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statutes whieh regalate the relation of inaster and servant', or in
-~ a.n ordinary civil action for dainages caused by b~is breach of his

cngagementd'.
Noi- wilI lie be enjoined from violating an express provision

in the contract wvhich binds hinm not to enter the employxnent of
any other person dtring the stipffiated. period'. Nor can his

In R. v. Lord (1848) 12 Q.13. 757, 3 New Sess. Cas. 246, 12 ,Jur. 1001,
17 L.J.M.Ç. 181, one of the groutids on which a conviction of the infant,
under Stat. 4 Geo. 4, eh, 34, § 3, for absenting himself frona service withaut
lenve, ivas quashed, was that the contract bound the infant net ta engage
in any other service or business during the whole terni, while it reserved to
the master the righit ta stop the Nvork and the wages whenever hie pleitsed.
Lord Dennian, C.J., declared that sucli an agreenment could not lie eonà1dered
as benefliial ta the servant, but that it %ias inequitable and wholly void.

An infant was apprenticed. by a deed containing a provision that the
master should not ho liable to pay wages ta the apprentice so long as bis
business should he i uterrupted or iimpeded by or in eonsequenee of any turn-
ont, and that the a pprentieAniglit during any such turn-tut employ lina-
self in any otlier ivanr.er or ivitli avy other persan for his own benefit.

lied.tha. hisprviionno bcngforbi bneflt of theinfant, the ppren-

An nfat ws il)r(-itied ,va deed <'ontaining a provision that the

any the maneror ithany other person for his own beneflt, and that
in cse he ppretiv 9huldeleet so ta emitloy hiiself the master should

against him under the Emuployers and Workmen Act, 1875, f§ 5, fl. Coarn
v. Matthews (1803) 1 Q.B. 310. The general rule laid down by A. L.
Smnith, L.J. %vas that "if there he a stipulation in the contract entered i4 te
î>y an infant so much to the det.riment of the infant aq to render it unfair
that the infatit shanld be botund by it, then the deed cannot ho enforeed at

'In such an action it wns held thnt an ngreenient ivhich binds ail ln-
fant to serve for the sipace of rive yearg, with a clause that, in case of ill-
ness;. or absence frona ont, cause haoer.the stipulated payments should
cpap. is not P vontract for the benefit of the defendant. Bîrkia v. Forth

~~ (187511 33 T.. 5332.

'De PraneRsco v. Baraurn (1890) 45 Mh Div. 161. Aff'g 43 Ch, Div.
contract wasi unreasionaible, which placed the inf<tnt almost absiolttely at the
dis.posal of the master, which required lm ta undertake any engagements
at any theatre ln Eneland, or aay thentre hfi the UYnited TKingdom or any-
where eIse in the world, which provided. that hie was ta receive no remnunera-
tion and no manintenance, except when eniplayed, which did not create any.
correlative obligation on the master ta flnd employment for hlm, and whieh
tmpomered the master ta put an end ta his chances c1 muces nt any tirne


