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rea requirement of the offence of possession (or possession for the purpose of
trafficking) under the Misuse of Drugs Act. The annotation in successive paragraphs
(on p 187) has this to say: first, that under section 18(2) of the Act, once possession
is proved or presumed, “[i]t is for the accused person to prove, on a balance of
probabilities, that he did not know the nature of the drugs”, and secondly, that
“ignorance is a defence only where there is no reason for suspicion and no right
and opportunity of examination”. A moment’s thought will reveal that the two
propositions are not reconcilable – either the mens rea requirement is (subjective)
knowledge, or it is (objective) negligence. One requires proof (or disproof) of what
the accused actually knew, the other requires proof of what the accused ought to
have known. Yet the two statements appear happily next to each other without
explanation. The truth is that the courts have been confused about it, saying now
this, and now that (see Michael Hor, “Misuse of Drugs and Aberrations in the Criminal
Law” March 2001 Singapore Academy of Law Journal, forthcoming). A second
example – section 79 of the Penal Code says that “[n]othing is an offence which
done by any person who ...by reason of a mistake of fact ... believes himself to
be justified by law, in doing it”. The annotator (p 309) has this entry thereunder:
“[i]n the case of drug offences, ‘possession’ is satisfied by a knowledge only of
the existence of the thing itself and not its qualities, and that ignorance or mistake
as to the qualities is not an excuse”. No hint is given of how this interpretation
of the offence of drug possession can stand with section 79. If I know I have tablets
which I think are aspirin, but which turns out to be ecstasy, then section 79 does
indeed afford me an excuse – if I (in good faith) believed myself to be carrying
aspirin, I believe myself to be justified in law in possessing it. This is flatly
contradictory to the comment, which is based on an English decision (albeit approved
locally) which never had to deal with a general defence of mistake of fact. Again,
the busy practitioner or beginner may not be interested in a prolonged exposition,
but does not this surprising anomaly deserve mention?

We need to move on. The kind of annotation which has served us well so far
must progress beyond the largely clerical work of collecting and summarising cases.
The next step is to provide a brief value-added analysis of the cases, and towards
this end, resort to academic law is indispensable. It is the sad tradition of the common
law that academic work is not normally considered to be required reading. Things
are changing in the common law world. In the United States, Canada, Australia,
and even in England, law review articles are assuming greater importance as the
supreme courts of the land realise their worth – yet Singapore plods along in blissful
ignorance.

Let it not be misunderstood – it is not that the annotation was badly done. The
cases are there and they are ably summarised. It is the traditional format or genre
that is lacking, and if it is not reformed and reinvented, it will cease to have any
lasting impact on Singapore law.

MICHAEL HOR

INTERNATIONAL COMMERCIAL ARBITRATION AND STATE IMMUNITY BY KI VIBHUTE
[Butterworths New Delhi 1999; xviii + 173 pp (including index): price S$22]

PROFESSOR Vibhute’s recent monograph on the international and comparative
law of State immunity provides a welcome introduction to the subject, coupling
a good, at times analytical, account of the general principles of law with the
convenience of a portable volume. This concise work, shy of 200 pages altogether,
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resolves itself into 11 chapters. An introductory first chapter is followed closely
by a second dealing with the general theories of State immunity before turning,
in the third chapter, to an account of the conceptual difficulties presented to a
restrictive theory of immunity. It is a comfort to our readers to be reminded by
Professor Vibhute, who is Dean of Law at India’s University of Pune, that a restrictive
theory is that which is applied in the practice of most municipal courts today. In
Chapter Four, Professor Vibhute expands on the difficulty of distinguishing
between acta jure imperii and acta jure gestionis, a distinction that lies at the
heart of our modern day “trader theory” of immunity, which this journal’s readers
will recall requires a distinction drawn between the State, or State organ, or other
entity (however these variations on a common theme are defined in the detail of
the various municipal laws) when acting as a sovereign would on the one hand
and when acting as a trader would on the other. It is somewhat disappointing, although
I accept this to be a matter of personal preference, that Professor Vibhute concludes
by simply cautioning us all that the different approaches taken to the matter are
all equally defective if called upon to provide a logical and sound basis for the
distinction.

