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Evaluate the extent to which the courts will uphold a contract entered into as a result of threats or pressure by one party to the contract upon the other.

This essay will outline the doctrines Duress and Undue influence and how court law will consider these principles when dealing with a case with contractual obligation or coercion from one of the parties involved. It will also cover how the doctrines have changed over the years and how the courts will use the principles in modern day court rooms. 

Duress and undue influence are two doctrines used in Contract law which means that an individual or a party has been forced into a contract. A contract will not be seen as a valid agreement under these circumstances (Trevelyan LLB, 2021). If a contract is created successfully, following all the necessary elements needed to make it valid, but it is formed under coercion or where an individual has been under unfair pressure, then it cannot in reality be a genuine agreement, which is the essence of the law of a contract (Charman, 2013). If an individual enters a contract by the virtue of improper pressure the law may intervene to protect them (Nanakorn, 1996). There is a slight difference in the two principles, duress is wrongful pressure that is put on an individual in order to coerce that person into a contract that they wouldn’t entre, as seen in (Barton V Armstrong [1976]). On the other hand, undue influence is an individual or a party taking advantage of another person through a position of trust in the formation of a contract, as seen in the case (Williams v Bayley [1866]) (Dugger, 2020). The pressure must be improper and a mere allegation of unequal barging power or unfairness in the terms will not generally justify the intervention of the law. There are four possible defenses to contractual liability, these include Duress at common law, the equitable notion of undue influence, Unconscionability and finally statutory protection afforded to consumers in relation to credit agreements. 

Common law in relation to duress has developed. Early on in common law, duress was recognised to the person involving threats of physical violence against or detention of the compliant. As for duress to goods, which involved threats to seize or detain the complaint’s property, for some time there seemed to be conflict that payments under duress were recoverable, shown in (Astley v Reynolds [1731]) but an agreement to pay money under duress to goods was enforceable, shown in (Skeate v Beale[1841])It was then resolved that duress to goods could render a contract voidable, it was also accepted that economic pressure could amount to duress, including treats to breach contract (Tamblyn, 2017). To an extent it has always accepted that if a person has been forced against their free will to enter into a contract they would be entitled to relief in the courts. The relief was limited and confined to situations where actual or threatened violence were calculated to produce a fear of loss of life or bodily harm (Child and Ormerod, 2019). In addition to this, a threat of imprisonment could sometimes constitute duress (Anselm De Colyar, 1887). A claim of duress would also succeed if the threat was to the person’s goods rather than to the person themselves (Lusk, 1978). 

The modern view of duress is represented by the approach of the privy council in the case (“R” v Attorney General for England and Wales [2003]). In this case a solider (R) claimed he was told he had to sign the confidentiality agreement if he wished to continue in the regiment or be returned to unit which was generally given as a form of punishment. R then signed the document, raising both duress and undue influence in his defense. This was a privy council case that orientated in New Zealand where the trial judge held in the soldier’s favor. The court of appeal reversed this decision. On a further appeal to the privy council Lord Hoffman’s starting point was the House of Lords decision in the “economic duress” case (Universe Tankships Inc of Monrovia v International Transport workers’ Federation, The “universe Sentinel” [1983]) (Peter Macdonald Eggers, 2017). In this case, Lord Scarman had identified 2 elements to duress; one being the pressure amounting to compulsion of the will of the victim (in relation to duress of the person (Barton v Armstrong [1976]) is authority for the proposition that the duress only needs to be a reason as opposed to the main reason, why the complaint entered into the contract in question and the second element is the illegitimacy of the pressure (Stone, Devenney and Cunnington, 2011). The court eventually held that R may have been faced with overwhelming pressure, but he still had a choice and therefore did not amount to illegitimate pressure (McKendrick, 2012). This means it is probably no longer necessary to separate out economic duress but the case law around this element has helped developed this general doctrine that we now have and so, that basis it is helpful to look at the development of economic duress separately.  

Economic Duress occurs when one party of a contract threatens to cancel the contract unless the opposing party agrees to their demands and has no other option but to agree. More recently, the courts have recognised that illegitimate pressure may include “economic” threats such as possibility of breaking a contract. This has made new problems due to the difficulty of ascertaining what constitutes illegitimate economic pressure (Stone, R. and Devenney, J. (2017). The doctrine of economic duress was first shown in the (Occidental Worldwide Investment Corporation v Skibs (the Sibeon & The Sibotre) [1976]) whilst the contract was not held to be voidable for duress, Kerr J stated that “where there exists coercion of the will so as to vitiate consent, it should be possible to set the contract aside. However commercial pressure was not enough (E-lawresources, 2019).

According to Tina Yee (2008), in the (Allcard v Skinner [1887]) case the two terms actual undue influence and presumed undue influence were formed. Following this case, the most significant development in the law of undue influence came from the (Barclays Bank Plc v O’Brien [1994]) which showed that the requirement to show that there is manifest disadvantage to the weaker party. The most recent development for this came into the House of Lords decision, (Royal Bank of Scotland v Etridge (No 2) [2002]). The house of Lords reviewed the current authorities and restated a few of the principles. The main changes included the term manifest disadvantage should no longer be used as it is seen as ambiguous and leads to misunderstandings and was regularly misapplied. Instead, the transaction must be one which can not promptly be explained on ground of friendship, relationship or charity. The second principle that was changed is the constructive notice, A bank will be put on enquiry whenever a wife offers to stand surety for her husband’s debts. There was no need to show that the bank was aware of the relationship capable of giving rise to a presumption of influence (e-lawresources, 2021). As a few cases have been taken to appellate court such as (National Westminster Bank v Amin [2002]), this should not be taken as a failure for Etridge, rather, these cases represent the application of that decision to cases initially decided before the house of lord’s judgment. From this they show the way that Etridge will work in practice and provide some useful indicators as to how banks can ensure that they obtain an enforceable security (MIDWINTER, 2002).

