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| #Hdede (injunction) v BHBH LR B BUFH-HSER (legal or equitable right) RBEHIH O LB
B 40200 « 00 IR 2L 0 © BN R BN MR R 4 HT2ERD | HELB V@& dEE 4 0 WERS &
LUROP” RIGHE¥EE (equitable jurisdiction) & =12 &P 0.2 0K EIRH (remedy) 54088 Foki o
HS 1 PR0° BOMHSIEIRS 6 LE B R B4 NER VHEEN (contempt of Court) (1)
O BROVONERY | HREN SEEERER VI il S8 0 HF oo GHID ° BofiEeesL
IRVIMR 4~ CEIHES R+ O BOHO L 28 PRO R GEID 7 HSH UK - Be - 1
KRR O 2 e RO FARMY R WIE (specific performance) GHED v WEEY | Ldee®

HHEEQE Y O Maitland {wE e “Equity” 201,008 GED 1)+ UnER Q¥ KOB VPR
Q0
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EHIgoofRERE(njunction) (k] 1408 |88 ¢ BD =

‘Let an injunction be awarded against the defendants the Mayor, Aldermen and Burgesses of Leeds to re-
strain the said defendants, their servants, agents and workmen from causing or permitting the sewage of the
borough of Leeds or any part thereof to flow or pass through the main sewer or any other outfall into the
river Aire unless and until the same shall be sufficiently purified and deodorised so as not to be or create a
nuisance or become injurious to the public health.

‘TLet nrm defendant E be restrained from infringing the plaintiff’s trade marks registered under the Trade
Marks Registration Act, 1875, or either of them, and from selling or offering for sale any tea in, or from
otherwise using, wrappers having imprinted thereon any imitation or colourable imitation of the plaintiff’s
trade marks or either of them.’

‘Let an injunction be awarded to restrain the defendant from using or permitting to be used the premises
called X or any part thereof for the purpose of balloon ascents, fireworks, dancing, music, or other sports or
entertainments, whereby a nuisance may be occasioned to the annoyance or injury of any inmates of the a-

sylum in the pleadings mentioned.’



GED)  HHRE EHLUDCREEREO KO SBRIIRuERE | |1 Iz

GHID  MQ¥KE* attachment & committal 134 ¢ llp4(Order XLIL rule 7)° Judicature Act, 1873, 36 & 37
Vict. c. 66 SEILI~10) QWO EMOERL committal B8 &0 QERHEERIIHIXIIQIRIIESOL at-
tachment 264" 10 @ EELIBIXOIICIEIEHOR QMR O 42 (In re Evans, (1893) 1 Ch, 252)° ¢rmse
FOUER OB IEM S QEER BN 0 L% CERES ) QBN IV R 400 ft—~4 Kerr, On Injunc-
tions, 6th ed. (1927), pp. 668—678; Wilshere, Procedure in an Action, ﬁm ed. pp. 172—175 g0

GEND M e<ERMIMEwimQr )t “Equity acts in personam.” jsQIEE QUS-+oHEAIL0 | SRR 00 NLIXORREH

SRIOCERERERH (ERTIZE) SRMNTE L0900 ke
GHED  FREE" IO (Specific Performance) # S 4t ¥R duaue O] 1 LS i fiszo

(JEHD  pp. 254, 255.

I #HEEe 8 g ) ok HE # <4 (prohibitory injunction) v dgé= 8 ¢ Hde 4 (mandatory

injunction) 11RO R ITH QO
(~) ¥L2#-He e (prohibitory injunction) BYEBEREHHE R (restrictive injunction) 48 R4-tdade

(preventive injunction) £RIFEHI-E¢E 4 (negative injunction) w-2145" | HS IR B | P 1T
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(8) EEEHL4Es (mandatory injunction) B EEIH-LdE (compulsive injunction) g B2 #iH &
< (positive injunction) 1)-01S" EUIER R 210N #5600 LR O KELME ¢ QBLEER ) | HOk®
DB IED 2P RO HEEESEIERSNEL £:0° B (B2 <QHREE (right of light) i
HoO b BEKD 320 KRS EHVE T RENELPR0° NSEEBHEN S GRIESSH ¢ RWE L0
M0 KBVEEED D400 pHIEL 028 U0 (7 1 8HECS HIEY 6 E¢oh~ 0 ENEER
REVNPERY 228 i { ORI FOERS IR K B UHBS VY HES Y LM L i)
DAL SREEFEMEINL QPR DRIV ARR R BHIE 4 SIBEDDR (B0 LHHSY
EFa ¢ O ER) SIS ERMB 0L 042 GO G ©

()  Jackson v. Normanby Brick Co., (1899) 1 Ch. 438.

() ErERSEEROMEW DY Jacob Klein, Mandatory Injunctions, 12 Harv. L. Rev. 95—-118, (1898) &
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I K2HEEevWeHREBEE 4 R R<Bi-HE® (perpetual injunction) 1 FEDHEESR (in-
terlocutory injunction) v 1R QO rim'RTiG"

() RLEMNEEE (perpetual injunction, permanent injunction) XY IEEMLEE (final injunction)
n 2D HAES BRI RO IS Btk SIXHIC 456 LR YIRE 1 K10 2 20 R 0 21008
RO RLKE LA | HE LM ) S 41008 V5 100

() BELHEEE (interlocutory injunction) 4 X | # 854X R (provisional injunction, temporary
injunction) ##BE (L& (preliminary injunction) m-»|d (@~ NS WEEEBEHEE LG v QP
QBT IMIRER UL O RN DO 20 L0 BSSKE Y (in statn quo) Eéfhie e ) m VI B 4n
028 Q7 BERTL O L 6 HHIRIEKE (writ of summons) O M4 LI5S WRKsH £ 0L
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R Ao HEENEEL | REHHEE (ex parte injunction) mI{4° BIP AvilldEEYy | RELEE e

B BEe B H-HE S M ST o i i B2E ¢ (interim order) FaofF #@4] Hd<¢ (interim injunction)
ﬁ%«%h%tﬁ?&wombrcwm%%%mﬁ%mﬁéTﬁwm%ﬁﬁﬁ&ﬁ?&ﬁﬁﬁ&h@fbor.
v S B L HEE O BN SR VEBOR L EEEIE Y a1 K100 B0 | RENIEEe s e
PEREP R FEHEDHHEE2REC CHE LEOSHSHKE LERe v SME N0 i EE R L O
PEEEHEEERS | B S 4 unRERe°

TR y-de ¢ ST SCE QBER S 1NV A0 1)1 MITE M 402 S LUE D ° WO EETES N K
BRI B RAOEP R0 RYE B S EBHSVEE L ik 0 L0 L2 K 80 B H e BN S
R PR B N6 MEEEHF MEP0-26 80 G 1) ° "B P& IS HHERIE B BT
EEEHIE LS Bv I ETMTOHER MRK L ER 0y 28w D85 27 RIEHER 6 BBV 528k
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REEY 165 30O RETR 0 T 8 EOT BICARITN oK 550m M BEE DY S S8 ¢
GEITED - Ztﬁb%iﬁﬁm%:h%ﬁﬁ6.:3@*@%%&%%%@«Kn« @1 ° BO P Ve EicRE
a6 0K 4810131 § N H B RIBET  thdene GHTAD ©

EXFREARIESDNIELORMOEE N OPHBIS | RUMBNE P ID0 1N 1150 LR KR
MEHC KRB VO R EFESHHECS KIS MEMES SO v RE#E Y 8.0 1 08 EIHRIIEHD QY
BHCHEMEE L 0° B HEE RIS 5101 3101256 O BEHT 8400 319000 ¢ ARSI
EruenmREE R { SRR WO REE 6 BE 4~ 0 RIS 010 31 DBEHE D 2210 10 u S HE-H B VKD
5 GEHTRD ° R PO oBESHESER I 4o ME0° B! W6 #0400 220 RER
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I ooiEEe(Injunction) (IR [0IR1 158) C 10 10
keep an account) ‘R Fv 0 (1R ° NEATR FERH-UEE ST 0B 2 BBV S Lk S [l
HESHE ! (“undertaking as to damages”) oL R FIHE QB UG E MR ¢ RO S D08 46
QO REOR 480 IR BITHHE R 1L 460 P RETIHD 20 EHLVE I ¢ RITS BRSO 201y
Bdoo GHITOY GEITED ° BOMEHICR A VO BVEER LHOP B2 R (undertaking) 111X > 42
6s$m%mﬁ%cﬁﬁbt5%%5@%Eﬁﬁ§sbrﬁﬂﬂah6@?%&A%Eco
ﬁi¢ﬁ%%k@%@%ﬂmﬁ§i@im¢u%«enaéwfb5#6@@%ﬁﬁ%§ﬁ?b%%%%mﬁ
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SPEDIELE {08 12e i Ree GENIND ©
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CEREFEEHEECEEEOHERY SEEOM Qe UR 0P HMUEERES $F kg O »EHES
KREVE R BTEK B0 () P 0IROL SKAQ | REEH L4 S P H#-HEEVIER I R IR
NAE#FEHHEE (interim injunction) miD" (n) HBHQHEES M B KU E MR Q3 S'RRRIEY



D QS IRAT ) | 0 Fa B BRED X D) EE VXD o8B OE ¢ Lo B e HEC S EFERYY
&4 (interlocutory injunction) mIf®H” (£) EHICHERKWEFH L 4o PEMD ORI 0RN MK

B2 10 840 LB Gt LB 4-H e ¢ (perpetual injunction) 1144 6 4o GHIIED ©

(2>  interlocutory injunction Q¥IEW D\ Maitland "L QHE “Equity” (p.256) 1J58E Q040 Q4r) 4 Lnn RS

HEQETr°
‘Upon motion by counsel for the plaintiff and upon hearing counsel for the defendant and upon reading

such and such affidavits, and the plaintiff by his counsel undertaking to abide by any order that this Court
may make as to damages in case this Court shall hereafter be of opinion that the defendant shall have sustained
any by reason of this order which the plaintiff ought to pay, this Court doth order that the defendant, his ser-
vants, workmen and agents, be restrained by injunction from &c. until judgment in this action, or until further
order.’

GHD) YERHIERVEFERNSEEY OBRESRKATHILD oYK OE X IFERAER POSrew 0 wEF#ER
IR R KREER W CBEQSE R

GHTO)  $EelRdn It s OEHLS WOHE 140 S QR HIRISEMIE RN R84 1w’k ZZ%0¢ (Thorneloe v.

LK SoEERnjunction) (BRI €K1 155D
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K IL DG ¢eCnjunction)  (HR | |4RER! 188D c nn nr

Skoines (1873, L. R. 16 Eq. 126" ©
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Harman v. Jones (1841), Cr. & Ph. 299, 41 E. R. 505; Jones v, Pacaya Rubber and Produce Co., Ltd.,

(1911) 1 K. B. 455.
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Preston v. Luck (1884), 27 Ch. D. 497, at p. 506; Challender v. Royle (1887), 86 Ch. D. 425.

KRS EIm - RO
Bacon v. Jones (1839), 4 My. & Cr. 433, 41 E. R. 167,

Newson v, Pender (1884), 27 Ch. D. 43.
Plimpton v. Spiller (1876), 4 Ch. D. 286; Elwes v. Payne (1879), 12 Ch, D. 468.
Child v. Douglas (1854), 5 De G. M. & G. 739, 43 E. R. 1057.

Cromford and High Peak Ry. Co. v. Stockport, Disley and Whaley Bridge Ry. Co. (1857), 1 De G. &

J. 326, 44 E. R. 749; Wall v. London and Northern Assets Corporation, (1898] 2 Ch. 469.
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Elwes v. Payne (1879), 12 Ch. D. 468; Mitchell v. Henry (1880) 15 Ch. D. 181.

Chappell v. Davidson (1856, 8 De G. M. & G. 1, 44 E. R. 289; Graham v, Campbell (1878), 7 Ch. D. 490.
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SEHLIH D EHILNETE OIS QA0 5 Q90

GHITID =0 0BV OHR SN OIER L BB R WA B inim( I committal oﬁ&,ﬁ NINITINY.
attachment QIR¥II+4ew Q2% (D. v. A. & Co, (1900] 1 Ch. 484)°

(#H1MD  Daniel v. Ferguson, {1891) 2 Ch, 27; Von Joel v. Hornsey, (1895) 2Ch. 774.

