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fttreme incolivetience 'or aotual iiposblty~ Woûld 'dobtlesu
couttitute a sufficient groumdd for 'relobixig tô undertakW;ýto eri- -
force specific performance. But the predicament -eenotred tii

thi~insanc Wold seem te be more accuritely rofer 'ed, to the

eAatEgory of tldngs «'impoWsblê" tha to thàt 'of -tâii~ ixicon-
venient 1'" Even imprisonment for eontempt of court ta ineffect-
Ual to overcome stubborn eontumaey

(b) That in view of the peculiar personal retatioisiý io
_î resuit from, a coutract of service, it would be inexpedient, from

the standpoint of public policy, te attenxpt to -enfofre such a
iÎ contract specifieally 1. The euses ini Nhich this conaideration

consequence of, his refusai, and tlîis wotuld Ment the. very performance
sought to be enforced."

In Whitood Chem. Coa. v. Hfar dtuatt (1891) 2 Ch. 410, Kekowleh, J.,
remariced, argu«edo. "lIt wouid bu quite Impossible to make a mnax work,
and therefore the court neyer atteupts to do It.»

'<edA spécifie performance in suoh cass la siaid to be impossible because
.oeience ta the decree cannot be compelled by the ordinary prociesses of the

court. Contracte for personal acts have bet.. iegardtà uis thé moet-famiiiar
Illustrations of thia doctrine, since the eourt cannot ini àny direct inanner
compel the* Palty to rendor the service." Wm. Rogeî-a f#. Coe. v, lBogera
(IV.90) as conn. 356.

*lal one case w. find the. somewhat guarded statenicnt, that the diffl-
j' *culty If not the utter impractlcitbility, of compeliing the perform~ance ci such

an agreemient, is a conclusive reason why a court of eiiuity should refuse
to interfere, Sanquirico v. Benedeffi <1847) 1 Barb. 315.

Olt in n pparent that, mider no social system of which %ve have any
record, lias the sovereiga authority been able te put into motion a coercive
machinery for the. purpos. of overcoming the determlned passive reaistane
of an employer to a judicial decre. orderlng hirn to rctain an employé. in
statue where slavery existe an effectuai nieans of compellng an e ployé t
fulflul his contract la available. But this considération la of* no practicu]
importance in Rny country with which we are concern.d in the present
treati.

In Johnmo v. Slhrewsbutry cf Dhrmingham 14#. Co. <1853) 3 De G. M.
.&G. 914 (924), Knlght Bruce, L.J., obaerved with regard to a eontract

the oftSet of whlch fa atàted ln' 3 , note'1, "jife. "Tiiere te here an'agre*-
ment, the. effect ef which'la that thé plaintifsi are te be the 'conaMential

ý4 servant. of the deMndants in mont important particulars, lan whleh,, net
onyfor the saké of the. persons lImmedlateiy coacerned but for the sake of

society at larg, it ln necesaary that there shoudl be the mnt entîe harniony
.N ~and spiritof c-peratiôn botirten the coixtraetixig parties. I[ow* 4a this

possible te preval In the position ln which (I assume for the puepose of
ýî;the ar ument b the. default of the defendants) the defendarta hav. plaeed

'-themoives? ive are a>gked to eoiel on. ro t. emp1y' agait its will
another as bis eenfidintiai servat , for dutiem wltii rp t. the' due pur
forniance of whlcii the utràoit confidsec té reodarnd "Let hlm be chi c
'4h. bâat and moait computent Perdons that evuir Ilved, .4111 If the twÔ dè'Xot
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