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Introduction
1. In this submission, I respond to most of the questions posed by the New South Wales
Law Reform Commission (NSWLRC) in its recent Consultation Paper 1 regarding s
61HA of the Crimes Act 1900 (NSW) and related issues. It must be noted
immediately, however, that on 1 December 2018 the Criminal Legislation Amendment
(Child Sexual Abuse) Act 2018 came into force. This means that s 61HA no longer
deals with consent and knowledge of non-consent for the purposes of the sexual
assault offences for which the Crimes Act provides. Because s 61HE now regulates
such matters (indeed, as the Consultation Paper notes, 2 s 61HE applies also to the new
sexual touching and sexual act offences created by ss 61KC, 61KD, 61KE and 61KF
of the Act), I will refer in this submission to the terms of this new section when
making recommendations for reform.
2. Consistently with the views that I expressed in my preliminary submission to this
Review, no radical changes should be made to s 61HE. 3 However, after reading the
Consultation Paper and many of the preliminary submissions, and after considering
the terms of the new section, I do accept that it is desirable to make certain alterations
to that section in addition to the one that I advocated in my initial submission. 4 It is
possible that few of the changes to s 61HE that I argue for here would alter the law in
this area; however, in my submission, they would clarify the scope of s 61HE – and
the manner in which it operates.
3. In short, in my submission, the following alterations should be made to s 61HE:
•

•

•

s 61HE(6), which provides that certain mistaken beliefs negate complainants’
consent to sexual activity, should be modified in the manner noted at
paragraph 29;
s 61HE(8), which provides for three circumstances in which it ‘may be
established’ that a person has not consented to sexual activity, should be
repealed (for the reasons that I give at paragraphs 34-38);
the list of factors in s 61HE(5) that certainly negate complainants’ consent to
sexual activity should be expanded and modified in the manner suggested at
paragraph 38;
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•

•
•

•
•

a new provision in s 61HE should provide that trial judges need only direct
juries about one or more of the mental states for which current s 61HE(3)
provides, if there is evidence that puts that, or those, mental states in issue (for
the reasons that I give at paragraphs 68-77);
(what is now) s 61HE(4)(a) should be amended in the manner that I
recommended in my preliminary submission 5 (see paragraph 86);
s 61HE(7), which deems an accused to ‘know’ that the complainant was not
consenting if s/he consents under any of the mistaken beliefs to which s
61HE(6) refers, should be altered in the manner noted at paragraph 87;
the wording of ss 61HE(3)(a) and 61HE(4) should be altered in the ways
suggested at paragraphs 97 and 99 respectively; and
the subsections in s 61HE should be re-ordered (see paragraph 98).

In addition, minor changes should be made to: ss 61HB(1) and 61HC(1) (see
paragraph 95); s 61HA(a) (see paragraph 100); and the jury directions concerning
consent in the Criminal Trials Court Benchbook (see paragraph 102).
The meaning of consent
Question 3.1: Alternatives to a consent-based approach
Should the law in NSW retain a definition of sexual assault based on an absence of
consent? If so, why? If not, why not? If the law were to define sexual assault differently,
how should this be done?
4. With great respect, I do not agree with the proposal of Peter Rush and Alison Young,
in their preliminary submission to this review, 6 to make sexual assault a ‘resultcrime.’ 7 At the core of Rush and Young’s argument is the contention that: 8
sexual assault is a crime whose distinctive feature … is that the accused (usually male) causes
sexual harm to socially vulnerable members of the community (primarily women and
children, but also members of the LGBTQI communities).

Accordingly, they argue, it should no longer be necessary for the Crown to prove that
the complainant was not consenting to the sexual intercourse that took place. 9 Rather,
5
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‘what must be prohibited by the legal characterisation of the offence is the causing of
sexual harm by an accused.’ 10 ‘A serious offence of sexual assault’, they think, should
be defined as follows: 11
A person who:
(a) engages in sexual intercourse with another person, and
(b) causes serious injury to that other person,
(c) with the intention of causing injury or with recklessness as to causing injury
is guilty of the offence of sexual assault.

5. I disagree with this proposal for three main reasons. First, the model provision just
noted treats as sexual assault, conduct that, because it is consensual, should not be
characterised in this way. The appellants in the well-known case of Brown v DPP, 12
for instance, engaged in sexual intercourse with their ‘victims’ (I imagine 13) and
intentionally or recklessly caused them injury. 14 It is of course highly debatable
whether they should have been convicted of any assault or wounding offences. It is
surely even more questionable whether such persons ought to be convicted of sexual
assault. The same point can be further exemplified if we alter the facts of Lazarus.
The complainant in that case was not consenting. But what if she had been? In such a
scenario, there would have been sexual intercourse within the meaning of new s
61HA, and Mr Lazarus would recklessly have caused the complainant injury. A
person who has anal intercourse with a person whom they know to be a virgin, must
foresee the possibility that he or she will cause him or her injuries of the type that Ms
10
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Mullins in fact sustained. 15 If the injured person willingly participated in the
intercourse that took place, however, why should it be possible to convict of sexual
assault the person who inflicted such injuries? 16
6. Secondly, under the Rush and Young approach, there would seemingly still be
significant focus on the issues of consent and the accused’s knowledge of nonconsent. In cases where the Crown alleged that the act(s) of sexual penetration
themselves caused the (serious) injury, 17 the injury or injuries alleged would quite
often be psychological in character. Surely in such cases the defence would routinely
argue that the accused did not cause (indeed, could not have caused) the
complainant’s psychological injury, because the complainant consented to the sexual
intercourse that took place. 18 Rush and Young’s response to this concern is that
consent: 19
is not part of the legal definition – it is only evidence going to disprove the prosecution’s
allegation that the victim suffered the serious injury caused by the sexual penetration.

This, of course, is true. But it is very powerful evidence; and the point is that it would
frequently be adduced.
7. Rush and Young’s response to this point is, with respect, unpersuasive. They say: 20
When read in conjunction with the doctrine of causation, the scope for using the standard of
consent as evidence disproving the actual existence of the prohibited consequence (serious
injury) would be reduced considerably. As the doctrine of criminal causation has increasingly
emphasised, the beliefs of victims … are irrelevant to the causal inquiry in criminal trials
because that inquiry is centred on the accused.

This is quite a sweeping statement. It ignores the fact that the beliefs, and conduct, of
victims can be relevant to causal questions. It is well-established, for example, that, in
a fright or self-preservation case, the accused’s violence will have caused the victim’s
injuries or death only where the victim’s response to that violence was reasonable (or
proportionate). 21 More relevantly for present purposes, however, it overlooks the fact
that, in the types of cases that we are currently discussing, the defence would not be
claiming that an act of the complainant broke the chain of causation between the
accused’s conduct and the complainant’s (serious) injury. It would instead be
claiming that the accused’s act of consensual sexual intercourse set in motion no
15
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causal chain in the first place. Any psychological injury that the complainant
sustained, the defence would say, must have been caused by events that preceded the
sexual contact between the accused and the complainant. And it might add – though
the point is so obvious that it probably would not need to – that it would be simply
irrational to regard that consensual contact as breaking the causal chain that those
events started.
8. Rush and Young are similarly dismissive of the idea that, under their approach,
accused persons might continue to argue that they believed that consent had been
granted. 22 But it would seem that, in some trials, the defence would claim that the
accused neither intended to cause (serious) injury nor foresaw the possibility that it
would be caused, because he or she mistakenly believed that the complainant was
consenting. Rush and Young argue that such a claim is ‘structurally similar’ 23 to the
claims of accused persons in homicide cases such as Crabbe v The Queen 24 to the
effect that they merely intended to frighten, not kill. They continue: 25
But the judicial and legal community would now regard it as absurd for defendants to argue
that they are not guilty because they honestly but mistakenly believed that they would frighten
rather than kill. In fact, the usual judicial interpretation is to say that such a belief does not
raise an issue of innocence but rather at least raises an issue of recklessness and at most is
characterised as being reckless as to a result. The doctrinal reason why the honest belief claim
sounds absurd in those examples is that murder is a result crime – that is, the primary
determinants of criminal liability are the mentality of the accused as to consequences …

The problem with this is that, as Pemble v The Queen 26 demonstrates, it is not absurd
for a homicide defendant to claim that s/he mistakenly believed that his/her conduct
would merely frighten. If the jury thought that such a claim might be true, it would
have to acquit him or her of murder. The accused’s mental state would be inconsistent
with his/her realising that death would probably result from his/her act. Likewise, in a
sexual assault case in which it was alleged that the intercourse caused psychological
injury, the accused could not believe in consent and have the mens rea for Rush and
Young’s offence. The two mental states are incompatible with one another.
Accordingly, it is difficult to believe that the defence would refrain from leading
evidence of a belief that, if it was (or might have been) held, would prevent the Crown
from proving the mental element of the offence charged.
22
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9. Thirdly, the offence that Rush and Young imagines would seemingly be apt to
facilitate unmeritorious acquittals. Rush and Young concede that, in cases where the
complainant was not consenting to the intercourse, there is: 27
[n]o doubt [that] defence lawyers may want to suggest that the injury suffered was not caused
by the acts of the accused but by previous events which had a traumatic impact on the
complainant.

But they think that it would only be in ‘exceptional cases’ 28 that such arguments
would succeed. They then add: 29
the decision as to whether or not there is in fact a competing cause and whether or not the acts
of the accused were never an operating and substantial cause is a decision for the jury.
Furthermore, as the appellate cases on causation involving intervening acts of third parties and
victims indicate, such arguments are rarely successful and accepted by the jury.

10. However, the cases to which Rush and Young refer are factually and legally different
from the cases that would arise if the provision that they support were implemented.
In cases such as R v Smith, 30 Hallett v R 31 and R v Blaue, 32 the accused subjected the
deceased to life-threatening violence. The question that arose was whether a
subsequent act – either of the doctors who treated the deceased, or of nature, or of the
deceased herself – broke the causal chain between the accused’s violence and the
deceased’s death. Rush and Young are right to observe that, almost invariably in such
cases, the Courts have held that it was open to the jury to answer that question in the
negative. But what distinguishes cases like this from those where there is evidence
that the complainant’s psychological injury preceded any non-consensual intercourse
between her/him and the accused, is that, with the former, the issue is whether the
subsequent act is so overwhelming as to render the accused’s violence merely part of
the history. 33 This is not easy to establish (even as a reasonable possibility). In cases
of the latter kind, on the other hand, the claim would be that the accused’s act of nonconsensual intercourse caused a psychological injury that the complainant had not
already sustained. In some cases, this would not be easy to establish. Some sexual
assault complainants are very psychologically troubled. 34 Sexual assault prosecutions
should not be frustrated just because the Crown is unable to prove beyond reasonable
doubt that an incident of non-consensual intercourse has caused a complainant with
serious mental illness(es) to sustain even further psychological damage.
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Question 3.2: The meaning of consent
Is the NSW definition of consent clear and adequate? What are the benefits, if any, of
the NSW definition? What problems, if any, arise from the NSW definition? What are
the potential benefits of adopting an affirmative consent standard? What are the
potential problems with adopting an affirmative consent standard? Should the NSW
definition of consent recognise other aspects of consent, such as withdrawal of consent
and use of contraception? If so, what should it say? Do you have any other ideas about
how the definition of consent should be framed?
11. Section 61HE(2) of the Crimes Act 1900 (NSW) provides that ‘[a] person consents to
a sexual activity if the person freely and voluntarily agrees to the sexual activity.’ In
my submission, this definition is clear and adequate, and should be retained. The idea
that underlies s 61HE(2), and which is encapsulated by it, is that a person will only
have consented to sexual intercourse, sexual touching or a sexual act if he or she has
made an autonomous decision to engage in such conduct. Certainly, if no further
guidance were given in s 61HE about the circumstances in which a complainant’s
participation in this activity is – and is not – autonomous, it might be accurate to say
that the s 61HE(2) definition is too ambiguous. But ss 61HE(5), (6) and (8) do
provide such guidance. These sub-sections are largely in keeping with the common
law’s approach to such questions, 35 providing as they do that the person who engages
in sexual activity due to duress, 36 or because of certain types of mistake, 37 or while
unconscious, 38 mentally ill 39 or an infant, 40 has made no free choice to do so. Subject
to what I say below about these provisions, I support that approach.
12. However, I do not accept that the NSW Crimes Act should adopt an affirmative
consent standard. Nor do I accept that a provision similar to s 2A(2)(a) of the
Criminal Code Act 1924 (Tas) and s 36(2)(l) of the Crimes Act 1958 (Vic) should be
inserted into the NSW Act.
13. Concerning the second issue, I adhere to the views that I expressed at [6]-[18] of my
preliminary submission. And I add this. Provisions such as ss 2A(2)(a) and 36(2)(l)
appear to deliver something that in fact they do not. The effect of a legislative
statement that a person does not consent to an act if s/he ‘does not say or do anything
to communicate consent’ 41 might seem at first glance to be that the accused will be
guilty of sexual assault if: (a) s/he has had non-consensual intercourse with the
35
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complainant; and (b) the complainant has not expressly told him/her that s/he was
consenting. But, in truth, it does not have this effect at all. Rather, it just states the
obvious fact that if a person performs an act or acts immediately before and/or during
sexual intercourse (as will generally be the case), s/he will nevertheless not have
consented to that intercourse unless s/he performed it, or them, because s/he was a
willing participant in the intercourse. In other words, despite the presence of the word
‘communicates’ in s 2A(2)(a), this provision does not mandate communication about
consent. Rather, it relates to the question of whether the complainant was in fact
consenting. It does not help juries to answer that question. Indeed, it tends to distract
them from it, by focussing their attention on the complainant’s behaviour at the time
of the intercourse, rather than on evidence that sheds far greater light on what her/his
‘subjective internal state of mind [was] towards the [intercourse], at the time that it
occurred’ 42 (see [12]-[15] of my preliminary submission).
14. Concerning the first issue, if the effect of s 2A(2)(a) were to mandate the conviction
of any person who had non-consensual intercourse with another person after failing to
achieve a positive indication from her/him that s/he was consenting, I would still not
support it. This is not because I am hostile to the idea of the law encouraging
individuals to communicate about consent with their prospective sexual partners. As I
argued in my preliminary submission (see [24]-[28]), and as I maintain below (at
[86]), I support altering the wording of s 61HE(4)(a) so as to enable trial judges to
inform juries that, when determining whether the accused had the mens rea for sexual
assault, they must have regard to any ‘physical or verbal steps’ that the accused took
to ascertain whether the complainant was consenting. Rather, I oppose the adoption of
an affirmative consent standard because, if such a standard were to be enshrined in the
Crimes Act, this would effectively make sexual assault an absolute liability offence.
15. In Wampfler v R, 43 Street CJ noted that:
statutory offences fall into three categories:
(1) Those in which there is an original obligation on the prosecution to prove mens rea.
(2) Those in which mens rea will be presumed to be present unless and until material is
advanced by the defence of the existence of honest and reasonable belief that the conduct
in question is not criminal in which case the prosecution must undertake the burden of
negativing such belief beyond reasonable doubt.
(3) Those in which mens rea plays no part and guilt is established by proof of the objective
ingredients of the offence.

