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WHAT CONTRACTS OF EMPLOYMENT ARE
BINDING UFPON INFANTS,

1, Contracts for the services of infants, where the father contracts with
the employer.

2. —where the services are to be rendered to the infant’s father.
8, —where the infant contracts in his own behalf with a stranger,

4. By what contracts made in his own behalf an infant is bound.
" English doctrine,

5. —American doctrine,
5a. Conflict between English and American decigions discussed.

8. Distinction, in respect to the right of avoidance, between executory and
executed contracts of service.

7. Effect of the infant’s avoidance of the contract.

8. Ratification of voidable contract by infant after attaining majority.
9. Contracts made by infants as employers,

—— ——

1, Contracts for the services of infants, where the fsther contracts
with the employer—At common law, a father may assign the ser-

vices of his son to another for a consideration to enure wholly
to the father'.

* Day v, Kverett (1810) 7 Mass, 145, where it wuas held that the Mas-
sachusetts statute of 1704, c. 64, did not take this power from the father.
o All contracts of service, legal at the common law, remained legal after the
statute had been passed, but the only remedy, which either party could
have, was upon the contract, and not under the atatute, unless the pro-
visions of the statute were complied with in forming the contraet.
It was stated as “undoubted law” that, if n parent contract for the
services of his minor child, in consideration of a remuneration to the latter,

the contract is valid, and that the child may maintain an action for the
breach of it in his own naume, Eubanks v, Peak (1831) 2 Bailey (8.C.)
407,

In an early Pennsylvania cage it was held that a parent had no power
to hind hiz minor child as a servant, so a3 to render him sulject to the
penalties imposed hy a statute upon absconding servants. Resp v. Keppele
{1793) 2 Dall. 107, Presumably the decision would have been different if
the effect of the contract had not heen to place the infant in a position in
which he became liable to punishment. Whether this supposition is or is
not well founded, the case seems to be antagonistic to those in which the

Foglish courts have held infants to be amenable to the provisions of similar
rtatutes. RNee § 4, post.




