lord Eldon to the judges in
Burdett v. Abbot,(c) was whether, if the
Court of Common Pleas had adjudged an
act to be & contempt of court, and com-
mitted for it, stating the adjudication
ﬁgz'.ally, the Court of King’s Bench on a

¢ setting forth the warrant,
would discharge the prisoner because the
facts and circumstances of the contempt
were not stated. A nea:tive answer being
given, Lord Eldon, with the concurrence
of Lord Erskine (who had before been
adverse to the exercise of Jjurisdiction),
and without a dissentient voice from the
House, affirmed the judgment below. And
we must presume that what any court,
much more what either House of Parlia-
ment, acting on great legal authority,
ta.k&x; upon it to pronounce a contempt is
80.

It was urged thay, this not being a
criminal matter, the Court was boundg by
stat. 56 @eo. 3. c. 100. 8. 3. to inquire into
the case on affidavit, but I think the pro-
vision cited is not applicable. On the
mogi&xa for ?r Y corpus, th(ire mus)tbbe
an avit from the party applying,(e) but
the return, if it Ei:lz'aels)pu ugﬂ(mient
answer, puts an end to the case, and I
think the production of a good warrant is
a sufficient answer. Seeing that, we can-
not go into the question of contempt on
affidavit, nor discuss the motives which
may be alleged. Indeed (as the courts
have said in some of the cases) it would be
unseemly to suspect that & body, acting
under such sanctions as & House of Par-
liament would in making ite warrant su;
ress facts which, if discussed, might
entitle the person committed to his liberty.
If they ever did so act I am persuaded
that on farther consideration they would
repudiate such a course of proceeding.

at injustice might not have been com.
mitted by the i courts in past
times if such a course been recognised,

(a) 14 East, 138.

(b) Cited by Williams, J, in Howard v.
Gosset, 10 Q.B. 895.

(¢) 6 Dow, 199.

(d) See Bradlaugh v. Erskine, 47 L.T. 618.

(e) See the Canadian Prisoners’ case, 5§ M.
& W. 82, and above, p. 1031, .
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a8, for instance, if the Recorder of London | startling admission in the argament which
in Bushell's case,(a) had in the warrant of has been addressed to us, that, for the
commitment suppressed the fact that the ' last century and a half, there have bemn
jurymen were imprisoned for returning a | precedents in favour of this commitment.
verdict of acquittal. I am certain that %eeogmsed precedents have the force of
sach will never become the %mtico of any | decisions, by which courts and {’odgs
body of men amenable to pablic opinion. | individually must hold themselves bound.

In the present case, I am obliged to say | I do not think this Court can suffer any
that I find no authority under which we | losa of authority by so acting in the pre-
are entitled to discharge these gentlemen  sent case; but, whatever may be the
from their imprisonment. consequence we must overlook it when

LrrTLEpALE, J. : I am of the same opinion. | there 18 an ascertained rule of law before
Iagree with my Lord Chief Justice that |us. If the return in a case like this
the judgment in Stockdale v. Hansard (b) showed a frivolous cause of commitment,
is a binding authority. The defendants ' as for wearing a particular dress, I should

might have brought that case before a |

court of error, but have not done 80.(c) I
still concur entirely in the opinions there
delivered. The question before us arises
on the return to a writ of habeas corpus.
If the warrant returned be good on the
face of it, we can inquire no further. The
principal objection is that it does not suffi-
ciently express the cause of commitment,
and instances have been cited in which the
nature of the contempt was specified. But
the doctrine laid down in Burdeit v.
Abbot,(d) in this Court and before the
House of Lords, sufficiently anthorises the
present form. If the warrant declares the
grounds of adjudicasion, this Court, in
many cases will examine into their validity,
but if it does not we cannot go into such
an inquiry. Here we must suppose that
the House adjudicated with sufficient
reason and they were proper judges. As
to the verbal objections, I think that
‘“ baving been guilty of & contempt” isa
sufficient averment that the parties were
guilty, and although there is no express
statement of an authority to the Speaker
to sign the warrant, we must all take
potice that there is such & ﬁerson, and
that by the practice of the House, he is
the person to execute & resolution of this
kind. Who is to commit the parties in
such & caseP The House must do it
through the proper officer, and we must
take notice that the Speaker is that officer.
The expression ‘‘ this House*’ might have
been ambiguous if any other *“ House ” had
been spoken of in the warrant, but no
other is mentioned.

‘WiLLiAMS, J.: Any observation on this
oase from me might have been spared,
but for the extent to which the discussion
before us has gone, and the circumstances
in which the respectable gentlemen mak-
ing this application are od. It wasa

(a) Vm';g . 186 ; 8.C.1 Freem. 1; T.Jones,
13; 6 St. Tr. 999.

(b) 9 A. X E. 1, and above, p. 736.

(c) Bee report of Belect Committee, Com
Journ. 94, 847.