Leaving aside the fact that the accused need not discharge an evidential burden before
a jury considers his/her claim that s/he believed on reasonable grounds that consent
had been granted, the sexual assault offences in the Crimes Act fall within category
2. 44 They are offences, that is, of so-called strict liability. So, if the Crown is to secure
42
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a conviction for the s 61I offence, it is not enough for it to prove that the accused
performed the actus reus (non-consensual sexual intercourse). If it were, the offence
would fit within category 3. It would be an absolute liability offence. Rather, the
accused must be acquitted of sexual assault if the prosecution is unable additionally to
prove that s/he had no reasonable grounds for believing that the complainant was
consenting. 45
16. A provision that ‘specifically require[d people] to find out whether their sexual
partner [was] consent[ing] … to sexual activity’ 46 would render nugatory the honest
and reasonable mistake of fact ‘defence’ for which s 61HE(3)(c) provides. Imagine,
for example, the position if the NSW Parliament repealed s 61HE(4)(a) and enacted a
new sub-section in s 61HE that provided that ‘a person knows that the alleged victim
does not consent to the sexual activity unless the alleged victim expressly informs the
person that s/he is consenting to that sexual activity.’ Under such an arrangement,
there would be no room for an exculpatory mistake. As I sought to explain in my
preliminary submission (see [23]), this is because there are three things that can
happen when one person has intercourse with another. First, Person A can ask Person
B whether s/he is consenting and be told ‘yes’. If intercourse then occurs, Person A
believes correctly that s/he has the consent of Person B. There is no mistake.
Secondly, Person A can ask Person B whether s/he is consenting and be told ‘no.’ If
intercourse then occurs, Person A knows that consent has not been granted. Again,
there is no mistake. Thirdly, Person A can fail to ask Person B whether s/he is
consenting, and receive no express indication from him/her either way about this
matter. It is only in these circumstances that Person A can mistakenly believe in the
presence of consent. But such a person can never fit within s 61HE(3)(c). This is
because the new sub-section deems him/her to have the mens rea for sexual assault by
virtue of the fact that Person B has not expressly told him that s/he is consenting.
17. I continue to submit that it is highly undesirable for this ‘reversion to the objective
standards of early law’ 47 to occur. But if it does occur, it should not occur by stealth.
If the honest and reasonable mistake of fact ‘defence’ is no longer to be available to a
person accused of sexual assault in NSW, the legislature should face up to this
squarely. It should not hypocritically provide for a ‘defence’ that can never be
established. Rather, it should: repeal s 61HE(3) and (4); amend s 61I so as it reads
‘Any person who has sexual intercourse with another person without the consent of
seldom be put to the proof on this matter. As Bray CJ noted in The Queen v Brown [1975] 10 SASR 139, 141,
‘it is very difficult for a man to have intercourse unintentionally’; and it is not common for an accused to claim
that s/he did. The Crown might additionally have to prove mens rea in respect of the aggravating
circumstance(s) that it relies upon in cases where the accused is charged with a s 61J or s 61JA offence: see, for
example, s 61J(2)(a) and s 61JA(1)(c)(i).
45
S/he must also be acquitted in the rare cases referred to at paragraphs 41 and 43.
46
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Parsley [1970] AC 132, 148, (‘Sweet’) that ‘there has for centuries been a presumption that Parliament did not
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the other person is liable to imprisonment for 14 years, regardless of his or her state of
mind ’; and make similar changes to ss 61J and 61JA. Such an arrangement would at
least have the benefit of simplicity and clarity.
Negation of consent
Question 4.1: Negation of consent
Should NSW law continue to list circumstances that negate consent or may negate
consent? If not, in what other ways should the law be framed? Should the lists of
circumstances that negate consent, or may negate consent, be changed? If so, how?
18. As I suggest above at [11], I support the retention in s 61HE of a list of circumstances
in which consent is negated. In my view, these lists provide valuable guidance to
triers of fact in sexual assault trials about the circumstances in which a person will
and will not have ‘freely and voluntarily agreed to sexual activity’ within the meaning
of s 61HE(2).
19. It follows that I respectfully disagree with the NSW Bar Association’s contention that
these provisions ‘serve no useful purpose and are potentially misleading.’ 48 The Bar
Association exemplifies this point 49 through reference to s 61HE(8)(a). This provides
that ‘it may be established that a person does not consent to sexual activity’ if s/he
‘consents to the sexual activity while substantially intoxicated by alcohol or any
drug.’ I agree with the Bar Association, and with Julia Quilter, 50 that this provision is
problematic. I deal with this issue below. But I cannot agree that it is either useless or
misleading to provide that there is no consent where, for example, the complainant
participates in sexual activity because of threats of force or terror, 51 or because s/he is
unlawfully detained, 52 or because s/he is asleep or unconscious, 53 or because of
certain mistaken beliefs. 54 How is it inaccurate, for instance, to state that a person
does not consent to sexual activity if s/he agrees to that activity under a mistaken
belief that it is for medical or hygienic purposes? 55 And why is a provision that states
this useless? Does it not serve the ‘useful purpose’ of making it clear that the
approach taken in R v Mobilio 56 is not the law in NSW?
20. However, after reading the material at 4.70-4.74 of the Consultation Paper regarding
the practice of ‘stealthing’ – and after considering much of the Australian, English
and Canadian case law from the last couple of centuries concerning the circumstances
in which sexual assault complainants’ mistaken beliefs negate their apparent consent
48
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– I submit that some changes should be made to s 61HE(6) of the Crimes Act. If a
person consents to intercourse only because of a mistaken belief that her/his partner
will wear a condom during that intercourse, s/he has not consented to the unprotected
intercourse that in fact takes place. Canadian 57 and English 58 law acknowledges this.
In my opinion, NSW law should take the same approach. Indeed, in my submission,
the law should also state that the person who ‘consents’ to intercourse only because of
a mistaken belief that: (a) s/he will be paid by the other person 59; or (b) the other
person does not have a grievous bodily disease (in circumstances where there is a real
risk that the complainant will contract that disease), 60 has not truly consented at all.
The best way to achieve this result would be to provide in s 61HE(6) for an expanded
list of mistaken beliefs that negate a person’s apparent consent. That sub-section
should also expressly provide that this list is non-exhaustive.
21. At common law, it is only in very limited circumstances that a mistaken belief will
vitiate the complainant’s consent. As Stephen J put it in The Queen v Clarence: 61
the only sorts of fraud which so far destroy the effect of a woman’s consent as to convert a
connection consented to in fact into a rape are frauds as to the nature of the act itself, or as to
the identity of the person who does the act.

The High Court in Papadimitropoulos v The Queen accepted this to be so, 62 although
their Honours insisted that it is not the accused’s fraud, but the complainant’s mistake,
that has the vitiating effect. 63 This, with respect, is correct. As noted above, a person
consents when s/he makes a free (or autonomous) decision to participate in the
relevant activity. If a person consents to sexual intercourse only because s/he
mistakenly believes that (a) the intercourse is a medical procedure 64 or (b) the person
with whom s/he is having intercourse is her/his regular sexual partner 65 (the two
categories to which Stephen J refers), s/he has clearly not made a free choice. This is
so whether or not the accused has deliberately deceived the complainant. 66 That
having been said, fraud is highly relevant to whether the accused had the mens rea for
sexual assault. 67
22. Even when it came to mistakes as to the ‘identity of the man’ 68 or ‘the character of
what he was doing’, 69 judges were slow to accept that the complainant’s ‘consent’
57
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was not a real one. In a series of nineteenth century English cases, it was held that it
was not rape for a man to procure intercourse with a woman by impersonating her
husband; 70 and it was only in 1884 that an Irish court, in R v Dee, pronounced these
decisions to be ‘most irrational.’ 71 Consent involves the ‘free exercise of the will of a
conscious agent,’ 72 it was held, and that there is no such free exercise where a person
consents to ‘a lawful and marital act’ but in fact unwittingly participates in an ‘act of
adultery.’ 73 The following year, the English Parliament accepted the correctness of
the Irish approach. 74
23. When it came to mistakes as to the nature of the act, the position was much the same.
In The Queen v Case, 75 a doctor was convicted merely of assault, in circumstances
where he had had ‘carnal connexion’ with a girl of fourteen, who ‘was ignorant of the
nature of the defendant’s act, and made no resistance, solely from a bona fide belief
that the defendant was (as he represented) treating her medically with a view to her
cure.’ 76 It is true that, in The Queen v Flattery, 77 it was held that the appellant had
rightly been convicted of rape in similar circumstances. It is also true that the same
was held in The King v Williams, 78 where a choirmaster had persuaded a sixteen year
old girl to submit to what was in fact sexual intercourse, under the pretext that he was
making ‘an air passage’ 79 to correct her breathing. But the narrowness of the relevant
principle was exposed in R v Mobilio. 80 In that case, the defendant was a radiographer
who had inserted certain equipment into patients’ vaginas, ostensibly for medical
purposes, but really for his own sexual gratification. The Victorian Court of Criminal
Appeal unanimously set aside his resulting rape convictions. In doing so, their
Honours explained that cases such as Flattery and Williams turned upon the relevant
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complainants’ ‘ignorance and naivety … as to sexual matters.’ 81 By contrast, they
continued, where the complainant knows what sexual intercourse is and consents to it,
her/his consent is a real one – even if the defendant has led her/him to believe that the
intercourse was medically necessary. Accordingly, their Honours regarded as wrongly
decided the Canadian case of R v Harms, 82 where the Court had arrived at a contrary
conclusion. In the instant case, the Court held that the complainants’ ignorance of
Mobilio’s sexual purpose did not negate their respective consents to his penetrative
acts. 83 Their consents were real because they agreed to the introduction into their
respective vaginas of the object that Mobilio in fact inserted. 84 Or, to use the Court’s
language: 85
In this case each of the women consented to the applicant introducing the transducer into her
vagina in the performance of the act of conducting a transvaginal ultrasound examination.
This is precisely what the applicant did. … [T]he woman’s consent to the proposed act which
she knew to be of the nature and character of the act which was done, was not deprived of
reality if she believed the applicant proposed to do the act solely for a medical diagnostic
purpose and if he did it solely for his own sexual gratification.

24. Of course, the NSW legislature has made it clear that Mobilio is not the law in this
state. 86 It has also reversed 87 Papadmitropoulos’s holding 88 that a person who agrees
to intercourse only because s/he mistakenly believes that s/he is married to the
accused, has made no mistake as to the ‘nature and character of the act’ so as to
negate her/his apparent consent. Nevertheless, there has been, until recently, a
continued reluctance among common law judges to allow that complainants who
consent to intercourse only because of a mistaken belief, have in fact not consented at
all. In Clarence, 89 it was held that a woman had validly consented to intercourse with
her husband, in circumstances where he knew, but she did not know, that he had
contracted gonorrhoea. For Wills J: 90
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That consent obtained by fraud is no consent at all is not true as a general proposition either in
fact or in law. If a man meets a woman in the street and knowingly gives her bad money in
order to procure her consent to intercourse with him, he obtains her consent by fraud, but it
would be childish to say that she did not consent.

Over one hundred years later, the Court of Appeal of England and Wales, in R v
Linekar, 91 took precisely the same view. In that case, the evidence was that the
appellant had engaged the services of a sex worker, but had then made off without
paying her after she had provided those services. The Court set aside his conviction
for rape. After conceding that ‘[a]n essential ingredient of the offence of rape is the
proof that the woman did not consent to the actual act of sexual intercourse with the
particular man who penetrated her’, 92 Morland J held that nothing like that had
happened here. Citing with approval the reasoning in Clarence and
Papadimitropoulos, 93 his Lordship held that the complainant’s consent would have
been negated only if she had made a mistake as to the nature of the act or the identity
of the accused. 94 But, as it was, her consent was as ‘full and conscious as consent
could be.’ 95
25. Some commentators approve of the reasoning in Clarence and Linekar; 96 I do not. 97
Indeed, I reject in the strongest terms the notion that the person who consents to
intercourse either in ignorance of her/his partner’s grievous bodily disease, 98 or due to
a mistaken belief that s/he will be paid, has freely and voluntarily agreed to that
intercourse. Like the person who has intercourse with a person who is impersonating
her/his regular lover, or the person who believes that penetration of her vagina is
medically necessary, these individuals clearly have only participated in the sexual
activity because of their mistake. It is true that the accused has used trickery not force.
It is also true that, on the surface, the complainant has willingly participated in the
sexual activity. 99 But neither of these matters should be allowed to obscure the fact
91
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that the complainant has consented to something quite different from that which has
in fact occurred. In the language of Wilde CJ in Case: 100
She [has] consented to one thing, he [has done] … another materially different, on which she
has been prevented by his fraud from exercising her judgment and will.

26. If cases such as this were to arise in NSW at the moment, might the accused be
convicted of sexual assault? In my view, with respect, the Consultation Paper is right
to suggest that the person who engages in ‘stealthing’ might already commit that
offence. 101 The same is possibly true of the person: (a) who fails to disclose to a
sexual partner that s/he has a grievous bodily disease, or who deliberately deceives a
sexual partner about this matter (in circumstances where there is a real risk that the
disease will be passed onto the other person); or (b) who fails to pay a sex worker
whose services s/he has used. My reasons are as follows.
27. First, it seems possible that, if the accused’s deception results in the complainant’s
mistakenly believing that the accused will wear a condom during intercourse, the
complainant has consented to this sexual activity under ‘a mistaken belief about the
nature of the activity induced by fraudulent means’, within the meaning of s
61HE(6)(d) of the Crimes Act [emphasis added]. It is true that, in Assange v Swedish
Prosecution Authority, 102 Sir John Thomas P (as he then was), writing for the Court,
found that a deception of this kind was not a deception ‘as to the nature and purpose
of the Act’ within the meaning of s 76(2)(a) of the Sexual Offences Act 2003 (UK).
But his Lordship’s approach to this question was influenced by a desire to ensure that
s 76, which provides for certain conclusive presumptions, operated as narrowly as
possible. 103 And he did indicate that, had it not been for this consideration, he might
have decided this point differently. Specifically, his Lordship said: 104
We accept it could be argued that sexual intercourse without a condom is different to sexual
intercourse with a condom, given the presence of a physical barrier, a perceived difference in
the degree of intimacy, the risks of disease and the prevention of a pregnancy; moreover the
editors of Smith & Hogan (12th edition at p. 866) comment that some argued that unprotected
sexual intercourse should be treated as being different in nature to protected intercourse.

It is, of course, less easy to argue that (a) a sex worker who has intercourse with a
customer who then does not pay or (b) a person who has unprotected intercourse with
a person who has dishonestly led him/her to believe that s/he has no grievous bodily
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disease, is mistaken as to the ‘nature of the activity.’ 105 On the other hand, the
legislative history must be considered. The words now found in s 61HE(6)(d) were
inserted into the Crimes Act in 2003. 106 At the same time, Parliament repealed 107 s 66
of the Act, which created an offence of inducing or procuring ‘illicit carnal
connection’ with a woman ‘by any false pretence, false representation, or other
fraudulent means.’ In his Second Reading Speech for the 2003 Bill, the Minister
appeared to state the view that the s 61HE(6)(d) words covered the same ground as
did the repealed offence. He said: 108
The offence of procuring carnal knowledge by fraud found in section 66 of the Act is
removed, as it is an obsolete offence. The issue of fraud is incorporated through amendment of
the consent provisions found in section 61R of the Act.

It is well-established that Ministerial statements about the meaning of statutory words
are far from conclusive. 109 Statutory interpretation is a job for the courts, not
Parliament. Nevertheless, it is perhaps arguable that s 61HE(6)(d) operates as broadly
as the s 66 offence did.
28. Secondly, s 61HE(10) expressly provides that the section ‘does not limit the grounds
on which it may be established that a person does not consent to a sexual activity.’
Might it be, then, that mistakes other than those for which s 61HE(6) provides, are
capable of rendering a person’s participation in such activity other than free and
voluntary for the purposes of s 61HE(2)? In England and Wales, it has been held that
a person does not ‘agree [to intercourse] by choice’, within the meaning of s 74 of the
Sexual Offences Act, if s/he only had the intercourse because of the accused’s
deceptively leading her/him to believe that he: (a) would wear a condom during the
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intercourse; 110 (b) was biologically male; 111 or (c) would not intentionally ejaculate in
her vagina. 112 If such individuals fit within s 74, surely it is possible that they also fit
within s 61HE(2)? It is true that, in R v B, 113 the Court of Appeal of England and
Wales held that ‘[w]here one party to sexual activity has a sexually transmissible
disease which is not disclosed to the other party any consent that may have been given
to that activity by the other party is not thereby vitiated.’ But the Court apparently left
open the question of whether the position is different if the person with the disease
actively deceives his/her sexual partner about this matter. 114 And, in any case, the
Canadian Supreme Court has taken the, with respect, more principled view that the
person who is at real risk of transmitting a serious disease to a prospective sexual
partner, will have had non-consensual intercourse in cases both of deception and nondisclosure. 115
29. Nevertheless, we cannot be certain that mistakes as to condom-use, disease-status
and/or payment of a sex worker do negate consent in NSW. It is in these
circumstances that I propose that such mistakes be expressly provided for in s
61HE(6). In my submission, the sub-section should be amended to state:
Without limiting the circumstances in which a person’s mistake about, or ignorance as to, a
matter, means that he or she does not consent to a sexual activity, a person does not consent to
a sexual activity if she only participates in it because of:
110
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(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

a mistaken belief as to the identity of the other person;
a mistaken belief that the other person is married to the person;
a mistaken belief that the sexual activity is for health or hygienic purposes;
a mistaken belief that the other person will wear a condom during the sexual activity
(provided that that sexual activity is sexual intercourse);
(e) a mistaken belief that the other person will pay the person for participating with him or
her in the sexual activity;
(f) a mistaken belief that the other person does not have a grievous bodily disease, or his or
her ignorance of the fact that the other person has such a disease, in circumstances where
there is a real risk that the person will contract the disease as a result of the sexual
activity.

