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(2) A contract by an infant to render services will not be
held binding for the mere reason that, upon a reasonable view of
its terms, it must be pronounced beneficial to hin’,

Windlose Uo, (1807) 20 R.I. 147, 37 AtflL 704, (infant who had left the
service voluntarily after attuinivg his majority, and before the end of the
stipuluted term,—held not to be entitlod to recover the sum which under
the agreement was Lo be retained out of his wages until he had conipletely
performed the contract), The court laid down the doetrine that an infant
may bind himself by a contract for necessavies, if reaxonable, or by a cons
tract benefteinl to him, Thix is undoubtedly the doctrine embuodied in the
English case vited by the vourt, Cooper v. Simmons, 7 L & N, T10 (see
la t seetion, note 4). 1t seems most probuble, however, that the court did
not intend to follow that case to the full extent and that its decision is
merely of the same seope as that in the Massachusetts case just referved to.

That contraets for necessurios are binding was conceded, arguendo, in
Burns v. 8aith (1002) 20 Ind. App. 181, 64 N.E. 04.

In Moxes v, Sterens (1824) 2 Piek, 334, the position of the court was
thus explained by Parker, (\J.: “If it were tree, as alleged in the argument,
that this contract for work and labour is binding oun the infant because
it is for his benefit, than it ought to follow that a viclation of it should
deprive him of the right to obtain compensation for a partial performance,
But we apprehend that this eontract ia voidable by the infant, it not coming
within the exception to the general rule of law, that all coutracts by jnfunts
may be aveided by them either hefore or after they arrive at full age.”

In Lowe v. Rinklear (1858) 27 Mo. 308, contracts for persoial services
and for necessuries ure contrasted in reapect to the ability of infants to
avoid the former kind, but not the latter

In Clgrk v. Goddard {1863) 39 Ala. 164, it was laid down that inde-
pendently of some statutory provision, an infant’s contruct of apprentice-
ship under seal may be avoided by him nt any time during his minority, and
that nei*her the conduct of the infant's mother, in induecine another person
to enter into a econtract with him, nor the nct of her agent in drawing the

deed, ean estop the infant from avoiding his indenture of apprenticeship,

For other cases in which ordinary contracts of serviee, from which the
infant devived o other specifie benefit than the stipulated compen.ation
were treated as voidable by him, see Breed v. JJudd (1854) 1 Gray. 455:
Vent v. Osgood (1837) 10 Pick. 572 (desertion from a ship by an infunt
seaman, hald to he a legal avoidance of his contraet of service) : Whitmarsh
v. Hail (1848) 3 Denio, 373; Peters v. Lord (1847) 18 Conn. 337: Ray v.
Haines (1860) 52 111, 485; Dallaz v. Hollingsworth (1850) 3 Tnd. 537;
Wheatley v. Wireal (1854) 5 Tnd. 142 Van Pelt v. Corwine (1835) 8 Ind.
3a3; Judhins v. Walker (1840} 17 Me, 88; Derocker v. Continental Mills
(1870) 58 Me. 217, 4 Am. Rep. 2R0; Vekue v. Pinkham (1871) 60 Me, 142,

8pirer v. Farl {1RT0) 41 Mich. 191, 32 Am. Rep. 162, 1 N\W, 023 Lufkin
v. Mayall (1852) 25 N.H. 82; Campbell v. Cooper (1836) 34 NI 40
Hoxie v. Lincoln (1840) 25 Vt, 208: The Aotspur {1874) 3 Sawver, 194,

Under the English doetrine, as stated in the last section, the contracts
fn all, the above enses would, it seems, have been treated as primd facie
binding. See especially the remarks of Fry, T.J. in note 2,

The facts involved in other cares are such as te place them in a still
more decided antagoniam to that doctrine. Hagerty v. Nashua lLock Co.
(1833) 62 NI, 5168 (contract to work in consideration of being instructed
in a trade): Voorhees v, Wait (1838) 15 N.LL. 343 (similar contracts):
Francis v. Felmit (1839) 4 Dev. & B.I.. 408 (contract to work for a eer-
tain time in consideration of the employer’s boarding and clothing the in-
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