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not,‘The a an ipso facto,of over doesappointment guardian apprentice,
nor of theterminate the of the masterapprenticeship, deprivecontract

services of the apprentice.
in a'The master interest the oflegal appointment guardianhas no such

an entitles him to from the decree of the pro-over as appealapprentice
a guardian.bate court appointing

in anfor definite of serviceperiodWhen there is no stipulation any
ateither terminate the contractindenture of apprenticeship, party may

pleasure.

Smith, the decree of theThe from pro-J. plaintiff appeals
2, 1881, the defendantcourt made guardianbate appointingJuly

Rich, the fourteenL. an infant then under ofof Sarah age years.
are, 1, was nobecause therereasons ofThe assignedappeal —

2, the wardof a becauseoccasion for the appointment guardian;
her nearestto the who iswas and indentured plaintiff,apprenticed

state, 3,notice ofin this and had no therelative appointment;
con-the was abecause in belief procured byhis appointment

thefor of the ofthe plaintiff custodyspiracy purpose depriving
reason.and services of his withoutapprentice any good

the court at the trial term:The facts were found byfollowing
5,of 1882.The ward became fourteen yearsdefendant’s Julyage

was this the from WisconsinShe into state by plaintiffbrought
ofresided in thefour since and hasabout family(1878),years

mar-the last Thethe defendant year (1881-2). plaintiffduring
ward, died fourried the defendant’s who someaunt of the years

claimsand his removal to this state. Thebefore plaintiffago,
Wisconsin, andof under an indenture made incontrol the child

Thefrom hisvirtue of theby relationship arising marriage.
indenture, made a of the bears date Januarywhich is part report,

child,2, 1878, fiveof the of nineand it the then age years,by
months, asbinds herselfthereinand days (as stated),twenty-seven

the of a for aartan to the to learn housekeeperplaintiffapprentice
toit thetime not the indenture. plaintifffixed By agreesby

of a to for herinstruct her in the art provide supporthousekeeper,
arith-and the rules ofand ineducation reading, writing, ground

metic, to new Bible.and of her service her aat the giveexpiration
in to the indenture.Her father consented writing

that the of theIt does from these facts decree pro-not appear
erroneous, inter-or the hadbate court that plaintiffwas any legal

of muck interestest in the a less anyguardian,appointment
Woodman, N.v. 58the decree. Waldron'that was concluded by

aunt, deceased, didsinceH. with the ward’s15. His marriage
child’s He is in nonot constitute him the natural wayguardian.
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G.the wasnotice of necessary.to No appointmenther.related
L., 2.192, s.c.

indenture ofbound the apprenticeship,,the ward isfar byHow
nine we need notofat the tenderinto her age years,entered by

offor definiteno periodanyThere stipulationbeinginquire.
andthe contract atservice, terminate pleasure;either mightparty

more than aterminated yearbeenseems to have practicallyit
force, of atheit is still in appointment guardianJBut ifsince.

contract, thenot, northefacto, deprive plain-terminatedoes ipso
has to>A dutiesof theservices guardiantiff of the apprentice.

with the master of hisin conflicthimwhich may bringperform
into the of his wardtomade his inquire usageIt is dutyward.

his orhim from breachmaster, to defend neglect,his cruelty,by
thereof to a G.covenant, justice.to makeof and complaint

to inculcate habits of sobri-hisL., 187, s. It is made dutyc. 7.
ward, he him in aandin his may employand industryety

labor, for a term nothim out to laboror bind exceedingsuitable
185,L., c. s. 15. Anrestrictions. G.under certainyear,one

for his.master, to nominate a guardianif allowedoppressive
the of one-to securewould be interested appointmentapprentice,

inof the master rather than that ofin the interestactwho might
this case that harm wouldinIt does not anythe ward. appear

inthe the of aresulted from consulting plaintiff appointmenthave
But inasmuch as the interests of ahisover apprentice.guardian

conflict,orare thehisand conflicting, maymaster apprentice
the exclusive tonotdoes legal right judgemaster possesscertainly

of a or to dictatefor theof the appointment guardian,necessity
could, it not be to-If he possiblenomination of one. mightthe

thefor ofeffect to the protectionfull statutory provisionsgive
out to service.children bound

admitted, that the mother ofandwas stated in theIt argument,
dead, the father is inand that Wisconsin..this child is living

inshow us that the child was need of atoEnough appears
Jur., 1811.2 s.Sto. Eq.guardian.

in of the third cause ofcontains no factsThe supportreport
tois no occasion whether it statesand there inquire anyappeal,

for anreason appeal.legal
dismissed with costs.Appeal

Blodgett, J., the others concurred.did not sit:

Q-.A. for theand Bingham,L. plaintiff.J. Spring

Carr, for the defendant-S. Cottonand ShirleyW. Sf


