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 his duty to use all proper diligence in answering for the infant ; (p)

and in seeing that the proofs are correctly taken and brought in;
(¢) and he will be held liable if guilty of any fraud, misconduct, or
negligence ; (r) generally speaking, the infant will be bound by
the consent of such a guardian, as well as by that of his solicitor
in relation to the regular conduct of the suit. (s) But where, after

‘evidence had been taken under an original bill, an amended bill

was filed, making infants parties, their guardian ad litem was not
allowed to consent to the reading of such evidence against them ;
(£) nor has such a guardian any power to execute a release for the
purpose of giving competency to a witness ; () nor is he allowed,
merely as such, to receive any money which, in that suit, may
be awarded to the infant; (w) or, in any way to bind the interests
of the infant by a consent, operating as a contract, in relation to
matters intended to sustain the claim of the plaintiff; or to supply a
defect in the merits of the plaintiff’s case, which do not constitute a
part of the regular proceedings in the suit. Yet, if there be no ap-
parent and just ground of defence, such a guardian may consent to
a decree againt the infant. () An infant defendant, however, who
always answers by his guardian ad litem, who alone swears to the
answer, cannot be bound by any admission in his answer so made ;
it amounts to nothing; it cannot be read against him; and for
that reason, where he admitted the claim by such an answer, it
was, nevertheless, deemed necessary to read the proofs to see that
the plaintiff had made out his case; and even where such proof
might readily be produced, the parol was allowed to demur until
the infant attained his full age. (y)
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