(#E11ED  Strahan’s Digest of Equity, 5th ed. (1928), p. 491,

®iE £ &

B | <PRESE Y s SEe oot s MR TR (Court of Chancery) (e <Io#
PO EDFPREGHFER S f8i H¢&<¢ (common injunction) i & (special injunction) ¢
1T QOSRH L O ORI MO QR HrB-HEe B4R IR FER (Courts of Common Law)
DD OB W SFOX SHSHRER VKPR L OERS RELHE - 0iiEE oo™ ERNHE
BV B S HEEEU L0

W (1) #228#-HeE¢ (common injunction) v 105V 320 R #rEl T & 2K o8 R BRI L

I Dol Injunction)  (ER1140ER1 138D C 1 111



M ILOoRiEERUInjunction)  (HR1 1604k 18D C 18D 1=
FONSIEiINER UK B Lo EXO RS M oSG R 0T v RBHHRER IR HO R
T (legal right) & HEISNERE (inequitable) om0 ¢ PIREIUMO L 28R O° RGH WER 896
PG e MERS IR O RIS HE ST L BT e RBELO LA REK HRER SIDEL
MR EE RO BRI Q-0 @ 02 QU oD BB ER S EX M O EE N 008 o2 i 1T
M6 lptee MREFK B EOPEY | (“Equity acts in personam.”) oK B S (o arshie 2 O RS
RPN SBOXSELXOREMHEHIea w0 GHID °

DR D iR O I 506 H-HE R UM 2 0 m R B HIRNE R O EETE ( K ROR 08 R0 ROFEHE
08T 1) D BRI ) D 8RN O HERIBHOHH L0 nme o MO IRAMRERSKE
LHNURIRY D RR OB+ KBRS E S B RER » BEHRERY SELH S L (32 1)
S Uy T (1 KOM—1TKITH) 6 &L UBEEUHMD" v RKIEHS SR BB NRFE UK
{o 48 Tord Chancellor Ellesmere {40 < 3T EE 12 18 Chief Justice Coke {240 (420 Coke 4842 k138
FERR VO ELONEHIBOP L MET LB e 8o MO B MHIENRER U KPERSEX

ADICE R VS EHEOTRE N R0 MR VRE UK HBTR UK ESEES £ B R BN ViR



Y DMK N gD Ellesmere & Earl of Oxford’s Case (1D 6 Ef . K- @-HRERS #H-SGes
BOPHRHEEER LR 028 P BV O IR HRE RO TR BEF S ESFELS UV FRARE
401 ) 1) NEEH 0 8 R R KI ¢ 2° BOFEMD H v 9 X | S el € s Euy (Attorney-General) 32
»@ Bacon X568 2SR L MESVOEMUED | K| KE&K- HREE L LRSHKHAE (7 1) UK
P RO SRERI e B i EEIRH S G L RS XRSHAAE v RSV 02 GHllD ©

(1) MBI ENEEREEOR 4 writ of prohibition y4eab QFHIENE J4~eC writ of prohibition #48i~iEEg
I (inferior court) "&b QU M-SR AEER D 12000 Ay 1IN RERSORE IR HA0R 4 Writ a8 Q7 N
S -FRMFT RIMPAB K Q 400

GHE1D  Earl of Oxford’s Case(1615),13 Jac. 1, 1 Ch, Rep. 1, 21 E. R. 485, White & Tudor’s Leading Cases in Eq-
uity, 9th ed,, Vol. I. p. 615. Lord Chancellor Ellesmere [{[~-" “I answer, that in this case there isno opposition
to the judgment, neither will the truth or justice of the judgment be examined in this Court, nor any circum-
stance depending thereupon, but the same is jnstified and approved; and therefore a judgment is no let to ex-
amine it in equity, so as all the truth of the judgment, etc., be examined.” NE 4 & QFERNDE~ R I~

“By all which cases it appeareth, that when a judgment is obtained by oppression, wrong, and a hard con

LD ER(Injunction)  GRI 14K 1 C ¥ I K



i dgoofiiaE¢Unjunction)  (§R! DR 18D C 10 1K

science, the Chancellor will frustrate and set it aside, not for any error or defect in the judgment, but for
the hard conscience of the party.”
CHID  nJREERRIIQ L4 Holdsworth, A History of English Law, Vol. I. pp. 459—465 104320 82 Eaton, On
Equity, 2ud od, (1923) , (Horubook Series) , p. 533, note 36 {0
AN H x4 X | EQHKIN I BRGR IIIEINEORO0 D L0 B0 H - 4 K | S HHORIR BIR MK 420 IR D
DEMETROT S 1 — A BRI QR HAEHE O L LB SR TR QIR B QML 4 S fIIHH R4
HEEIREMEOVRRPENEHUSERMNDL Y« T Y81 —2 BRSO RNOBw SR+ | K 1 P
12487 o n e (Lord Chancellor) wuid € 3:@10° (D3R D8RP QENEIHMOBHE vl ¢ WRIGHRERR
ERMSERRBE SR o REN-CEISA W2 R 0420 ) BN Hve 4 X | HB0 QRN 14 ST RER
b ORI L1 R0 1o MG VLA © 1210 @1 0
MEBGHBTEVIEREREY OEOBEHEM H v IX [ HORI IO | KOBEKILY ~25R" SIEHHEK
HEER G J2E HUR R T EQ BRAES £ R IBIR - PR FHrE YR T RO IKY BRI RN IN QTR

S Qn MRS R 0 420
H PDRIMROEH S OORERS | RA gL EHORENI SN 8 F K R MEk-H 4ol
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S
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preme Court of Judicature Act, 1873) GEED 12460 R #RHUO K 12 16 O HIEI-SE ¢ B Dt~
$042° BHL O UEBEES nREHETE» ME | D1 | OSSR TS (High Court of Justice) %

O LEREER I BXHEE (Queen’s Bench Division) &i-#35% (Chancery Division) 0 R4 €0 DLW -2

J

CRHD IR RO BRSO LCRERP BisvOP” EHR I+ EER | KR HREE (REugire | RIIH

£

FOREFRERYRE L) L4 SOKCE LK 2V IRENREH QERMEES P REREME
?:ss&otmﬁmagﬁoo%oT%@%ﬁ&%ﬂﬁsﬁmﬁﬁ%mimﬁjﬁm<&ot@?%ave
HRHBETE QBRI ne 1 O R RS IR L KD DR EE R BRI v 8 O L°

MIEHFR TR S S0 KO R= By By LRI HA BRI P REHREVELOR R VIIHFRER S URE
L BRIFHHE S BER e B U HEEE Mo QR SV O Le VR e” oXE | BEERS | 08RR
DO ROBERIME LRy SKENIM Q020" EHP! 1+ EXRET (Rid2 | RITHE QRETE#R
HERE+ | &) SEHREEXKEREREER (Court of Appeal) GEY) LEKERES e RIBH-HEE» NPy
R0 4 ) ienITPES 2° | RIHEC BEELZVRET+ | KEKADDBKEEv P6ie°

“No cause or proceeding at any time pending in the High Court of Justice, or before the Court of Appeal,

YLD ORHER(mjunction)  (HR1 14RIR1 153D C 1 ey



B e noidsEE(njunction)  (JR1 144K 139D C 1= 1
shall be restrained by prohibition or injunction; but every matter of equity on which an injunction against the
prosecution of any such cause or proceeding might have been obtained, if this Act had not passed, either un-

conditionally or on any terms or conditions, may be relied on by way of defence thereto.”

(#HED  Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873, 36 & 37 Vict, c.66. MRS | KVYEE | | = [m4SIEQHI L
(4% Supreme Court of Judicature (Commencement) Act, 1874, 37 & 88 Vict. c. 83 1 3%a | KPR | R m
s SR RIE v S 420 @Emass Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1875, 38 & 39 Vict. c. 77 +H(J¥lIE wli20
PR | PN QBT | < DI QT I Ado) Supreme Court of Judicature Acts, 1873
and 1875 wi{° ERHSENSWO ROMEHMwE | w2~ Supreme Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925,
15 & 16 Geo. V, c. 49 w380 10

GHED | AN SRR O U0 2425348 Chancery Division; Queen’s Bench Division ($BfF%h<a«=
+ HHO B4 © 4262 Queen’s Bench Division 4Q%RQ 0" HOEL IR King’s Bench Division {24Qs) ;5
Common Pleas Division; Exchequer Division; Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division Qi F 00 43" 1L
ZOl 84K J Queen’s Bench Division, Common Pleas Division,Exchequer Division Q11§45 Queen's Bench
Division (# 4 King’s Bench Division) 440 42204411 5340500

GEHO B - inE i S IERE “conflict or variance” 40:QERd QBRI O 54t | <P QMG QIR (H-HEE



121 HEQ ME QIREIHEIRO 1SRRI Q0
(YY) SERTESIERTEOED | PN QIR FERER I O WEORRBERQ O MEHRE R o ORIk
H B0 BHRESR I IRy R E IR QBN 2\ IRIESS YR (Supreme Court of Judicature) wpie®

P OROBEECEAME M o l-HEEREESV S O NP B 20 WOR | 120U SR LEK
SR EE N S EERTRE VRSO B LBOREERMBR 0N HRS SIMAEI P QeeIP R0
P WEBH4SONLOSBERCEOL OEROREY BU 0HHEERS oW ver) n BEFEOE
T O LV QB G Ao O TE 0.0 6 1 BEEOSTRS L GED © BB SR Y BRI Ry
H-H o0 H-HEE BN Mo R EEe GED © EXITEK 4B Tonn e RIEFHERROR
e QI T IS 0 | IR EE (inferior court) CGHIO) ™ N RK a—EHH FE (Lancaster Palatine
Court) Gl 1) XoLEHEE G211D L0 2P B80oHBECREHVES O RHEE» B0 mRH
#io® FERTE OHRICHBAREY O L HEEE MBS BXEHEO R 1 08 S R | HEEY
POLPINREORR BRSBvi » o dEE+84-#6 “Equity acts in personam.” i$:0KEJEO W
SHEHTUROLUIBRIFRMS IR O RIM O UELBREELHOP R e2S P BN L ROK

BHIIKSeidEE e(Injunction)  (fR! |ER1 [B5) CID IES



RS eidSEenjunction)  CGIR1 1404R1 139) C 11O 110
BB S IRy 5864048 S GHIND GHIERD ©
EEEE (| KIPNESHESR! |HHERNE” | RIHECHECHET | ¥) oM IFHHTES K
BOOUSRUERECEMNLOMKIEIET & (frivolous) B8 MEOPQIES C 6 (vexatious) 26 HWwE
BERIEE i H4e0 (stay of proceedings) +)# 'R BHEHILABE O Q0 CGHIED © DR 248 M) IEEER
6 PR MR E 028 0 © mTH I ARE A 006 LSO H B EE MR AR A0 08 246102 0"
P LB Qi HE R ) B0 S HIME 240 GEIIO GEID ©
| RIEE SR EE#RHRIA+ | ¥4 Vexatious Actions Act, 1896 (il | ) SR ViE B ° &
1+ <6 FHE S0 N UHEHF REERBEHLRE | <K BH S0 EOMER VFE L oEES B
v O LHEO 2SS 6 (vexatious) HERLVE HO L w0y, E IO DRSS IR OIE Hr

REENBVORREHCHESVIPLE RESORER L2RHHVHERY RO 0 ERenniH
BOILMEEOP Q0% DRDRONHSIHEUFERS v O AT RO eI BEHE DO RiSN08
GHTR) S0 e FEHhER ) TET&%@T%&b&.:nfih¢%17w5xm Slabwt P YIS B

(D R UEFERAIESREH O RENE I BV ORFE ORI O BE A im0 0 W ELIK BV S THINE



REE IR W AHEI0L 0 » 0% " RUBTEREN( MRS BEIEIVOBEI0 L0 SR TR
LIFEEH 0 A 0 RS o0 © A N QR HHIY © BN ) 40

(32 Besant v. Wood (1879), 12 Ch. D. 605, at p. 630; Cercle Restaurant Castiglione Co. v. Lavery (1881), 18
Ch. D. 555; In re Maidstone Palace of Varieties, Ltd., (19097 2 Ch. 283.

(#10) Hedley v. Bates (1880), 13 Om. D. 498; Stannard v, Vestry of St. Giles, Camberwell (1882), 20 Ch. D.
190.

({1 1) Wood v. Connolly Brothers, Ltd., (1911) 1 Ch. 781.

G111 Armstrong v. Armstrong, (1892) P. 98; Ellerman Lines, Ltd. v. Read, (1928) 2 K. B. 144.

(11D Story, On Equity, 3rd cd. (1920), pp. 358, 369.

(i# 18D “Equity acts in personam.” {404 OfHIn ¢ W ORERQIEEET IQR HBEHHOE LI R
Qa0 M) ¢ LivelmmkRit - (leading case) 46 Penn v. Lord Baltimore (1750), 1 Ves. Sen. 444, 27
E. R 11832 Q01 (1)Q8 & iR NRID JER IO HE R 0 0 R MIEE R O L MoRIBREDMQ) © AIQ R I
HEORG-HR TR PRUTLEE J QR KB 1QHT Qbbb AdE 420

(#11) The Christiansborg (1885), 10 P. D. 141; McHenry v. Lewis (1882), 22 Ch. D. 397.

(140  “An injunction affects only the parties, but a stay of proceedings affects the Court itself.” (Garbett v,

KL DoR=Ee(Injunction)  R1 |§0IR! 128D C i 11



W oeitdEe(Injunction) (R 1404R1 189 C mn 111
Fawcus (1875), 1 Ch. D. 155, at p. 158.)