Professor Vibhute warms to his theme in Chapter Five, dealing therein with the
intricacies of characterisation as the issue would be likely to arise in the various
municipal judicial determinations on common questions concerning the true nature
(commercial or otherwise) of various forms of State and State-related activity. I
did profit from his considerate analysis of the differences in terms of the guidance
provided on this matter by various municipal legislation, regional and international
instruments, and other kinds of material evidence of international law, and, con-
sequently, of the difficulties involved. Our readers are already aware that United
States and Canadian legislation would grant the courts relatively broad discretion
in this matter, compared, for example, to such legislation elsewhere as have essentially
followed Britain’s State Immunity Act of 1978, including Singapore’s State Immunity
Act of 1979. Given the possibility and reality of divergent approaches to the matter,
Professor Vibhute advocates an approach essentially grounded in conflicts thinking.
Professor Vibhute believes that differences in judicial approach can be resolved
by choice of law reasoning (what he calls a “choice of custom approach”), in which
case the test of whether or not particular acts constitute acta jure gestionis would
be determined by the proper law, or even a combination of the proper law and
what he calls, somewhat curiously, “the defendant state’s own socio-economic
standards”. If both the proper law and the defendant State’s “socio-economic standards”
point in the same direction as does the law of the forum, no difficulty is presented.
If I understand Professor Vibhute correctly, where there is a conflict between the
perspective of the defendant State (as would be determined as such by the defendant
State’s own courts?) and the law of the forum, the proper law ought to point the
way on the issue of the commercial or other nature of the State or State-related
activity called into question. Putting aside the problem of thereby also incorporating
a renvoi problem, my reservation to all this is that the issue of immunity, or indeed
absence of immunity, is properly a jurisdictional issue, in which case jurisdictional
or forum selection thinking ought to guide the matter, as opposed to choice of law
thinking (which should point only towards the putative proper law in addressing
questions of hidden choice of law).  This could  raise the issue of forum non conveniens.
To cut to the quick, parties would be encouraged to also forum shop for forum
rules, thus increasing the possibility and costs of pre-litigational skirmishes. Having
said all that, perhaps my real reservation is that while I am genuinely intrigued
by Professor Vibhute’s proposal that we ought adopt a conflicts solution to a public
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international law problem, I do not see how it would contribute to a long-term solution
to the public international law problem itself.

Similarly, Chapter Six of Professor Vibhute’s work raises conflicts-type diffi-
culties where he deals with the lively question of whether immunity could properly
be raised as a jurisdictional, or even enforcement, bar to arbitration, despite the
existence of a contractual arbitration clause. Our reader is understandably sceptical.
However, Professor Vibhute is equally right to think that it is a genuine issue, even
if only in principle and because some of the answers to this problem, which I think
Professor Vibhute uncritically accepts, are themselves inadequate. The classic answer
is that the arbitrator comes into play because of the arbitration clause; s/he, being
thereby a creature of contract and unlike the official of any State which by virtue
of its membership of the community of civilised nations is thereby obliged to account
for the defendant State’s potential immunity, is not obliged to recognise the issue
of immunity. However, if we take Professor Vibhute’s interest in the role that conflicts
thinking could play in handling the immunity question in commercial litigation a
little further, we could say that such a contract would raise a hidden choice of law
question. One does however agree with Professor Vibhute that the best way to proceed
is probably with some kind of implied waiver analysis flowing from the existence
of the arbitration clause itself. Having said all that, our readers will recall that there
is already much in the way of national legislation addressing the issue, providing
sufficient cause for hope that the issue would thereby arise in practice only in
somewhat rarefied and exceptional cases, and only in exceptional places.

Chapter Seven develops further the distinction between arbitral jurisdiction and
enforcement proceedings. Even if the plea of State immunity has no role to play
in arbitration proceedings, or if such a plea is defeated in that context, would it
have a place in enforcement proceedings? Again, barring legislative intervention
and settled law in the jurisdiction in question, the preferred solution may well lie
somewhere on the plane of implied waiver of immunity, but nonetheless subject,
or so I would have thought, to contrary lois de police. Chapter Eight is devoted
entirely to this issue of implied and express waivers of immunity.

