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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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in these countries. This is particularly the case since, as pointed out above, the
editors have not attempted to deal with non-English authorities. The failure to
do this is understanable in the light of the increased work which would be involved
in such an undertaking. Nevertheless, since the company law of England is no
longer as universal in application as it has been in the past, scholarship which is
confined to English company law is of diminishing importance to non-English
lawyers and students.

ALLEN B. AFTERMAN.

STUDY GUIDE TO CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. By D. Harris. [London: Sweet
& Maxwell. 1967. x + 118 pp. 12s. 6d.].

This book is one in the series of “Study Guides” published by Sweet and Max-
well.1 Unlike the usual study guides and nutshells, this book asks the student
several questions which are relevant to the topic instead of giving direct answers
to particular problems. The author follows the questions by setting out the materials
to which the student can refer to find the answers.

A wide area of Constitutional and Administrative Law is covered. Though the
basic reference books are Hood Phillips 2 and Wade and Phillips,3 the author has
not limited the scope of each of the topics to these books. A wide range of other
standard books including de Smith,4 Wade,5 Heuston,6 and Allen7 are also referred
to. There is also a fair amount of reference to leading articles, cases, and statutes.

One of the minor drawbacks of the book is the absence of a Table of Cases
which is today basic to any legal text book and which is useful to the reader who
wishes to find out whether a particular case has been cited and whether that case
has also been cited elsewhere in the Guide under a different topic. The Table of
Cases is also useful to a reader who knows the name of a particular case but does
not know under what topic it falls within the book.

The reader should note that there have been several changes in the law since
the publication of this Guide and like some of the textbooks of today has become
slnghtly outdated. The leading case on Crown Privilege is now the decision of
the House of Lords in Conway v. Rimmer.8 “This decision,” as Professor de Smith
points out,9 “is clearly of first rate importance, confirming as it does the re-
emergence of judicial review as a significant factor in English administrative law.”
The recent case of R. v. Criminal Injuries Compensation Board ex parte Lain10

not mentioned here has now extended the scope of the application of the prerogative
writ of certiorari to public bodies which are not creatures of statute. In the field
of natural justice, the case of Re H.K. (an infant)11 seems to indicate a possible
extension of the rules to persons or bodies who are neither acting in a judicial nor
quasi-judicial capacity. This seems to be so indicated by Chief Justice Parker who
said, “whether or not the immigration officer was acting in a judicial or quasi-

1.    The other books in the series include Study Guides to Real Property, Equity, Evidence, Criminal Law
and Jurisprudence.

2.    Constitutional and Administrative Law, (London, 4th ed., 1967).

3.    Constitutional Law, (London, 7th ed., 1965).
4.    Judicial Review of Administrative Action, (London, 1st ed., 1957).
5. Administrative Law, (Oxford, 1st ed., 1961).
6.    Essays in Constitutional Law, (London, 2nd ed., 1964).
7.    Law and Orders, (London, 3rd ed., 1965).
8. [1968] 1 All E.E. 874.
9.    Judicial Review of Administrative Action, (London, 2nd ed., 1968). p.605.

10. [1967] 2 All E.R. 770.
11.    [1967] 1 All E.R. 226.


