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s, upon whielh the courts proceed in dealing with thiseclass of agree-
ments is that "a con tract is binding on an. infant, unless it in
manifestly to hie prejudice, or at least so plaiiily so that the court
ca a hti i ohspeuic;i ste otvial ny

but absolutely void"'.

(b.') Eiijorcemîc;t of bceeicial confracts ùb sunary statii-
tory. procedings.-It ie wvell .. ettled that, by entering into a
beneficial contract of service, an infant hecoines amenable to the
eumxnary remedies providcd by the various statutes relating to
masters and serv'ants'.

infant froîn which no apparent beniefit 'an ari.4e to him, are considered ai;
ab8oluteIy void. ]3ut stiri as lie inay derive a benefit from are only void-

h able'"
5 The competency of an infant to bind hiînaelf as an apprentice reste

upon the ground tint such a contract le "inanifestly for his benefit." R. y.
Great lVigston ( 1824) 3 B. & C. 484, per Abbott, C.J.; R. v. Arunie'(1 816)
5y M. &S. 257. Sec aiseCooper v. immons (1802) 7 H. & N. 707, (p. 721).

The decision of M.%anisty, J. in Fellowue v. wood (1888) 59 L.T.N.S.
51,proceeds upon the broàd prînciple that "an infant may enter into a

contract which is benelicial te himseif, und la bound by it."
~j ~ s it ~ exressl proided in § 2 of the Infant's 1'elief Act of 1874,

_A tlîat the "enaetiient shall not invalidate niy contraet into which an infant
may, by any existing or future statute, obythe rules of common law or
equity, enter. except sil as noiv by Inn, are voida'le," the obligatory
quality of a beneficial rontritet of service lias not been affected by the pas.

k aage of tiat statute. ';e Felloive v. 117ood, supra.
t) ~' sThe doctrine that beneftrial contracte of hiring are bindingi uoT an

'fInfant servant is obviously of a. miich broader scope thon thait which de-
clares his eontruncts for necessaries to be valid. It bas been stnted by Mr.
Eversley, in bis worl, on Dom. llep. p. 753, that the former principle ls an
e.\tension of the latter. utt em tabateatqahyprobable ta
the latter prineiple is merely a special application of the former.

<1 ~~~ Cooper v. Rinmoi; (19(32) 7 H. & X. 707, per WleR.with ivhom
Martin, 13. agreed on ýthis point. Sir F. Pollock, Contr. p. *66 lias, however
expresed the opinion that .hie principle is too strongly stated in thia pas-
sage.

j In an crlier case it '.vae said by Abbott, C.J., te lie "'a general rule of
]aw. thant an infant p'aniuot (in ans' net to bind himeelf, unless it ha niani-
featly for bis benefit." R. v. Great WRipatoit (1924) 3 B. & C. 484.

t ' jIn Wood v. Fenwirk ( 1842) 10 M. & W. 195, Alderson, B3., rçemtarked,
during the argument o! counsel s "The court muRt see that on the whole

ihe derîî'pee a benefit under the contract. ler. he ii hired andi receives
wages. Tt iq elear lie derives a benefit. thougli lie may alFo be subjeet ta
smre inr.onveniexices, but that le not necose,%arity so."

j 'In R. v. Okifle8ford (1825) 4 B. & C. 94, wliere an infant was held
ta have acquired a settiement under a contract of service. Bayley, J.
observed, «rýquendo: "An infant may inake a contract for bis own benefit;
lie ay therefore mike a contract for hiring and service, forthat will be
beneflcial te Iiim. It will give him, a right te site for wages. If be doea