The penultimate and final chapters deal, respectively, with the position in India
and an appraisal of that position. Professor Vibhute spares no criticism of section
86 of India’s Code of Civil Procedure (CCP) of 1908, which at once appears a
child of the earlier (pre-1980) practice of Her Majesty’s courts in dealing with the
recognition of foreign Governments, and which remains the approach today in dealing
with the recognition of States before the English courts, namely that certification
by the Foreign and Commonwealth Office is (and in the case of recognition of
Governments, was) wholly conclusive. According to section 86 of the Indian CCP,
the Indian courts are required to defer to the Indian Central Government on this
issue. This is in stark contrast with the position taken in the United States Foreign
Sovereign Immunities Act of 1976. As explained by the State Department’s then
Legal Advisor, the view taken was that “[w]e..thought it was the better part of
valour...to have it to the courts with very modest guidance.” It would, however,
be wrong to say that Professor Vibhute is against statutory intervention, or conversely
for judicial activism, in this area. His reservations with regard to section 86 of the
Indian CCP are directed not only at the level of principle, namely the current practice
of executive intervention, but also at the level of the actual, and unfortunately
discrepant, behaviour of the Indian courts due probably to the absence of sufficient
statutory guidance. It would be no great stretch of the imagination to surmise that
this state of affairs is not altogether conducive to doing business in India. His criticisms
draw on the comparative survey of foreign laws in the preceding chapters and lend
the book a worthy purpose.
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Systematic and comprehensive treatment of the various kinds of commercial
contexts in which the immunity question has arisen in the case law of the various
jurisdictions surveyed, to a point equal to the admirable rigour with which Professor
Vibhute handles the Indian case law, would have added value. Having said that,
it is not the place of the reader to impose in such a manner on the author, whose
purposes would appear to lie elsewhere. Well worth serious attention are Professor
Vibhute’s proposed amendments to section 86 of the Indian CCP and his warning
that even these amendments could only serve as an intermediate measure in anticipation
of legislative reform of a more comprehensive and studied nature.

CL LIM

PRINCIPLES OF INSURANCE LAW (FIFTH EDITION) BY POH CHU CHAI [Butterworths
Asia, 2000, li + 1223 pp (including index). Hardcover: S$300]

THIS work has come a long way since the days of its first edition. It has grown
in stature and has shown growing maturity with each incarnation. The current version
of the book is the companion to the Law of Life, Motor and Workmen’s Compensation
Insurance (1999). Of course, the wonderful thing about the two volumes is that
they can used together or they may used independently. In fact they are written
by the author with that flexibility in mind. The work impresses in terms of its breadth
and depth of its treatment of the relevant principles and case law.

The book is divided into two main parts. The first deals with various aspects
of the pre-contractual duties and obligations which should be borne in mind when
undertaking insurance. The second is concerned with the issues which arise out
of the policy when a loss occurs and deals with both contractual and statutory
questions.

Chapter 1 covers one of the most fundamental principles underlying insurance
law – the concept of insurable interest. Here, care is taken to deal with the relevant
historical background behind this requirement peculiar to insurance contracts. The
author takes particular care to bring the reader through the common law rules before
dealing with the statutory regime under local law. This is particularly useful since
knowledge of the background will assist one in interpreting a statutory provision
when the statute is not meant to be a codifying enactment. The author also takes
the trouble to point out the dramatic departure from traditional norms which section
64(4) of the Insurance Act has introduced. The latter part of the chapter is thoughtfully
divided into the various categories of insurance – life, property both moveable and
immoveable and liability.

Chapter 2 goes on to cover the law relating to another of the peculiar features
of an insurance contract. Because it is considered a contract uberrimae fidei, any
person who wishes to take out insurance cover is bound a duty to disclose all facts
material to the risk to be insured. Here again, the author brings the reader through
the historical development of the doctrine as well as the differences of opinion
that has arisen along the way. The work also covers a few examples of such a
duty. The work covers the issue of how the duty and its breach affects the rights
of the insured persons when there is a composite policy. Such a policy is where
it covers the interests of more than one person and these interests may not be
coextensive. The recent decisions of the English Court of Appeal in New Hampshire
Insurance Co Ltd v MGN Ltd [1997] LRLR 24 and FNCB Ltd v Barnet Devanney
& Co Ltd [1999] Lloyd’s Rep 459 are discussed as well as the decision of Arab
Bank Plc v Zurich Insurance Co [1999] 1 Lloyd’s Rep 262.