(#14) € Bankruptey Act, 1914, 4 & 5 Geo. V, c. 59, s. 9 % Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1929, 19 & 20
Geo. V, c. 23, s, 172 #EEXSEE QR (winding-up) QI BY OB YR GO ERER L2 0REE ik
R QReRIhEE Y (stay of proceedings) EENA)WMIELMQC° RIEHIS I8 FEMERI»QM R0 MidHE

L b Q ERTVEK 4@
(#H12)  Vexatious Actions Act, 1896, 59 & 60 Vict. c, 51.

(14 In re Boaler, (1915) 1 K. B. 21 {{{#i° @& 1) QF K Vexatious Actions Act, 1896 1+l TEIMELUQRR

TOERIERD IABE £408 0 S m I NV EET IR 4290 § 40500

< (1) #EEHER (special injunction) BRGFHW/EE L4 OPKSITOSMESH IO ORRC
(=) Vo | BREL OREFHHOHT KB VB UTEOS O PR 0P B (BRI R VST o R Y
L6 S NE L DO I X E R i R 10 400 IRE 1LY § MAES 0 R VE B A 0 R B2 HIHE RO
X BRI HHE D H v K~ (equitable waste) NEE 0 RELHHEE IR ENRAOLL°
(8) VOISR ML BT KM 0B U ED O P R° REIEMRTRECH o ERY &R

610 KR (damages) @ PR QLG GEIIOY ~ v OHIRANRER SR ¢ @ BEES QL v BRERHA

K S



DMREKR (inadequate) 43103840 S50 HE DT O o BIKE L0 )1 © 23 4$ S IEH (irreparable mischief)
6 1 10 2E6HQ 0 IR BIRR O HFETV IR 0 821 48 ¥ (multiplicity of actions) &:QENQ 'R B4 I
GEUTDD 2B HOBR R 0 ERE KERHE O PHHEEIRBONE PR0° B (uiRE il
QRS BRI VE RO X B el i e RO SR SEE e GHITID B -HEE B
QR ENIRGEE Q0 GRNID ©

L FIS REK LB AR FERBEROMOLHSEEIH rorar 8 | O LITSR-HHE LHL -

HOPEPRWR" DRINEGENLQOL PR OEMHKRE O R ORGP sl BE-HRERS
jepERiuigFEe (exclusive jurisdiction) &) 244~ 10 6 140 10 R A0HE B ¢ VEKE 4~ QBT BUS {ENT» M0V SR
G HOHEIL SO NAREIUS PR 0R” RITOH LK sREH HER s o HKE e (con-
current jurisdiction) ,9IT4~:0 B ig ) SIRHHO BR L R0 BRE HERE O iH G Mo
i ss L S P00k 07 HHEE VR BE LR 0 B ION MR KPS BRSO RE Qb
RIS SHEH MER UV CEER QY BRO LR LS IHEEEMB SRR
GHUED ° }@K-# BF Eo 40k VO N His ol B« o REJTE 20BN BRUERLRE (account)

IO ofiHE E(Injunction)  CHR1 | €RERI 188D C b 1



LIRS ol=ER(njunction)  (IR1 1808R1 135 C IIED (=

CHITHD WEDTEL R RE QIR L 2 I HIENE 40 SR S S FETRHFLLE ¢ 0y B3R O L°
GHIO) i BE-CHIImSSk-4iEe
© (#111) Colls v. Home and Colonial Stores, Ltd., (1904) A. C. 179, at p. 188.
GEUTD oMol s QUM T i BRI S R IEREIEAE Q A 40 AV SR A B R0 Q2 0o SR e
1 IR R S RERLVEE S VR O S S0 400 Q1Y 40000 B0IIRHD SRR Q QB R #1000 © 400
CGHITND - ORIER (equitable remedy) i iiiiE e wiENRE (specific performance) # RERPH©Q
1R~ QR e HRIHID N QIR H O I RE D~ D1 Qr0 Q480 QETEHH QB IRH O M RR IR
BSOSO HER 00 EHIHRIDOREI 0 L1V O R ERRQ0 QLN HIEHH QBT IR R ESITIR I
SRS CHIEERBRE QA MO IR SR RO Q0 200 #IHER IR NI B HmeR
65 A QR QR EECR B LIBKR LB S W 0 2 RO LIE R B0 100
(#4115 Salder v. Great Western Ry. Co., (1895) 2 Q. B, 688, at p. 694.
GHITH  account 1JQ 53048 Snell’s Principles of Equity, 20th ed. (1929) , pp. 507—511; Wilshere’s Principles of

Equity, 2ud ed, (1929) , pp. 484—439 o

R NHRY L0 ES | KPHECREFREEHOKEM L4 O AR SEEINDLE LR 0R™ W
PR NOSHELS OFRRELEE P RO L°



(~) Common Law Procedure Act, 1854 (1140 C&OT%HE&ﬁpﬂ.ﬁﬂﬁwﬁﬂdw%AnW%mnﬁ&LWﬁ
ROEREFKERHMOM M IEEMEF CHMRER Y2 PFET L EEPORL L BN vooiK
POLIBERU L OMIRNETE SR PO RERD N HEBLEF (B LY ER 40 Qo iBies X
B (vepetition) R (continuance) WER-H4~ 0 RIS RIE 40 1 4010 HE 54U ¢ MO 0
LB ONOPE R BIENEEE 206 BniRds LEH R %0l 400 (threatened) 1) ®im v o BR4n
1o HHEE MO R (LY B 4o 2B A0 2 32 QB ) 16 O 5706 B S0 0800 1L B 45 2
RO BHEEEMEe N RHEZKSR O DROSTRUK P BEH L4 S IIREEER s RE- HRFER Y
TEEMWOWI R O LU L HECMEOEERVER P O.L R° B CuRKim (libel) LEOM
B HRFRESHECGEMBOE SR ORRIANRERL R « 0L 2HEE M OTed n il 5 O )
GO © B ER RV e Bv U O Bl L BE = ¢ Ml o BE MREP ORRR7 HrEY
BWEEDR 0 SKEREPVTE M IER Qs R QO LEER4< )6 B ODED T TEOPS BHMD
IS (property) SRS ERLAQ O GHIIRD ©

(#n) Lord Cairns’ Act (Chancery Amendment Act, 1858) C&HNIO) 1)1 QO &G HBEE 24 €40

EHLIKDOREE ¢(Injunction)  (ERT [E05R1 138D C 1 HH



I Do Injunction)  (#R] 1404k [38) ¢ 11O 1%
HWN Lo MERLT QB E RO P BHEEen KUK EVS L e ) (either in addition to or in substitution
for such injunction) IK¥razam (damages) 6 QAR HMEE UK 6 QB ¢ O 23 REIRH VB ¢ oy
T 2O 32 G ©

({) ™ Sir John Rolt’s Act (Chancery Regulation Act, 1862) Gl Ly o HWER P LRQ
QS EIRITR %9 02 420 B S IR K v B EERE ) D P e 1 ME BRI RO R H oY
B S R ETEHEEE VLo RAO 200 PR O 2RV E | BER LRI RIS O 82 L0

N-UG 1 (S #ik 1 Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873 ‘R{Eff @ HFER IR HBEER nORRS
O QLB CRBLVERS EHFRER 2O PRONERNEN e GEIMND 7 FHEHR FECHRRE
SRy ey R QEEE S MK O S R MMEBO m v & AR v O 1 -H<E a2 TR FHIA Q0 B (
Eerymm s Q420

(311%€) Common Law Procedure Act, 1854, 17 & 18 Vict. c. 125.

CHIAD | NN v Mol de (mandatory injunction QIR4D BT~ FRwis 1) 485 0S¥
ADER R R0 Q0% Nt IR O M RS0 B0 () B8R4 00ER O BN 000 (1) BER



SHQIDEE QBB AH D02 R (11D N4 HEERLIER - 04wl 10096 Q1 1igifv4se (Salmond, Torts, 7th ed.
(1928), p. 192 =) ©

AN RHIEERS (libeD) WEEOREG HERE B2 HERS # ~Ew s 90w d 0 4148 Prudential Assurance Co. v.
Knott (1875), L. R. 10 Ch. App. 142 r)ok Common Law Procedure Act, 1854 1344 Q \WEn@ IR E R N A S0
BEIL NI o)1 4O S iv48 Bonnard v. Perryman, (1891) 2 Ch. 269, at p. 283; White v. Mellin, (1895) A. C. 154,
at p. 163 o .

(#1152  Maitland, Equity (1909) , p. 253; Wilshere, op. cit. p. 438.

(#HO>  Lord Cairns' Act, 21 & 22 Vict. c. 27,

(#111>  Lord Cairns’ Act 1340 MBH-HST IR IEHEHENE ¢ 10000 RIK0R 01254 0 42 Q46H0H IID O Tdn 2K
SRR R0° EESQEELIC 5 B S G

Gl Sir John Rolt's Act, 25 & 26 Vict. c. 42.

GHEHINND M0N0 QM Q B! Statute Law Revision and Civil Procedure Act, 1883, 46 & 47 Vict. c. 4919
A O VLD R R NSO SBIIISE ¢ O S s uiilsere Judicature Act, 1873, s. 16 2% Statute Law Revision

Act, 1898, 61 & 62 Vict. c. 22, s. 1 (Statute Law Revision Act, 1883, s 5) 134 Q {VEEIEER. O1v.Qs00

O BE#mOr st Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873 #8141 ¥R MK 0 83X {8,042 Supreme

HHLIKOHEEE(Injunction)  CiR| 18R 139) C 1 1%



#HIE TR e(Injunction)  CIR1 140HR1 138) 1= 1=
Court of Judicature (Consolidation) Act, 1925 & fREl+ 6 BHHR:0° WOR | ERSER KM

“ (1) The High Court may grant a mandamus or an injunction or appoint a receiver by an interlocutory
order in all cases in which it appears to the court to be just or convenient so to do.

“ (2) Any such order may be made either unconditionally or on such terms and conditions as the court
thinks fit.”

PDISERL O L EROER | LN fum B¥K Y interlocutory order 12460 H GO SO SRHE
DHR0RT VS SREEFHEREORHARFEENICGELEORP Qo2 nERY nb v EESHHE
Ean BOIER SR { O R LSEHEEC>REWOIEe-»2 QERY n S0 GEINED °

WER 24 “just or convenient” 56:QIRGT L A HI-HEEHEOE e HB 400 R IR BRI ROV S
AL CTOULO P B5° BEOEKEHFCHEEIVEOPEFS RERKIROOBHEL O S PoHiiHER
A0y % THEEN SR | nI0 ¢ SuEHEEMEO PR GBI ML (D ° EELmIE
%16 SRR OR PEDFH KU BB I-HH S HET S fpi4 0 IR LI N VEE 0 U HE R Mo R [
IR GHIKO samat” KOS WEEEIEORER (practice) § RELBORE ni BV CER



L0 L HERD OREE2HEEE L AN KEREME Tk O NIRE LK » v QR VI
BT EE S G EMBO P P o QR0 B 5 G ©

B121)@ “jut or convenient” j$.0¥EHERC Bv iR FERC BB VRO LN QURKKEER K
M OQBR OUBER QL P2l dE R MEOME 0 4 n 2 BEBONR” KOPEHRER RO HHEERY
B0 0 O 5 b B S BRSSO T IHG B8 (arbitrary or unregulated discretion) & ¢ 52 Q1258
GHNR ~ HEHTNES HEEL e 210 P FON HRMEKL L »a P 2485 GHIR) © #HHERS

CEBER I CENOL BB HBUM INENSMOREBEOML° NQHESEES w2380k UL0

iRy

S BEMES PR URER M0
(HINED  Beddow v. Beddow (1878), 9 Ch D. 89, at p. 93,
(HENIED B (¢ #$Day v. Brownrigg (1878), 10 Ch. D. 294 1J¥{vabitiim IMENR SO BT » BIFH-H O BR» 4 w2
MIHERRE (VLR 00 BONOERIC S IVAKIEN | miEe ,
GENEY  “It must be ‘just’ as well as ‘convenient’.” (Day v. Brownrigg (1878 , 10 Ch. D. 294, at p. 307.)
(N1 North London Ry. Co. v. Great Northern Ry. Co. (1883), 11 Q. B. D.30, at pp. 39, 40 " “All

that was done by this section was to give to the mwwr Court power to give a remedy which formerly would

BRI oH-SE R Injunction)  (IR1 | 4RUR! 158) . ¢ TS



HHIHSetE@Enjunction)  (HR1 |$0MR1 18D C 1o mo

not have been given in that particular case, but still only a remedy in defence of or to m:moH.nm.ime which
according to law were previously existing and capable of being enforced in some or one of the different Divi-
sions which are now united in the High Court. - wuccsnsen The sole intention of the section is this: that
where there is a legal right which was, independently of the >Qw capable of being enforced either at law or
in epuity, then, whatever may have been the previous practice, the High Court may interfere by injunction
in protection of that right.” (»)QZ# ks concurrent jurisdictionQE&1I0 L1 KO QR Q 900 )
R Aslatt v. Corporation of Southampton (1880), 16 Ch. D. 143; Richardson v. Methley School Board, (1893)
3 Ch, 510 {g:°
(3111 Harris v. Beauchamp Brothers, (1894) 1 Q. B. 801, at p. 809 19{I~-* “We conceive those well-known
words (‘just and convenient’) do not confer an arbitrary or unregulated discretion on the Court, and do not
authorize the Court to invent new modes of enforcing judgments in substitution for the ordinary modes.”
(#HI1R)  Day v. Brownrigg (1878), 10 Gh. D. 294, at p. 307 1J[f~-* “The power given to the Court ------ to grant
an injuvciion in all cases in which it shall appear to the Court to be ‘just or convenient’ to do so, does not

in the least alter the principles on which the Court should act.”



