
ir ~ RiLcENT DEcistiDNs ON THi L.,AW OF? INYANTS.-The decisions duringti
by pat yeair--ave touched upon mr-t. of the points usually giving riset ote 2

*versy in the Courts upon the law relating to. înfants-'viz., Contracts. Main*n t
*e . ance, Custody, and Procedure, mnost of the decisioris being those of th'e

Chancory Division. The first two cases.mntioled ini the following article illus-
es tatethepricipe o themutaliy o cotrats.In De Prancesco v. Êa"tum

ffe i (No. i), 5ý Law J. Rep. Chanc. 151 ; L.R. 4,3 Chanc. Div. 165, an -attemp to-
or, apply the rule laid clown in Luiany v. Wagnter to the oovenants ini an aporentice-
se > shl deed failed, Mr. Ju.ýtice Chitty holding, on the authority of Gylbert v. rletckr
v.~ (C rO. Car. 179), that, inasmuch as no action could be brought against an infant

ce, S- upori a covenant to serve, the negative ckuases in this apprenticeship deed could
lis, not be enforced by injunction; and in the second action, before Mr. justice

~d. Fry, the covenants in the deed being. held unreasonable, no action was main.
Vet ytaiîiable against a showmnan for enticing the apprentice away from the plaintiff's
,-es eniployrnent. By the Infants' Relief Act (37 & 38 Vict., c. 62), s. i, ali voidable
ied contracts by infants (i) for morney lent or to, be lent, or (2) for goods supplied or

to be supplied (other than contracts fur necessaries), and (3) aIl accounits stated
with infants, are decla~ ed ta be absolutely void.' In the case of Valentini v. ;

Canali, 59 Law J. Rep. Q.B. 74; L.R. 24 Q.B. Div. 166, the infant plaintiff had
rs agreed to beconie tenant of a house and to pay a sumn for the furnittire therein.

he .. He occupied the house for sorte months, paid part of the agreed suni, and used
Sathce furniture. This contract, not being oneC of those mentioned in the above

be section, was held not to entitle the plaintiff to recover the surn paid ta the de-
ge fondant. In Lowe v. Griffiths, 1 Scott, 458, an infant was held liabie for the
he .'lezise of t- dwelling-house suitable to his circunistances. Again, in Dioicais v.

!>ixon, 59 Law. J. Rep. Chanc. 437 ; L.R. 44 Chanc. Div. 2ir, ?Mr. justice
Keke,,wich held that a marriage seutlement maïe by an infant on his niarriage in

to 18-8 (since dissolved) wvas, as regards the infant, voidable, and nlot void by the
ýr- se' ojn above referred ta. The case of Mfariiin v. M1artin, L.R. i Eq. 369, had

Dn decided that maintenance should bc allowed out of a Iegacy ta an infant, whether .
of vested or contingent, in the unanner most beneficial ta the infant, and Mr.
rd' Justice North's decision-s in lIn re JVells; Wells v. IVelUs, 59 Law.v J. Rep. Chanc.
to i i,,; L. R. 43 Chanc. Div. 281, and in In re JcffeiD,; 1Bui v. Alritold, applie . that .
of principle. In r<' Scott; Scott v. H-anbury again before Mr. justice North decided
V. ;~th:t section 2 of the Infants' Setulemnent Act (IS & 19 Vict. c. 43), which enacted
ed v: that the death of an infant under twventv-oue avoids any appointmcnit or dîseri-
ed . tailing assurance executed under the Act, does flot, unless the infant is tenant
be - in taîl, rnake the settienient void bv reason of the infant baving died while still

10, an infant. In In re Phillis, 56 Laýý J. Rep. Chanc. 337 L,.34 Chanc. Div.
ty 467, the Court had decided that a settlement can be madle under the Act after
be the wife, having been married under the 'n f seventeen, has attaincti that age,

e-provided the settlement is really made upon the occasion and for the purpos.es
toi o. f marriage.. lRginia v. Iaritardo, Junes's Case, affirrned dte pririna facie right of

W a mother to. the custody of her illeg .timate child, which Regina v. Nash, 52 Law
J. Rap. Q.B. 442; L.R. Xo Q.B. Div. 454, had established. . . .- Law Jourttal. .

iM