30. There are a few features of this proposal that require explanation.
31. First, s 61HE(6) currently provides that the complainant does not consent if s/he
consents ‘under’ any of the mistaken beliefs noted in s 61HE(6)(a)-(d). The problem
with this is that it is possible for a person’s consent ‘under’ a mistaken belief to be a
perfectly valid consent. If A wrongly thinks that s/he is married to B (who in fact has
not lawfully dissolved his/her first marriage), but would have participated in sexual
activity with him/her even if s/he had known that s/he was not, it is simply wrong to
state that s/he has not consented to the relevant activity. A has had intercourse, let us
say, ‘under’ a mistaken belief. But only if s/he had the intercourse because of the
mistaken belief, could it be said that s/he made no autonomous decision to proceed.
As much is suggested by Herring when he proposes, controversially, but I think
largely correctly, the following legal rule: 116
If at the time of the sexual activity a person:
(i)
(ii)

is mistaken as to a fact; and
had s/he known the truth about that fact would not have consented to it [the
sexual activity]

then she did not consent to the sexual activity. If the defendant knows (or ought to know) that
s/he did not consent (in the sense just described) then s/he is guilty of an offence.

32. Secondly, my proposal might raise some eyebrows insofar as it concerns mistakes
about, or ignorance as to, a grievous bodily disease that the accused is at real risk of
transmitting. 117 I note in this regard the concern expressed in the Consultation Paper
that: 118
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Failure to disclose HIV/AIDS positive status is not a specific negating circumstance in the
consent laws of any Australian state or territory. The issue raises questions including whether
such a law would discourage people from undertaking appropriate health checks and talking
openly about HIV, and whether it would apply if someone were unaware of their HIV/AIDS
positive status.

Under my proposal, consent would be vitiated if the accused were unaware of his/her
HIV/AIDS positive status. But the accused would generally not be guilty of sexual
assault: his/her ignorance of the disease would often 119 prevent him/her from having
the mens rea for that offence. Regarding the Commission’s other concern, the
Canadian Supreme Court in Mabior v The Queen 120 has queried whether, if the law is
changed in this manner, people will be deterred from undergoing health checks. In its
view, which I respectfully share, speculative concerns of this nature 121 – which
additionally seem to assume that citizens have greater knowledge of the law that
governs them than they in fact do, and overlook the fact that it has long been a crime
recklessly or intentionally to inflict a grievous bodily disease on a person 122 – should
not stand in the way of a law that gives appropriate protection to sexual autonomy. If
a person consents to unprotected intercourse only on the basis that his/her HIV
positive prospective sexual partner does not have a grievous bodily disease, s/he has
not consented to the act that in fact takes place. There is no difference in principle
between this scenario and the situations that are already covered by s 61HE(6). That
having been said, however, in cases where the risk of transmission is negligible, 123
maybe it can be said that the accused’s failure to disclose his/her disease status ought
not to have made a difference to the complainant’s decision to proceed with
intercourse. It is for this reason, perhaps – but mainly to reduce the burden on persons
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I say ‘generally’ and ‘often’ because the accused who does not know that he or she has a serious disease
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time of sexual relations was low, and (ii) condom protection was used: Mabior [2012] 2 SCR 584, 619 [94].
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infected by particular diseases of disclosing the fact 124 – that I have included the
words ‘in circumstances where there is a real risk that the person will contract such a
disease’ at the end of my proposed s 61HE(6)(f). 125
33. Thirdly, my proposal achieves a balance between the concerns of (a) those who fear
over-criminalisation if any mistake as to a material fact vitiates consent, 126 and (b)
those, like Herring, who contend that in any case where the complainant would not
have consented but for a mistake, his/her sexual autonomy has been violated. It does
this by expressly providing that the list of vitiating mistakes is a non-exhaustive one.
This allows judges, in individual cases not covered by proposed s 61HE(6)(a)-(f), to
determine whether the complainant’s mistake has negated his or her apparent consent.
In the unlikely event that a case arose in which the Crown was able to prove that a
complainant only had intercourse because of a dishonest declaration of love, 127 or
because of lies about the accused’s wealth, 128 or because s/he mistakenly believed that
the accused was of a particular racial or ethnic background, 129 it would be for the
Courts to determine whether non-consensual intercourse had in fact occurred. In the
far more likely event of a complainant alleging that her/his decision to have
intercourse was not a free one because it was made only due to his/her mistaken belief
that the accused was biologically a male 130 or would not intentionally ejaculate inside
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It is arguable that it is to cast an unfair burden on a person to require him/her to disclose to prospective sexual
partners that s/he has a serious disease, when there is only a speculative risk that s/he will transmit that disease
to that other person: see, for example, Ryan, above n 115, 11.
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McNally [2014] QB 593. Sharpe argues that the transgender person who has ‘transitioned’ should not be
liable to be convicted of any offence in circumstances where s/he has failed to disclose her/his gender history to
his/her partner: Alex Sharpe, ‘Criminalising Sexual Intimacy: Transgender Defendants and the Legal
Construction of Non-Consent’ [2014] Criminal Law Review 207, 218-222. I respectfully agree. As in the case of
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(see above n 124), the transgender person’s privacy interest seems to trump the autonomy interest of the
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him or her, 131 it would likewise be for the judges to determine whether s/he really had
consented. Of course, as stated above, ss 61HE(10) and (2) do seem already to
provide the Courts with the tools to find that no real consent has been granted in cases
of mistake not specifically referred to in s 61HE(6). But, in my view, this should be
made clear in s 61HE(6) itself. Given the fertility of the fraudulent imagination, 132
and the consequent difficulty of foreseeing the particular cases that will arise in this
area in the future, it is important to state in plain terms that s 61HE(6) potentially
covers mistakes in addition to those for which it expressly provides. 133
34. Before leaving the negation of consent provisions in the Crimes Act, I wish briefly to
consider s 61HE(8). This sub-section provides that it may be established that a person
is not consenting to a sexual activity if s/he ‘consents’ to that sexual activity: while
‘substantially intoxicated by alcohol or other drugs’ (s 61HE(8)(a)); ‘because of
intimidatory or coercive conduct, or other threat, that does not involve a threat of
force’ (s 61HE(8)(b)); or ‘because of the abuse of a position of authority or trust’ (s
61HE(8)(c)).
35. In my respectful opinion, Quilter might well be right to say that, in cases where it is
engaged, s 61HE(8)(a) does no real work. 134 The same might be true of s 61HE(8)(c).
Take, for example, a case where a complainant has had intercourse with her/his
employer or PhD supervisor and then claims that that intercourse was non-consensual.
Section 61HE(8)(c) does not determine the question of whether such a complainant
was consenting. It merely provides that s/he might not have been. It is true that judges
can inform juries in such cases that, if the complainant had intercourse because of the
accused’s abuse of his/her position of authority, this is ‘relevant’ to whether s/he was
consenting. 135 But because people commonly give valid consent in such situations,
this might not provide the jury with very much guidance about the relevant question.
If the jury is to go on find that there was in fact no consent, it will do so because there
are other factors that persuade it that the complainant did not freely and voluntarily
agree to the sexual activity. The real work will have been done by s 61HE(2), not s
61HE(8)(c).
36. The same comments apply, but possibly with even greater force, to cases where s
61HE(8)(a) is enlivened. A person who is (highly) affected by alcohol or other drugs
is often still capable of acting autonomously. 136 Accordingly, if a ‘substantially
intoxicated’ complainant has not made an autonomous decision to participate in
131

R (F) [2014] QB 581. Of course, I could have added this mistake to the list in my proposed s 61HE(6). The
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sexual activity, this will frequently be for a reason other than her/his intoxication. To
tell a jury that such a complainant may not have been consenting is often, on one
view, merely to state an obvious fact that sheds no light on the complainant’s attitude
to the sexual activity that has occurred. Again, if the jury goes on to find that the
complainant was not consenting, this will usually be because of factors other than the
complainant’s intoxication.
37. In my view, however, the most obvious difficulty with s 61HE(8)(b) is a different
one. Imagine a case where a complainant alleges that s/he has only had intercourse
with the accused because of the accused’s threat to terminate her/his employment if
s/he did not. 137 It is far from clear to me that, in such a case, s 61HE(8)(b) would have
no real influence on the jury’s deliberations. On the contrary, it seems probable that, if
the jury were to find that there was no consent, this would be because of its
satisfaction that the threat rendered the complainant’s consent meaningless. But – and
this is the difficulty to which I have just referred – why should it be open to the jury to
make a contrary finding? The Criminal Justice Sexual Offences Taskforce defended
the different treatment of violent and non-violent threats in (what is now) s 61HE on
the basis that, in the case of the latter, the complainant’s ability to choose whether to
engage in sexual activity is not necessarily eliminated. 138 But is it not so constrained
as to mean that s/he has been prevented from ‘freely and voluntarily agree[ing]’ to the
sexual activity? The Queensland legislature clearly thinks so, because it has provided
in s 348(2)(c) of that state’s Criminal Code that ‘a person’s consent to an act is not
freely and voluntarily given if it is obtained … by threat or intimidation.’ In other
states, too, no distinction is drawn between violent and non-violent threats in this
context. 139 It is true that there is authority that, for the purposes of the law of duress
and necessity, only a threat of death or (really) serious injury 140 is capable of
rendering the accused’s conduct non-autonomous (and therefore non-criminal). 141 But
there are perhaps reasons why a person who inflicts harm on an innocent person or
his/her property should never be excused if s/he has done so due to a threat of, say,
extortion. There are no such grounds for regarding as autonomous a complainant’s
participation in sexual activity, where the accused has procured such participation
through the use of threats of any kind.
38. One possible solution to these problems would be to repeal s 61HE(8) and expand and
modify the list of factors, in s 61HE(5), that certainly negate consent. That is, s
61HE(5) could be amended to provide:
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See Attorney-General’s Department of NSW, Criminal Justice Sexual Offences Taskforce, ‘Responding to
sexual assault: the way forward’ (December 2005) 38, quoting Jennifer Temkin, ‘Towards a Modern Law of
Rape’ (1982) 45 The Modern Law Review 399, 406-7.
138
See Attorney-General’s Department of NSW, above n 137, 38.
139
For instance, s 2A(2)(c) of the Criminal Code Act 1924 (Tas) provides that ‘a person does not freely agree to
an act if the person … agrees or submits because of a threat of any kind against him or her or against another
person’; and s 319(2) of the Criminal Code 1902 (WA) states that ‘a consent is not freely and voluntarily given
if it is obtained by … threat.’
140
R v Abusafiah (1992) 24 NSWLR 531, 545; Rogers v R (1996) 86 A Crim R 542, 547; R v Z [2005] 2 AC
467, 490 [21].
141
But cf. R v Lawrence [1980] 1 NSWLR 122, 143.
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A person does not consent to a sexual activity:
(a) if the person does not have the capacity to consent to the sexual activity, including
because of age, cognitive incapacity or intoxication, or
(b) if the person does not have the opportunity to consent to the sexual activity because the
person is unconscious or asleep, or
(c) if the person consents to the sexual activity because of intimidation or threat(s) of any
kind, whether the intimidation or threat(s) are directed at him or her or another person, or
(d) if the person consents to the sexual activity because the person is unlawfully detained, or
(e) if the person consents to the sexual activity because he or she is overborne by a person
exercising authority over him or her.

The benefit of such an arrangement is that it provides clearer guidance to juries about
when consent has not been granted. It does so without causing the slightest unfairness
to accused persons. The complainant who is so intoxicated as not to be capable of
consenting is of course not consenting (see proposed s 61HE(5)(a)). Nor is the person
who is overborne by a person who is exercising authority over him or her (proposed s
61HE(5)(e)). And, nor, for the reasons just given, is the person who consents because
of intimidation or threats (whether violent or non-violent). As with cases of mistake, if
a person would not have ‘consented’ to activity but for a threat of whatever nature, his
or her sexual autonomy has been infringed seriously enough to negate that consent.
To be sure, this would render non-consensual sexual activity between an actor and a
producer who had threatened her/him that s/he would not otherwise be given a role in
his/her new film (see R v Olugboga [1982] 1 QB 320, 328). But the view that this
should not be so, seems to be predicated on the erroneous notion that the core aim of
sexual offences continues to be not the protection of sexual autonomy, but instead the
protection of people against aggression and force (see Simon Gardner, ‘Appreciating
Olugboga’ (1992) 16(3) Legal Studies 275, 280).
Knowledge about consent
Question 5.1 and Question 5.13: Actual knowledge and recklessness; A single mental
element
Should ‘actual knowledge’ remain part of the mental element for sexual assault
offences? If so, why? If not, why not? Should ‘recklessness’ remain part of the mental
element for sexual assault offences? If so, why? If not, why not? Should ‘reckless’ be
defined in the legislation? If so, how should it be defined? Should the term ‘reckless be
replaced by ‘indifferent’? If so, why? If not, why not?
Should all three forms of knowledge be retained? If so, why? If not, why not? If not,
what should be the mental element for sexual assault offences?
39. Section 61HE(3) provides that:
A person who without the consent of the other person (the alleged victim) engages in a sexual
activity with or towards the alleged victim, incites the alleged victim to engage in a sexual
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activity or incites a third person to engage in a sexual activity with or towards the alleged
victim, knows that the alleged victim does not consent to the sexual activity if:
(a) the person knows that the alleged victim does not consent to the sexual activity, or
(b) the person is reckless as to whether the alleged victim consents to the sexual activity, or
(c) the person has no reasonable grounds for believing that the alleged victim consents to the
sexual activity.

40. In my submission, all three forms of knowledge for which s 61HE(3) provides should
be retained. The argument to the contrary appears to be that the actual knowledge and
recklessness mental states, provided for by s 61HE(3)(a) and s 61HE(3)(b)
respectively, are redundant. 142 In other words, according to this argument, if, at
present, an accused engages in (say) non-consensual intercourse with another person,
s/he must be convicted of sexual assault unless (leaving the onus of proof to one side)
s/he believed on reasonable grounds that the complainant was consenting. For, if the
accused lacks this mental state, s/he must logically either have: (i) actually known that
the complainant was not consenting; 143 (ii) known that it was possible that s/he was
not consenting; 144 (iii) not have considered at all whether the complainant was
consenting; 145 or (iv) believed unreasonably that the complainant was consenting. 146
No other, innocent, state of mind is possible. Accordingly, so the argument goes,
might it not be better for s 61HE simply to provide – as English 147 and Victorian 148
law essentially does – that the person who engages in non-consensual sexual activity
with another person is guilty of the relevant sexual offence if s/he has no reasonable
grounds for believing that the complainant is consenting?
41. The problem with this argument is that it is not quite true to say that the accused who
lacks the belief to which s 61HE(3)(c) refers must have the mens rea for the offences
to which s 61HE applies. Consider the accused with a very low IQ who engages in
non-consensual sexual activity with another person without considering the question
of consent. Such an accused has no positive belief that the complainant is consenting.
S/he therefore does not believe on reasonable grounds that consent has been granted.
Nevertheless, if it is reasonably possible that the risk of non-consent would not have
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been obvious to a person of his/her mental capacity if s/he had turned his/her mind to
the relevant question, s/he must be acquitted. 149 However, if s 61HE(3) were amended
to provide that ‘A person has the requisite mental state for the offences to which this
section applies if he or she has no reasonable grounds for believing that the alleged
victim consents to the sexual activity’, such a person would suddenly be guilty of the
relevant sexual offence. I do not believe that it is desirable to alter the law in this way.
A person should not be convicted of a serious offence because of his/her failure to
perceive a risk that s/he could not reasonably have been expected to perceive. 150
42. Nor, with respect, is it necessary or desirable to define the term ‘reckless’ in s
61HE(3)(b). 151 If there were any lack of clarity about the meaning of this term, the
position might be different. But this is not so. As Bell J remarked in Mitton v R: 152
… the law has been settled in this respect for some years. Recklessness for the purposes of s
61R(1) may be both advertent and nonadvertent. In the former case it may be established by
proof that the accused adverted to the possibility that the complainant was not consenting and
with that awareness proceeded to have intercourse in any event: Regina v Hemsley (1988) 36
A Crim R 334. Recklessness may also be established in a case where the accused does not
turn his mind to the question of consent at all in circumstances in which the risk that the
complainant is not consenting is one which would have been obvious to a person of the
accused’s mental capacity had he turned his mind to it: Regina v Kitchener (1993) 29 NSWLR
696; Regina v Tolmie (1995) 37 NSWLR 660.