RIE N-EHEESKE

I (D) R @Yo RS Y HWHEL TR CBLEROR | LERSEY GED
HMSEKOr | He AP UGN HOBR R OM L R 08 5% it Qe irR N &Y
HUSER UE oo B SRS o0 v VB S HIHEERE (O R 08 P | RITKYSRFEER
HEBE Y (] VIS ORTELRHR |+ HERE) 6 [RE] (“convenient”) ;6B (o4
O DR B AT B R S XY 100 123 4 D o Bk BT 1) M BV B 05010 1B 8 2 ERGn L i -H e de
S BN L0 s %

& (sDay v. Brownrigg s GHID L 8RR K+ 45 @46 oMM g2 “Ashford Lodge” n 2 &
OB INE VO RHIR W S “Ashford Villa” 1) 2 o4 QRO 0+ ) R EE-H o0 880 5 sy
#9400 TS WABEF R ENIRHTHO R »REHHOER 28O SEE L4 O P ilided
REVRSR O GHID °

EHEEE TR ) SER RO RIEY M E RIS I S -2 RN ¥ QH Y f~0° BOHERRIS 1R

HEL I sofii-2@¢(Injunction)  (HR| 1$0ER1 138D ¢ mio 1



IOt eInjunction)  (ER1 1¥04R1 139 ¢ mn ni
< (threatened) @ B{ifE 1246 QO ii-HeE @M B2 H” VOREBRIY LB 22 e i) GHED
v G (RHE REE R IR H i 4 0 RE EXS BRGS0 ) BRI A~ RS B S M D S W ) - SRR s o 42
BV A 10 0 3t GHEED 10 QB D M D R0 50 EOR IS E BT IMGS 816,012 'y QIR
o BRI D10 4 BRE-HHE FRRHLHEEELS O e GEO °

GE1) KB IR ©

(11> Day v. Brownrigg (1878), 10 Ch. D. 294,

(3D @Er White v. Mellin,{ 1895) A. C. 154 1\ 80 EATRET O M KB EFIEMT OGRS Qe mld® o
2840 MR IR < FR © U EE MBI 1 Q42 @ PR b O X I QIRIE Q@ NV M EB v SR RIS | B ¢ 200
1IN S IENS QEHN O B S O BWQ I Q EnE%, “far more nutrious and healthful than any preparation yet
offered” (S RKENBE MO O HLIRE” MR QR LIVERHIEIRLINOK L XN 0 SHIEH- KRG Y O BT
ORI L QEHMKEEERE ( OSRR MO

(& Street v. C:.mos Bank of Spain and England (1885), 30 Ch. D. 156 f{o

(#=D Lord Cowley v. Byas (1877), 5 Ch. D. 944.

(iH4d)  Fletcher v. Bealey (1835), 28 Ch. D. 688; Attorney-General v. Corporation of Manchester, {1892] 2 Ch. 87.



GO #RERs (1) TinQIXE (repetition) (11) Q¥ EE (continuance) K% (1) X 16 Yeid oMl (com-
mission) NRFEQEELIHOTQa I BRRILIE R (IR IKIMIHI 1) © 10 1K TS0 I IKHERH ol 90
(threatened) )i BRIQ RSN quia timet action (quia timet=because he fears) WEEOHIEHILVHEIEOS
uroliEivaRre B EEINQREN-OiE YR 1) IO RITQSIMIHS R QIS AT IR DRI S . (Graigola

Merthyr Co., Ltd. v. Swansea Corporation, (1928) Ch. 2385, at p. 244)°

L 0D REHeFKERUEOMRER HEEEOHE v 0BL SR L HIEHNYE HETIRH L oo

(damages) RRERMN O MARERH QIR0 M BE 00 I RRKFHY 6 KERI B RIS
BB Q0 GEYD ©

D RDSRAOF 60 RI-HS 6 B DI 08 1 B LK S eI L B BEHHSERE 2O
BRSO AR U O HARKME 0N M RE RS L 6 146 0k 0 IEHIERR HERH Y O BRsS
EN¥E S ERQHDMS L N KOIEHHS BT SHMI 0B U HEHEC XS 20 NEL B0 0 UK KE
RESERE SO FEN L BHHEEE P 0 O PREHHS WHEF VO BRERERER cLERS L8P
K 10° O QIR O HE g (concurrent jurisdiction) & IR Lh 0B BT ES tnifrsic Sl

RS eli==&F(Injunction)  (#R! 140HR1 155D C nmn i



I Dol e(Injunction) (IR 1404k 138D ¢ MED [HhI=
SrE LS BTSNk (inadequacy of the Common Law remedy) 4$:0r3t g (D © S8

HEEOAR S T 160 SEETIR A 1800 1) AU HGE TR0 R IS S GERD ©

bz

L

R0 FE I L IS L HRERFO PN REP Qo R HMEB LAY BT SN O
HIER L a1y ) 1) Q 3T 46 S I Y (irreparable mischief, irreparable injury) G 10D svds 380 105N <o BIK
Ho'h8¥E (continuous) HIWEINER (recurrent) (1 1D 56 0E2IRKR4S 0 ETMID QB ) WIKUNHNAR Rd Qe
FONRBE Y D00 (multiplicity of actions) x5 e5Rdnfa e GHITD GE D © r eyl GSERAIN IEEE
fos@ 1 )10 R IR 5 S I ) S ITHN R K 40 O B 0 FIBS R P BIRRLUBREPORLBN S O EEPR
o (H1ED ~ RS R E DKL O AmE 0 L IRKINHIEIAR 85 IR D S0 BRI L D0 @ KB 050
$ 0 A 10 R OF ¢ I i L E b G IRING BN L BRSO F AN CHR LR ¢ LI o RIBH LR OR
& 1 SRR IR L 0 RN O BRI © N R O e S e CETHD ©

GEY)  EMEEOWTIY L voE | Qe iR BEYH | B ©

(#2)  Attorney-General v. Sheffield Gas Co. (1853), 8 De G. M. & G. 304, at p. 320, 43 E. R. 119, at p. 12513

M~" “What then is the principle by which the Court ought to be governed ? I take it to be this : whether



the extent of the damage and injury be such that the law will not afford an adequate and sufficient remedy.”
(#K) London and Blackwall Ry. Co. v. Cross (1886, 31 Ch. D. 854, at p. 369 !J[TI~-* “The very first principle
of injunction law is that prima facie you do not obtain injunctions to restrain actionable wrongs, for which
damages are the proper remedy.”
GEIO)  mard “irreparable” 1114 Q48 KR(IML, 42 O/ ST HIEIE) J 14 0\ WA EEL00 1 )70 © K F Q HEH/ 4500
CH1 1) IXER(repetitional) 1 5 4o EHE Q00
(111D  Colls v. Home and Colonial Stores, Ltd., (1904) A. C. 179, at p. 188 'J[fI~~* “Their province was simply

to grant an injunction in aid of the legal right where there was danger of irreparable mischief, or where an
injunction was required to prevent multiplicity of actions.”

@@ Doherty v. Allman (1878), 3 A. C. 709, at p. 720 ! Jo[EEEQIEMARE Y OLQra° [ (ELOKK Q48 FR
Q4 140804 D” Mews’ Digest of English Case Law, Vol. 10, p.1333 'J88454 »o0 KO EXIIRvsQs@) » “The
grant of an injunction to.restrain a person from doing a particular thing is an act dependent on the discretion
of the court, and in exercising that discretion a court of equity will consider whether the doing of the thing
sought to be restrained must produce an injury to the party seeking the injunction; whether that injury can be

remedied or atoned for, and, if capable of being atoned for by damages, whether those damages must be sought

BHLIES =G E (njunction)  GR1E0ER11ES) C s 1A



B e elltEe(Injunction)  (4R1 1$0HR1 138D C 1O 11K
in successive suits, or could be obtained once for all.”

CGHIND  EEHrRBEERXsERRS0Nw Lo MR EK WS SEHIZ O W REE e W HBX N LR w1
om0 B ¢ HE/T O BRI RNE BRERIO NI Q BRSO I HR 5K v 000 1y
%4010 Attorney-General v. Cambridge Consumers Gas Co. (1868), L. R. 4 Ch. App. 7!, at pp. 80, 81 g

(i1 ED  Princhin v. London and Blackwall Ry. Co. (185%), 5 De G. M. & G. 851, at p. 860, 43 E. R, 1101, at p.

1104; Litchfield-Speer v. Queen Anne's Gate Syndicate, (1919) 407, at p. 411.
GH D KB | S 11 140

I o Uesden QBE IR 4" 286 Lord Cairns’ Act GE140 124 O PREHEBEER 234
L H I LV SE e 12 (either in addition to or in substitution for such injunction) IKHrHIMNE ¢ o8
HRAPE pORL (1D RORUED QKRS0

EHER (¥~ “In all cases in which the Court of Chancery has jurisdiction to entertain an application
for an injunction against a breach of any covenant, contract, or agreement, or against the commission or con-
tinuance of any wrongful act, or for specific performance of any covenant, cntract, or agreement, it shall

be lawful for the same Court, if it shall think fit, to award damages to the party injured, either in addition



to or in substitution for such injunction or specific performance, and such damages may be assessed in such
manner as the Court shall direct.”

EHR 0 RELEXKMHS L @EEROR | UEFEMEEHSC BTN LR O oW S OE (1o
202 e GHITRD © HEREIDEHRER SR RS 8 032008 10 2 < I 3y e ( N
Sfseh GHIR) % B %o B0 404 (threatened or apprehended injury) 13 350 o JK¥z
EHNE (EE0 28 PR ER PO R Qe GHIIO) ° 2O Lord Cairns' Act 1246 Q (- 2E($ 0.2 32048
P S o R O QSR QO GHITID 7 Atﬁ&.u_%uﬁ HE Qv | KPR D | RITHY
S REERRH L+ O MIEHHEE QR B H-HE £ 0O 0 n By LRI JIRE IR & EHEOE ¢ 32
O S ED L E R AE (TS PR R” IEHREES SRR IS FEn bl 3R Ml v E (2o
S+ Lord Cairns' Act 14 QERE L OLIEIHE 1MV .0 O 80 GHITID © €O Lord Cairns' Act
S L BIS¥R U o »BoEREY RERRNEG LS EHANE I o R ST o B £ FKim 4 2
BRWIHSEFRKSEHE !SSP HIEEEME (B LRPERB LR UL RVIEIEEEIE ( T g vird
O QIR B O IR ME { B0 S VS0 RO GHIND © RE-»06 BN LK sHBEER

g orofiu@eUnjunction)  (iR1 1R 188 C TSy



I eoigEEenjunction)  (HR11E0R1 139 C M 1=

HEHEEVE (ol B v o & 6 S IEYrEnA LB ( @e S aehe GHITED ©

Lord Cairns’ Act )B4 oIE-oEER 6 CEHHENS [#EEEeL e (“insubstitution for such injunc-
tion”) CHIHD M oISHEUELP PR O IS HRREERREeL B o BRSO B EHS MRME
{ oS P B ) RHEEVE (r0nm IS R O 25V 8 S E ¢ E 2 B LE ¢
L elmAEL N UE RS LE K 0RT MEREBIEEEVE { LB U o HECME e e
AV ¢ 0 RITRRMAHDLE PR RO R°

I :omti%@ﬁi;hﬁr%mh§5$5:%%ﬁmuﬁ%m:$bﬁ%#m%%%@«ta%é
Lo fEEEVE (VO Lo L IEHE K LME { T BN BEON28 RO VOREHEE IR (0
Y AR EWHEENE (0 R HRERS i (discretion) 11 o EOY R 28O SR GHINO °
DRI ROFEER IS RIFREOOE 0 LEQ P EKS HEECRE LB o RS G RO P BEn U 4
HEE6 Lo L EINEm SR { 0N 2" HIREG ¢ PIE ( BEES 0 DLYEO 210 DR 0B OT
P e” IREHEEEHEINEERS RES 0N » EH S 0 SR HEMAEO LR QO e 1

RORKEEEIER v 2L SR O PR 0HKIE S 1 D ESERERAN S ¢ EO L =M



a0 D G DT D™ BB LYIR O BT MK (“buy the right to annoy others™) + vy
HY WEESNCHOE R0 (“tribunal for legalizing wrongful acts”) v i$:.0116He° RURER

