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more important current awards and rulings of both the Commonwealth and State
Industrial Tribunals and notes on new legislation.

The service comes in two loose leaf flies which facilitates the insertion of
current and revised materials.

As a work it contains a wealth of industrial data and is most useful for
comparative purposes. No doubt, the Singapore Industrial Relations Ordinance,
1960 is based on neither the Commonwealth nor the New South Wales, but the
Western Australian model. As such the Industrial Arbitration Court has cautioned
that quotations from Commonwealth Tribunals must be made with great care and
Australian awards read in their social and economic context.1

The Service is recommended for purchase by any worthwhile library in the field
of industrial relations.

TAN PHENG THENG.

CASES AND MATERIALS ON CONSTITUTIONAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE
LAW. By G. Wilson. [Cambridge University Press. 1966. xxv
+ 609 pp. 70s.].

This is the second volume to appear in the Combridge Legal Case Book Series
and is an excellent compilation of leading cases and other original sources of
constitutional law such as extracts from statutes, parliamentary debates and official
reports of various commissions and committees. The book is thus a departure
from an exclusive court-oriented approach to the study of this branch of the law.
As pointed out by the compiler in his preface, the activities of the courts cannot
be taken as the focal point in such a study else it will not be possible “to present
constitutional law as a coherent subject or relate it in a meaningful way to the
functions it has to fulfil or the social and political context in which it has to
operate.” This becomes obvious if one considers the system of cabinet government
and ministerial responsibility. Much of the materials relating to this subject are
not found in the law reports but in the parliamentary debates. On the question
of dissolution of Parliament, appointment of the Prime Minister, and the dismissal
of Ministers, materials in the Royal Archives at Windsor which throw light on the
matter are reproduced and made readily available. These are merely examples to
illustrate why this book abandoned a court-oriented approach towards the study
of constitutional law. Indeed, even those cases which are presented are “put in
their larger constitutional and social context” by the author. This is certainly an
admirable casebook on constitutional law.

However, the book has one major drawback. It is inadequate as a casebook on
administrative law which is much less fully treated than the first part of the book
which is devoted to problems of constitutional law. Thus the whole problem of
administrative remedies is compressed into one case of R. v. Electricity Commis-
sioners, ex parte London Electricity Joint Committee Co. (1920) Ltd.; 1 the principle
of natural justice is illustrated by the solitary case of Cooper v. Wandsworth Board
of Wales.2 This can hardly be adequate in view of the developments in this area
of the law. The impression imparted by the skimpy treatment of the vital pro-
blems of administrative law is that the compiler was restrained by the problem
of keeping down the size of the book. If this part of the book had been given as
full a treatment as the first, the book would probably have trebled its present) size
and price, as the complier explained in the preface, had to be kept down.

1.    Singapore Printing Employees’ Union v. Straits Times Press (M) Ltd. [1962] G.G.S. 2337.

1. [1924] 1 K.B. 171.
2. (1863) 14 C.B. (N.S.) 180.



December 1968 BOOK REVIEWS 359

It is suggested that this problem of keeping the book to a reasonable size and
price may be solved by limiting the materials to primarily constitutional matters
and to give administrative law materials a separate treatment. In this way, perhaps
more relevant materials on constitutional law (e.g. an extract from Heuston’s in-
teresting essay on sovereignty of parliament) which is notable by its absence from
the section on parliamentary sovereignty and the practical relevance of which to
English constitutional law is fortified by Ranasinghe v. Bribery Commissioner3

could be included which may have been excluded because of the desire not to produce
an overly large volume.

S. M. THIO.

PALMER’S COMPANY LAW. Twenty-First Edition. By C. M. Schmitthoff
and J. H. Thompson (eds.). [London: Stevens & Sons. 1968.
cxxviii + (with index) 1556 pp. £9.17s. 6d.].

The Twenty-first Edition of this well-known work is to be welcomed and in
light of the substantial developments in company law since the 20th Edition in
1959, is indeed necessary. The Twenty-first Edition contains a great deal of new
material — an exposition and analysis of the Companies Act 1967, new chapters on
the Protection of Depositors Act 1963, the Directors’ Report, and the Inspection
of Company’s Books and Papers. Furthermore, the editors have substantially
revised the chapters on the rule in Turquand’s case, Debentures Take-over Bids
and Winding Up, and have expanded their treatment of tax law. The ten Appen-
dices include the text of the Companies Acts of 1948 and 1967 and “. . . all other
relevant enactments, statutory instruments, stock exchange rules, further regulations
and notices.”

The editors have stated that their objectives were to present the “living law”
fully and completely. For the most part they have succeeded and, as such, their
efforts are well justified. This writer was disappointed to find, however, that many
non-English cases of importance were not mentioned in the text. This is parti-
cularly unfortunate in light of the increased willingness of English courts to
consider non-English precedents as at least pursuasive authority.

An example of such an omission may be found in the treatment given to the
oppression provision embodied in E.C.A., s. 210. There are at least two important
Australian cases and one South African case which have interpreted substantially
similar provisions under their respective Companies Acts, and which have dealt
with problems which remain as yet unresolved under E.C.A. s. 210. In particular,
two Australian cases — Re Associated Tool Industries Ltd., (1963) 5 F.L.R. 55
and Re Broadcasting Station 2GB Pty., Ltd., [1964-65] N.S.W.R. 1648 throw light
upon the types of conduct which amount to oppression — particularly within the
parent-subsidiary context.1 In addition, in the South African case of Benjamin
V. Elysium Investments (Pty.), Ltd., 1960 (3) S.A. 467 a remedy under the South
African equivalent of s. 210 was granted to one partner in a fifty/fifty partnership
type company against the other in a deadlock situation. It appears to this writer
that these cases should at least have been footnoted as bearing upon the interpre-
tation of the provision. This seems particularly the case since the s. 210 is com-
paratively new and is potentially the most important remedy available to minority
shareholders under the English Companies Acts.

In view of the important differences between the company law in England and
that existing in, for example, Australia, Malaysia and Singapore it is expected
that a treatise such as this is increasingly of less use to practitioners and students

3. [1964] 2 W.L.R. 1301. [1964] 2 All E.R. 785.
1.   See also Re Meyer Douglas Pty., Ltd. [1965] V.R. 638 in which it was held that an unregistered

personal representative is not a “member” and therefore cannot petition for relief under the
oppression provision.
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