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L>3urance (unemployment)-Charwoman engaged in dlean.
ing sollcitor's office-Employed In any trade or business.

In re MVikinison, 1.922, 1 K.B. 584. Roche J. This wva a re-
ference uxider the Tjnemployment Insurance Act 1920. While
t1here is no corte.spondinir Act in Canada, this case ks of son. e
intereit to the legal profession, in thait Roche, J. stated that in
his view a solicitor 's praetice, at any r-ate iii London, is a pur-
suit ulpon lines suffieiently commercial to brin- it within the

M ý ýterni 'bsns,'as dirtinguished froin an occupation such as
.ýiî lt f cf sehool master which is not organized and conducted

upoxi commnercial lines. Hec further hield that a eharwomnan who
eleans a soieitor's office is flot cmiployed iii Iiis business. Couni-
sel agreed that the laundress who perforins the Jike service for

;Èe tý a meniber of the lier was not employed in t'", carrying on of

the pirofession of a barristex'.
Apprentiee - Dismissl of apprentice by master -Miscon-

duct of apprentice-Repudtition of agreement.
* W'aterrnas. v. Frj-ýer, 1922, 1 K.B. 499. Tixi4 wau an appeal

~~ ~. front the Portsmouth County Court. The plaintif? wu'a an iii-
i~. fant who put hiisoif apprentice te the defendant fox' five

v-ears. The defendant undertook to instruct hiin in the trade of
inotox' anxd cycle engineer, and lie iiundet-took f0 faithfufli "erve
the defendaint. lIn the action the plaintiff claimed dainages for,

e breael of the agreeniexit to teach, and for wrongful dismxissal.
'l'lie (1ounty Court Judge lied held that the plaintif? se miscon-
dxx1etc(1 himiself that his inisconiut aniounted f0 a repuidiation
of the agreenient. Tue Divisioxial Court w'hich heard the appeail
affer app)lyixii the rule that an infant cainnot assent te a revoci-
tioxi cf a contra-et uixless suchi revocation is for his own benofit
referred flic case back to the trial Judge for a flifflng as to
ivhethcer reudiatioxi of the contrapt 1)y the infant weuild or

~ tve11l(1 not hoe for hits benefit.
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