B0 TEPOR L HEHE SOE A0 20 P B HEERSBELEOH O Qo HRVEE M0 1 v

RGP MO oI BED v HEE MO 2% IS B 6 Sl i - e e vE ¢ 2
SR R[YWHERHE (2w e 2o 1) s WEl (¢ RAFHR I Q2 0 BVELRE I8 6 3
HEFS Lo N EMEI.ME ¢ oY M0 GHIID °© WE BRSO RVORZEING Lo f B UEY

W01y A CGHNRD GENO) ©

(iH140 Lord Cairns’ Act (Chancery Amendment Act, 1858), 21 & 22 Vict. c. 27,

GETY)  EKIRM» LR~ JEHRE QREUIL 2R T R PR 0H IS HINRED QL o JIE HINIE &
B ERQnLIM O Qe B MEIC 594 Fry, Specific Performance, 6th ed., (1921), p. 600 et seq. o

(331>  Eastwood v. Lever (1863), 4 De G. J. & S. 114, 46 E. R. 859. ») Qb+ -HIQEr IS E-H11 I
REKYOL O HEUE W EERRENE O LRI O L S Hthf 6100

GH! £ B quia timet action (quia timet=hecause he fears) *SHIEHIIE RKORL S SEMON (RN IMITHEK
HUEDO 1R injunction AP rIKY IR OFRREIE RHFE " damages BED KoL iBHN SR e SHEIRMN

LT odEEE(Injunction)  (IR1 40R1 138D C 1R e



A IR OodEEe(Injunction) (R 14041 129) ¢ HO 20

#s@ (Salmond, Torts, 7th ed. pp. 140, 192, 193 ) ©
EHPEEM O UIL IR QB I UL i Q0 BRI 7 IR IR O EmE Moo N T o 0 ) o dRAE YU~ )
30 5 w4 Darley Main Colliery Co. v. Mitchell (1886), 11 A. C. 127 "4Qr0°

CH11O) Leeds Industrial Co-operative Society, Ltd. v. Slack, (1924) A. C, 851. -

1) QIO IR Lord Cairns' Act § e L\ IRHHSEANE ( B0 ANIR QEEIIC L 1 ABIQ TR OME
SEMCOEIER JE R 4Q420 B0 Martin v. Price, (1894) 1 Ch. 276 1352}~ 48r) Q BEEIIHS i S Q46 A L0
Shelfer v. City of London Electric Lighting Co., (1895) 1 Ch, 287 1J$4}v46.% a sQUR4D JIXMIHOMENEY ¢ HEsQ S K0 A4S
BER VOB I8 VIB DI,y & ¢ Bsetw1dd” Dreyfus v. Peruvian Guano Co. (1889), 43 Ch. D. 316
ROEQ Leeds #hi @ -8 #8420 Slack v. Leeds Industrial Co-operative Society, Ltd., (1923) 1 Ch. 431 1 J¢\4%
R A TCERGD IO O ¢ TE Sy D420 R AT Leeds i Jivigm ) House of Lords a2 QR 4ntd 3B
HHENE ¢ B fiE 20 e® B 1) QEERIC My 38 Harv. L. Rev. 668—672 {0

Gl 1) Leeds Industrial Co-operative Society, Ltd. v. Slack, (1924) A. C. 851, at pp. 861—863. 4O KEB [ IBHH
1o | iie-3428 s Lord Cairns’ Act 4% Statute Law Revision and Civil Procedure Act, 1883 1944 O\ {vi-din0 2
NRWORRIEE Js Lord Cairns’ Act 13460 \WE ¢ 08 42 oHmlarsitimay O Q.05 K Statute Law Revision and

Civil Procedure Act, 1883 46 Statute Law Revision Act, 1898 1344 O (i Lnv 2 22°2 \WQHR | #0140 6 Yt relabs



TR DROR Q00 2 Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873, s. 16 e
(#1111>  Leeds Industrial Co-operative Society, Ltd. v. Slack, (1924) A. c. 851, at pp. 861—863.
GHIIND  Lavery v. Pursell (1888), 89 Ch. D. 508, at p. 519 (Kt 3PHIln! SR 4o Qaofi HER QIRADOE | 24010) 5

Proctor v. Bayley (1889), 42 Ch. D. 390, at p. 401.

O MSEE 0 BRY IR T Q0 BRI VR K B (laches) HPQEERI W HuAs HEHERHE ¢
OLRR0N%R" Lord Cairns' Act 134 Q22400 BAERGTI MM MAE ( B0 (D&~ MSBEEIIK ¢ £iiNE
Eregs ] (“in substitution for”) sroHE IEAI4L QR QRO )

CH#H11ED  Snell, op. cit. p. 564.
(HIH) EfXSho 8348 “in substitution for injunction” MsefiQEs!d “in lieu of injunction” 40 HER 46
~ERDOE Qe
GHIMO Smith v, Smith (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 500, at p. 505 1JdI~-* “Then what difference was introduced by
Lord Cairns’ Act? Before the Act it was a matter of right to obtain the injunction. By that Act the Court had
a discretion to substitute damages where it thonght proper.”
Holland v. Worley (1884), 26 Ch. D. 578, at p. 583 1J[I~-* “That being so, I have power to grant aninjunc-

tion, and the mcowzo: arises (and to my mind this is the most difficult part of the case), whether, under

B IR E eCnjunction)  (ER1 1R 139 CED =4



IS olEEe(Injunction)  (HR1 140HRT 138) C =D B

the circumstances, I ought to grant an injunction, or whether, adopting the power given to the Court by Lord
Cairns’ Act, I ought simply to give the Plaintiff damages.”
2 Isenberg v. East India House Estate Co.,Ltd. (1863), 8 De G. J. & S. 263, at p. 273, 46 E. R. 637, at p.

641 x5 Shelfer v. City of London Electric Lighting Co., (1895} 1 Ch. 287, at pp. 310, 311 #{&:°

GHNYD i ERVIHmS-HEC
(#112)  Shelfer v. City of London Electric Lighting Co., (1895] 1 Ch. 287, at pp. 315, 316 :J[~" “In exercising

the jurisdiction thus given attention ought to be paid to well settled principles; and ever since Lord Cairns’ Act
was passed the Court of Chancery has repudiated the notion that the Legislature intended to turn that Court
into a tribunal for legalizing wrongfnl acts ; or in other words, the Court has always protested against the
notion that it ought to allow a wrong to continue simply because the wrongdoer is able and willing to pay
for the injury he may inflict.”

™ Smith v. Smith (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 500, at p. 505 !J[I~~* “Now this discretion must be a judicial dis-
cretion, exercised according to something like a settled rule, and in such a way as to prevent the Defendant
doing a wrongful act, and thinking that he could pay damages for it.”

D) EO KRG OB B REISEROK ( R RBsLord Cairns' Act wilHEEAE (L8l



4100

& DEHSE I SRR TR S NE ¢ 0 R IRPENRRQ” HIHERME S RLINOLRE
ERENOFENRMAE ¢ 0K S it ¢ 10w QBN M) BERRIIRF I ¢ IRHHIENE Q NE VR S
iR S RN C R BRI S B 0 MR B IEHIR HR L I 4001 I5 e B S0 1000 L
R Lm0 Q ORF R IBHHHEME ¢ Orw kIR E O Q00 EM <ok 4 ORI TR
M EHEERENE ¢ Qr)0 R IR0 R LIMSTIRIIERT 0 1 0 42 Q 4000 EHIHER 0 H I IEHIEHEME ¢ 0 ndi
O R A I S HDLEIT GWE | 48500

Shelfer v. City of London Electric Lighting Co., (1895) 1 Ch. 287, at p. 311 46,)Q ) W VIERR DI~ “The
defects in the powers of the Equity Courts which were sought to be supplied by that statute give ample
grounds for the provisions of the statute, without supposing that it meant to revolutionize the principles
upon which equitable jurisprudence had been administered up to that time.”

(#1107 Lord Cairns' Act 1344 RS SRIBEESE Im BT ¢ SR B 100 (x) EHEEE O L 11g ¢ 28
R SR R TSN ( R TERE O O UERINOE ¢ nREL IS Dbeo | HE
B ST o RN ¢ 00 RIS R O 2R 1o FRHIE SR ¢ 00 1 RO S 12540 420

() HEEEL0 SIPK ¢ SREREERE (1000 QKA O RIEL0 LV EERQIIBANE 0B ¢

IS old=E ¢ (Injunction)  (R1 1408R] 139D =l =



B I Sreid-Ee(Tnjunction)  (R1 |404R1 158) ¢ E=D 2=
RMIWRERN SR BIHEEROR ( ORNBAISRERUIMEEROE ¢ O8 4 LI RO LI 420

TR (i) 808260 S ERY HHELHREHHORERIP LR OQES I KD o L 50
ZETRH (discretionary remedy) {400 GHINTD GHIND © DRDis% OREH QM (discretion) s Ehisie
i (arbitrary discretion) WIEAG s~ TR 12 O BP0 R 32035 (well settled principle) 1132
L&p ooy niH 2 (judicial discretion) £4010° F0ONHE BNEHEHL e RBER 240 HiHE6Q
2 MO TR QB S nE o HHEEUIERE' 2 (as a matter of course) B ¢ OL20G K100

DROBPHEFECEEVRD CEROHEN B EER Q2SI PRONR® NS HEN DI ¢ 0% nigE e
00 QRS TE P ICS L@S 11 Q'R0 GENND ©

(~) BHS{R (balance of convenience) Hi-Hdzd Mo I op” HASHR CERIF O
R K4S 0N R SRS LRI HOR U 0B R L R EES NS EEIE (e Lo LB
M N0 46 e° NS LB RY 28~ Lord Cairng’ Actl) » QO IBRLOND RIRPRQQ 7 EHE
gt 150 Shelfer v. City of London Electric Lighting Co.fhd GHIIIED ©8 820 o [ (~) D K163

EHYUSET IR ERLPRS () $RUMERHNSHEHK S PES (») ZHARSHBOME L



RS (¥) DR2VEHTRMHEERIE ( onBHIESHES 2SS 80nH
LT HHEERS Do LEHIERE (ogge] wIf Qe GHIID ° EEE L1 0% b wikide gy
ErERLn s Eisc ¢ SR UMEORER28 82 HSHm BVE HES HEQHIE ) 4o ooy
sﬁﬁfboT‘%5@%@uﬁTm+£@&urﬁush6ﬁ%ﬁu%?a@%%msxﬁ%vt<ﬁkx@
e eR” WiEve 2O KPS S HA LUK BVE +HIS SR AR 11 82 0 5KEREE 137 40 I iz0
DTN o O GEITNO © @H-EEEAE ¢ QW LEEN S o ¢ 0Em Db W8 &
%%Ta%%m@%#%ﬁbta%%%ﬂﬁ%mﬁuﬁ%%%m@%Aﬁﬁgswiéagv@*mta%ﬁ
SEMWR0° &+ oL HRERES TR VKOS EE L %o M HHEERRE (O R wE P 1) B
SR E (O G GENIR Gl ©
DRDFROBULRE RBVHEEEE Lo IEHEOE (o m Lk Hm 8O PRTER SO o i
0B A o ) (“tribunal for legalizing wrongful acts”) {24008 100 P B2 QP00 20" B
IR B0 g k1) v RNCH DER e LB K0 CEI O L% S NI B EIIE. Hi00 846 2
GO ° EDROS M BRURY CEHFESLEBWEE S PR 0 R” B (il KicET oy

W o efdHER(njunction)  CR1 14K 139 ¢ B+ B



W IgooidSEe(Injunction) (R 140ER1 158 ¢ 2O =X
HESRONVEEO P Hih b im0 2 BME ARV D 12:0'h ENERS HER 0B ) BEEH-HESF
WRC LB oIS LR R KO LK S O NREL BO KIS 02 R 4 108 {E SH0EI < QU HH
EERE O08Ke GEID °

(n) =S/ (conduct of the parties) R#ISCERKHEEORMLEER o) mITURY 0%

B GHEEIID ©
46 LR ~ENEEFOHENIEERK 0 B0 KiIRHHERS &R ORI s Bl )« 5N
(laches) = HEEHE (acquiescence) & Efif 'l x SHf-HE R E ¢ 4 SR HD o GHEND ©

I EHBECRICE | R0 FHE” FE K St iz

GHIID  D&0ERR TRON RN BE +-wo i 914dSE ¢ 0 JES Doherty v. Allman (1878), 3 A. C.