Given that these two forms of recklessness are set out clearly in the standard
directions concerning sexual assault, 153 no trial judge could possibly be under any
illusions as to what recklessness involves for the purposes of s 61HE(3)(b).
43. Finally, I respectfully do not agree that the term ‘reckless’ should be replaced with the
term ‘indifferent’ in s 61HE(3)(b). In its preliminary submission to this Review, the
NSW Bar Association queries whether either advertent or inadvertent recklessness
should be sufficient mental states for sexual assault. Of the former, it says: 154
If recklessness is deemed to be the same as knowledge of lack of consent, it should involve a
comparable level of criminal culpability or moral blameworthiness to knowledge. Merely
taking a risk that consent is absent, particularly if the risk is perceived to be small and there
are reasons available to explain why the risk was not eliminated, does not necessarily import a
comparable level of culpability to knowledge of absence of consent.

149
Tolmie (1995) 37 NSWLR 660, 672 (Kirby P, with whom Barr AJ agreed); Mitton v R (2002) 132 A Crim R
123, 129 [28] (‘Mitton’); R v Banditt (2004) 151 A Crim R 215, 228 [78] (‘Banditt NSWCCA’).
150
See, in this regard, R v G [2004] 1 AC 1034. There, it was held to be unjust to convict of a statutory arson
offence boys who gave no thought to the possibility that the relevant property would be destroyed or damaged,
in circumstances where a reasonable adult – but not a reasonable child – would have perceived the risk of such
destruction/damage.
151
Cf. Luke McNamara et al, Preliminary Submission PCO 85, 1-2.
152
Mitton (2002) 132 A Crim R 123, 139 [28].
153
Criminal Trials Court Benchbook, ‘Suggested direction – sexual intercourse without consent (s 61I) where
the offence was allegedly committed on or after 1 January 2008.’
154
NSW Bar Association, above n 48, 3.

25

But an accused will only be advertently reckless if s/he realises that there is a real
possibility that the complainant is not consenting; a realisation of a ‘bare possibility’
is not enough. 155 Such a person might not be quite as morally culpable as the accused
who has actual knowledge of non-consent; but it is surely fair to label him/her a rapist
even so. Even if such a person cares enough about consent to stop when explicitly told
to do so, s/he does not care enough about it to refrain from intercourse until his/her
substantial doubts about the complainant’s willingness have been clarified. In Banditt
v The Queen, 156 Gummow, Hayne and Heydon JJ seem to have made more or less the
same point. Their Honours accepted 157 that ‘the appellant’s submissions set up a false
dichotomy between proceeding regardless of an awareness of the possibility of lack of
consent and indifference as to whether there is consent.’ 158 By doing so, they
acknowledged that the liability for sexual assault of a person who breaks into
another’s house 159 and has intercourse with her despite an awareness of the real
possibility that she is not consenting, should not turn on whether he desists when she
tells him to do so.160
44. Concerning inadvertent recklessness, the Bar Association says: 161
[W]here there is true inadvertence regarding consent it is inappropriate to impose liability for
such a serious offence. Realistically the only circumstance where an accused might have failed
completely to even advert to the question of consent is where he was extremely intoxicated or
suffers from a significant mental disability.

Especially now that s 61HE(3)(b) applies to the offences created by ss 61KC, 61KD,
61KE and 61KF, it must be doubted whether only an accused who is highly
intoxicated or has an intellectual disability could be inadvertently reckless. The
defendant in Fitzgerald v Kennard, 162 for example, seems to have both sober and of
standard intelligence. Moreover, the Bar Association’s concerns about persons with
mental disabilities unfairly being convicted of sexual assault on this basis might
overlook the fact that such persons can be convicted only if the risk of non-consent
would have been obvious to a person of his/her mental capacity if s/he had turned
his/her mind to the relevant question. However common inadvertent recklessness is, if
an accused person displays so little sensitivity to the rights of the complainant as not
even to consider whether s/he is consenting to sexual activity, 163 s/he is generally
morally culpable enough to be convicted of the relevant sexual offence.
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Question 5.7, Question 5.2 and Question 5.3: ‘No reasonable grounds’ and other forms
of knowledge; The ‘no reasonable grounds’ test; A ‘reasonable belief’ test
Should a test of ‘no reasonable grounds’ (or similar) remain part of the mental element
for sexual assault offences? If not, are other forms of knowledge sufficient?
What are the benefits of the ‘no reasonable grounds’ test? What are the disadvantages
of the ‘no reasonable grounds’ test? Should NSW adopt a ‘reasonable belief test? If so,
why? If not, why not? If so, what form should this take?
45. I respectfully disagree with the proposals of Luke McNamara et al 164 and Julia
Quilter 165 to substitute the words ‘the person’s belief in consent was not reasonable in
the circumstances’ for the words ‘the person has no reasonable grounds for believing
that the alleged victim consents to the sexual activity’ in s 61HE(3)(c) (the text of
which appears at [39] above). These authors appear to favour such a proposal because
of their belief that such new statutory language would allow trial judges to direct
juries in the terms in which Huggett DCJ erroneously directed the jury at the first
Lazarus trial. 166 The ‘purely objective test’ 167 that her Honour considered to apply, it
is said, was ‘significantly narrowed’ 168 by the New South Wales Court of Criminal
Appeal (NSWCCA) on appeal. But it is not desirable for a judge to state or imply, as
Huggett DCJ did,169 that the accused should be convicted of sexual assault if a
reasonable person would have realised that consent had been withheld. And even if it
were, the language favoured by McNamara et al and Quilter would certainly not
facilitate the sort of jury directions that they apparently wish to facilitate.
46. To understand the NSWCCA’s reasoning on this point in the first Lazarus appeal, 170 it
is necessary to appreciate the difference between a reasonable person standard and a
standard under which ‘the relevant question is whether there were reasonable grounds
for the belief held by the accused.’ 171 As Fairall and Barrett 172 have explained, where
the common law or a statute provides that a person will not be guilty of an offence if
s/he has an honest and reasonable but mistaken belief in circumstances that, if they
existed, would have rendered his/her act innocent, there are two possible approaches
to what reasonableness entails. ‘The first’, they say, ‘is a purely objective approach
whereby the accused’s belief is evaluated by the tribunal of fact with reference to a
hypothetical reasonable person.’ 173 Such a person, the Victorian Department of
Justice and Regulation adds, ‘is a relatively abstract and hypothetical person, who
164
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does not share any of the personal characteristics of the particular accused.’ 174 Under
the second approach, on the other hand: 175
the tribunal of fact … [must] consider whether the accused’s belief was reasonably held given
the relevant circumstances. Given that the focus is on the accused’s belief, personal
characteristics of the accused that may have impacted upon his or her view of the relevant
events can be taken into consideration when determining whether there was a reasonable basis
for the belief. This second approach is favoured by the wording of various statutory
enactments and the common law expression of the excuse, which require the accused’s belief
to be honestly and reasonably held.

47. When Huggett DCJ told the jury at the first Lazarus trial that: 176
If you consider that [the complainant’s] actions caused a belief in the mind of the accused that
she was consenting to penile-anal intercourse with him and you consider that such a belief
was a reasonable one, then the third element would not have been proven …

she suggested that the approach to reasonableness in s 61HE(3)(c) was the first one
countenanced by Fairall and Barrett. 177 Mr Lazarus would be guilty of sexual assault
if a reasonable person would not have shared his belief that the complainant was
consenting. This was an error, because, consistently with Fairall and Barrett’s
observation in the final sentence of the above quotation, the statutory language was
much more compatible with the second, ‘hybrid standard of reasonableness’ 178 to
which they refer. In other words, like the ‘various statutory enactments’ of which
Fairall and Barrett write, and ‘the common law expression of the excuse’, s
61HE(3)(c) does not refer to the reasonable person. Rather, it asks ‘whether the
Crown has proved the accused “has no reasonable grounds for believing” that there
was consent.’ 179
48. While it would be possible for Parliament to alter the language of s 61HE(3)(c) so as
to provide for a reasonable person test, it should not do so. Perhaps the point is best
illustrated through reference to cases such as R v Mrzljak 180 and Butler v The State of
Western Australia, 181 where the Queensland and Western Australian Courts of
Appeal, respectively, had before them rape defendants with significant intellectual
disabilities. In my submission, it would be obviously unjust to convict such persons of
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sexual assault on the basis that their belief in consent was not one that a reasonable
person would have held. Instead, if they are to be convicted because of a mistake that
they have made about consent, this should only occur once the Crown has proved that
their mistake was not a reasonable one for them to have made. No one should be
convicted of an offence, let alone a serious one, because of his/her failure to reach a
standard of reasonableness that s/he could not possibly have attained.
49. In fact, even in cases, like Lazarus, where the accused has no subjective feature –
such as an intellectual disability, 182 or mental illness, 183 or youth 184 – that affects
his/her capacity to understand events, a reasonable person standard has the capacity to
cause injustice. The Queensland case of R v Wilson 185 exemplifies the point. In that
case, the accused had been charged with dangerous driving causing death and
grievous bodily harm, in circumstances where he had overtaken a car when it was
unsafe to do so because a motorcycle was travelling in the opposite direction. 186
Wilson’s motorcycle had crashed into the other motorcycle (which of course he had
not seen until it was too late), killing the other rider and seriously injuring that rider’s
pillion passenger. 187 He claimed that he had had an ‘honest and reasonable, but
mistaken, belief’ that it was safe to overtake, and that therefore, by virtue of s 24 of
the Criminal Code 1899 (Qld), he was not guilty of the offences charged.
50. The trial judge directed the jury in these terms concerning s 24: 188
You might have little difficulty coming to the conclusion that Mr Wilson’s mistake was
honest. There is no suggestion that he wanted to commit suicide or kill or injure anyone …
The real question you have to consider, members of the jury, then is was it reasonable? …
And whether his mistake was reasonable, once again, is to be determined by the objective
standard of ordinary, reasonable people. An ordinary, reasonable person in the position that
Mr Wilson was in. In order to reject the mistake … defence you must be satisfied beyond
reasonable doubt that an ordinary, reasonable person would not have made that mistake.
Once again, you look at the whole of the circumstances. It was a long, straight stretch of road
ahead of Mr Wilson. If there was nothing coming then it wouldn’t have been particularly
dangerous to pass. So you picture yourselves the theoretical, ordinary, reasonable person
pulling up to overtake at whatever speed you think he did and consider whether an ordinary,
reasonable person could have made that mistake. It really comes down to this, members of the
jury, would an ordinary, reasonable person, keeping a reasonably good lookout, that you
would expect an ordinary person to do when starting to overtake a vehicle in front at that
speed, would such an ordinary, reasonable person have looked closely and carefully enough to
observe the oncoming motorcycle …
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On appeal, the Crown conceded that this direction was wrong. 189 As is the case with s
61HE(3)(c), the question posed by s 24 is not whether the accused’s belief was one
that a reasonable person would have held. It is whether the accused’s belief was
reasonable. 190 Or, as McMurdo P put it, 191 ‘[i]t is clear from its terms that s 24
requires a consideration of whether there were reasonable grounds for the accused
person’s belief as to a state of things, not, in the primary judge’s words, whether a
theoretical, ordinary, reasonable person would or should have made the mistake.’
51. For the time being, however, I wish to focus on another aspect of her Honour’s
reasoning. Justice McMurdo noted that the distinction between the trial judge’s
direction and the direction that should have been given, was ‘subtle.’ 192 She accepted
that, at first glance, the Court, by attaching so much importance to this distinction,
might be thought to have been engaging in ‘hair-splitting semantics.’ 193 But her
Honour maintained that: 194
on careful reflection the differences are potentially significant, at least in this case. The
consequences of Mr Wilson’s mistake were horrific, namely the death of Mr Wood and the
serious injuries to Ms Nielsen and Mr Wilson himself, as well as causing Mr Drendel to come
off his motorcycle. A jury apprehending those consequences could be expected to conclude,
putting themselves in Mr Wilson’s position, that no theoretical, ordinary, reasonable person
would, could or should have made such a grave mistake. Had the jury been directed to focus
on Mr Wilson’s honest but mistaken belief as to there being no oncoming traffic when he
overtook the Pulsar, they might have been more willing to conclude that the prosecution had
not proved beyond reasonable doubt that Mr Wilson’s honest but mistaken belief was
unreasonable in the circumstances.

In other words, the trial judge’s direction – just like Huggett DCJ’s direction in
Lazarus – made it too easy for the jury to convict. It created a risk that, when deciding
the reasonableness question, jury members would focus only on the harm caused by
the accused, and fail to give any consideration to how he perceived the situation
confronting him.
52. If a reasonable person standard were enshrined in s 61HE(3)(c), directions of the type
given in Wilson and Lazarus would be acceptable. As noted above, this would be apt
to cause injustice in any case where an accused has a feature that makes it impossible
for him/her to reach the standards of the reasonable person. But it would also facilitate
the sort of crude jury reasoning to which McMurdo P refers. If a person has made a
genuine mistake about consent, s/he should not be convicted because the trier of fact
pays excessive attention to the consequences of that mistake. S/he should only be
convicted if, after looking at the situation from the accused’s point of view, the trier
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of fact concludes that the Crown has proved beyond reasonable doubt that s/he had no
reasonable basis for thinking what s/he did.
53. Even if a direction such as Huggett DCJ’s were desirable, however, as stated above,
the language that McNamara et al and Quilter think should appear in s 61HE(3)(c)
would not allow such a direction to be given. With the greatest respect, the same is
true of the words that Gail Mason and James Monaghan 195 think should appear in that
provision (those commentators argue that the words ‘the person does not reasonably
believe that the other person consents to the sexual activity’ should be substituted for
the words ‘the person has no reasonable grounds for believing that the other person
consents to the sexual intercourse’ in s 61HE(3)(c)). The language of ‘reasonable
belief’ appears in s 24(1) of the Criminal Code 1899 (Qld), s 24 of the Criminal Code
1902 (WA), s 14 of the Criminal Code Act 1924 (Tas) and s 9.2(1)(a) of the Criminal
Code Act 1995 (Cth). As the above discussion of Wilson makes clear (see [50]), the
Queensland Court of Appeal has found that this language creates the same standard as
that for which s 61HE(3)(e) provides. The Western Australian Court of Appeal, 196 the
Full Court of the Supreme Court of Tasmania 197 and the Federal Court 198 have made
exactly the same findings. The test created by each of these provisions is not a
reasonable person test. 199 It is a reasonable grounds test. 200 The trier of fact, in other
words, must ask itself whether it was reasonable for the accused to hold the belief 201
(or – and this is the same thing – whether the accused’s belief that the complainant
was consenting, was held on reasonable grounds 202). Accordingly, the very same
direction that the NSWCCA approved in Lazarus – and earlier in O’Sullivan v The
Queen 203 – is called for. For, in Wilson, McMurdo P, after recording the Crown’s
concession that the trial judge’s reasonable person direction was erroneous, noted
with evident approval its further concession that: 204

195

Gail Mason and James Monaghan, Preliminary Submission PCO 40, [23].
Aubertin (2006) 33 WAR 87, 91-8 [21]-[48] (McLure JA, with whom Roberts-Smith and Buss JJA agreed).
197
Hindrum v Lane (2014) 24 Tas R 290, 299-301 [26]-[27] (Tennent J, with whom Pearce J relevantly agreed)
(‘Hindrum’).
198
Su v Australian Fisheries Management Authority (No. 2) (2008) 189 A Crim R 23, 39-40 [102]-[106]
(Reeves J) (‘Su’).
199
Mrzljak [2005] 1 Qd R 308, 315 [21] (McMurdo P), 321 [53] Williams JA), 327 [81] (Holmes J); Aubertin
(2006) 33 WAR 87, 96 [42] (McLure JA, with whom Roberts-Smith and Buss JJA agreed); Su (2008) 189 A
Crim R 23, 40 [106] (Reeves J); Hindrum (2014) 24 Tas R 290, 299 [26], 301 [27] (Tennent J).
200
Mrzljak [2005] 1 Qd R 308, 315 [21] (McMurdo P), 321 [53] Williams JA), 327 [81] (Holmes J); Wilson
[2009] 1 Qd R 476, 482 [19]-[20] (McMurdo P); 490 [52] (Douglas J); Aubertin (2006) 33 WAR 87, 92-8 [25][48]; Higgins v Western Australia (2016) 263 A Crim R 474, 479 [24] and [26] (McLure P) (‘Higgins’); Butler
[2013] WASCA 242, [22] (McLure P) (‘Butler’); Narkle v Western Australia [2011] WASCA 160, [2] (McLure
P) (‘Narkle’); Su (2008) 189 A Crim R 23, 40 [105] (Reeves J); Hindrum (2014) 24 Tas R 290, 300 [27]
(Tennent J, with whom Pearce J relevantly agreed).
201
Mrzljak [2005] 1 Qd R 308, 321 [53] (Williams JA), 327 [81] (Holmes J); Wilson [2009] 1 Qd R 476, 483
[20] (McMurdo P), 488 [39] (Fraser JA), 490 [51] (Douglas J); Aubertin (2006) 33 WAR 87, 96 [43]; Su (2008)
189 A Crim R 23, 40 [106] (Reeves J); Hindrum (2014) 24 Tas R 290, 300-1 [27] (Tennent J).
202
Mrzljak [2005] 1 Qd R 308, 315 [21] (McMurdo P), 321 [53] (Williams JA); Wilson [2009] 1 Qd R 476, 482
[20] (McMurdo P), 490 [52] (Douglas J); Higgins (2016) 263 A Crim R 474, 479 [24]-[26] (McLure P);
Hindrum (2014) 24 Tas R 290, 300 [27] (Tennent J); Su (2008) 189 A Crim R 23, 40 [105]-[106].
203
(2012) 233 A Crim R 449, 473-4 [124]-[126] (Davies and Garling JJ) (‘O’Sullivan’).
204
Wilson [2009] 1 Qd R 476, 477 [19]. [Emphasis added]
196

31

the correct question was whether the prosecution proved beyond reasonable doubt that there
were no reasonable grounds for Mr Wilson’s honest but mistaken belief that it was safe to
overtake the Pulsar.

