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to warrant a comrnentator in stating positivelY that a doctrine
of this compreheusive scope is accepted by the courte.

(d.) Infants giot bound for any purpose by gion.bene/lcial
contracts.-Where an infant%' contract of service is seen to be on
the whole prejudicial to hixn, a court; will not permit it to be
enforced against him either iii proé'eedings taken under the

have no centrol, Auch as a strike, the case before him would not bave been s0
elear.

« In Pellous v. Wood ( 1888) 59 L.T.7NS. 5 13, an infant eontracted Nvitli
a dairyman to enter his employmient at a salary of £1 a %veek, and agreed
that he would mot serve for MAs own bonefit ainy of his ernployer's custorners
duriag the tilme he rernained in Auch eniployinent, or for two ypars after-
wvards, and thant two weeks' notice ta leave wvas ta be given on'either Aide.
1Ield, thant this vontrant wvas h)eneticial to the infant, and could ho enforeed
agineit hinm, and that seet. 1 of flic Infants' Relief Act 1874 (37 & 38
Viet. e. 62) does not aply to Auch a cantraet. .aity1. sitid: "I consider
that this contract was <Iecidedily beneficial te#the defenidant; the notice the

patifivas obliged to give wvns short, but ile salary Nwas reasonible, and
ilhe defendant hiad the opportunity of learning his business, and had plenty
of time te get to know ail the plaintifY's cuistolers; si), for this reiisan, the

~Iaintiff m'as justitiail in binding hiniflot ta serve thern for two yeiirs ai ter
la De Francesco v. Barinoir ( 1890) 43 Ch. Div. 1(35, Chitty, J. satid ý

that lie Nvas persuaded froni a careful exainirintion ofifthe report tlint the
injonction !r tlie aboya case %vas not grantedl against an infant, but againgt
a, nian of foul agre, wvho, ta a certain extent. appeared ta have acted uipon
the contract after tlie infcncy baid ternnaated. On the appeal (45 Ch. D.
165), no reference %vas niade by Fry, LJ. ta this particular aspect of the
Mantrnct. But in Evans v. Wlare (1892) 3 Ch. 502, NKortli J. suggestedlthat
Chittv, 'T. had not in his niind the exact faets of the Felloýca Case, and
confusýeçl it Nwith Colrcwail v. Hawkins (1871) 41 L.J. Ch. 435. 36 L.T.N.S.
607, Mhere there actually %vas a ratification of the coatract b>y tile inifant
nfter hie lin retiched iiijority (Ree §Î, note 3, pso8t. The pre-ent m-riter
vpiitinre. ta) think flint, whvther this suggestion is weil founded or not,
there is nothiag in tlic langliage iusedl hy Monisty, J. in the pffloîî-s case ta
jnstifY bts being exfflnined on the footing pirnoanndecl by Chittv. J.

In Prans v. W'are. supra. it wvas beld tlint an agreemnent'bv an infant
la coasideration of empbfoyînent, that ho' woubd not conupete la business with
Mis emiployer for two vearq after leaviug, within a radius af 5 miile.s, was
for blis benefit, andmiioub he enforeed upon bis leaving and engaging in
bitqiness in violation thereof citer attaitting bis niajority. North. J. dis-
tbngilished De Franrcesco v. Brusupra, as being a deciRian relating ta.
a Pontiet of apprenticeship. B3ut balving regard ta tlic very general state-
niants fouifl in thé judgment of Fry, L.,Y. on the oppeail of this rase. it fis
Perhaps unnevessaï,v ta rely on thils'circuisiitance as a mneans ai reconcbliag
flic two derigions,

Froia the language used la ne Francesoo v. Barietnm (1890) 45 Ch. Div.
isee note 1). infra~) it i8 perluips permissible ta infer tliat thle reniedies
therc asked for ivould have been grcnted, if the eantract liad not been re-
gnrded as; iin-beneficial. But Auch deductions as ta the bypothletical con-
verse af an actual decision are soniewhat unsafe.Q

In R. v. fYhiliesford (1825) 4 B. & C. 94, it wvas asginned bi, ]3yley, .1.,
nrguendo, flint no action clin ha manintaiaed aeziinst an. infant ta) eniarea, a
benefieial rontraet. But this reiark cannat be reeonciledl witlh the Inter
cases eitedl bu notes 4, 5, supra.


