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exemition of the contract. A partial or prospective avoidance
would afford io protection at al]. By the avoidance the contract
is annihilated, and the parties are ]eft to their legal rights and
remedies, just as if tiiere had never been any contract at ail'.

JUnder uno eireminstaicces does his abandoriment of a voidable
contract render hini -subieet to iin action for the daniages caused
thereby to bis employer. 'l'le plen of infancy is a bar to sucli an
action even thiougli he may have reeîved tlie consideration of
the contract, eiid dloes not otrer to restore it.

Iu England it lias beeni heldl that no action cati be maintained
by a nmster againist f., thirdl person whio itîduces ait infant to
abandon performnce of mi essen tially nion-benieficial eontract
oif service'. On the other hand. the position lias been tak-en in
two Aniericati caes that in infanit's voidable oontract oie service
should ha (electc, so far as third persons are eoncerned, to bc in
force for an indefinite pcriod, and that the master is eonseque'ntly
enititled to naintain an ac-tion for daina'es against anyone who
vritiees awuy the infmiît froin his eimployiiett. These antagonistie
d"ctrines, it wviIl be oberved, represent opposing views as to one
partiefflar phiase oif tlie getieral question, whether it is legally
wrongful to iniduen a peso to, abandon a contractual relation
froin whlîih lie lia- a riglit to withidraw at any tirne. This is a

<ccsinwhiehi lias reeently heeni iinel diseussed with reference

Vent v. OMgoorl (1837) 1() Piek. 5372,

he hAny net clone tcy the iinjiior, eearly indIicactive of 1ii. intention not ta
hbounci by it (the eocctractj I woolc aidi it, andii froni tha time of tics

:cxoidane it 1wcecînies a niflity for ail puirpo.ses." C'cuî el v. Coopr
<1856> 34 N.il. 49.

217raipJîud, v. 1VcIq t l55) 21 Mo. 404 (agrcement ta doa work in
atiother stîcte inci ocsideratiocî of titi ouit it fitrnisied by the employer).

'De rancesco v. )Rarnunu (1890) 45) Chi. Div. 165 (sec f 981, note 9).

Peterî v. Lord ( 1847) 18 Couca. 337: Camcpbell v. Cooper (18561 34
'K.1. 49. In the latter case, the vourt cisec the followving langiuage with
reset to tiecs<ontrnet ider review: "Surli n coutraet en the, part of the
infaînt ici fot c'oid except at bis electioni. Ucutit avnided by i it <s va1id
as betveen the parties andi as to third percions. iii the satne mccnner as if
rmade by an ztdn)t. The ninor linving entere3d cipon Its fulflneuct, thereby
creicted the relation of master ani servant between the plaintiff and him-
self; tind until lie chose to disaffirmn tics cantraet the master may properly
,Io Rnid ta have a legal riglit ta tlie services rendered."1