Justice Douglas expressly agreed with the McMurdo P’s reasons. 205
54. This brings me to another of McNamara et al and Quilter’s claims. Those
commentators place some emphasis on the obligation of trial judges to direct juries
that the Crown must prove beyond reasonable doubt that the accused had ‘no
reasonable grounds’ for any belief that consent had been granted. 206 ‘If the Crown is
unable to negative beyond reasonable doubt an assertion by the accused that there was
a single ‘reasonable ground’ to support his [or her] mistaken belief in consent (even in
the face of considerable evidence that the mistake was an unreasonable one)’,
McNamara et al say, ‘an acquittal will result.’ 207 But, in my opinion, and with respect,
this is to misunderstand the reasoning in Lazarus.
55. It is perhaps helpful to set out that reasoning in full. After recording the directions that
Huggett DCJ gave about what is now s 61HE(3)(c), Fullerton J (with whom Hoeben
CJ at CL and Adams J agreed) said: 208
The Crown submitted (correctly) that, properly understood, s 61HA(3)(c) does impose an
objective test, in the sense that (ignoring the onus of proof) the grounds which might lead to a
belief of consent must be objectively reasonable. However, this is not the equivalent of the
trial judge’s direction that it was for the jury to “consider whether such a belief [that the
complainant was consenting] was a reasonable one”. The latter formulation implies that the
jury should ask what a reasonable person might have concluded about consent, rather than
what the accused himself might have believed in all the circumstances in which he found
himself and then test that belief by asking whether there might have been reasonable grounds
for it. In many such contested cases, perhaps all, there might be a reasonable possibility of the
existence of reasonable grounds for believing (mistakenly) that the complainant consented and
other reasonable grounds suggesting otherwise. A reasonable person might conclude one way
or the other but the statutory test is whether the Crown has proved the accused “has no
reasonable grounds for believing” that there was consent.

And in the next paragraph of her Honour’s judgment, Fullerton J concluded that: 209
it remained incumbent on the trial judge to direct the jury that it was for the Crown to negative
any reasonable possibility that the appellant believed (even if wrongly) that she was
consenting. It was also incumbent on the trial judge to direct the jury that, in considering
whether there were reasonable grounds for that belief as the statutory test requires.

McNamara et al and Quilter seem to think that the distinction that Fullerton J is
drawing in the first of these passages is between the accused whose belief in consent
is reasonable and the accused who has just one reasonable ground for his/her belief in
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consent. 210 Justice Fullerton, they seem to argue, is contending that it is unnecessary
that the accused’s belief be reasonable (‘in all the circumstances’); it is sufficient if
that belief was supported by a single reasonable ground. But that is not the distinction
that she is drawing. And that is not what she is saying. At the risk of repetition, what
Fullerton J is really distinguishing between is a belief that a reasonable person would
have held and a belief that the accused reasonably holds. 211 What her Honour is
saying is that s 61HE(3)(c) requires the accused’s belief to be reasonable. If she had
instead been drawing the distinction that McNamara et al and Quilter thought she was,
she surely would not have approved, in the second passage that I have set out above,
the jury direction that she does. Like Davies and Garling JJ in O’Sullivan,212 in that
passage, Fullerton J indicates that it is permissible for trial judges to tell juries that, if
the accused might have believed that the complainant was consenting, s/he will be
guilty of sexual assault only if the Crown ‘negatives’ any reasonable possibility that
s/he had reasonable grounds for this belief. If McNamara et al and Quilter were right,
surely the Crown would have to eliminate the reasonable possibility that the accused
had a reasonable ground for believing in consent. 213 Anything else would be a
misdirection.
56. There is much authority that demonstrates that there is no difference between the
person whose belief is reasonable for him or her 214 and the person whose belief is
210
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held on reasonable grounds. Throughout the case law concerning the common law
‘defence’ of honest and reasonable mistake of fact, the terms ‘reasonable belief’ and
‘reasonable grounds for belief’ are used interchangeably. So, in Proudman v Dayman,
we find Sir Owen Dixon announcing that: 215
It is one thing to deny that a necessary ingredient of the offence is positive knowledge of the
fact that the driver holds no subsisting licence. It is another to say that an honest belief
founded on reasonable grounds that he is licensed cannot exculpate a person who permits him
to drive. As a general rule an honest and reasonable belief in a state of facts which, if they
existed, would make the defendant’s act innocent affords an excuse for doing what would
otherwise be an offence.
…
The burden of establishing honest and reasonable mistake is in the first place upon the
defendant and he must make it appear that he had reasonable grounds for believing in the
existence of a state of facts, which, if true, would take his act outside the operation of the
enactment and that on those grounds he did so believe.

And in Jiminez v The Queen, six High Court Justices said this: 216
It was, however, also open to the jury to find that the applicant honestly and reasonably
believed that, in all the circumstances, it was safe to drive.
…
If, in a case based on tiredness, there is material suggesting that the driver honestly believed
on reasonable grounds that it was safe for him to drive, the jury must be instructed with
respect to that question. In particular, they must be told that if they conclude that the driving
was a danger to the public, they must also consider whether the driver might honestly have
believed on reasonable grounds that it was safe for him to drive.

These are just two examples. 217 What they demonstrate is that, as the High Court
observed in Taiapa v The Queen, 218 ‘to ask whether a person has a reasonable belief
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is not different in substance from asking whether a person has reasonable grounds for
belief.’
57. When their Honours said this, were they saying that a person’s belief will be
reasonable if s/he has two or more reasonable grounds for his or her belief, but
unreasonable if s/he has just one reasonable ground? Or did they mean something
different? In my view, they meant something different. When a judge refers to
‘reasonable grounds’, s/he means ‘a reasonable basis.’ 219 The same is true of s
61HE(3)(c). This explains why it is not contradictory for a judge, in a sexual assault
case, to tell a jury both: 220
Therefore if you are not satisfied that the accused knew the complainant wasn’t consenting,
the Crown must prove one of two facts before you can find the accused guilty: either (a) that
the accused did not honestly believe that the complainant was consenting or (b) that, if he did
have an honest belief in consent, that he had no reasonable grounds for that belief.

and 221
It is for the Crown to prove that [the accused] had a guilty mind. It must eliminate any
reasonable possibility that [the accused] did honestly believe on reasonable grounds that [the
complainant] was consenting.

It also explains why Australian courts have repeatedly held or implied that statutory
or common law tests that require accused persons to have reasonable grounds for
belief entitle judges to instruct juries that the Crown must prove beyond reasonable
doubt that the accused had ‘no reasonable grounds’ for the specified belief. 222 So, in
Zecevic v Director of Public Prosecutions, 223 the High Court held that an accused will
successfully raise the common law ‘defence’ 224 of self-defence if it is reasonably
219
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possible that s/he ‘believed on reasonable grounds that it was necessary in selfdefence to do what he did.’ If ‘reasonable grounds’ meant ‘more than one reasonable
ground’, it would not have been correct for Hunt J (as he then was) in Dziduch v R 225
to hold that, to disprove self-defence, ‘[t]he Crown may establish either that the
accused had no such belief or that there were no reasonable grounds for such a belief.’
It would be enough for it to prove that the accused had but one reasonable ground.
Similarly, in Babic v R, 226 the Victorian Court of Appeal considered s 9AD of the
Crimes Act 1958 (Vic), which provided:
A person who, by his or her conduct, kills another person in circumstances that, but for s 9AC,
would constitute murder, is guilty of an indictable offence (defensive homicide) and liable to
level 3 imprisonment (20 years maximum) if he or she did not have reasonable grounds for the
belief referred to in that section [namely, that the conduct was necessary to defend himself or
herself from the infliction of death or really serious injury].

Justices Neave and Harper (with whom Ashley JA expressly agreed on this point 227)
approved the following direction in a case where the jury concluded that it was
reasonably possible that the accused did believe that his/her conduct was necessary to
defend him or herself from being killed or being caused to sustain really serious
injury: 228
you must go on to consider whether he/she is guilty of defensive homicide. He/she will be
guilty of that crime only if the prosecution proves beyond reasonable doubt that the accused
had no reasonable grounds for having the belief …

Again, such a direction is consistent only with the view that ‘reasonable grounds’
means ‘a reasonable basis.’ If it instead means ‘more than one reasonable ground’, the
direction that the Court unanimously approved would be wrong. In such a scenario,
the Crown would merely have to prove that the accused did not have two or more
reasonable grounds for his/her belief.
58. I must deal with one final objection to the language of s 61HE(3)(c). In their
preliminary submission to this Review, Gail Mason and James Monaghan ‘propose
replacing the ‘no reasonable grounds’ wording with a simpler ‘reasonable belief’
test.’ 229 ‘Under such a test’, they continue: 230
the fact finder would first ask if the defendant had a belief as to whether the complainant was
consenting – a question about the defendant’s subjective mental state. Then, considering all
the circumstances of the case and any steps that the defendant took, they would ask whether
that belief was a reasonable one – a question that tests the defendant’s subjective belief against
an objective standard.
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We submit that a test along these lines preserves one of the virtues of the 2007 amendments –
the combination of subjective and objective elements – while removing the confusing
distinction between such a belief and its grounds. In addition to clarifying the law for fact
finders, such a test focuses their attention more directly on the requirement to act reasonably
in sexual interactions, and thus sets a higher standard for sexual responsibility.

59. It follows from what I have written above that, with the utmost respect, I cannot agree
that Mason and Monaghan’s reasonable belief wording would ‘set … a higher
standard for sexual responsibility.’ As I have sought to explain, this wording would
not change the law. It would facilitate precisely the same jury directions as are given
at present in NSW. It follows, of course, that I also necessarily respectfully disagree
with Mason and Monaghan’s contention that their proposed language would simplify
the law. And, in any case, I do not accept that s 61HE(3)(c) demands that jurors
engage in a ‘convoluted analysis.’ 231
60. This can be seen if we consider the standard direction that juries are given in cases in
which s 61HE(3)(c) is engaged. As would be the case under the test that Mason and
Monaghan propose, juries are asked to determine whether the Crown has proved
beyond reasonable doubt either (a) that the accused did not honestly believe that the
complainant was consenting or (b) that the accused had no reasonable grounds for
believing that s/he was. 232 After the judge reiterates that it is for the Crown to
eliminate any reasonable possibility that the accused did believe on reasonable
grounds that the complainant was consenting, 233 s/he will then go on to inform the
jury that, when deciding this matter, it must consider what ‘steps’, if any, the accused
took to ascertain whether consent had been granted. 234 Such directions do not require
juries to ‘understand the very fine distinction between a belief based on reasonable
grounds on one hand, and a reasonable belief or the belief that a reasonable person
might have held, on the other.’ 235 The judge should not say anything to them about
the reasonable person at all. 236 And while juries do have to ‘avoid appealing to
‘reasonable person’ standards’, 237 so they would under the test that Mason and
Monaghan propose. Moreover, as argued above, fairness demands that a person be
judged not by ‘an objective test of what the whole community thinks is reasonable’
but rather by a standard that asks what ‘would have been reasonable for him as he
stood there then.’ 238
61. As for Mason and Monaghan’s contention that juries are required to go through a
‘complex multi-step process’ 239 and ‘grasp the fine distinction between a belief and
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the grounds of that belief’, 240 the position would be no different under their proposal.
As is the case now, juries would be asked: (a) whether the accused believed in
consent; (b) whether he or she had reasonable grounds for that belief; 241 and (c) to
consider what steps, if any, s/he took before satisfying him/herself of the relevant
matter. I can see nothing excessively complex about such a process. Of course, any
complexity could be reduced by reverting to the law as stated by Morgan v DPP. 242
But Mason and Monaghan have, I think rightly, made clear their disapproval of any
law that would make enquiries (b) and (c) above unnecessary. 243
62. In sum, I support the language that currently appears in s 61HE(3)(c). Neither the
language favoured by McNamara et al and Quilter, nor that which Mason and
Monaghan support, should be substituted for the reasonable grounds language. The
language proposed by these commentators would not change the law in this area (the
words ‘the person’ appear in both proposals, and McNamara et al and Quilter’s ‘in the
circumstances’ language also indicates strongly that the relevant question would
continue to be ‘was the accused’s belief reasonable/held on reasonable grounds?’).
Nor should Parliament insert into s 61HE(3)(c) language that would facilitate the
conviction of a person on the basis that, though s/he believed that consent had been
granted, a reasonable person would not have held such a belief.
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Question 5.4, Question 5.10, Question 5.11 and Question 5.12: Legislative guidance on
‘reasonable grounds’; Considering other matters; Excluding the accused’s self-induced
intoxication; Excluding other matters
Should there be legislative guidance on what constitutes ‘reasonable grounds’ or
‘reasonable belief’? If so, why? If not, why not? If so, what should this include?
Should the law require a fact finder to consider other matters when making findings
about the accused’s knowledge? If so, why? If not, why not? If so, what should these
other matters be?
Should a fact finder be required to exclude the accused’s self-induced intoxication from
consideration when making findings about knowledge? If so, why? If not, why not?
Should the legislation direct a fact finder to exclude other matters from consideration
when making findings about the accused’s knowledge? If so, what matters should be
excluded? Is there another way to exclude certain considerations when making findings
about the accused’s knowledge? If so, what form could this take?
63. It is one thing to say that an accused will be acquitted of the offences to which s 61HE
applies if (ignoring the onus of proof) s/he believed on reasonable grounds that the
complainant was consenting. It is another to specify the circumstances in which an
accused will, and will not, have a reasonable basis for his/her belief in consent. I
respectfully agree with Annie Cossins that the law should state that a complainant’s
(a) style of dress or (b) consumption of alcohol and/or drugs, is incapable of providing
an accused with reasonable grounds for any belief that s/he had that the complainant
was consenting. 244 In the Canadian case of The Queen v Park, 245 for instance, the
accused said that he thought that the complainant was consenting because, among
other things, she met him with a kiss at the door to her flat at 6.10 am wearing only a
bathrobe. That was clearly not a belief that it was reasonable for him to hold.
Similarly, in R v Livermore, 246 the Canadian Supreme Court was right to reject the
notion that ‘being out late, drinking beer and switching seats in a car [so as the
complainant was seated next to the accused]’ was capable of ‘providing a foundation
for an honest belief in consent to sexual intercourse.’
64. I also respectfully have no objection to a jury being told that, when assessing whether
the accused had reasonable grounds for his or her belief in consent, it should take into
account any overbearing behaviour on the accused’s part around the time of the
intercourse. 247 I respectfully accept that the more ‘aggressive or authoritative’ 248 the
accused’s behaviour is, the less likely it is that he or she had the relevant belief.
65. Finally, I have no difficulty accepting the proposition that the complainant’s silence
or lack of physical resistance is in many cases not enough to supply the accused with
244
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reasonable grounds. 249 But, with respect, I think that there are dangers in allowing
juries to be instructed that a complainant’s passivity is always insufficient to provide
the accused with a reasonable basis for believing that consent has been granted. Take,
for example, the accused with an intellectual disability who believes wrongly that
consent has been granted. Such an accused might base his or her belief on the fact that
the complainant has failed to say ‘no’ or ‘stop’. But is such a belief necessarily
unreasonable for a person with his or her disability to hold? Even if such an accused
has done something to frighten the complainant into passivity, his or her disability
might have prevented him or her from realising this.
66. A related point is that an accused person is only capable of having an honest and
reasonable but mistaken belief in consent if the complainant has been silent and has
not resisted. This is because, as soon as the complainant says ‘no’ or resists, there is
no room for a mistake. If the law were to provide that an accused never has
reasonable grounds for believing in consent where the complainant is passive – as it
would come close to doing if it mandated a jury direction of the type that we are
presently considering – the honest and reasonable mistake of fact ‘defence’ could
never successfully be raised. The offences to which s 61HE applies would effectively
become absolute liability offences. The protection for the accused for which s
61HE(3)(c) provides would be rendered illusory.
67. The question that now arises, however, is whether s 61HE should state that neither a
complainant’s (a) style of dress nor (b) intoxication is capable of supplying an
accused with reasonable grounds for his/her belief in consent; and that the trier of fact
must take into account any overbearing behaviour on his/her part, when answering the
s 61HE(3)(c) question. In my opinion, it might be better to deal with these matters
separately, in legislation that provides for both mandatory and suggested jury
directions. 250 There is a case for making s 61HE as simple and brief as possible. There
is also the consideration that, ultimately, the reason for giving legislative force to
these propositions is to ensure that judges direct juries consistently with them. If one
accepts, as I do, the desirability of legislated jury directions for sexual assault cases,
the logical place for such statutory commands is in special jury directions legislation.
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Question 5.5: Evidence of the accused’s belief
Should the law require the accused to provide evidence of the ‘reasonableness’ of his or
her belief? If so, why? If not, why not? If so, what form should this requirement take?
68. I expressed the view above (at [40]-[41]) that s 61HE(3) should continue to provide
that actual knowledge, recklessness and the absence of an honest and reasonable
belief in consent are sufficient mental states for the offences to which that section
applies. For so long as s 61HE(3) does provide this, I am not convinced that the only
time when a person accused of committing one of those offences should have to
discharge an evidential burden, is before the jury considers whether the Crown has
eliminated the reasonable possibility that s/he believed on reasonable grounds that the
complainant was consenting. 251 Rather, in my opinion, there is force in Jeremy Gans’s
view 252 that such a person should have to discharge an evidential burden before any
direction on the mental state for the offence is given.
69. Before a jury may consider the common law ‘defence’ of honest and reasonable
mistake of fact, an accused who seeks to rely upon this ground of exculpation must
produce or point to evidence that, taken at its highest in his/her favour, could lead a
jury to have a reasonable doubt about the relevant issue. 253 As the Commission notes
in the Consultation Paper, 254 the same is true of the ‘defences’ for which s 24(1) of
the Criminal Code 1899 (Qld) and s 24 of the Criminal Code 1902 (WA),
respectively, provide. In Thomas v The King, 255 Dixon J famously expressed the
opinion that these two provisions ‘state … the common law [of honest and reasonable
mistake of fact] with complete accuracy.’ Whether or not that is true, 256 there can be
no doubt that the person accused of (for example) sexual penetration without
consent 257 in Western Australia, or rape 258 in Queensland, can only have his/her s 24
‘defence’ 259 considered if, as McLure P put it in Higgins v Western Australia: 260
there is evidence which … could … lead a reasonable trier of fact to have a reasonable doubt
that the appellant honestly believed on reasonable grounds that the complainant consented to
the sexual activity the subject of the charge.
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And so the question arises: why should the position be different concerning s
61HE(3)(c)? After all, like s 24 of the Codes, s 61HE(3)(c) is in essence a statutory
expression of the common law ‘defence.’
70. I would, on balance, accept that the law in this respect should be brought into
conformity with that in these Code states if – contrary to my recommendation (see
[40]-[41]) – s 61HE(3)(c) were amended simply to provide that a person who engages
in non-consensual sexual activity with another has the requisite mens rea if s/he ‘has
no reasonable grounds for believing that the alleged victim consents to the sexual
activity.’ One textbook argues that evidential burdens constitute an ‘assault’ on
Woolmington’s ‘golden thread.’ 261 ‘The accused even has an evidential burden under
the [Commonwealth] Criminal Code,’ the authors state: 262
when seeking to argue that a mistaken belief about, or ignorance of, facts on their part negated
the intent, knowledge or recklessness required for proof of the offence in question (ss 9.1,
13.3(2)). Yet the accused’s state of mind where this is specified as mens rea for an offence is a
basic component of the offence definition.

