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(g) That no preuent dama.ge will accrue. to the plaintiff by
reason of the. breaoh of the contract. Unider sme circuznatances
this niay be ground for denying equitable relief'. But it i.
apprehended that, - ven -if the decisi on- in. the -case cited b.
accepteci as correct, no general rule eau be laid down under this
head, and that cases may arise in which the certainty of future

a defence to the suit, as she had an adequate legal remeëdy for'th. injury
coinplained, ai. But the cerreetnesm; of the lattar of these ruli-ngs seemns to
b. -open to question. If the ,r>.reus had a legs.l right of action, then, ete
hpypotheoi, the empgloyer must have been charýeable with a breacli cf the
contract on hi. side.

Merely hiring anotber actor ta take the place of the dlefendant in one
ai the stipulated pieces aiter h. absented hirneelf, and dclining ta dismiss
the gubstitute, whîle that plece i. running, in nat -sueh a brcaoch of the
mnanager'. part of the cantrat as will preolude hlm from abtainîag an in-
junctian. Montague v. FZockts <1873) L.R. 16 Eq. 189.

One wha lias emplayed an opera singer under a contract that she wvilI
net render services except ut those places under hi. managemnent is net
entltied ta an Injunction restraining her frern se doing, where he hast
failed ta pny her for services rendered under a previous engnger.t, and it
is apparent tram the evidence that ho wvIll be unable ta pay the sti pulated
saiary, unies. the senson praves to ha successful. rhe court said thiat the
defeedant ought net ta bc rsubjected ta tbf. contingency, and laid linwn
the generai prinoipie that a negative covenant should not be enfuiod,
whiere. if the c'nurt has the rower. It would not enforce an affirmative coven-
ant. Rie v. D'.4rviile (1895) 162 Mass. 559, 39 M E. 180. It was further
held that the fact that the plaintiff at the hearing affered a bond for the per-
format1e, of hiq contract made ne differc'nee. bath for the renson thnt it liad
been offered aiter the defendant had, for goad cause, refused to continue
with the plaintiff, and liad entered inta ethor engagcmentm. and for the
reasan thnt a band is nat an assurance that the money will bc paid when
due aecording ta the terîns oi the contract, but an agreement which usuflly
bas ta bc enfarced by a laweuit

$ In De Pol Y. SoAike (18t17) 7 Rab. 280, anc of the greunds on which
an injunetian te prevent a danseuse tram violating a covenant net te,
render persenal services as such te any pmron other than the plaintiff. was
denied was that, ns the oniy way in w'hich the defendantls hreach ef' con-
tract ceuld preduce damage was by the withdraWal af custom, qnti the
plaintifsa' lad no cretabihment in active eperation when the suit w&M
brugt and were flot iikceiv ta have anc for soea time, ne danmages %vers
tien rasutilting, or w'ouid fer an appreciable perind rasult, tram the net
whieh it wns seught te enjoin. Tht; conclusion clrawn wns that tiie cir-
cumet-inces did lnt êupply the neoq.sary foundatien for invoking the exer-
cisc of an equitabie jurisdlctien nf whieh thé ratianalo vins, that It wvas
impossible te mpqsure the dnnungem w-hi eh weulld follow tram the hreocth
of a restrictive provision like the ane tin question. This reasoning 1s mot
altegether satisfacory. It WInild cecin thiat dannes. bath ýangfle andi
inoapable of exact incasurenient, nuight fairly be salid te ho the natural con-
sequence ai the. defendants cvhibiting ber accomplisbmnents at other estab.
lishmnents, andi thus' sitiàtving the curiosity of a cel-tain inumber of the
persans Who weuld prebably -have visited the plaintifse' establishment, as
soun as It was In operatit n.