Many years ago, the common law recognised that some agreements should not be legally enforceable due to the process of which they were made in. during the 13th century, any agreements that were made while one party was under physical imprisonment or threat of physical harm were unenforceable at law because it was made under “duress”. Over time the courts of equity recognised a right to relief against other types of coercion, under the doctrine “undue influence”. Since these very early days both doctrines have undergone a dramatic expansion. The courts have gradually broadened the types of threats that are now considered improper under the defense of duress, this includes threats to a person’s property (Duress of goods) and “economic Duress”, as seen in the case (Maskell v Horner [1915]) (Knapp, Crystal and Prince, 2019).

Skeate v beale – problematic in terms of the development of the concept and how have the courts moved away from this decision over the years? – left in for my notes

It is important that you test for economic duress. There are three necessary ingredients for a successful claim of economic duress these are 1. There must be illegitimate pressure applied to the claimant, 2. The pressure must be a significant cause inducing the claimant to entre into the contract, 3. The effect of the pressure is that there is a lack of practical choice for the claimant. This was seen in the case (Times Travel (UK) Limited v Pakistan International Airlines Corporation [1] [2009]) (Cary, 2019). In the case (Pao on v Lau You Long [1979]) the claimant had threatened not to complete the main contract from the purchase of shares unless subsidiary agreements were met including a guarantee and an indemnity. The defendant was anxious to complete the main contract as there had even a public announcement of the acquisition of shares and did not want tarnish the publics confidence with the company. The court held that there was no economic duress as the Privy council identified 4 factors to consider these were 1. Did the person claiming to be coerced protest? 2. Did that person have any other available course of action? 3. Were they independently advised? 4. After entering into the contract did, they take steps to avoid it? In this case it was commercial pressure rather than duress. These factors themselves seem reasonable for identifying duress, it is something that is expected from a party who had been forced into an agreement to object at the time and no try and escape the obligation as soon as possible (Finch, E. and Fafinski, S. (2018). However, equally it does not seem reasonable as to categories a situation as duress if the innocent party had other alternatives available to them, as choice implies voluntary decision making. Later cases did take issue with Lord Scarmans assertion that duress involved an involuntary decision (Finch, E. and Fafinski, S. (2018). This then meant that the courts had to decide on what threats fall in economic duress. Generally, threats of unlawful action will amount to illegitimate pressure, however there are situations that threats of lawful actions may amount to duress if they leave the innocent party with no other alternative other than to abide with the opposing parties’ commands. Threats of unlawful action are shown in the (Atlas Express Ltd v Kafco [1989]). This case was held that due to the short time frame, the defendant would not have found an alternative and it did amount for duress. However, in contrast to this, in the case (CTN cash & Carry v Gallagher [1994]) the court held a different hearing due to the circumstances, in this case it was held that the threat of lawful action could amount to illegitimate pressure but it id not do so in this situation. The main issue with this is that the courts do not know where to draw the line between legitimate commercial pressure and economic duress (Finch, E. and Fafinski, S. (2018). 

If undue influence is shown in a contract, then the contract is voidable by the innocent party. In the case (Bank of Credit and Commerce International v Aboody [1990]) the courts defined two classes of undue influence these are are 1. Actual undue influence 2. Presumed undue influence. In instance of an actual undue influence the innocent party has to show the court evidence that at the time of the signing of the contract the other party had influence over them. In a position of presumed undue influence, certain relationships, as a matter of law will raise a presumption of undue influence (Dispute Resolution Law Team, 2014). This was then further refined in (Barclays Bank Plc v O’Brien [1993]) where the second class was subdivided further 1. Presumed undue influence (arising from a special relationship between the parties) and 2. Presumed undue influence (no special relationship in the sense of class) (Finch, E. and Fafinski, S. (2018).With actual undue influence, there are no circumstances where undue influence ma be presumed, so the individual that is alleging undue influence must prove it at the time of the contract they were not able to exercise free will, this can be seen in the case ( Williams v Bayley [1866]). With presumed undue influence, there is a special relationship between the parties. The party alleging undue influence has to prove the existence of the relationship. The problem then falls onto the opposing party to prove there has been no undue influence. 

Think about the concept of a subtle pressure often in an ongoing relationship rather than a one off threat and how this has led to the use of undue influence. Traditionally this has been divided into actual undue influence and presumed undue influence.  What are the requirements for both and refer to case law in support.  How has the doctrine developed and what is the classification now? How does a Claimant show that the influence was ‘undue’? BCCI v Aboody (1990) and subsequent case of RBS Etridge (no 2)(2001).  ------- Left These in for my notes 


To tie up everything, duress and undue influence are two different doctrines used in contract law. ( need to finish my conclusion)  Do I need to put what the terms are again?  and say how the court used them differently ? 
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