709, at p. 719 134y~ Lord Cairns 4 “If there had been a negative covenant, I apprehend, according to well-

settled practice, a Court of Equity would have had no discretion to exercise.” WIS’ #)§ LI NERTSHTMKE

HOWVQRR” EFEK LY Lord Blackburn’% (pp. 728, 7:9) “My Lords, I am of the same opinion.” 'wiRigt~

% B4 “The jurisdiction of the Court of Equity---------to grant an injunction to prevent the breach of a cove-

nant, is no doubt a discretionary jurisdiction.” w1 Q0 QIR 408) 2125 L IRIFENL TIBERR ORCIERR



SRS IRV SR B BEQROLK VBRI OE TR L W QK RO~ ¢ 500 @ QAN Sivis
KO = -0
Ginntd - Wilshere, op. cit. p. 442; Shelfer v. City of London Electric Lighting Co., (1895) 1 Ch. 287, pp. 822,323,
Ci#HNIED  Shelfer v. City of London Electric Lighting Co., (1895) 1 Ch. 287.
(MDD “In my opinion, it may be stated as a good working rule that——
(1) If the injury to the plaintiff's legal rights is small,
(2) And is one which is capable of being estimated in money,
(8) And is one which can be adequately compensated by a small money payment,
(4) And the case is one in which it would be oppressive to the defendant to grant an injunction:——
then damages in substitution for an injunction may be given.” (Shelfer Case, op. cit. at pp. 322, 323.)

ErefdEss Colls v. Home and Colonial Stores, Ltd., (1904] A. C. 179, at p. 212 1J¢\~ House of Lords
L34 O IURERR U S Q000
(MO Selfer Case, op. cit. at p. 323.
(#1114 Smith v. Smith (1875), L. R. 20 Eq. 500.

& Sharp v. Harrison, (1922) 1 Ch. 502 ®EIBENE JHX IO EEQ mandatory injunction MR

I oofiN@e(Injunction)  (IR1 4R 158D C BW B



Ry eeiuE@e(njunction) (R 1R 18D C 85 <
Pl S 6.# E ESRIEOLEERK 2 0 BRI fiRE R S - oI iR QR S
»@ Doherty v. Allman (1878), 3 A. C. 709 MR- D& SR OEERRE R KOS L8 J¢~ mandatory in-
junction NEFQIQOREIL VAR OIEIREROC HMO M LW~ HiHER QY o IEHIEIIENE ¢ Q0
GG TKRERHR 11 STy
MRMI-E SR NRAK ) HRCEE m = | RIS~ BB X R n = mBRK O
BB N R R D - X RHIN R -4 CEERNERITNE S A B RAONNRIEC D 4R 0 =R Sl
G~ = 1 RN BRI Y 4 KRR N B & R W BRI N  NEEX 1 e mEEO
GHID  FERNSEEO R M) QBITQ MRNE~-# ¢ 101w 0 5 s % B SImiEEe
GHEO)  ¥ENmi-#Er2iH1 1K Q Shelfer ik QFHKOmERHIES
(44=11) Daniel v. Ferguson, (1891] 2 Ch. 27. »)QHEEBIKIT 4 SISERCEHR o4 ein QB EMK &0 iv L0540
<LK ENE O O ex parte interim injunction QT QEER r0#s v LI MM S KT CHERE N
S QUR AT I Qw2 D4R 10000 B NGESnee mandatory injunction B ¢ OS50
8 Krehl v. Burell (1878, 7 Ch. D. 551, (1779), 11 Ch. D, 1465
CHE1]D  Shelfer nmwm. op. cit. at p. 323 1JOBEROE D QEXE MW I~ “There may also be cases in

which, though the four above-mentioned requirements exist, the defendant by his conduct, as, for instance,



hurrying up his buildings so as if possible to avoid an injunction, or otherwise acting with a reckless disre-

gard to the plaintiff's rights, has disentitled from asking that damages may be asssssed in substitution for

an injunction.”
(HEND  Attorney-General v. Grand Junction Canal Co., (1909] 2 Ch. 505; Gaskin v. Balls (1879), 13 Ch. D. 324;

Sayers v. Collyer (1884), 28 Ch. D. 103.

HREE LEoHEER

HWHEE MBI P O HEARE 0 BNERES W LR maii-Udad ) O iR Ry iR

2 BHESHES BEH SOV BEL 0 NER R 08 P REES U TN S R0k Q7 S 15 Q i

3B OMEE LERE0 U ED 12° REMKEIM MO e mhZIe® 240 (]) EHFESEE

eEEET (1) KEMARIFES0MHEE” (1) MHLDEAIEER0R-HEES 110 R10° T

SIS HEEEOF L BREUNHLELUE Y0258 0P v RENEE S AR YU SR E K10

EROIH DT E I M HEEAD 1 1 0a°

HRREDOR=E¢(Injunction)  (IR] [€04R1 13D ¢ B BR



WO IS E(Tnjunction)  (IR1 [408R1 138D ¢ HO #HO

81X EHEREIREPolHEE

[ EHFEMEER NS RGN ERRMIENBFERLED o F/He BRRLHBEXSKER

i

SR EIE O N O HDEH-HdE < (common injunction) 1IN S E MRS PR QR frmil SEN VRO
TEOINIS IR0 M I O L P BEURITEUKFEY L2000 WS BENEe GHID °

GE1D  #iEd £ ¥ 1 i aEe

B®R REARSTES HHEER

| BREMXOSEReHEEER S R G- 1 S IRES PRI (specific performance) H&imie
WEEHOEE GHD SN ERRE 0 B0 YR SEREREY T o REVE Lo REP €7
HEEHEE  TEMTMORRAELF o REP 00 ESPHSRCQEESTER ) S 16 BRESEK
S EELA SIS Wi O i e Qiage GEID °

FHBEEHEEN SBEMRR 0 JRF OFROR | LHBONDLBROR SN BHEKEMXIT



Ef BN HEERL OnIEHE%H L0 Doherty v Allman i GEE) i Cairns & R B2 2RON
e SRER LK PO S ikl (discretion) SR e B BIH K SIKHS B w¥0 im0 )1 58

VL WS IO B BB HEE O ¢ D G SRR L m g 100 BD ) 6 R BN
KEUBROORL QRS R0 (HHO ° DKM RO S IO L - @D U HIES $24 sﬁwr_#f
S GEY T B R ERSHERS S 4208 SHEE SREHEOCHO M HHE OB O XY 1o
PRI {10° EQNER UK 2RI LENBNLE L o bRl O ES BR A HERHOKIARE
EUEOHEEEMER P VO EREEKRVEL R0 m RO & 12 MIES FRINE LK~ BHHERRE ¢ ©
s S G ° KEUEEEREVE o XITERQ € 420304 LWV SR 12408 400 4 2Bl D
AR I RNADR LRI v S EEES B0 IR 800 6 B IE T 0B ¢ EH-H<eE ¢ (mandatory injunc-
tion) HE (0K 5 GER ° =02 {t8 Cairns ES PR ZFEKROMXVFTEF EOH JGe R
SIS HEEEES By L B4z 06 Big N R IHEHS S M0 ER I ER S BEs nE o SR PO en
SHE RSS2SR NEREOMEEE2HE O #1210 BIERY S 0 Eina®

SRR RVREEREC A ORC K BERSHESNE R I -EECHINP VO X AT ER

BRI D= @R(Injunction) (R [€04R1138) CHD K1



EHLK S i@ e(Injunction) (iR |408R1 15 C HID 1
REPARR” ERBLOSECEVE &L |RERUSE (ORNL° BERRRES i~ o K ik
BIOS VIR 180G X ) E7 n 0 $0E 4 S R ETIRAET AL 0 IR T 800 SET IR ) O MR RS 00 1 121
LS IKES RIERFRFER WO EHEBLVE I OT 006 510 MED" EoilSEEb ol Kiv»
BEioi#l (mutuality) & K"~ M6 B (bardship) ~ #ESHBHC EREBEHYUSIEE SHIO>T SR
0 (HTO ° OPRERRKRC ENBEMEOTE IO LR £10R D& Dk + QIELEK 2SR
SFLERERRSAHI PN RS Ve LRERECEBE SN MH-HEE N BE 0 ) REi¥e° 1)
SHm BRLEORIBHKE L O L P EHIEE S PR O P WO IR L B BRI e ) desd GHT 1D 2
GHID i R
GEIID B¢ & Catt v. Tourle (1869), L. R 4 Ch. App. 654 LI/ 48KT [%-HBNE <1 I QA WO -HE QL) 58w
QG LNV “exclusive right” NRinuRIKROIIRAIY” MK WML L ISR E % 3T (A0 TB BT Q0
OIHEHERRE (052420
(i4ED>  Doherty v. Allman (1878), 3 A. C. 709.

(#H)  “If there had been a negative covenant, I apprehend, according to well-settled practice, a Court of Eg-

uity would have had no discretion to exercise. If parties, for valuable consideration, with their eyes open, con-



tract that a particular thing shall not be done, all that a Court of Equity has to do is to say, by way of
injunction, that which the parties have already said by way of covenant, that the thing shall not be done;
and in such case the injunction does nothing more than give the sanction of the process of the Court to
which already is the contract between the parties. It is not then a question of the balance of convenience or
inconvenience, or of the amount of damage or of injury——it is the specific performance, by the Court, of that
negative bargain which the parties have made, with their eyes open, between themselves.” (Doherty v. Allman,
op. cit. at pp. 719, 720.)

(3O Sharp v. Harrison, (1922) 1 Ch. 502, at p. 512; Kerr, op. cit. p. 478; Snell, op. cit. p. 563 ; Wilshere, op.
cit. p. 452; Strahan, op. cit. p. 479.

GEY) BRI [omiR-D88 ey MIEFEK IV Lord Blackburn 4 Lord Cairns IR o wingg "
D0 A efiiHE R “discretionary jurisdiction” 4491l O Qra0

(f#>  Duke of Bedford v. Trustees of the British Museum (1822), 2 My. & K. 552, 39 E. R. 1055.

& Sayers v. Collyer (1883), 24 Ch. 180, (1884) 28 Ch. D. 103, at p. 108; Osborne v. Bradley, (1903) 2 Ch.

446, at p. 451 {f{EE:°

(#42) Sharp v. Harrison, (1922) 1 Ch. 50 2. &#BEIIE PsEe

g deelE@enjunction) (IR |0k 138) ¢ KD il



R of=E®(Injunction)  (§R (VIR 189 ¢ HED =

GH1O) g BRVH | Ik

GHT 1Y KB | PXEERRD PO

1Y CEEREDS4A2EESKREY M QORI | CSRERFS | iR &0 Q0 IRE-»040 10 R
HEFLEOM BVOFRE VHE R L vOBEHU RS R (END YuEBeHwe 111e®RELI 0L
=N O

(1) $REH&E (contract for personal service) — FH{HEBQ& @ 00 LI 45 RS EE BE (ol
S LR BREKEL010° EOREREQENBLEVE KES RO MIFEREME L SEITIRS S oRE
ROHIOW S EHEL MET e mBHIMOPRIES BE 2HN IR0 LIHOFE f%bi@@ms:;orZ%
EDOIMATRISL08LRQR GHINID 7 HIOVOREF L ERERKS 42+ Qoo BV RIER
BROEHEEIH O P NABEC Tes e GHITED ©

Ly | PERERSICRPUMEOSZTEORHUP B 8 oIS REMEROP B<LORR L ME BN
EHih) 0L e Ei 20 Lumley v. Wagner i GHIHD PG PEXPOL PEP £10R° NARES 0

WHEHESELER WY RO SRAES FUKP SERHSERORHEL 4 O MEEERKEVERE



HREOPODe e NREFEL2NEHRIEXTER008 10O BROUGS KR VE K0
MURE P GHTIO ° Z0EBLH4QOPKSEv {4 Que

(=) LCHLORBLLBREELEBERENR RO ONENVBELON2G8omED” &+ oRIKRSEER
B S 4~ omRd m%mﬁkn@%fﬁ GETP) 7 &+« PRIKSRBEER K nil L S BERE v 2R
EERVEFEOPHHEEIRI R BN I Bl I °

(8) MR SEED 802 MR S EFE 8 0N B O KR SRIBERE L4 D -HE ¢ V8 ¢ &
L GHIRY O

({) dXUFEXSEZERBCHE B IR RERLCBREMIEO P o iR RBVHE e K0 F
~vEESHE AT ROVHCEEROL 028 PR N BBV L 4 REN | .&%Mx%ﬂ%@%ﬁum
BEpOST &+ 0N LSEK SRR EEES S0 2l HeE AP NAERR enm Bizns s
GHIIOD ©

FUS EH BHREBKER R VS HEUNAROIL2EP RO RHES (7)) 20 L2 REBRENE

CREUKP SRR ERLBIRY O R HS L IO K »EREREY < SERERCE MO0 +

KD @ e(Injunction)  (IR! 1$0ER| 138D ¢ KW e



WKt EEInjunction) (R 18R 18D C O K

LENVEEDT VR VBRI B HEHE RO GEILID

GHIID SRR O 4 a0k 4 Martin v. Nutkin (1725), 2 P. Wms. 266, 24 E. R.724 Q0 10*
B I KR R o QRS EI BE I NI O Q IO RO S AR HHKEE @ QB2 J UK R % i35G
8 (BRI 1 il 0 B RS S IR A HOHK R QIS B R IHREE VIR v 8 S InQ B NEEIE - FIRIE QR
BRI R RS | R ERANEODZ LB E L O v’ :m@ﬁnrﬂ_wm&mﬂﬁoﬂﬁi SIHEEE R RO
£420

GrINnD &2 ERYEmigEe

GH1ED " BEPYOm=-HEe

(#14D  Lumley v. Wagner (1852), 1 De G. M. & G. 601, 42 E. R. 687. »)Qht-1855fhQ Miss Wagner % Lum-
ley @BWMUILMIERESHELRENES OEKSEIVEBER #2QIIEIL -5 lI0 RIRALEC e 0 42
T§n” Gye ' 5 RERARFOHEIHFE SV EST ORE LI L ELHENE D9 (HO v Lumley wQIEQ §47(
#dn Q BRI 0 0R 40 BRI EER4Q O 17 QIR IEEFE RS Lumley QEME<WQ EEERR MENEE
PR vo:i@%méEWO N OREERN LWL BERR BHHER AN ABEEPor) WAEE-HE
£250:00 Ernest C. C. Firth, Doctrine of Lumley v. Wagner, 13 L. Q. Rev. 306—312 (o

R BHRMTERIILY Lumley "x Gye !J8R O\ IEKMIHIIE MR O 40 Noimalisd Lumley v. Gye (1853), 1 E. &



B. 216, 118 E. R. 749 f4Qeq0

GE 140

ley v. Wagner rather as an anomaly to be followed in cases like it, but an anomaly which it would be very

Whitewood Chemical Co. v. Hardman, (1891) 2 Ch. 416, at p. 428 1J[d~~* “I confess I look upon Lum-

dangerous to extend.”

