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alterations, which are twofold, are both unacknowledged and unsupported by justificatory reasons.
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unconscionable dealing, rationalised as a ‘plaintiff-sided’, ‘impaired-consent’ ground of relief. Although
prior dicta existed to support such an outlook on undue influence, those dicta, themselves of dubious
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exculpatory doctrines that are nevertheless acknowledged to be ‘closely related’. This does not augur
well for the logical taxonomisation of those sibling doctrines, both as between themselves and relative
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making the Ordinance unsuitable for consumer protection. This has resulted in an approach straddling
the unconscionability doctrine and the more intuitive ‘unfairness’-based concepts in unfair terms
legislation. Through an analysis comparing Hong Kong’s position and Australian developments in
unconscionable conduct and unfair terms in the Australian Consumer Law, and unjust contracts in the
Contracts Review Act 1980 (NSW), this article argues that new unfair terms legislation (rather than a
reinterpretation of the Ordinance) is needed for Hong Kong. Applying contemporary understandings
of consumer behaviour, it proposes a new ‘unfairness’ standard for the legislation with consideration
of three factors: unfair tactics in procuring an agreement, erosion of consumer autonomy and choice,
and whether the term is reasonably necessary to protect the legitimate business interests of the
supplier.

Contract Codification and ‘Certainty’
— John Eldridge 146

LexisNexis AU | Lexis Advance

In March 2012, the Commonwealth Attorney-General’'s Department issued a brief but wide-ranging
discussion paper which canvassed the possibility of codifying or otherwise reforming the Australian
law of contract. This article is concerned with a particular dimension of the debate sparked by that
paper: namely the question of whether codification would promote ‘certainty’ in the Australian law of
contract. It first seeks to establish an understanding of the likely nature of any successful Australian
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contract codification project. It then proceeds to set out and apply a framework for understanding the
concept of ‘certainty’ in the present context. It is concluded that although there may be cause to think
that codification might promote ‘certainty’ to at least some extent, there are good reasons to think that
its impact in this respect would likely be less significant than has often been suggested.
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The rationalisation of the analytical framework for the illegality defence in private law was always
bound to be controversial. The replacement of the rule-based approach with a more flexible ‘range-of-
factors’ approach in Patel v Mirza upends the traditional approach and implicates the bounds of the
judicial function. The approach was vigorously contested by the minority. More recently, it was
repudiated by the Singapore Court of Appeal in Ochroid Trading Ltd v Chua Siok Lui, which
propounded an incremental yet progressive approach. In retaining a rule-based analytical framework,
the symmetry between statutory illegality and common law illegality for contractual claims is
maintained, while the reliance principle is recast; notably unjust enrichment is introduced as an
independent cause of action, and the stultification principle embraced for working out the illegality
defence in this context. This paper critically examines the contrasting approaches, and suggests that
a simpler and more elegant approach might be distilled in actions for restitutionary recovery.
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