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are in the preface. The precedents are serially numbered to facilitate reference
in the supplements which will be issued. A Table of Statutes has also been added.

Besides the two consulting editors, Master Burnand and Master Jacob, the
editor has had the assistance of specialists in the preparation of precedents on parti-
cular topics. The distinction of the editors and the authority of the work would
make criticism of any precedent or group of precedents presumptuous but in a work
of as monumental a nature as Bullen & Leake it is inevitable that the effect of recent
cases on some precedents should go unnoticed. A group of precedents where this
has happened and perhaps the only such group is the collection of precedents for
statements of claim in actions for wrongful dismissal. These precedents have under-
gone no change from their counter-part ones in the 9th and 10th editions of Bullen &
Leake and they do not make it clear that in actions for wrongful dismissal damages
claimed by a servant are special damages and must be set out and claimed as such.
A form of claim criticised by Lord Greene M.R. in Monk v. Redwing Aircraft Co.
[1942] 1 K.B. 182 at p. 185 is still retained in precedent No. 257. The same precedent
(in the 9th edition) was relied upon without avail by counsel for the plaintiff in
Hayward v. Pullinger & Partners, Ltd. [1950] 1 All E.R. 581. Neither case is
referred to in the notes to these precedents though Hayward v. Pullinger & Partners
Ltd. is referred to in the introductory chapters on the necessity of alleging special
damage with sufficient particularity but not with specific reference to actions for
wrongful dismissal. But for this group of precedents the objective set himself by
the editor, of reconsidering and where necessary revising every pleading has no doubt
been achieved.

The notes on substantive law have been brought up to date and pleaders will
continue to find them handy and useful when reference to a work on a particular
topic of substantive law is not indicated. On certain topics, like Money Paid and
Money Had and Received the statement of the law and collection of cases in Bullen
& Leake is as good as, if not better than, anything found elsewhere.

The importance of accurate and clear pleading needs no emphasis and this new-
look edition of Bullen & Leake, maintaining as it does the worthy tradition of its
predecessors and enhancing the reputation of the work, will find a ready place on the
shelves, if not the table, of every practitioner.

P. COOMARASWAMY. 1

THE DICTIONARY OF ENGLISH LAW. General Editor: the late Earl Jowitt.
Editor: Clifford Walsh. [1959, London: Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. £8
8s. In 2 Vols. or in 1 Vol. thin paper ed. 1905 pp. inc. 13 pp. bibl.]

As acknowledged in the publishers’ note the Dictionary of English Law is drawn
largely from Byrne’s Law Dictionary (1923) and Wharton’s Law Lexicon (1938).
Material from these two works has been integrated, supplemented and brought up
to date to provide explanations of legal terms, old and new, resulting in a much
more comprehensive work than the two earlier ones. Where appropriate, an etymology
or translation of the term is given and where possible the text of the explanation
includes references to statutes and cases, ancient and modern.

The difficulty faced by any editor of a work such as this is not so much what
to include as what to exclude and with comprehensiveness the aim there is little that
has been excluded. The length of the entries varies from one line for rectum esse
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(to be right in court) to more than five pages for Deed. Editorial discretion has been
carefully exercised and it is those terms to which reference will more frequently be
made that have the greater space.

There is very little on the debit side. This reviewer found an instance of a
cross-reference given where he looked for what he was asked to see in vain. Under
View is “See Shower” (presumably one who shows). But he found no shower.

This work is no one-volume Halsbury and makes no such claim but the lawyer
who has access to it will be pleased to find collected in one volume explained with
admirable clarity and with annotations almost every legal term he is likely to
encounter, whether common or esoteric.

P. COOMARASWAMY.1

THE CY-PRES DOCTRINE. By L. A. Sheridan and V. T. H. Delany.
[1959, London: Sweet & Maxwell Ltd. £2-10s. xxxvi + 166 pp. inc.
6 pp. index.]

The English law relating to charities is at the present day one of the more
complicated, not to say unpredictable, fields of the law of property, and in the law
of charities the cy-pres principle is perhaps the most complicated and unpredictable
part. The appearance of the cy-pres principle in all its ramifications and accompany-
ing technicalia throughout the common-law world and the Commonwealth is indeed
something for England to answer for. It is, no doubt, comparatively easy to assign
reasons for the present Protean form in the chequered history of the doctrine, with
the Crown as parens patriae (that somewhat elusive father-figure), the Court of
Chancery and its successors’ vacillations between strict and liberal applications of
the principle and the occasional interventions of the Legislature. But to reduce the
cy-pres principle to a coherent and more or less rational form is a task of some
magnitude.

A reasoned discussion of cy-pres in England and the Commonwealth has long
been awaited. In America, there is of course Miss Edith Fisch’s book, but this is
inevitably limited in its scope. In England, Tudor is thirty years old and Tyssen
nearly forty, which, in relation to a subject so frequently re-interpreted, means that
they are completely out-of-date. In addition, the discussion of cy-pres in Tudor is
unsatisfactory in treatment and (if one may say so with respect) mistaken in many
of its conclusions (such as the relation between cy-pres and Lassence v. Tierney).
Finally, although the treatment of cy-pres in the 3rd edition Halsbury is infinitely
better than in the 2nd, its inevitably telegraphic style often fails to communicate
the principles behind the abstract rules there stated.

Accordingly, Sheridan and Delany is greatly to be welcomed. This is familiar
ground for both authors; Professor Sheridan has previously contributed several
articles to learned periodicals on charities in general, and cy-pres in particular, and
Dr. Delany is well known for The Law of Charities in Ireland. In the circumstances
the reader may fairly look for an “exhaustive, single-minded and scientific” treatment
of the subject.

The book falls into three parts. Chapters I and II deal with the history of
cy-pres, define the terms and map out the field to be covered (including incidentally
a brief discussion of the similar principles which formerly applied to the construction
of conditions precedent and to testamentary gifts which infringed the rule in Whitby
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