
140. j 191 Cornm#Ws oni Carrent Englsk Decisions. 3

Venedotian Code only caIled for the gift of a throw-board, made of the bone Of
a sea animal, from, the king.

The three Weish codes vary somewhat as ta the bard 's share of spoils.
* The Venedotian saýs, " He la to have a caw, or an ox, from the booty obtained

by the household fromn a border country after a third has gone ta the king; and
he is, when they share the spoil, to sing 'The Monarchy of Britain' to them."
The Diznetian Code says. " if the bard of the household recite poetry, in the
taking spoil wvith the king's household, he is to have the best animal of the spoil;
and if there be preparatiori for battie, let himr recite the sang called 'The Mon-
archy of Britain ' before them "; while the Gwentian says he is 1'ta have a steer
and a mian's share," and et the time of fighting he was ta sing 'lThe Sovereignty
of Britain " at the head of the household (Vert. C., B3.1, c. 14; Dim.. C., 13.I., c.
18: Gwen. C., 1.1., c. ig). The Chief of Song was another dignified officer
w;%hose duties were prescribed by the laws of Howel. He had a fee of twenty-
four pennies as a bridai present fromn every maiden led ta the altar; widows who
perpetrated matrimony had nothing ta pay for the mnusic (Dim. C., B1-. c. 24)

COMMENTS ON CURRJZNT E. (;LISH- DJiCISIONS.

The Law Reports for September comprise (i891) 2 Q.B., pp. .369-5r2; (i891)

P., PP. 301-322 ; and (18qI) 2 Ch., pp. 605-708.

I.NF,%ý;T-APPRENricEsHip DIRED, ACTION TO ENFORCE-COVENANT 0F INFANT To PAY PitEmXiJm.

1il'alker v. Everard (18gi), 2 Q.13. 369,-was an action brouight ta recover payo
nment of the balance of a premium due under a covenant in an apprenticeship
deed mnade while the defendant wvas an infanit. The defendant set Up hîs in-
fancx- at the time of the making of the covenant as a bar ta the action. Thejur
found that the deed was a provident and proper arrangement for the infant, and
necessary if he wished ta Iearn the business, and that the premnium was fàir and
reasonable, and that the plaintiff had given the required instruction. Grantham,
J., gave. judgment for the plaintiff, and the Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R.,
anti Fry and Lapes, L.JJ.) upheld it, holding that the providing an infai ivith
necessary instruction in business stands on the same footing as ordinary neces-
saries, and that he was therefore liable on his corîtract ta pay for them ; but that
a bond or covenant given by an infant to payfor such instruction is flot conclu-
sive as ta the consideratio!î, which rnay be inquired into as if there had been no
<ieed. That whether education iii a trade or busin.-ss is a ;' necessary " is a
question of fact ta be deterinined by the circurustances of the infant.

LAztIlýOID ANDI TENANT-.FoRFKRTUftE. 0F LtEASr ON 1IANK<RUITCY OF LmssEF.

Silh v. Gronow (1891), 2 Q-13- 394, is a decision tipon the constructiqn of a
lease, which contained the usuial covenant on the part of the lessee not ta assign
or sublet without the consent of the lessor, and also a proviso for re-entry if - the
l essee, his executors,administrators, or assignF, should become b)ankýrtupt." The
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