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tthaSI 01 thiS nU2ê.n examination of the language uied
by judges shows that this mile has been referred to two distinct*
considerations t

--(a)- That it la, as-sme. of -the -authorities put--it, inconvenient,
or, as others express it, impossible, for a court of justice to con-,
duct and supervise the operations incident. to and requiaite for
the execution of a decree for the specifle. performance of a con.
tract whlch invoives the rendering of personal services'~. Either

contract, although lie ewned a hall interest, and was a party to a eontraetwith the owners of the remaining stock, whieh provided for equal control
of the stock and equal services).

Bee as Reid bce arcem Co. v. Steph~n <1825) 62 Ill. App. 334 (wherea part of an agreement muade by a corporation in taking over the plaintiff'sbusiness was that ho was te receive a monthly salary for services te berendered) jMilte v. Unrited States Printing Co. <1904% 99 App. 605, 91N.Y supp. 185 (court refused to enjeuh the defendant trom disehargîng the.
Plit an the ground that he had declined to join a labour union, andfrom: cayrng out contracte with unions whieli exnbraced a stipulation tuemploy 1ny union workmen).

i «The nature of the contreot is not one which requires the performanceof same definite net, suai as this court lias been in the habit of requiring
t'O be performed by way of administering superior j ustice rather than leavethe parties te their riglits and remedies rt aW. Itis obvicus that if thenotion of spealflc performance were applied ta ordinary contracta for workand lab.our or for hiring and servie, it would require a serles of erders anda general superintendence which cculd flot conveniently b. undertaken byan y ourts of justice; and therefore contracte of that sort have been ordin-nrly left to thoir eperation nt law." Lord Seiborne In Wolverhampton JW. R. Co. v. London, etc., R. Co. (1873) 00 L.R. 16 Eq. 438 (440).

In Milioan v. Suivan (1888) 4 Times L.R. 203, Fry, L.J, observedthat enormous Ilinconvonience" would b. oeasioned, if courts of equity werete enforce the continuance cf strictly personal relations, under penalty ofImprisonment for caonte!npt of court, and that it was on the ground thatsucli a course would b. toc grass an Interference with the liberty cf thesubjeat, that courts cf equity had refused te enforce such relations.Sea alec, Ryan v. Mutual, etc., Asen, (1892) 1 Ch. D. 116, where equit-abie relief was refitsed on the ground that it wouid require continuoussupervision by the court.
In Xernhle v. Icrn (1822) o Slm. 333, Shadweli, .C., argued a foiiows:"ppsing Mr. IKean should reBst, hcw is suai an agreement te b. per.;0ormeod by the courtY Sequestration IR out of the question; and can Ir b.aaid that a man can be ernpýelicd to perforru an agreement te set at attheatre by this court sendiug hini te the Fleet for refusimg te act at al?There la ne rnethod cf arriving at that which le the substance of the cou-tract between the. parties, by ineas cf any promes which this court inenabled te issue."
In ItOmblin y. Dinttefotd (1835> 2 Edw. Ch. 520, a similar case, thecourt argued thus. "The diMeiulty lu how te compel specific perfoameaie.The. court cannot oblige Mr. Ingerseil te go te the flowery Theatre and, thereperformn particular characters. IluPriâonrueut for a contempt would b. the.


