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STRAFFORD, TERM,SEPTEMBER 1825.

DAVID GOODWIN.MUNSEY vs.HENRY
another, consentknowingly of without the of theMe, who theemploys apprentice

work, labor.of for atulmaster, is to the master in an actionliable assumpsit

Assumpsit and labor of thefor the worb Joseph Lougee,
1828.fromservant, one the 13thfor year, August,plaintiff’s

the oísubmit the to decisionThe to causeparties agreed
:—court,the factsthe followingupon

1817,on the 22d aThe said April, beingJoseph Lougee,
relief,child, of andin need thepoor supported bystanding

Barnstead, settlement,had his bound,of hetoivn where was
ofindentures the selectmen Barnstead andby between the

as an to the until he ar-shouldplaintiff, plaintiff,apprentice
of Therive at the years. apprentice livedage twenty-one

indentures, fromunder the thethewith date there-plaintiff,
1823, when he leftof, 13th theuntil the August, plaintiff,

defendant,the who hadreside with notice thattoand went
aforesaid, andas wasplaintiffto the requestedboundbe was

the defendant refused do.which tohim Lou-up,to deliver
of theservice defendant foremployin the andcontinuedgee

1823.said 13th was six-August, Lougeefrom theone year.,
1824.October, He is an2dthe illegiti-old onyearsteen

hismother, at and withrequest,his thechild, andmate
adefendant, tobeguardian, appointedof procuredtheadvice

until heof said should ar-Lougee,of probate,the judgeby
; and the guardian,of thusyearstwenty-onetherive at age

indenture,October, 1823, by6th boundtheonappointed,
defendant,theconsent,his to as anwithsaid -Lougee,the

of age.yearsuntil twenty-oneapprentice,
court should be of opinion,if thethatwas agreed,itAnd

towas entitled recov-facts, that the plaintiffabovetheupon
for dollars andforty damage,have judgmentshoulder, he

beto non-suit.the plaintiffcosts, otherwise
Merrill, the plaintiff.for

Etyenon, the defendant.forB
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Munsey15, 1791, 6,sec.Februarythe The statute ofcourt.By
“ in the respectiveof'enacts, the thethat overseers poor, Goodwin.

■“ are,stale, be, eropow-­herebyin this andtowns and places
■! elsewhere,or orwork,to iu workhouseered to theirset
■“ best, such chil-­allas thinkmaybind out apprentice, they
‘c do nottown,dren as are to who employsuchchargeable

business,inthemselves some and whose areparentslawful
them, inunable do bind them out goodto maintain and not

“ arrive at; tillthe males be bound out theyfamilies may
4£ and females till theythethe ofage years,twenty-one
“ ; sucharrive the of andyears bindingat eighteenage
u law, all intents and pur-shall and in tobe as effectualgood
“ as ofand outbinding apprenticesmethodposes, any way
“ whatever.”

Under statute,this bound anwasJoseph apprenticeLougee
to the plaintiff. It is sothat, the time he wasatagreed,
bound, he a child,was townto thepoor actually chargeable

;of Barnstead and as no is formtaken to the oí"exception
indentures,the isit to be inthat all was done duepresumed,

form of law. The plaintiff then became entitled to ser-the
ofvices the said apprentice, until latter shouldthe arrive

at ofthe age tvrenty-one years.
isAnd nothere pretence, that the guardian, appointed by

ofthe could interfere,judge probate, andlegally deprive
ofthe the services"plaintiff of the unless theapprentice,

had, inplaintiff some forfeitedway, his toright ser-those
hisvices by misconduct.

And is settled,it well he,that who theknowingly employs
another, consent,ofapprentice without the of the master, is

toliable the master in an action for work and 1labor. Taunt.
112, Vandeput.—1vs.Lightly Clouston.­—­5 39,East Eades vs.note.

H­ . 28,Rep. Galevs. Pa­ rrot­.­ —2Mass. 113.—­Rep.N. ­ ­
188,12 John. Cook vs Husted.­—­6 1ditto 274.—­ Salk. 64.

Barber vs. Dennis.­—­Coke Litt. 117, a. note 161.—2­ L­ ev.
63.-6 69.Mod.

Judgment plaintiff.for


