


Committee dealing with a disputed border in
Ireland.

Knox retired from the High Court in 1930 when
a great friend passed away and left him a large
estate. He believed this estate and the business
interests would cause a conflict of interest in his
duties in the Court. He went on to become a
business man and joined the board of AMP. He
was also the director of the Bank of NSW and
Commercial Union Assurance. A humble and
principled man, he passed away at his home

in Woollahra in 1932 and is buried at Waverley
cemetery. On his death, Chief Justice Gavan
Duffy described him as “a remarkable man, for
he was not only a lawyer but also a man of the
world and a man of affairs, and in every capacity a
considerable personage.”

Chief Justice Knox’s quotes in
constitutional decisions that
encapsulate the vision of him as
Chief Justice

1. The Knox Court has been described as having
“shifted fundamentally from a constitutional
interpretation that drew on principles of
federalism and unexpressed understandings of
how the Constitution was intended to operate
in practice, to an interpretation which placed far
more emphasis on the text of the Constitution”.
(Principle: What is the Australian Constitution?)

2. In Amalgamated Society of Engineers v
Adelaide Steamship Co Ltd (“Engineers case”)
[1920] HCA 54; 28 CLR 129, Knox CJ, Isaacs, Rich
and Starke JJ (in a joint judgment considered to
have been authored by Isaacs J8) criticised earlier
decisions of the Court as follows (141-2):
The more the decisions are examined, and
compared with each other and with the
Constitution itself, the more evident it becomes
that no clear principle can account for them.
They are sometimes at variance with the
natural meaning of the text of the Constitution;
some are irreconcilable with others, and
some are individually rested on reasons not
founded on the words of the Constitution or
on any recognized principle of the common
law underlying the expressed terms of the
Constitution, but on implication drawn from
what is called the principle of “necessity,”
that being itself referable to no more definite
standard than the personal opinion of the
Judge who declares it. The attempt to
deduce any consistent rule from them has not
only failed, but has disclosed an increasing
entanglement and uncertainty, and a conflict
both with the text of the Constitution and with

distinct and clear declarations of law by the
Privy Council.
(Common law)

3. Their Honours explained the duty of the Court

in interpreting the Constitution as (at 142):
Itis ... the manifest duty of this Court to turn
its earnest attention to the provisions of the
Constitution itself. That instrument is the
political compact of the whole of the people
of Australia, enacted into binding law by the
Imperial Parliament, and it is the chief and
special duty of this Court faithfully to expound
and give effect to it according to its own terms,
finding the intention from the words of the
compact, and upholding it throughout precisely
as framed. ..

...We have anxiously endeavoured to remove
the inconsistencies fast accumulating and
obscuring the comparatively clear terms of the
national compact of the Australian people: we
have striven to fulfil the duty the Constitution
places upon this Court of loyally permitting
that great instrument of government to speak
with its own voice, clear of any qualifications
which the people of the Commonwealth or,
at their request, the Imperial Parliament have
not thought fit to express, and clear of any
questions of expediency or political exigency
which this Court is neither intended to consider
nor equipped with the means of determining.
(Principle: What is the Australian Constitution?)

4. Chief Justice Knox similarly stated in Re Yates;
Ex parte Walsh [1925] HCA 53; (1925) 37 CLR 36
(at 67) that:
The function of interpreting the Constitution
is assigned by the Constitution to the judicial
power of the Commonwealth, the question
whether the subject of a law is within the ambit
of one or more of the powers of legislation
conferred by the Constitution on the Parliament
being in every case a question depending
on and involving the interpretation of the
Constitution. Parliament itself has no power
to define the ambit of any of those powers,
nor can it confer such power on any person or
tribunal except some competent organ of the
judicial power. To hold otherwise would be to
empower Parliament to disregard at will the
limitations imposed by the Constitution on its
power to make laws.
(Principle: Separation of powers)