GETD
a1 =0
GEI1TRD
GHEIOD
GEI TS

1< (1) HELESERERR (restrictive covenant relating to land) LR 2R F4 oiide
E QR P LRVIEKS #1060 BHIUE M
i;@biﬂ@ff%«n%%%)ﬁ RO L AR EAREPRQRT NORRSKEMIEH IS Q80 e RN
K0 WREOIPVE HE QHNE M- SR pimtr )

Grimston v. Cunningham, (1894) 1 Q. B. D. 125,

Mortimer v. Beckett, [1920] 1 Ch. 571.

Davis v. Foreman, (1894) 3 Ch. 654 Kirchner v. Gruban, (1909) 1 Ch. 413.
Ehrman v. Bartholomew, (1898) 1 Ch. 671.

Metropolitan Electric Supply Co. v. Ginder, (1901) 2 Ch. 799.

HEEATPNAE TN R & CEER B 2106 49 1:0°

WIS ofHER(Injunction)  CiRI 1R 13D C B9
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IO e E (Injunction)  (HR11404R1 138D C 1O 1318
REHEHILE B HE VER0RR2 | HORE BV BERY Ot REMEH KO I yRROS S
BOPEZ O HECIESE (leasehold) 1) Ein il <L T S B L L 0 ER BT <LS W2
QIR PR S T € 3210 BRI L o iR IR YR H L RO GHITID 7 K (iH @ B 2% LB
oo QEFE L 40 REE (benefit) 0 8HES B 2REEO L GAIND ° OR OEmE 2K SAH 7 IKH
O E RO S LR Ko (burden) BEIIEICOREXK AW RMR OLEREREHVIIRON D
KOUBEHUKE B R« 0RKS FEEE BREVE ERSEEHME OO R BV HE MERO L
03¢ (purchaser for value without notice) TNZ G WE HE G EIRIC M0 R 028 1 5307 WV OEH i
EEIT[PBEIDON HoREHS KR Tulk v. Moxhay @i GHITED 4 QORED OR P08 4100
DSHE L Q4 Rl 2K Bv Pe10°

(=) VORHEBKSENSE 110117 V4~ 00

(=) 8§ 2V EHRSERE (restrictive) F04RIFR (negative) 6:0r )1 MED” BB RN (positive

or affirmative covenant) JZOP $HIQHBCET RS L EREERM O EERRC S L0 L BBEERS

WORNRE SELNE B S T 4o N &EKDT WE KM UHEQ - S INKG B S INENE S RIS L B VEN



00 Q- ND Q- R0 GRENIED ©
() B2y SRR (covenantee) 8- HBSFES B L EH#e (covenantor) § HE MEB 40
$E BRSO L GHIHO © By )6 K1 (casement) 1 EFE QEES ot 0IRdIL 6 S ML
U N O
(n) KLHEETRQNERS BYEIEIPAIVEAY $ORHSOML°S NOERIE N LGN

MBS0 BREVROR" VORKR | RN KETNEUEEP 0242006 §:0m m 18 Land Charges Act,

£3

) NNES 20 (actual notice) L E o 2008 T w2 0881420 (constructive notice)

1925 G 149D R+ 118401 ¥ <6 O o NLA-HE I (land charge) v O34 10 MED GEIIRD 7 e
MRS e n8-HRCHEHHOERC REAR K EEERI L EVve R CEEAR O 2 NV Z S 102
SmigEns GRS 7 velEfRinn £ B IS EE R U SV R RO EE» Bojhen nov e BE
LR DT BRI S0 GHINOD ©

({) EveHRs EREESHORSER L 4 O P EH»OR” HES KT SR O 0 BX
RERSVOEHEC REAEOP I HES IR HHSER VELEO L0 NKES 1 ¢ -6 v RS it irn

IS ofgdE<e(Injunction)  CER! 140ER1 13D ) 142



s sofdde (Injunction)  (R1 1408R!1 188D ¢ KO KO

< B LS TRV RE 00 800 1258 0 12° BaoE B EnREH 2 i< 8L 6 B S IR BWESHES

B (assignment) 40 © 410084 K S SREOEM (sub-lease, under-lease) QIR HRE D42 S0

e HOREFKUOHE U (MR 4 INE L ITER B E#n < (under-lessee) v2EiE A0 GHIND ©

CHIND  HEOE ¢ 2500 DEEH JEIVR I NE K Q BIHE< O EHQIAQ AR 0 42° MQER O L WAIEE: BHRE

v~ Spencer’'s Case (1583), 5 Coke Rep. 16, 77 E. R. 72 2 Q\v* EfHEFQEHRKIHSHRRE MHELRE S
mEK Q0] (“touch and concern the land”) ZR4IIJI4nQREIHORWENEE0H(Y [ HEwWH IRE
(“run with the land”) Bs8fHE<RI 0 j2HRALLLRIZE<) B0 Q 0100

HEdr < © T ¢ 42RO 5 1048 Covenants Act, 1540, 32 Hen.VIII, c. 34 (FR{d4 Law of Property Act, 1925, 15

Geo. V, c. 20, ss. 141, 142) 13+ 0 WIS LIRS MHENE OmEEK @0 BRI QR RO RIS

[ g4 J3EP 0 ) (,run with the reversion”) BAOMiZN< R0 LE4TRENE < 1 SR 0~ 1 154 0 420
EHE 4 Cheshire’s Modern Real Property, 2nd ed. (1927), pp. 208—218 ¢K\EE:°

GHIND MRS IEH-URE ORQ1 Q1400 Cheshire, op. cit. pp. 218—220 {{EE:°

&2 Rogers v. Hosegood, [1900] 2 Ch. 388 {{:°

GH1ED  Tulk v. Moxhay (1848), 2 Ph. 774, 41 E. R. 1143. i @ TRBK QT 0 Tulk Rs0e-HEN Elms 1jre

WO Elms b QHEQHEEME R LRKNOR HOR Moxhay % Elms <4oMEQ RIS 0l BB



SHENIQ WHIAUSRAD (FEO QRIS IBHNE O MO RAO) ERAE 0w 420 BEESNAEMQENRY
R SHHEEER I ERYE 0 HIEE RO
MOEQEIn%e In re Nisbet and Potts’ Contract, (1908) 1 Ch. 386 !4~ gREEHI0 Q2 Q000

CGHUIE  Haywood v. Brunswick Building Society (1881), 8 Q. B. D. 403; Austerberry v. Corporation of Aldham
(18853, 29 Ch. D. 750; Hall v. Ewin (1887), 87 Ch. D. 74.

GEINKD  2ROTEUMERRN (covenantee) QHFLIEHIY VL0’ B0 LKANWQHE OELWOE LEHIL Sf0
1 QIEB DB IR Q e (Ives v. Brown, (19193 2 Ch. 314, at p. 322)° &  roRIEI QRENIL TRATQ M1 I 4
O i MIERI R0’ &rie Law of Property Act, 1925, s. 78 1340 VRO EE QM2 IR QR4S
covenantee “and his successors” Q§R!Jsdnv 440 O wEE N2 Q0

(33119 Land Charges Act, 1925, 15 Geo.V, c. 22.

CHNRD  EO <L oEin< QI SR PO R 4o I o Land Charges Act, 1925, s. 10 WM SEHI oty
BT WO R SRR BRREAH DR MOERRLE OB SEE QF R ke

(€ IIE)) Law of Property Act, 1925, s. 198.

(#M0> Law of Property Act, 1925, s. 199 & Land Charges Act, 1925, s. 13 (2).

(#n11)  Clements v. Welles (1865), L. R. 1 Eq. 200; Hall v. Ewin (1887), 37 Ch. D. 74; John v. Holmes, (1900)

Wi ooR=@E(Injunction) (IR 1 40R! 188D C KD K1



g ooeilEe(njunction) IR I14R! 135 ¢ XK1D Kn

1 Ch. 188,

BIK KEHCEIEErof{HE&e

HEORBENHLEIEEReRHIEE ONR” KEL L SR INHLRLER 0208 X801
v RENBES IR YN SREHHC BRSO R GE R, ol HEER L O S R 0°

Tk 6 480302 O REE R 1L RE 0

IR (1) AHxxs (waste) R+~ 3K LK (trespass) & Hx K« BHIUROWENWHCI O
BT S0 R VS HE S MRE 2H B RSO BRI O X SEREELE GEND Z40F (8HF
QYR L L HE S H O I EF - BnREP R O 7 MHCEHSER L ¢ % oo O RMESS EHM Qe
GENIMD © 2 X X % x 1 BBLOUED o HE LELEH R OHFREYR ( BHESH AN O LILS HR L
MY < 4@ 0t (28, 40 O IR Q | I 0° EOP | RINKHECRFRERTREHER 1K GENED
BOAH K =B~ DKL KNEEMS 12 B~ 3 -H e 0 D TR 0 TR (- 0Q 10 °

B H e K= QY RS HHEE U S O PERPOR 06 SIEHUD H ~ K- RIS LRl H



0% EFERHLU SR H < K ~RER O R L LEYE O 2&KFHRD H ~ K « 8RR LB 0 RIGHY
6B H ~ X« (equitable waste) m0EHIAmI0H I EAHA0 B0 M H ~ K + SN S T ) b M
& vopyede (tenant for life “without impeachment of waste”) HHEYHLBD H ~ K =~ LIE OIHHRSL 6
PR WEHIE LR KAEDT KoL IE KN ROBETK ERMECEK IR Foihre E~mIle
S8 N OR L SR B 6 BEHLOE ¢ 0 S I RO DK ~ K =580 Db TS 15
EEATN M0 GHITD GHITO © NERIS GHIMND @16 SRR ) Kl SEE6 & (0
ENEYOR QN = RNl S NI
CGHEIMD REENP | S [RO0<{HE N RSNBHNEK ¢ BB SN R 1 n K] wBREOMQ@R RN
H e K= ERE0 | Bdnfeanee
GHNND & H X~ voluntary waste ' permissive waste #4Q8° B¥ISIKVERSH - HEER IR MR- TR Q
o WYIHKABRR & A O +IRCSEGORENER S L BRI RER ORPRLERLI 0N H v K = f/4Q1q0
CHINED  Judicature Act, 1873, s. 25 (8) NETRH4w0QfvaQs@0
GElE)  Vane v. Lord Barnard (1716), 2 Vern. 788, 23 E. R. 1082; Micklethwaite v. Micklethwaite (1857), 1 De

G. & J. 504, 44 E. R. 818; Baker v. Sebright (1879), 13 Ch. D. 179.

LT o=@ e(njunction)  C(ER1 140HR1 158D ¢ Knw Kl



W IR R E R Tnjunction) (B! 1€04R1 18D ¢ XKD X
CENHO BB QA H X~ 1J0m Law of Property Act, 1925, s. 135 (r)52%¢ Judicature Act, 1873, s. 25 (3) &
e SRR NGO B
G KR Tl 11 T e
HO (1) # d~% \x(nuisance) o 4 —4 5 K B-H ﬂ&%wﬁ%%@?af&ﬁ%tbh NLRE
i —4& N K (private nuisance) w8 W § —4 N X (public nuisance, common nuisance) & EIFR'R K
REN 4 —h MK SRS MO R SEET B EHIREE ) 6 O 1 IS phER Qe ol | <L 4
A=A NKPRS” GBI 4~ 4+ Ny BIES LIRSS EEOX S KKV ol 4o | B
HEECH RS R BvBEYHLE e 1 — 5y KPR
(=) G814 d~+%» K (public nuisance) YR §— 4 ) K BLRLPRL 0O PN LR CEESKER
HEEHHS QHEAWE~ WG 0R”™ XE S Buy(Attotney-General) 1,0 S REMH @B UHHEE
BB KRB0 GINRD © EXGRE N A— 5 MNKEOBRELL P2 | B<RVe N d—f A4 E
RO EHLvike 2o IREEO R ¢ BRELE SR LB PREIBOD L0 R EAREL BV R<RER 1

