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Across (in order from top to bottom)
1. TRAINING
2. FREEDOM
3. ARBITRATION
4. FATIGUED
5. BILATERAL

Down (in order from left to right)
1. REFORMATION
2. INVESTIGATE
3. UNDO
4. ERROR
5. BOON 

Answers
Legal Crossword
Number 27

Opposition parties in parliamentary 
systems sometimes propose motions, 

or bills, in Parliament with neither hope 
nor even desire to see them adopted. 
They are proposed, rather, because of 
the air-time provided to some opposition 
policy by the process, and the fact that the 
process involves some coerced listening 
by those who would otherwise not listen 
to the merits of a policy not supported by 
the representatives who enjoy majority 
support.

Fly has noticed a similar thing has 
been happening, with some regularity, 
with court applications. Applications are 
brought that strike the legal fraternity as 
somewhat outré, either in the relief sought, 
or in the grounds advanced for the relief. 
They are outré, however, only if assessed 
as applications the goal of which is to ob-
tain the relief they seek. If assessed as op-
portunities to achieve formalised air-time, 
and coerced debate, that may be thought 
less likely, or less effectively, achieved else-
where, oblivious to the granting or dismiss-

al of the relief they seek, they make perfect 
sense. In this game, intriguingly, those not 
in government do not enjoy a monopoly. 
The governing party, or interests associ-
ated with it, seem as intent on employing 
court processes for purposes of coercing 
stylised debate in relation to cases nobody 
is really interested in “winning” than are 
those who tend to get outvoted when laws 
are passed. Fly is not sure why this should 
be so.

One inference that may safely be 
drawn from this is that the process is 
thought to enjoy a degree of cachet absent 
from other channels. Mouthing some-
thing through lawyers in court, ostensibly 
to achieve some or other outcome at law, 
even if the outcome is not achieved, mat-
ters in a way that does not when this is 
done through the press or at rallies, or 
in sessions in Parliament. This seems an 
important still current fact. It proves the 
reality of a currency in the process, and in 
the gravitas associated with entertaining 
what is said and heard in it, that appeals 

both to those with power and to those 
who lack it or vie for it, and operates as a 
shared term of reference for them.

This ought to be heartening to Fly and 
his ilk. And so indeed it is. They, of course, 
enjoy the bonus spin-off effect of being al-
lowed to participate in the phenomenon, 
lucri causa, with the added colour that the 
character of some of its excesses splash 
onto their sometimes tending to the drab 
quotidian ventures. 

Currencies employed beyond their 
indicated markets may suffer debasement 
as a result. The success of the game is 
commensurate with the extent to which 
the pretence is maintained that the relief 
sought is genuinely sought, that the legal 
outcome actually matters. If the suspen-
sion of disbelief is too difficult to sustain, 
the gravitas of the occasion is lost, and 
with it any benefit in the difference be-
tween having chosen this channel over 
another. This is a loss for the political 
game, which is not a serious loss, or at 
least does not entail any loss of sleep for 
Fly. A loss that is worth a toss and a turn 
is a potential for it to become difficult to 
tell when this game is being played, and 
when it is not being played. As this car-
ries with it the risk of thinking it is being 
played when in fact it is not. Not only are 
the declamations for or against the relief 
sought then seen to be rather expositions 
for and against this or that parochial line, 
but the deliberations and judgments on 
the outcome are judged as endorsements 
or denunciations in a game that is far 
removed from who is at law entitled to 
what and why. This would in turn have 
the effect of gradually removing that 
sheen with which the politicians are so ea-
ger to coat their rough-hewn discourses. 
If there’s little point in pretending one is 
speaking law, rather than simply calling 
names, it is because really doing so has be-
come less different from not doing so than 
it was when pretending had a point.

And so, Fly says, long may the political 
animals worship at the shrine of the Law. 
Long may they exalt her majesty by jock-
eying to score their points in her hallowed 
portals. May her servants, however, retain 
an ear for her tongue, and a tongue for her 
ear, so that they can always see the spade, 
and call it the spade it must remain. A

Flyon the wall …

Air-time opposition