(d) 14 Eaat, 1;.5 Dow, 165,

e in the opinion expressed by Lord
llenborough in Burdett v. Abbot,(a) where
he distingnishes between a commitment
stating a contempt generally, and ome
appearing by the return to be made on
grounds palpably unjust and absurd. The
power of committing generally for breach
of privilege may be admitted ; although,
where the privilege is incidentally brought
forward, and especially if the House of
Commons by plea bring it before us, we
cannot avoid judging of it. {Then the
only point in this case is whether there
be on the warrant an adjudication, in
form, of commitment for contempt, which
the Court, according to precedent, is
bound to recognise. The verbal criticisms
I scarcely need notice. The expression
*‘ this House " is certain enough, no other
having been mentioned ; and the authority
of the Speaker appears sufficiently from
the resolution set forth. It did notappear
more fully in Crosby’s case,(b) Burdett v-
Abbot(e) or Rexs v. Hobhouse.d) The only
real question is, whether we can inter
fere, because the ground of commitment
is mot particularly stated. On this point
it is sufficient to cite the judgment of
De G@rey, CJ.. in Brass Crosby’s case,(b)
which is referred to with approbation by
Lord Ellenborough in Burdett v. Abbot.()

“ When the House of Commons adjudge
anything to be a contempt, or a breach of
privilege, their adjudication is a conviction, and
their commitment in consequence is execution,
and no court can discharge or bail a person
that is in execution by the judgment of any
other court.”(f)

De Grey, C.J., adds(g) that the privi-
lege being in that case brought in question
directly, and not inoidentt;fly, the Court

(@) 14 East, 1, 150.

(b) 8 Wils. 188; 8.C. 3 W. BL 754; 19 8t.
Tr. 1188.

(c) 14 East, 1.

(d) 2 Chitt. Rep. 207; 8.C. 8 B. & Ald. 430.

(¢) 14 East, 1, 148.

(/) 8 Wila. 199,

(9) 8 Wils. 203.
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cannot interfere. Whether or not in the
present instance it was right to visit any
Erson with the anger or justice of the

ouse of Commons i8 a question with
which we have no concern. On grounds
of law, the only grounds we have a right
to proceed upon, we cannot order these
gentlemen to be discharged.

CoLerinGB, J.: I come to wmy present
conclusion with great regret when I con-
sider the circamstances, but with confi-
dence in its justice. As to the former
case of Stockdale v. Hansard,(a) so far as
regards the general positions there laid
down, I most entirely a, in them, and
remain of the same opinion as when it
was decided. I formed that opinion with
great pains and labour, and a candid
attention to the arguments. The part
I took in the decision was comparatively
small; but the judgment of the Court
appears to me perfeotly sound: and it
would have been better for those dis-
satisfied with it to apply to a court of
error than content themselves with rail-
ing against it in terms which neither do
themselves credit nor invalidate the deci-
sion. The material questions here are,
whether the return is bad for not disclos-
ing the particular grounds of the com.
mitment: and whether it is open to an
answer by affidavit; or, if 1t be so,
whether there is any case made by the
affidavits. Now, first, it i8 too late to
contend that the generality of statement
in the warrant is any solid objection. It
appears b{ precedents that the House of
Commons have been long in the habit of
shaping their warrants in that manner.(b)
Their right to adjudicate in this general
form in cases of contempt is not founded
on privilege, but rests upon the same
grounds on which this Court or the Court
of Common Pleas might commit for a
contempt without stating a cause in the
commitment. Lord Eldon puts the case
in this manner in Burdett v. Abbot.(¢c)
When a court of competent authority has
committed the commitment is an adjudi-
cation, and the grounds of it need not be
stated.

Secondly, it is a mistake (though I
need not dwell upon the point) to treat
this as & habeas corpus under statute
56 Geo. 8. c. 100. That Act was passed to
remedy a defect in the common law. I
think that the habeas corpus here is at
common law, but it is unnecessary to con-
sider that question. It is contended that
affidavits may be received to explain the

(a) 9 A. & E. 1, and above, p. 786.

(b) Bee Second Report of the Select Com-
mittee in Howard v. Gosset, Appendix, Nos.
4 and 5; and Gosset v. Howard, 10 Q.B. 459.

() 5 Dow, 165, 199.
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facts returned. But the return states
simply an adjudication of contempt: There
is nothing in the affidavits referred to
which controverts the fact of such an
adjudication; and, if the House had
jurisdiction to make it, we can no more
inquire by affidavit whether they came to
a right conclusion in doing so than we
could in the case of a like adjudication
by the Court of Common Pleas. These
gentlemen must therefore be remanded.
Prisoners remanded. ()

(a) On the same day that the prisoners were
remanded the Serjeant-at-Arms communicated
the fact to the House.—Com. Journ. 95, 80.