=53 KOWMENE | S BERBTIEA SRR ORI 4 —% MK Lo RS EHLyviks



1200 | Lo ImMe VUK EELS Ey2EB o T e GRS °©
(8) BE 1 d—#% N« (private nuisance) @2 4 — 5 N K L i BE R/ S TR E F (abatement)

S DR 6 R 6 00 TIRET MR L4 0 RHEDQ O PE ¢ BLE KO R WRR EaES
2

o
(Ee
2
N
&
&
)
%

AR RZ D RN SRSEORER QEL e GIZO) © N IXOIK e dnx Hid-HdeéE
ERHFRORT 14— 5 ) xS0 O UL IHED M A HEEE ST10 Q BTN Q0 RIFHHIINS Q1) 1 BT
R DR RS QIRGT L) B -HEE VL IER A0 R R GEE 1) ° 1 Z2&¢ L BEOE Ho Mo
f=—5a X8 1148 RBKEEv PR e°

(@) EEREEC TN R0 il 4 — 4 N K WELEE (righ of light) QH¥r 40 0° HREECK
B EOMRES B VD HE SRS KILICRAMEERE (natural right) v O NdiTine »8 0 1
VORI SRR RN B iR GEEID Lo F 8 (easement) O NS QM RIKCEIPR
100 B EREL QIRHTR 0 4~ M K3 RERL BSEERLY O PN KO IR BN SIEHS RO KRB LD
S OoRRELBEesR O GHEND " ERHSEELRY SRREFORLR L EPFO PEELHD
QROAKBMO QS R thdve GHEED © )G EREE SH¥) Fino BER FHRHEEE L BHEES « 0

IS od2E E(Injunction)  CER! 1408k 138D ¢ Ksd Kid



I ooiiE (Injunction) (IR 149ER1 1585) ¢ KO KK
RERIOEHS o0 BRSE PR GHERD ©

(2) HESBRIEM i (lateral support) M TSR HBRS KT 2R 2+ O mD 6 HIWMI
EREWBIPER O MEEHRSLOPHS” XS o 1 RS IR & 4= 03R4 12 HEHI
B2 4o P MK VN DB MR W RFR° & 4 0HE CIRHIR 0 QR 40K 10 LB e

IR 2 L1 0 - 4B e T - R 40 200 GREEIHCO ©

() Attorney-General v. Cleaver (1811), 18 Ves. 211, 34 E. R. 297; Attorney-General v, Brighton and Hove
Co-operative Supply Association, (1900] 1 Ch. 276.

(M) Soltau v. De Held (1851), 2 Sim. (N. S.) 141, 61 E. R. 291.

GHEQ)  mRmi NS & 4 IR R WL O MEENRELI IR0 EHHIILI AR O A ERUABTAEN NERL
LI DD QRO S0

(H#S11) abatement 8 O3EreHRdnL abate pin! JZHAERER BHIHECCREMEIRImG Q 481K SHIINS L O

(#=11)  Prescription Act, 1832, 2 & 3 Will. IV, c. 71, s. 8 1045 Q HEGRE | |- QEIR I O (W REE QO

(#=11D  Back v. Stacey (1826), 2 C. &P. 465, 172 E. R. 210. »)2’%, House ol Lords 3+ ({~ Colls v. Home and

Colonial Stores., Ltd,, (1904) A. C. 179 ' J\ERIIO242°



(#HES)  Higgis v. Betts, (1905) 2 Ch. 210; Davis v. Marrable, (1913) 2 Ch. 421.
FRI 2 SRS I ) o —% W K mmm,_c.bn 7 RO | i AR eso i RER ¢ S (Pollock, Torts, 13th ed.
(1929), p. 433)°
GHEND BN EE - s
(HEO  Siddons v. Short (1877), 2 C. P. D. 572.

I () Réris dibel) g o8 SEE 8 REE D R4 RN s RRS IR0 © 1o RS
PHOL P08 RO P RO PRHFER GIEY) VT 0l BHSEERR BpO g R O GEEO °
L#bﬁﬁ@%(gﬁnisiésgsw88%8>9Hﬁpwgw%mi%#%%ﬁTLSQ%EQSOw
a libel) WEE4n0 BB 25 -HEERS GHHO O & o HE 24 &4 (interlocutory E.Esnmmosv Py ¢ a0

G 8O §n 2458 0 320 DR DN FESH-LEE S 00 B 1848300 NP N B4 ¢ v iniE

IR ERGT L © S NWWEK ¢ 0 Mo GEFEND GEKEID ©

EM OIEFEE (slander) -0 'R HHIS WK S 0 2 08N B -H EE TP NVE RSB RR IR
6 IRT L K P IR I T NAVEE Y D 23855056 5 GHFED © Dk DL BRI 6 EEMEK L

HHRISofE@R(Injunction) (IR 4R 13 ¢ KD Ky



HHIROEEe(njuntion)  (IR] 140R1 18 KD K
Elf~ e (ERLBILCEBES B P 0y iHE M m mi$0) 1w (puffing) SR EHY EEaN
H-RP 00 RGED B L GEERD ° ’
B2 Corrupt and Illegal Practices Prevention Act, 1895 CGHFHO 12 16,2 %8 f@ it © i3 XIS ME 812

BEENS EXDICE L O S P EESER VB BHHEEITN NAFTEDLE e GERD ©

(YY) ML AOBIEE (defamation) RO M1 108" KHILIHQ 40 QR RMEFEES (libel) rfE~ DIE 40w
QN IERER (slander) 1wil~&°

(38D Prudential Assurance Co. v. Knott (1875), L. R. 10 Ch. App. 142.

GHEIR) KBl IFmSes $2119mHE) Lo

(#HHOY  Thorley's Cattle Food Co. v. Massam (1880), 14 Ch. D. 763; Thomas v. Williams (1880), 14 Ch. D. 864.

(iEdH 1D Quatz Hill Consolidated Gold Mining Co. v. Beall (1882), 20 Ch. D. 501; Collard v. Marshall, (1892]) 1
Ch. 571.

(#H11)  Bonnard v. Perryman, (18911 2 Ch. 269; Salomons v. Knight, (1891} 2 Ch. 294.

GERND  EEEE LR P SE R O K X5 QK 1L EEID1 I O 4y Roscoe Pound, Equitable Relief against

Defamation and Injuries to Personality (1916), 29 Harv. L. Rev. 640 e



(#HHED  Hermann Loog v. Bean (1884), 26 Ch. D. 306.

(D White v. Mellin, (1895) A. C. 154, 242! IS | (K0

(O Corrupt and Tllegal Practices Prevention Act, 1895, 58 & 59 Vict. ¢, 40.

GEAY)  EREim oBYE L O sEX QS % Municipal Election (Corrupt and Illegal Practices) Act, 1911, 1 & 2

Geo. V, c. 7 1240 Ry Qs00

I () i (Datent) JR&E8 (copyright) WO AN NEFGHER L3740 B8 4 03T B oA
HOEHEES CORERUNRITRN L08R RWHICE < il S 1S i (mul-
tiplicity of actions) LB RKISCEBATEQIN RBEM L RO GIHO B MBS 84 « 0By
BHHE AT NV 00

So82 #8810 O 21 18 Patents and Designs Act, 1907 G 11|+ 1% (Patents and Designs Act, 1919

KO |+ O | ) 1”7 delts ) O 2o s Copyright Act, 1911 GERK 1D @GR | I wo s

TSR

RO -HE R OEE I {HE Qe

(R0 RiEN EmiEe

AL i@ e(Injunction)  (§R| |408R1 138D ¢ K KR



Handgoo=&e(Injunction)  (ERI 144R1 188D ¢ YO YO

(454  Patents and Designs Act, 1907, 7 Edw. VII, c. 29.
(#¥XO) Patents and Designs Act, 1919, 9 & 10 Geo. V, c. 80.

(#1) Copyright Act, 1911, 1 & 2 Geo.V, c. 46.

M () REGE LK 0-UdEe(“labor injunction”) N4 E¢ LESKEL LD eldee20 s
PR R RE K20 S HENLIERM B 0ERR S L DROUKELKPSIEDS ORI | B HH
EERQ% W BE0 IR 2o iRE ¢ (“labor injunction”) g QT BERIREHEP IR
OIS W BAENT 1 44 O IS IS SRR IEHIS B ¢ 40 2100 1 VIR REE IO Il 4 -H e
EEe GEKID ° HERSQ oMLK S METRNHx e n O NAH H87 RKSomR K Bis
RMEROHPR O 216 | WO LER (MR 80 o RBC MR DK B EEHED e R SRR
BLE IR0 1 10 S 80

BB URY 0% BvitdE e FES-HEE (interlocutory injunction) 3K D 1) NATEC

PDINRIE” Dh2VEOEEI e EHKEEORNEHCERADNFEDS PR QR OFELEEM R O PR



BHR L SEHEHL Y QP IE-05246 DR KRR 00 Ei JRERTm O B2 4D R ONer I
R0 R OREFO B2V N2 IXEOREHHE R MR 8 ] 0 XEHEEHS KERH PR RHH
FH-HELRE L CEH LS ER LB AN SEEANP H-EHON L B- Y o o STy HRER » O iR
P SIEREHSEM MR 28 0" MIXIeLEE ) 60 E M4 0S8 BREC HESN ¥ dnil
300 [HpEss o fbE | (“due process”) S HFHSELLINe2E PR e SREERS e GEKID ©
EOFKEERXOGE U SEHSHENIEEHE B o Hl REBa L ik GIKED ExE LK
HOREHNSEERESO 2 Hte GG 7 s uEE e | 0SERE HIP QR GHKIO 7 WeERY

NASmEOWL°

GHKID KEUIHD ORETHE R QIS O 24 In re Debs (1895), 158 U. S. 564 Q0 0" Bhjk4s |
PR QEHT QKB IV RE IV E v R AAREHHE R UK E Y IREFEEO ML Debs RN §2s06R HITIERIM
1SR QEER PO R REHE R O MEER IV EREERER R ORREO I 4000 SRR H Q4050

(%1 Frankfurter and Greene, The Use of the Injunction in American Labor Controversies (1928), 44 L. Q.

Rev. 164 {5001 IR R Q JERIIEC

BT ofiHEeInjunction) (IR €K 139 <P i



eI oeft@eInjunction)  (HR1 140k 138D ¢ ¥ P11
SDREE G RO SHHEEHTIVER 0 QBRI AEIHER MM R O 7 BIR RELILM»GR Y o
—4 ) X (public nuisance) 1I$KIVEIERDER! O MtHECAB TR R4 EHQERI( m Caldwell, Injunc-
tions against Crime (1931), 26 Ill. L. Rev. 259 {{:°
GEKED  MOHMEE TR e% | R | Hit JERIEEMEROR Clayton Act [0 IS SEERIRFEY”
B ORI S R R o )1 RGBSR @46 primary boycott AR HIBNAER WA SR QLRI
BT DR I 04 0 A ) 0 RER A HE A E A W R ERE L0 D& SERFER T RRERNVER -V EE
RSt secondary boycott SEkimsoidE F N RREOEEQD Q1 DIVQreC
GEKED BRI «)e Trade Disputes and Trade Unions Act, 1927, 17 & 18 Geo. V, c. 22 % Trade Disputes
Act, 1906, 6 Edw. VII, c. 47 285 I QEEE R CHF ML QIREGEMRIE oK QI 2407 i I EE
) I AT s OA )10 L34 O (R R BT @~ ) SR D KBS BN TR s O LI S Lo REER RS 0 i IR LB 4
W1 REMPHIEERCRES LU » BRI L0 ESVRUEHRPESNHO BB CREF Il URER
40 © {IAEIR 40000 A )1 RS O RB LI SR R O RE e 1) 0 IR 1000
GEXK)  REHSEEQHNHI St Frankfurter and Greene, Labor Injunction, (1930) 4R
BN Dot Tn re Debs, op. cit. QEEE058~ R 2520 QD) Dunbar, Government by Injunction (1897),

13 L. Q. Rev. 347; Gregory, Government by Injunction (1898), 11 Harv. L. Rev. 487 20 &* fEHQ » Qw1



Fraukfurter and Greene, The Use of the Injunction in American Labor Controversies (1928—1929), 44 L. Q. Rev.
164, 353, 45 L. Q. Rev. 19; Frankfurter and Greene, Labor Injunctions and Federal Legislation (1929), 42 Harv.

L. Rev. 766 5400
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