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A contract of hiring miade by an infant in the naval or miii-
tary service in inconsistent with the duties whieh lie owns to, the
state and therefore void.'

S 4. By what oontracts made in bis own behalf au infant la bound.
't English doctrine.- (a.) 6'cneraly, In the view of the Engliali

courts there are two distinct classes of contraicta~ of service which
are prirnâ facie bindling on infants-

(1) Those which lie enters into for the express purpose of
procuring neriessaries'. lu this instance, if the servant is anl
apprentice who has bounid hiniseif by deed for the payment of a
premium, lie ean be eoinpelled to perform his stipulation. "But

tV the case iust be treated just as if there werc no deed. The courtjrnust inquire whether the things in question wvere in fact suppiied
to the infant, and whether, according to the ordinary rule, that
which was supplied. was neeesisary. The court iuust do exactly
what it would do, if thiere were no deed, and Nihlat it certainly

although *the contract wouid not have been binding upn lmin to a thIe c

that the proiions of the statuts as to apprentices had riot been coliplied
with. bacres v. Z'urton <180> 13 Wis. 185. The theory advarnced on be-I half of the defeudtunt Nvas that the statute, (Ch. 81. stat. of 1849; C'h. 113,
Strit. of 1858), was incansistent with, and abrogated tire rulûs of the coln-t , ,,niait lawv, and prescribed the onhy inethod "" hich contracte for the hire
of infants could be muade, the recuit being that the agre2rnent sued upori
wa8 rendered void mi to both the parties b their failure to comply with the

~~ statute. But the court said: "ý'te canxiot take tii vieiv of tire statute. It
iappeairs very clearly to lis that it wars not the designi of the legislature to

interfere with tIre benligri doctrines of the'conuinori law, but to add to the
prlvileges of in1fantsý, by enablirrg theru. %with. the advioe and consent of
sonie experienced and discreet permon of fulli age, to niake contracte which
away from theni adNanrtages whichi thcy a]lroeady possessed, but to adni new
ones; it was, by remnoving disabilities ývhich existed nt cominon law, to give
theni the benefite which %wauld arise froni poseseing the capacity o! persans
of feul age, anrddot ta destroy the liability of parties ;who dealt with thein,

q according to previous regulations. The logielature did not inetn, nn ars
than the authors of the commnon law, to confine thern to, any rigid or
teehnical mode of proceding, nior to leave theni at the nmercy of those who
mighit desire ta cheat or dlefmaud thezn. l'le power, under certain circuln-

ïï ~ stances, to, lind thie"ves during ininority, for the purpose of being
nurtured nrnd edurated, and trained to the exercise -F sanie use! nl trade or
calling, wils considereri benelicial, and it was to con .er it that the statute

~1 was ellacted."

tIR. v. Chillesford <1825) 4 B3. &C. 94, per Abbatt, C.J.

See authorities cited In note 3.
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