February 8, 1840.—Motion by Mr. Darby
that William Evans, Esq., and John Wheelton,
Esq., Sheriff of Middlesex, be discharged from
the custody of the Serjeant-at-Arms attending
this House. Debate adjourned.—Com. Journ.
95, 56; Hansard, Parl. Deb. (8rd series), 51,
1109.

February 4, 1840.—Lord Brougham pre-
sented a petition from the Sheriff of Middlesex
to the House of Lords, “ throwing themselves
upon the just and merciful protection of the
highest court of judicature of this realm of
England,” and praying their Lordships to afford
them such assistance and relief as to the House
should seem meet.—Lords’ Journ. 72, 84;
Hansard, Parl. Deb. (3rd series), 51, 1160.

February 10, 1840.—The adjourned debate
in the Commons upon the motion for the dis-
charge of the sheriff out of custody was re-
sumed, and the motion negatived.—Com. Journ.
95, 70 ; Hansard, Parl. Deb. (3rd series), 53, 7.

February 11, 1840.—Sir E. Knatchbull in-
formed the House that Mr. Sheriff Wheelton
was extremely ill, and that his life might be in
danger if he were continued longer in confine-
ment ; whereupon, after examining the sheriff’s
medical attendant, the House ordered that, it
having been stated by Dr. Broackes, medical
attendant on John Wheelton, Esq., that in his
judgment Mr. Wheelton’s life wonld be endan-
gered by further confinement, Mr. Sheriff Wheel-
ton be forthwith discharged out of the custody
of the Serjeant-at-Arms attending this House ;
and that Mr. Speaker do issue his warrant
accordingly.—Com. Journ. 95, 74; Hansard,
Parl. Deb. (8rd series), 52, 155. He was dis-
charged ingly without payment of fees,

February 18, 1840.—The Corporation of the
city of London presented a petition for the
release of the sheriff, in order to assist in
senting an address of congratulation to Her
Majesty upon her ma.rri:zgm—Com. Journ. 95,
82 ; see Ann. Reg. 1840, Chronicle, p. 28.

February 14, 1840.—Mr. Alderman Thomp-
son moved for the discharge of Mr. Sheriff
Evans out of the custody of the Serjeant-at-
Arms, but the motion was negatived, and so
also was a motion by 8ir Edward Sugden (after-
wards Lord 8St. Leonards) that the resolution
ordering the sheriff to refund the money levied
in execution should be reecinded.—Com. Journ,
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MareRIALS MADE Us® OF.—The foregoing
report is from 11 A. & E. 273. The other
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r:forh mentioned above have also been con-
sulted.

95, 89 ; Hansard, Parl. Deb. (8rd series), 53,
301, 308.

February 26, 1840.—A motion by Sir M.
Wood that Mr. Sheriff Evans be allowed to wait
on Her Majesty to receive her commands with
respect to the preseutation of an address from
the Corporation of I.ondon was superseded by
the orders of the ‘day.—Com. Journ. 95, 116;
Hansard, Parl. Deb. (8rd series), 52, 646.

March 8, 1840.—The House was informed by
Lord Viscount Mahon that in the opinion of
the medical attendant of Mr. Sherif Evans
Mr. Sheriff Evans was materially suffering from
his counfinement, and that his life would be en-
dangered by further confinement. The medical
attendant (Mr. Freeman) was examined in re-
lation thereto.—Com. Journ. 95, 187 ; Hansard,
Parl. Deb, (3rd series), 52, 850.

March 4, 1840.—The Houee, beinq farther
informed by Lord Mahon that Mr. Sheriff Evans
had been examined by another medical man
(Dr. Chambers) who was in attendance, called
in Dr. Chambers, and he was examined in re-
lation thereto. A motion that Mr. Sheriff Evans
be forthwith discharged was negatived.—Com.

Journ. 95, 143 ; Hansard, Parl. Deb. (8rd series),
53, 878.

March 7, 1840.—On the inotion of Sir James
Graham it was ordered by the House that or
consideration of the evidence of Mr, Freeman
and Dr. Chambers, given at the bar of this
House, with respect to the state of the health of
Mr. Sheriff Evans, who is now in custody, he be
dueg::;wd for the present out of the custody of
the Serjeant-at-Arms attending this House; aud
that he be dirzcted to attend at the bar of this
House on Monday, the 6th day of April next.—
Com. Journ. 95, 154 ; Hansard, Parl. Deb. (3rd
series), 52, 1038,

April 8, 1840.—The order for the attendance
of Mr. Sheriff Evans was disc! , and it was
ordered that he should attend on May 6.—Com.
Journ, 95, 253. .

April 14, 1840.—Royal assent to 8 & 4 Vict
e 9.

April 15, 1840.—On the motion of Sir Bobert
Harry Inglis the order for the further attendance
of Mr. Sheriff Evans was read and discharged.—
Com. Journ. 95, 291 ; Hansard Parl. Deb. (3
series), 53, 1126.




