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1442-1456. It is difficult to see, however, that this legislation has much to do
with principles of criminal liability, which are Russell’s stated concern.

As Russell is primarily a reference work, its utility will to some extent depend
on its index and tables (of cases and statutes) and here there are some shortcomings.
Regarding the index, burden of proof questions are discussed in at least 5 places
that are not indexed under “Burden of Proof” (at pp. 102, 123, 453, 683, 763),
and of the three places that are indexed, the page number of one is misprinted.
(“Proof of” under “insanity” also has the wrong page number.) The strict liability
of the old common law that is referred to so often in the text is not indexed, nor
are subjective or objective mens rea which are mentioned equally often. “Dangerous
driving causing death” is referred to in the Manslaughter section of the text, but
neither are indexed under the other. The scattered text references to conspiracy
are sometimes not indexed (e.g. those at pp. 1155, 1302, 1394-5, 1429). For “building”
entered under “Society” the reader is informed “See Building Society” which is
not in the index, and the same for “industrial” and “provident”. “Suicide” says
“See also FELO DE SE”, which says only “See Suicide”. “Carnal Knowledge”
says “See Sexual Intercourse”, which is not indexed. There are errors also in the
text references given in the table of case, e.g., Davenport (1954), Davies (1954),
D.P.P. v. Smith, Fisher v. Raven, Rose (1961) and Welham v. D.P.P. have references
to pages on which these cases are not cited, while Hill v. Baxter has no references
to pp. 40 and 64 where it is cited. (This case, strangely, is not discussed in the
treatment of voluntariness.) And could not the tabling of cases under D.P.P.,
A.-G., etc., rather than under the accused’s name, be discontinued.

Some misprints in the text and footnotes were also noticed — pp. 30 n. 49
(“416”), 203 last line, 540 n. 15 (“(iii)”), 559 n. 10, 657 n. 28 (“7”), 779 line 1
(“Osborne”), 849 n. 13 (“[1954]”), 1139 n. 5 (“1132”), 1442 n. 63 (“97”), 1465
n. 15 (“462”), 1476 line 11 (“p. 1”) — but that is hardly surprising in a work
of this length.

A feature of the footnoting is the variety of ways in which a book referred
to many times is liable to be cited. Thus Foster’s Crown Law is cited in at least
nine diiferent ways (see pp. 27, 34 (two ways), 74, 91, 132, 445, 463, 573), and
Modern Approach to Criminal Law in at least seven different ways (see pp. 18,
32, 38, 61, 117, 425, 483). Glanville Williams’ Criminal Law (presumably) is
first cited (at p. 25, n. 24) as Williams, op.cit. It is generally not possible to be
certain from Russell’s citations which edition of Williams’ Criminal Law is the
subject of (often quite hostile) reference.

There is unnecessary formal variety in two other ways. Some citations appear
in the text and not in the footnotes (see, e.g., at pp. 68, 85, 472-6, 765, 1026, 1253).
Also, variation in print size in the text does not always follow the pattern of
abstract of cases, quotes and statutory provisions, in smaller print (see e.g., pp.
113-4, 405-8, 883, 1378).

Most of the above remarks are as to details and formalities and are not intended
to detract from the value of Russell as a repository of English criminal law presented
with a view to general principles and historical perspectives. There must, however,
be a growing doubt as to how much longer Russell can usefully withstand time
and the accumulating views of successive editors.

BRON MCKILLOP.

ARCHBOLD’S PLEADING, PRACTICE AND EVIDENCE IN CRIMINAL CASES,
35th Ed. By T. R. Fitzwalter Butler and Marston Garsia. [London:
Sweet and Maxwell. 1962. cc + 1771 pp. £6. 0s. 0d.]

The review section of a law journal is usually supposed to be concerned with the
review of ‘books’, but Archbold is not a book; it is an institution. It is the gospel
of practitioners in the criminal courts, and who would dare to review the Gospels.
It is not really a book, but then neither is it a mere digest, nor even an annotation.
It is sui generis: it is Archbold, unique and indispensible.
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We may note that for the thirty-fifth time in one hundred and forty years it
has been refurbished by shedding its noting-up slips and cumulative supplements,
but beyond that there is little to be said. Its arrangement still defies analysis —
but everything is there, somewhere.

The most astonishing fact to note about Archbold is that in a mere eight years
it will have reached its sesquicentennial anniversary — a remarkable record for any
law book still in current use. Yet even more astonishing is the fact that it will
not be the first English law book in current use to reach such an anniversary.
That honour appears to go to Russell on Crime which will reach its sesquicentennial
anniversary in a mere five years. Indeed both books are nearly as old as their
respective publishing houses.

It is a curious commentary on the state of English criminal law that the two
standard works still in current use are among the oldest law books still in current
publication on any subject. The implications of this curious fact cannot be pursued
here. All that can and all that need be said is that Archbold, refurbished but
essentially unchanged, is again available.

G.W. BARTHOLOMEW.

A TREATISE ON THE LAW RELATING TO BRIBERY & CORRUPTION. By
R. K. Soonavala. [Bombay: Tripathi. 1964. xl + 600 pp. (incl.
index). Rs. 25.00]

The author of this book is already well-known for his many books ranging-
from the principles of Advocacy to Indian Company Law. All his books are
centered on Indian experiences and they have all revealed an understanding of the
problems that face a busy practitioner. This treatise on the law relating to bribery
and corruption is in keeping with all that is best in the Soonavala tradition.

The law relating to bribery and corruption in India, despite recent efforts
to the contrary, is still found embedded in many different statutes. This book is
a welcome first effort as a collection of the whole state law on this subject. Its
usefulness is enhanced by an incisive commentary on statutory provisions and the
inclusion of the relevant Indian and English case law.

The technique adopted by the author is to discuss section by section in the order
they occur in the statute. Matters of even the minutest detail are not excluded
as is seen by the discussion on the use to be made of the preamble and the headings
of sections. The author prefers to refer the reader to rather than discuss case
law. The law is set out in the form of propositions and in clear lucid terms.
This is all in the tradition of books designed for the practitioner only.

The author is not only concerned with statutes specially enacted to combat
bribery and corruption. He is also concerned with those general anti-bribery pro-
visions found in the criminal law. The author is less than comprehensive in
his treatment of these “adjunct” portions presumably because they are all adequately
covered by other treatises such as those on the Penal Code. But where the general
and special provisions overlap (e.g. at p. 70) the author’s treatment is exhaustive
and useful.

The book contains appendices setting out the provisions of the Pakistan and
Malayan statutes on the subject. There is no attempt to discuss the case law in
those countries and no comparative study has been attempted. But this is not
to state that the book will not be of use to practitioners throughout Malaysia.

Special statutes relating to bribery and corruption are recent developments in
legislation in countries in our part of the world. They are partly the result of
the increasing opportunities for malpractice by officials caused by increasing govern-
mental activities in spheres hitherto untouched. A book of this kind fulfils a
pressing need.

L.W. ATHULATHMUDALI


