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anc. 68?O those whieh reate to ernploymenta of a distinctly cn
fidesitisi aracter t. But its aeioebility, as one of the baises

agre, andI good people do net aIwiYs &grec, enormous mièchief ayh o
A min rnay ýhàîe one of the. bust domnestie semvants, ho May hve avae
whome arrangement of clethes le faultlesa, à coachman whose driv'îng '28
excellent a cook whose performaanees are perfect, antI yet hie may :not have
confidence ia hlm -andI while on the one hand ail that the servaigt roqMires
or wlshes (aind tiiat reasoniably- entougi) Ir, inonley, you are on the other
biand te destroy the. comfort of man's existence for a perlodcf years, by
conipeliing hlm te have eonstantly about hlm ln a confidential situation oe
te whom ho objecta. If that bc no in private lit., Ixow important do theme
consideratlons be.coie when connccted with the prfrmance of queh duties
-duties te, uoel-ty-as are Incmbent upon the dietors et a coin any l1ke
this 1 think that by lnterfering In the. presenit case there wc d be no
eqiuallty." The. remarks cf Turner, L.J., at p. 980, are te the omrn effect.
se einonvenlence and mischief te the defenidants, te say nothing of the.
interest cf soclety ab large, would be prester if the court shculd iEnterfere
thari anything that could poasibly happen to the. plaintiffs by decllnlng te

In FVrvzneco v. Bartnm (1890) 45 Ch. D. 430 (438), Fry, L.J., eid:
"For my civa part, I should be very unwlilig te extend deciuions. the. effect
ot wbich la te cornpci perscha who are net desirous ef maintaining coin-
tinueous personal re ations with one anether te continue tholle personal
relations. I have a streng impression and & strong feeling that It in not in
the initerent cf manklnd that the mIle cf apeciflo performance should bo
extendcd te suai usees. 1 tink the. courts arc bound to bie jealous, lent
they ehor'ld turn contracta of service into contracta cf elavery; and,
therefore, speaking for myself, 1 ahould la against the extension cf the
doctrine ci specifle performance and injunetion i n such a manner."1

Ia Whitweod Chemi.ooZ Va. v. lifzrdman, <1891> 2 Ch. i16, Llndleï, IJ.,
àfter statiÏg that lie looked upon Lumley v. Wagner (j 6, peet), cas an
anomaly to be followd in cases 11k. It, but an anomaly wih it wpuld ho
dangerous te extenid,11 proceeded tiis- 'I make tint observation for this
reason, that 1 thlnk the. court, looklng at thc matter broadly, will generally
do muai more ha bX attempting te decre. specilde perorar.nae la eues
of personal service than by leavlng therm alose, and whether it la attexnpted
te enforee these contracta directiy by a decree of specille' performance, or-
indirectly by an tinjusetion, appeals te nie te be Imraaterial. It le on the
grôund thtat mischief ivill hoe don. te one at ail evens of the parties that
the court declines fl cases of tuis klnd te grant an Injuriction, and leaves
the aggrieved party to suai remedT as lie may have apart tram the e+a
ordlnary remedy of an injunction.1r

Ina Pickeering Y. Bithop cf Ely <-1843) 2 Y. & C. C. 2/% Shadwell,'
V.C., In refueing an lniunction te nestrain the. distendant tror.. obstructing
In hi# office the plaintiff, a solicitor who had a night te prepare &il thé,
loesm of lande owzrid by the Beo of Ely remaniiedt «IThe clonent knowledige
ot ail hie temporal concerne connected with hie gSe being the. nocessr 005

sequence of what the plaintiff asserts, it la obvleus that it In cf =trhfhsi
Importance to the. su et cf 4he temporal lntereats ot -the bishop for ti
time being, andI hlm ordinary comfort, tiat the porsin invested with suoh
powera shniild b. a ian not mor@Ily respected b7 hlm, ne t meroly wortby dl
trust, but .dso personaily acceptable te hlm. To fore upon hlm la buch
'iharacters a porio however eatimble,ý .4owever professrcnaly omllient