The contrary view, with which I respectfully agree, is that: 263
The right to trial by jury does not encompass a right to a confused jury. The defendant does
not have the right to benefit from … juror speculation on a version of events wholly
unsupported by the evidence of either party at the trial. Rather, the defence has a right to the
jury’s consideration of all issues which genuinely arise at the trial …

Whether the issue regards a ‘basic component of the offence’ is, with respect, a matter
of no moment. It is rightly unnecessary, for example, to give the jury a direction
concerning the need for the accused’s act to have been voluntary, except in those rare
cases 264 where the accused, or evidence led by the Crown, puts this matter in issue. 265
Accordingly, in the Canadian case of R v Osolin, 266 all Justices agreed that s 265(4) of
the Canadian Criminal Code, which imposes an evidential burden on any person who
seeks to rely on mistake of fact as a ‘defence’ to certain offences, contravened neither
the right to be presumed innocent 267 nor the accused’s right to a jury trial. 268 As Cory
J noted,269 if juries are directed on issues other than those for which there is some
261
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evidential support, the only result is likely to be distraction and confusion. In a related
vein, Bell J of the High Court of Australia has recently observed that when a judge
directs a jury about a matter that has ‘barely been raised by the evidence … jurors’
eyes are apt to glaze over.’ 270
71. The main reason why I am not convinced that an evidential burden should be imposed
on the accused concerning the s 61HE(3)(c) matter only, is as follows. Consider a trial
at which (a) the accused’s evidence is that the complainant obviously and
enthusiastically consented and (b) the complainant’s evidence is that s/he left the
accused in no doubt that that s/he was not consenting. 271 In such a case, there is no
evidence of the accused’s having made a mistake, let alone a reasonable one. If there
were an evidential burden on the accused concerning the s 61HE(3)(c) mental state,
the judge would not direct the jury about it. But might s/he not direct the jury about
the mental state(s) in ss 61HE(3)(a) and/or 61HE(3)(b)? (Imagine, for example, a case
of this sort where the accused had an intellectual disability, but there was no evidence
that s/he had failed altogether to consider the question of consent, in circumstances
where the risk of non-consent would not have been obvious to a person of his/her
mental capacity.) It is true that, under the Alford v Magee 272 principle, the judge
would not be required to give such a direction. In The Queen v Getachew, 273 the High
Court accepted that the trial judge had been within his rights not to direct the jury
about the mens rea for rape, 274 in circumstances where the accused had raised no issue
that ‘he had thought or believed that the complainant was consenting to the
penetration.’ 275 But, as R v Kitchener 276 and R v Tolmie, 277 for instance, show,
sometimes judges give directions about the mental element for sexual assault that are
not strictly necessary. In both those cases, a direction concerning inadvertent
recklessness was given despite the fact that there was no evidence that really raised
the issue.
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72. If the judge did direct the jury about the ss 61HE(3)(a) and/or 61HE(3)(b) mental
states in such a case, is there not a danger that the jury would acquit the accused even
if it accepted that the Crown had proved that the complainant was not consenting (the
one real issue at the trial)? Gans thinks 278 that there is a possibility that, once a
direction is given about the mental element, the jury might acquit on the basis that the
accused did not have the required knowledge – in the teeth of the evidence at trial.
Some words of Kirby P (as he then was) in Kitchener 279 and Tolmie 280 seem
consistent with such an approach. In the latter case, his Honour said: 281
I think that it would have been better if it [inadvertent recklessness] had not been put to the
jury at all. However, once given, it was necessary that the direction should be made in
accordance with the law, in case the jury might have acted upon it and been misled: see
Domican v The Queen (1992) 173 CLR 555 at 568-570.

In these circumstances, I do not accept that the law should place an evidential burden
on the accused of the type to which the Commission refers at 5.56 of the Consultation
Paper.
73. Moreover, my position would be unchanged if, contrary to what I have just suggested,
there is no real prospect of a judge ever directing a jury about the ss 61HE(3)(a)
and/or 61HE(3)(b) mental states in the types of trials that I have imagined. If that is
so, there is much to be said for the law requiring judges to give no direction about the
mental element at all in such trials, in accordance with the proposal that I will now set
out. In other words, despite my views about there being an evidential burden for the s
61HE(3)(c) mental state only, I accept, on balance, that it is desirable to require the
accused to give, or point to, evidence, before s/he is entitled to a direction about the
mental element more broadly. If we again consider the case where there is no
evidence whatsoever that the accused was mistaken as to consent, 282 why would it be
at all unjust to the accused to deprive him/her of a direction concerning not only the s
61HE(3)(c) mental state, but also the ss 61HE(3)(a) and 61HE(3)(b) ones? It has long
been the case in Canada that the jury need not be directed on the mens rea for rape
and like offences if ‘the only realistic issue which … arise[s] is the simple issue of
consent or no consent.’ 283 It is not obvious to me that Gans is wrong to support such
an approach. 284
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74. The only thing that gives me pause for thought concerning this point is the reasoning
of five High Court Justices in CTM v The Queen. 285 If an evidential burden of the type
presently under consideration could always be discharged upon the accused’s
providing, or pointing to, no more than ‘slender evidence’ 286 of mistake, that would
be one thing. If that were so, there would be no danger of the burden operating in a
way that took away from accused persons lines of defence for which there was some
evidence. 287 But in CTM it was held, over the dissent of Kirby J, that the accused’s
out of court statement that he mistakenly believed that the complainant was 16 years
of age, was not enough to require the trial judge to direct the jury about honest and
reasonable mistake of fact. 288 In so holding, Gleeson CJ, Gummow, Crennan and
Kiefel JJ attached significance to the accused’s failure to give sworn testimony about
the relevant matter, and his counsel’s failure to cross-examine the complainant about
it. 289 Surely there is force in Kirby J’s contention that this tends to undermine the
principle that ‘[i]n an accusatorial trial … the accused is entitled to put the
prosecution to the proof’? 290 Surely, too, the effect of the majority’s approach is to
force accused persons to ‘give or adduce exculpatory evidence for him or herself’ 291,
if they want the jury to be able to consider the relevant matter – contrary to what the
High Court held in Pemble 292? In short, in agreement with Kirby J, it should have
been enough in CTM that some evidence of honest and reasonable mistake of fact
arose from the prosecution case. 293
75. Accordingly, my only real objection to a new provision requiring a person accused of
an offence to which s 61HE applies to discharge an evidential burden before a mens
rea direction can be given, is the possibility that it would lead judges to ‘usurp the
function of the jury.’ 294 In my submission, it is important that judges not take
‘defences’ (or defences) for which there is a genuine evidential basis, away from
accused persons, simply because the court forms a view that those defences should
not succeed.
76. Two considerations must, however, be balanced against this concern. The first is the
undesirability of a judge directing the jury about mens rea in those cases where there
is ‘not a scintilla of evidence’ 295 to raise this issue. Why should the accused have the
benefit of such a direction in such cases? And why should the jury be distracted, and
possibly confused, by this irrelevant issue? The second is that, whatever force there
was in Kirby J’s reasoning in CTM, was there a significant possibility that the jury
285
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would acquit the defendant in that case? As noted above (at [70]), Bell J has
expressed the view that when juries are directed about tangential matters like this, for
which there is some, though slender, evidence, 296 they will often ignore them. That
having been said, it must be accepted that the orthodox view that an issue should be
left with the jury even if there is only ‘very slight’ evidential support for it, 297 seems
preferable to the majority’s decision in CTM.
77. On the whole, then, I do support a provision along the following lines, which should
appear after the present s 61HE(4) in the Crimes Act:
A judge need only direct the jury as to one or more of the mental states for which subsection 3
provides if he or she is satisfied that there is evidence that puts that, or those, mental state(s) in
issue.

I note that, concerning recklessness at least, such a provision might reflect the general
practice of judges in sexual assault trials at present. Certainly, the Benchbook
indicates that a direction regarding recklessness should only be given ‘[i]f
applicable.’ 298 I note also that I have used the term ‘evidence’, as opposed to
‘sufficient evidence’, in this proposed provision. I have done so to make it clear, as far
as possible, that judges should direct juries concerning a requisite mental state so long
as there is some evidence that puts this matter in issue.
Question 5.6: Should NSW adopt a ‘negligent’ sexual assault offence? If so, why? If not,
why not?
78. I adhere to the views that I expressed about this matter at [30]-[34] of my preliminary
submission.
79. In its preliminary submission to this Review, the NSW Bar Association says that: 299
the existing criminal law treats the subjectively culpable and negligent infliction of harm
separately, with very different applicable maximum penalties. There is absolutely no
justification for adopting a different approach with sexual offences.

However, with respect, the criminal law does not always attach higher penalties to
offenders who display subjective, as opposed to objective, culpability. Certainly, as
the Association observes, 300 the maximum penalty for involuntary manslaughter is 25
years, whereas the penalty for murder is life imprisonment. But a person can commit
murder without displaying subjective fault. If an individual kills, however
unintentionally, in an attempt to commit, or during or immediately after his or her or
an accomplice’s commission, of a sufficiently serious offence to attract the operation
of the constructive murder rule, s/he will be exposed to the same maximum penalty as
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a person who kills with one of the subjective states of mind to which s 18(1)(a) of the
Crimes Act refers. 301 Moreover, as the Association concedes, 302 dangerous driving
causing grievous bodily harm is an offence of strict liability. So is dangerous driving
causing death. 303 So is bigamy. 304 So is participating in a criminal group. 305 And so is
the crime of having sexual intercourse with a person aged 14 or 15 306 (although of
course that is a sexual offence). Assault occasioning actual bodily harm is an offence
of absolute liability in respect of the ‘actual bodily harm’ actus reus element. 307
80. The fact that the criminal law is not as consistent as the Bar Association represents it
as being, however, does not necessarily establish that a person may justifiably be
convicted of the offences to which s 61HE applies if s/he believes unreasonably that
his/her partner is consenting. The Association’s view that such liability is unjustified
seems largely to be based on its contention that: 308
An accused who is so stupid or negligent as to fail to appreciate that there are good reasons to
conclude that consent is absent should not be regarded as in the same league as an accused who
knows that consent is absent or is indifferent as to the lack of consent.

But it is often misogyny that causes a man to fail to appreciate the obvious fact that
his sexual partner is not consenting. In R v Cogan and Leak, 309 for example, the jury
accepted that Cogan honestly believed that the complainant was consenting even
though she had twice said ‘no’, sobbed throughout intercourse and tried to turn away
from him. In Park, 310 as we have just seen, the defendant said that he thought that the
complainant was consenting partly because of how she was dressed at the relevant
time. And in another Canadian case, The Queen v Ewanchuk, 311 a judge of the Alberta
Court of Appeal accepted that there was ‘no room to suggest that Ewanchuk knew,
yet disregarded her [the complainant’s] underlying state of mind as he furthered his
romantic intentions.’ This, despite the fact that the complainant had repeatedly said
‘no’ and ‘stop’, and had told the accused that he was scaring her. 312 As I said in my
preliminary submission (at [33]), it is difficult to see why the prejudices of such
offenders should (potentially) cause their criminal liability to be downgraded. Indeed,
301
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in my view, like the accused who does not realise that his/her conduct is dishonest by
the standards of ordinary decent people, they should gain no advantage from their
‘moral obtuse[ness].’ 313 And, as I also said in my preliminary submission (at [33][34]), the test created by s 61HE(3)(c) is stringent enough only to catch those whose
culpability warrants their conviction for sexual assault. Only where the accused can
point to no reasonable basis for his or her belief will s/he be convicted.
81. The Association also worries that: 314
An accused who lacks the capacity of a hypothetical reasonable person (for example, an accused
with a mental disability) and who mistakenly believes that consent is present should not be held
to the standard of people who have full capacity.

The answer to this concern is that the accused with an intellectual handicap is not held
to the standard of persons of standard intelligence. As is explained at length above (at
paragraphs 45-55), the question for the jury in a case where s 61HE(3)(c) is engaged
is not whether a reasonable person would have believed that the complainant was
consenting. It is whether it was reasonable for the accused to believe what s/he did. 315
Accordingly, a person with an intellectual impairment could be convicted on the basis
of possessing the mental state for which s 61HE(3)(c) provides only if it was not
reasonable for him or her to hold the relevant belief. 316
Question 5.8 and Question 5.9: Defining ‘steps’; Steps to ascertain consent
Should the legislation define ‘steps taken to ascertain consent’? If so, why? If not, why
not? If so, how should ‘steps’ be defined? Should the law require people to take steps to
work out whether their sexual partners consent? If so, why? If not, why not? If so, what
steps should the law require people to take?
82. I adhere to the views that I expressed about this matter at [24]-[28] of my preliminary
submission.
83. I respectfully do not support the submission of Rape & Domestic Violence Services
Australia (R&DVSA) that: 317
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A new provision should be inserted after s 61HA(3) which states: “A person does not
reasonably believe that the other person consents where (a) the other person did not say or do
anything to indicate consent and (b) they took no steps to find out whether the other person
was consenting.”

If the word ‘steps’ were given the meaning that the NSWCCA gave that term in the
second Lazarus appeal, 318 such a provision would not change the law at all. If, on the
other hand, the word were given the meaning that I think it should be given, this
proposed provision would turn into absolute liability offences the offences to which s
61HE(3) applies.
84. In Lazarus, Bellew J (with whom Hoeben CJ at CL and Davies J agreed) said: 319
The word “steps” is not defined in the Act but in my view there is no warrant to ascribe to it
anything other than its natural and ordinary meaning. That meaning connotes doing something
positive. The Collins English Dictionary defines the term “take steps” as meaning:
… to undertake measures to do something with a view to the attainment of some end
…
It follows that in my view, a “step” for the purposes of s. 61HA(3)(d) must involve the taking
of some positive act. However, for that purpose a positive act does not have to be a physical
one. A positive act, and thus a “step” for the purposes of the section, extends to include a
person’s consideration of, or reasoning in response to, things or events which he or she hears,
observes or perceives.

In other words, in the NSWCCA’s view, a person takes a ‘step’ within the meaning of
(what is now) s 61HE(4)(a) if he or she goes to the trouble of forming a positive belief
that the complainant is consenting.
85. If we return to R&DVSA’s proposal, and accepting that ‘steps’ means what the
NSWCCA thinks it does, an accused of course does not reasonably believe that the
complainant is consenting if s/he has taken ‘no steps to find out whether the
[complainant] … was consenting.’ A ‘step’, after all, is the formation of a positive
belief in consent. A person who forms no such belief about this matter necessarily
lacks a reasonable belief about it.
86. If, however, s 61HE(4)(a) were altered in the way that I think it should be (see [28] of
my preliminary submission), the consequences of R&DVSA’s proposal would be
draconian. I will explain. In my preliminary submission, I criticised the NSWCCA”s
reasoning in Lazarus, essentially on the basis that s 61HE(4)(a)’s purpose will be
defeated for as long as juries can be told that, when assessing whether the accused
believed on reasonable grounds that the complainant was consenting, they must take
into account the fact that the accused took the ‘step’ of forming a belief that s/he was.
I submitted (and continue to submit) that s 61HE(4)(a) should be altered to read as
follows: 320
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For the purpose of making any such finding, the trier of fact must have regard to all the
circumstances of the case:
(d) including any physical or verbal steps taken by the person to ascertain whether the other
person consents to the sexual intercourse …

In my opinion, this would ensure that s 61HE(4)(a) operates in the way that the
legislature intended it to operate. The idea behind this provision, I think, is to ensure
that juries are told to consider whether the accused (a) asked the complainant whether
s/he was consenting or (b) took any other active measures to ascertain whether s/he
was doing so, when those juries come to determine whether the accused’s belief in
consent was reasonable. But if such a proposal were adopted – and I note that
R&DVSA criticise the Lazarus ‘steps’ reasoning on pretty much the same grounds as
I do 321 – R&DVSA’s proposal would leave the honest and reasonable mistake of fact
‘defence’ with no work to do. R&DVSA consider that an accused should only
successfully be able to raise this ‘defence’ if s/he has taken a ‘step’ or ‘steps.’ But it is
seemingly impossible for the person who has taken active measures to ascertain
whether his/her partner is consenting to believe mistakenly that s/he is. As I noted
above, the person who asks the other person whether s/he is consenting cannot be
mistaken as to her/his consent. The person who, by gesture, makes the same inquiry,
is apparently in the same position. In its submission, R&DVSA describes as
‘conservative’ those who resist objective mens rea standards for sexual assault. 322
Perhaps a similar epithet could properly be applied to those who, by favouring the
‘abandonment entirely of any requirement of a guilty mind’ 323 would return us to the
position that applied ‘[c]enturies ago’ 324, under which: 325
a man might have been found guilty merely because it was his conduct which caused the
harm, even though his acts or omissions were quite accidental or unintentional.

With that having been said, however, I do continue to accept that it should only be in
very limited circumstances that an accused should be able to be exonerated on the
basis of his/her having believed on reasonable grounds that the complainant was
consenting. 326
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Question 5.14 and Question 5.15: Knowledge of consent under a mistaken belief; Other
issues about the mental element
Does the law regarding knowledge of consent under a mistaken belief need to be
clarified? If so, how should it be clarified? Are there any other issues about the mental
element for sexual assault offences that you wish to raise?
87. I respectfully agree with Julia Quilter’s proposal, 327 in her preliminary submission to
this review, that Parliament should clarify the law regarding knowledge of consent
under a mistaken belief. Section 61HE(7) of the Crimes Act 1900 (NSW) currently
provides that:
For the purposes of subsection (3), the other person knows that the person does not consent to
the sexual activity if the other person knows the person consents to the sexual activity under
such a mistaken belief.

(The mistaken beliefs to which this sub-section is referring are those for which s
61HE(6) provides.) In my view, s 61HE(7) should be amended to provide:
For the purposes of subsection (3), the other person is taken to know that the person does not
consent to the sexual activity if the other person:
(a) actually knows that the person is consenting only because of one of the mistakes or states
of ignorance to which s 61HE(6) refers;
(b) is reckless as to whether the person is consenting only because of one of the mistakes or
states of ignorance to which s 61HE(6) refers; or
(c) has no reasonable grounds for believing that the other person is consenting for some
reason that would make his or her consent valid, and not only because of one of the
mistakes or states of ignorance to which s 61HE(6) refers.

88. As Quilter 328 and the Commission329 have noted, the effect of the High Court’s
decision in Gillard v The Queen 330 might well be that an accused who is reckless as to
the fact that the complainant is consenting ‘under’ a mistaken belief as to the
accused’s identity (for example), does not by virtue of s 61HE(7) have the mens rea
for sexual assault. If this is right, the same would of course be true of the accused who
has made no honest and reasonable mistake about the relevant matter. In Gillard, the
High Court did suggest that proof of a consent-vitiating circumstance (such as one of
the s 61HE(6) mistakes) ‘may … support an inference’ that the accused had one of the
states of mind to which s 61HE(3) refers (and so is guilty of the relevant offence). 331
So, for example, a jury might accept that the accused who realised that the
complainant might have been consenting under a s 61HE(6) mistaken belief, was
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reckless as to her or his consent within the meaning of s 61HE(3). But s 61HE(7) does
not deem 332 this to be so. It does not require this outcome.
89. Section 61HE(7) should require this outcome. The precise wording of the provision
that the Court was considering in Gillard might have justified its contention that: 333
Proof that the appellant was heedless of the risk that he was abusing his position of authority
over DD or JL and that this may have caused DD’s consent to sexual intercourse or JL’s
consent to the commission of an act of indecency in her presence, did not establish that the
appellant was reckless as to DD’s or JL’s consent.

But, whether or not this is so, an accused surely fits within s 61HE(3)(b) if s/he
realises it is possible that the complainant is consenting ‘only because of’ one of the
mistakes or states of ignorance that, in my opinion, should vitiate consent (see
paragraph 29 above). Because s/he knows of the possible existence of the
circumstance that negates the complainant’s consent, s/he knows that the complainant
might not be consenting. Such an accused’s position is no different from that of the
accused who knows that the complainant might be asleep and then proceeds with
sexual activity even so. 334
90. Likewise, an accused has the s 61HE(3)(b) mental state if s/he does not even consider
whether the complainant is consenting because of one of the s 61HE(6) mistakes
(provided that the risk that s/he was would have been obvious to a person of the
accused’s mental capacity if s/he had considered the relevant question). And the
accused who has the mental state that my proposed s 61HE(7)(c) envisages, fits
within s 61HE(3)(c). My proposed s 61HE(7) acknowledges this.
Issues related to s 61HA
Question 6.1: Upcoming amendments
What are the benefits of the new s 61HE applying to other sexual offences? What are
the problems with the new s 61HE applying to other sexual offences? Do you support
applying the legislative definition of consent and the knowledge element to the new
offences? If so, why? If not, why not?
91. In an article about the Sexual Offences Act 2003 (UK), Jennifer Temkin and Andrew
Ashworth said this about ss 75(1) and 75 (2)(b) of that Act, which provide for a
conclusive presumption that the complainant was not consenting to the offences to
which s 75 applies if s/he was asleep at the time of the relevant conduct: 335
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The provisions of the Act on consent apply not only to rape and assault by penetration but also
to touching which falls within sexual assault or causing sexual activity. A conclusive
presumption of absence of consent and absence of reasonable belief in consent, if applied to
all situations where C was asleep at the time, would render D liable for sexual assault [the
English equivalent of sexual touching, created by s 3(1) of the Sexual Offences Act] if he
sexually touched his partner C while C was asleep even though D was in the habit of doing so
and C had not objected to this in the past. Even though complaints are unlikely to be made in
such cases, this may be regarded as casting the law’s net too wide.

The same criticisms apply to s 61HE(5)(b) of the Crimes Act 1900 (NSW). Do they
have force?
92. In my view, they do – even though, consistently with Temkin and Ashworth’s
remarks about the English provisions, s 61HE(5)(b) is unlikely in practice to give rise
to the prosecution of the kinds of persons of whom those commentators write.
Criminal liability should not even be a possibility for such people. Or, to put the same
point in a different way, criminal offences should, where possible, 336 be defined in
such a way as only to catch conduct that merits criminalisation. However, in my
submission, the best solution to such a problem is not to provide that s 61HE(5)(b) is
applicable only to the offences created by ss 61I, 61J and 61JA. Rather, it is to alter
the language of ss 61HB and 61HC.
93. The sexual touching offences created by ss 61KC and 61KD essentially replace the
indecent assault offences that, until the coming into force of the Criminal Legislation
Amendment (Child Sexual Abuse) Act 2018 (NSW), were provided for by ss 61L and
61M of the Crimes Act. The sexual act offences created by ss 61KE and 61KF
essentially replace the act of indecency offences that were formerly provided for by ss
61N and 61O. In his Second Reading Speech for the relevant Bill, the AttorneyGeneral explained that these changes were made for the purpose of modernising the
language of the particular offences. ‘These amendments,’ he said, ‘will … address the
fact that [the ss 61L, 61M, 61N and 61O] … offences use the outdated terminology of
“indecency.”’ 337 After observing what I just have – namely, that ‘the conduct
currently covered by the offences of indecent assault and acts of indecency will be
covered by the offences of sexual touching and sexual act’ 338 – the Attorney-General
continued: 339
This more modern and more easily understood terminology is defined in subdivision 1 in a
way that reflects the core of the common law meaning of indecency. Sexual touching will
cover contact offences that involve some form of physical contact with the victim. Sexual acts
336
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will cover non-contact offences that involve sexual touching other than touching the victim,
including forcing or inciting a victim to touch themselves.

But, with great respect, it is not really true to say that the language in s 61HB, which
defines ‘sexual touching’, and s 61HC, which defines ‘sexual act’, does capture the
‘core of the common law meaning of indecency.’
94. Section 61HB(1) provides essentially that ‘sexual touching’ comprises any touching
by one person of another person that ‘a reasonable person would consider … to be
sexual.’ Section 61HC(1) provides that a ‘sexual act’ is an act other than sexual
touching that a reasonable person would characterise in the same way. These
definitions can be contrasted with the meaning of ‘indecency’ for the purposes of the
old ss 61L, 61M, 61N and 61O offences. A person acted ‘indecently’ for the purposes
of the old offences if his or her conduct, as well as being sexually connotative, 340 was
considered by the jury to be ‘contrary to the ordinary standards of morality of
respectable people within the community.’ 341
95. The effect of ss 61HB and 61HC appears to be to criminalise, under ss 61KC, 61KD,
61KE and 61KF, conduct that would – or, at the very least, would probably – not have
been contrary to ss 61L, 61M, 61N or 61O. Take, for example, Temkin and
Ashworth’s accused (see paragraph 91). The person who touched his or her partner
sexually in the circumstances that those commentators envisage would probably not
have been guilty of indecent assault. This is because, even though such touching is
sexual connotative, a jury would have been unlikely to find that it was contrary to
community standards. The same probably goes for, say, the woman who, knowing
that a man has a girlfriend or might be gay (and therefore might not be consenting),
suddenly kisses him passionately or squeezes his bottom – without his consent, as it
turns out. But now, because of s 61HB, both of these persons would fall within the
scope of s 61KC. In my submission, this could be avoided simply by adding to s
61HB and s 61HC, respectively, the words that I have placed in bold below:
61HB Meaning of “sexual touching”
(1) For the purposes of this Division, sexual touching means a person touching another
person:
(a) with any part of the body or with anything else, or
(b) through anything, including anything worn by the person doing the touching or by the
person being touched,
in circumstances where a reasonable person would consider the touching to be sexual, and the
touching is contrary to community standards of acceptable behaviour.
(2) The matters to be taken into account in deciding whether a reasonable person would
consider touching to be sexual include:
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(a) whether the area of the body touched or doing the touching is the person’s genital area or
anal area or (in the case of a female person, or transgender or intersex person identifying
as female) the person’s breasts, whether or not the breasts are sexually developed, or
(b) whether the person doing the touching does so for the purpose of obtaining sexual arousal
or sexual gratification, or
(c) whether any other aspect of the touching (including the circumstances in which it is done)
makes it sexual.
(3) Touching done for genuine medical or hygienic purposes is not sexual touching.

61HC Meaning of “sexual act”
(1) For the purposes of this Division, sexual act means an act (other than sexual touching)
carried out in circumstances where a reasonable person would consider the act to be
sexual, and the act is contrary to community standards of acceptable behaviour.
(2) The matters to be taken into account in deciding whether a reasonable person would
consider an act to be sexual include:
(a) whether the area of the body involved in the act is a person’s genital area or anal area or
(in the case of a female person, or transgender or intersex person identifying as female)
the person’s breasts, whether or not the breasts are sexually developed, or
(b) whether the person carrying out the act does so for the purpose of obtaining sexual
arousal or sexual gratification, or
(c) whether any other aspect of the act (including the circumstances in which it is carried out)
makes it sexual.
(3) An act carried out for genuine medical or hygienic purposes is not a sexual act.

In my view, such an amendment is desirable. I am aware of nothing that suggests that,
leaving aside questions of nomenclature, the traditional approach to offences of this
sort was deficient or caused difficulties in practice. If there is no such evidence, that
traditional approach should be maintained. That is, the ‘core of the common law
meaning’ of indecency should be restored.
Question 6.2: Language and structure
Should changes be made to the language and/or structure of s 61HA (and the new s
61HE)? If so, what changes should be made? Should the definition of ‘sexual
intercourse’ be amended? If so, how should ‘sexual intercourse’ be defined?
96. In her preliminary submission to this Review, Kelley Burton, argues that ‘the
reference to the trier of fact not having regard to the ‘self-induced intoxication of the
person’ in s 61HE(4)(b), is confusing.’ 342 She wonders whether ‘the person’ to whom
this provision refers is the accused or the complainant. 343 With respect, it is clear that
it is referring to the accused. Section 61HE(4) provides that, for the purpose of
342
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making a finding contemplated by s 61HE(3)(a)-(c) – namely, that ‘the person’
‘knows’ that ‘the alleged victim’ consents to the sexual activity – the trier of fact
must:
have regard to all the circumstances of the case:
(a) including any steps taken by the person to ascertain whether the alleged victim consents
to the sexual activity, but
(b) not including any self-induced intoxication of the person.

The consistent use in s 61HE(3) and (4) of the term ‘the person’ to refer to the
accused and ‘the alleged victim’ to refer to the complainant, makes it plain who ‘the
person’ in s 61HE(4) is.
97. Gail Mason and James Monaghan think that the language of s 61HE(3)(a) is
‘awkwardly repetitive.’ 344 I respectfully agree. They recommend that that provision
be amended to read: 345
A person who without the consent of the other person (the alleged victim) engages in a sexual
activity with or towards the alleged victim, incites the alleged victim to engage in a sexual
activity or incites a third person to engage in a sexual activity with or towards the alleged
victim, is taken to know that the alleged victim does not consent to the sexual activity if:
(a) the person actually knows that the alleged victim does not consent to the sexual activity,
or
(b) the person is reckless as to whether the alleged victim consents to the sexual activity, or
(c) the person has no reasonable grounds for believing that the alleged victim consents to the
sexual activity.

There can be no suggestion that the language that currently appears in s 61HE(3)(a)
has caused any confusion. It is clear what it means. 346 There can also be no suggestion
that Mason and Monaghan’s words would change the meaning of s 61HE(3)(a). But,
with respect, Mason and Monaghan’s phraseology is more elegant than that which
currently appears in that provision. I support it on that basis.
98. After noting, in s 61HE(1), the offences to which the section applies, s 61HE deals
with the meaning of consent, then with knowledge about consent, then with negation
of consent. Julia Quilter argues that it would be more logical for s 61HE to deal first
with consent, then with negation of consent, and then with knowledge about consent. I
respectfully agree. 347 I support her proposal that the provisions be re-ordered, while
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noting that this is a cosmetic change only. If this change were made, it would not
change the meaning of s 61HE in any way.
99. Quilter also argues that’s 61HE(4) would be more happily drafted if it provided ‘For
the purpose of making a finding in relation to s 61HE(3), the trier of fact must …’
instead of ‘For the purpose of making any such finding, the trier of fact must …’. 348 I
agree, although, with respect, I think that ‘For the purpose of making a finding for
which subsection 3 provides, the trier of fact must …’ might be better still. Though
Quilter’s formulation is unlikely to lead to any confusion, a finding can be ‘in relation
to’ – that is, have a connection with – a provision, without necessarily being mandated
or allowed for by that provision.
100.
Finally, I support the proposal of the Australian Queer Students Network
(AQSN) 349 to make a slight alteration to the definition of ‘sexual intercourse’ in the
new s 61HA of the Crimes Act. At the moment, s 61HA(a) relevantly provides that
‘sexual intercourse’ comprises ‘sexual connection occasioned by the penetration to
any extent of the genitalia (including a surgically constructed vagina) of a female
person.’ As the AQSN notes, this fails to include ‘the penetration of the variety of
genitalia that people have, including people with intersex variations.’ 350 Section
61HA(a) should be amended to provide, relevantly, that ‘sexual intercourse means
‘sexual connection occasioned by the penetration to any extent of the anus or genitalia
(including an anus or genitalia that has been surgically constructed) of a person.’ 351

Question 6.3, Question 6.4 and Question 6.5: Jury directions on consent; Jury directions
on other related matters; Legislated jury directions
Are the current jury directions on consent in the NSW Criminal Trial Court Bench Book
clear and adequate? If not, how could they be improved? Should jury directions about
consent deal with other related matters in addition to those that they currently deal
with? If so, what matters should they deal with? Should jury directions on consent
and/or other related matters be set out in NSW legislation? If so, how should these
directions be expressed? What are the benefits of legislated jury directions on consent
and/or other related matters? What are the disadvantages of legislated jury directions
on consent and/or other related matters?
101.
In my opinion, the standard jury direction regarding sexual assault are, in all
but one respect, clear and accurate. With the greatest respect, if Huggett DCJ had
adhered to them at the first Lazarus trial, her Honour would not have fallen into error.
As much is shown by O’Sullivan, where Davies and Garling JJ held that King DCJ’s
directions about (what is now) s 61HE(3)(c) ‘followed carefully those set out in the
Bench Book. There can be no criticism of them.’ 352
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102.
The one way in which the directions appear to be inaccurate is this.
Concerning the former s 61HE(3)(d), the directions state: 353
In determining whether the Crown has proved that [the accused] actually knew that [the
complainant] was not consenting to intercourse with [him/her] you must take into account
what steps were actually taken by [the accused] to ascertain whether [the complainant] was
consenting to intercourse.

The problem with this is that it is not only when it is determining whether the accused
‘actually knew’ that the complainant was not consenting, that the trier of fact has an
obligation 354 to have regard to any steps that the accused took to ascertain whether the
complainant was consenting to the sexual activity. It must also consider what steps the
accused took, when it determines whether s/he had the s 61HE(3)(b) and (c) mental
states. 355 Indeed, the old s 61HE(3)(d) would appear to be at its most relevant in a
case where there is evidence that the accused believed on reasonable grounds that the
complainant was consenting. Accordingly, in my opinion, the standard direction
might usefully be amended in the following way. After every discussion of a s
61HE(3) mental state, the direction might state that, when determining whether the
accused had that mental state, the trier of fact must have regard to any steps that s/he
took. In other words, the direction might state:
In a situation where [the complainant] does not in fact consent, [the accused’s] state of mind at
the time of the act of intercourse might be that [he/she] actually knew that [the complainant]
was not consenting. That is a guilty state of mind for this offence. If the Crown satisfies you
beyond reasonable doubt that this was the state of mind of [the accused] at the time of the act
of intercourse, then the third element of the charge has been made out.
In determining whether the Crown has proved that [the accused] actually knew that [the
complainant] was not consenting to intercourse with [him/her] you must take into
account what steps were actually taken by [the accused] to ascertain whether [the
complainant] was consenting to intercourse. [See s 61HE(3)(d) Crimes Act 1900.]
[Deal with relevant evidence.]
On the other hand, you may decide on the basis of the evidence led in the trial [or if
applicable and relied on by the accused] that [he/she] might have believed [the complainant]
was consenting to intercourse with [him/her]. Whether that belief amounts to a guilty state of
mind depends upon whether [the accused] honestly held it and, if so, whether the Crown has
proved beyond reasonable doubt that there were no reasonable grounds for [the accused] to
believe that [the complainant] consented. Therefore, the Crown must prove beyond reasonable
doubt one of two facts before you can find the accused guilty, either:
(a) that [the accused] did not honestly believe that [the complainant] was consenting, or
(b) even if [he/she] did have an honest belief in consent, there were no reasonable grounds
for believing that [the complainant] consented to the sexual intercourse.
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It is for the Crown to prove that [the accused] had a guilty mind. It must eliminate any
reasonable possibility that [the accused] did honestly believe on reasonable grounds that
[the complainant] was consenting. Unless you find beyond reasonable doubt that the Crown
has eliminated any such reasonable possibility, then you would have to find that this third
element of the offence is not made out, and return a verdict of “not guilty” of this charge [refer
to relevant arguments by the parties].
In determining whether the Crown has proved that [the accused] had no reasonable
grounds for believing that [the complainant] was consenting to intercourse with
[him/her] you must take into account what steps were actually taken by [the accused] to
ascertain whether [the complainant] was consenting to intercourse. [See
s 61HE(3)(d) Crimes Act 1900.]
[Deal with relevant evidence.]
[If applicable — where the Crown relies upon recklessness under s 61HE(3)(b) to prove the
accused knew the complainant was not consenting — see commentary in para 4 at [5-1565]
above.]
I have already indicated that the Crown can prove [the accused] had a guilty state of mind in
one of two ways:
•

either [the accused] actually knew that [the complainant] was not consenting, or

•

even if [the accused] believed at the time that [the complainant] consented, [the
accused] had no reasonable grounds for believing that [the complainant] consented to
the sexual intercourse.

The Crown can also prove [the accused’s] guilty state of mind if it proves that [he/she] was
reckless as to whether [the complainant] consented to the sexual intercourse. If [the accused]
was reckless, it is the law that [the accused] will be taken to know that [the complainant] did
not consent to the sexual intercourse. [See s 61HE(3)(b) Crimes Act 1900.]
To establish that [the accused] was acting recklessly, the Crown must prove, beyond
reasonable doubt, either:
(a) [the accused’s] state of mind was such that [he/she] simply failed to consider whether or
not [the complainant] was consenting at all, and just went ahead with the act of sexual
intercourse, even though the risk that [the complainant] was not consenting would have been
obvious to someone with [the accused’s] mental capacity if they had turned [his/her] mind to
it, or
(b) [the accused’s] state of mind was such that [he/she] realised the possibility that
[the complainant] was not consenting but went ahead regardless of whether [he/she] was
consenting or not.
[This is a wholly subjective test. This has been referred to as advertent recklessness.]
[Deal with relevant evidence.]
In determining whether the Crown has proved that [the accused] simply failed to
consider whether [the complainant] was consenting to intercourse with [him/her], in
circumstances where the risk that [the complainant] was not consenting would have been
obvious to someone with the accused’s mental capacity if [he/she] had turned [his/her]
mind to it, you must take into account what steps were actually taken by [the accused] to
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ascertain whether [the complainant] was consenting to intercourse. [See
s 61HE(3)(d) Crimes Act 1900.]
In determining whether the Crown has proved that [the accused] realised the possibility
that [the complainant] was consenting to intercourse with [him/her] but went ahead
regardless of whether [he/she] was consenting or not, you must take into account what
steps were actually taken by [the accused] to ascertain whether [the complainant] was
consenting to intercourse. [See s 61HE(3)(d) Crimes Act 1900.]

It is possible that, at the second Lazarus trial, Tupman DCJ overlooked the s
61HE(3)(d) requirement partly because of the Benchbook’s failure to deal with it as
clearly, accurately or thoroughly as it could have done.
103.
As I have foreshadowed above (see paragraph 67), I support legislated jury
directions for sexual offences. In my opinion, they are a sensible way of combating
‘rape myths’ and possible juror prejudice. In the alternative, I support a
supplementation of the directions in the Criminal Trials Court Benchbook. (The
reason why I favour the former approach to the latter is that, though it is less
flexible, 356 the judiciary has no capacity to undermine, or hold to be wrong, any of the
propositions that are given statutory force. Having said that, this does make it critical
for prospective directions to be very carefully considered before they are given
legislative force.)
104.
As I have indicated above (see paragraph 67), I support directions, in
appropriate cases, 357 to the effect that neither (a) a complainant’s style of dress nor (b)
her/his consumption of alcohol and/or drugs is capable of providing the accused with
reasonable grounds for any belief that the complainant was consenting to the sexual
activity. I have also indicated (see paragraph 67) that I support a direction along the
lines that, in appropriate cases, the jury should take into account any overbearing
conduct on the part of the accused around the time of the relevant sexual activity,
when it determines whether s/he had reasonable grounds for any belief in consent. I
can also see nothing wrong with the directions that the Commission sets out/refers to
at:
•

•
•

6.32 and 6.33 of the Consultation Paper (concerning how complainants might
react to non-consensual sexual activity, and the fact that a person who is not
consenting might freeze or fail to resist);
6.34 of the Consultation Paper (concerning the fact that a lack of violence etc
does not necessarily mean that the complainant was consenting);
6.35 of the Consultation Paper (concerning the irrelevance to the question of
consent of a complainant’s wearing revealing clothing);
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•
•

•
•

6.36 of the Consultation Paper (concerning the irrelevance to the question of
consent of a complainant’s intoxication);
6.37 of the Consultation Paper (concerning the irrelevance of a complainant’s
phlegmatic manner when giving evidence, to the question of whether s/he is
telling the truth about non-consensual sexual activity that s/he alleges
occurred);
6.39 and 6.40 of the Consultation Paper (concerning previous consensual
sexual activity between the complainant and the accused); and
6.42 of the Consultation Paper (concerning a person’s entitlement to withdraw
consent at any time before the sexual activity has concluded).

Regarding this last matter, however, I am respectfully not convinced that the law in
NSW fails properly to address withdrawal of consent. 358 Section 61HA(d) defines
‘sexual intercourse’ to mean, relevantly, ‘the continuation of sexual intercourse as
defined in paragraph (a), (b) and (c).’ By so doing, it makes it clear that the person
who, for example, continues with penile-vaginal intercourse after the complainant has
revoked consent, will be guilty of sexual assault if he had one of the mental states for
which s 61HE(3) provides.

Question 6.6: Amendments to expert evidence law
Is the law on expert evidence sufficiently clear about the use of expert evidence
sufficiently clear about the use of expert evidence about the behavioural responses of
people who experience sexual assault? If so, why? If not, why not? Should the law
expressly provide for the introduction of expert evidence on the behavioural responses
of people who experience sexual assault? If so, why? If not, why not?
105.
I have no remarks to make about this subject. Concerning these matters, I
defer to the knowledge and expertise of my colleague, Rita Shackel, who co-authored
a preliminary submission to this review. 359
Conclusion
106.

In my submission, s 61HE should be amended so as to read:
61HE Consent in relation to sexual offences
(1) Offences to which section applies
This section applies for the purposes of the offences, or attempts to commit the
offences, under sections 61I, 61J, 61JA, 61KC, 61KD, 61KE and 61KF.
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(2) Meaning of “consent”
A person consents to a sexual activity if the person freely and voluntarily agrees
to the sexual activity.
(3) Negation of consent
A person does not consent to a sexual activity:
(a) if the person does not have the capacity to consent to the sexual activity,
including because of age, cognitive incapacity or intoxication, or
(b) if the person does not have the opportunity to consent to the sexual activity
because the person is unconscious or asleep, or
(c) if the person consents to the sexual activity because of intimidation or
threat(s) of any kind, whether the intimidation or threat(s) are directed at
him or her or another person, or
(d) if the person consents to the sexual activity because the person is unlawfully
detained, or
(e) if the person consents to the sexual activity because he or she is overborne
by a person exercising authority over him or her.
(4) Without limiting the circumstances in which a person’s mistake about, or
ignorance as to, a matter, means that he or she does not consent to a sexual
activity, a person does not consent to a sexual activity if she only participates in
it because of:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

a mistaken belief as to the identity of the other person;
a mistaken belief that the other person is married to the person;
a mistaken belief that the sexual activity is for health or hygienic purposes;
a mistaken belief that the other person will wear a condom during the sexual
activity (provided that that sexual activity is sexual intercourse);
(e) a mistaken belief that the other person will pay the person for participating
with him or her in the sexual activity;
(f) a mistaken belief that the other person does not have a grievous bodily
disease, or his or her ignorance of the fact that the other person has such a
disease, in circumstances where there is a real risk that the person will
contract the disease as a result of the sexual activity.
(5) For the purposes of subsection (8), the other person is taken to know that the
person does not consent to a sexual activity if the other person:
(a) actually knows that the person is consenting only because of one of the
mistakes or states of ignorance to which subsection (4) refers;
(b) is reckless as to whether the person is consenting only because of one of the
mistakes or states of ignorance to which subsection (4) refers; or
(c) has no reasonable grounds for believing that the other person is consenting
for some reason that would make his or her consent valid, and not only
because of one of the mistakes or states of ignorance to which subsection (4)
refers.
(6) A person who does not offer physical resistance to a sexual activity is not, by
reason only of that fact, to be regarded as consenting to that sexual activity.
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(7) This section does not limit the grounds on which it may be established that a
person does not consent to a sexual activity.
(8) Knowledge about consent
A person who without the consent of the other person (the alleged victim)
engages in a sexual activity with or towards the alleged victim, incites the
alleged victim to engage in a sexual activity or incites a third person to engage in
a sexual activity with or towards the alleged victim, is taken to know that the
alleged victim does not consent to the sexual activity if:
(a) the person actually knows that the alleged victim does not consent to the
sexual activity, or
(b) the person is reckless as to whether the alleged victim consents to the sexual
activity, or
(c) the person has no reasonable grounds for believing that the alleged victim
consents to the sexual activity.
(9) For the purpose of making a finding for which subsection (8) provides, the trier
of fact must have regard to all the circumstances of the case:
(a) including any physical or verbal steps taken by the person to ascertain
whether the alleged victim consents to the sexual activity, but
(b) not including any self-induced intoxication of the person.
(10) A judge need only direct the jury as to one or more of the mental states for
which subsection (8) provides if he or she is satisfied that there is evidence that
puts that, or those, mental state(s) in issue.
(11) In this section:
sexual activity means sexual intercourse, sexual touching or a sexual act.

I also submit that:
•
•
•
•

s 61HA(a) be amended in the way that I recommend at paragraph 100;
ss 61HB and 61HC be amended in the way that I recommend at
paragraph 95;
the Benchbook directions be amended in the way that I recommend at
paragraph 102; and
Parliament give legislative force to the jury directions that I discuss at
paragraph 104. In the alternative, I submit that directions along these
lines should be added to the Criminal Trials Court Benchbook.
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