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meamra—

8, ——~ under the United States Bankruptey Act—(q) Scops as
determined by the reasons for allowing the preference.
" In a case decided with reference to the Act of 1867, the
court remarked that it was to be regarded as embracing those
classes of employés who, under normal circumstances, are de-
pendent for their svhsistence upon their wages or salaries ex-
elusively, and whose probable necessities entitle them to special
protection *,

(b) Footing wpon which this Act is to be construed. The
preseat writer has not found any explicit expression of opinion
with regard to the guestion, whether the provision in this Act
regarding the priority of wages should be strictly or liberally
construed. But as the Supreme Court of the Tnited States has
definitely adopted the doetrine that statutes ereating specifie
liens for labour are to receive a liberal construetion®, it may
reasonably be assumed that the Bankruptey Act, so far as it
relates to the preference of the claim of servants, would also be
gonstrued on this footing,

(¢) Meaning attached to the specific expressions used fo
designale the preferred classes of employds. The exp'ressions
“workmen, elerks, or servants,”’ as used in the existing Aect
have not been defined by the legislature®, and so few cases in-
volving their construction have as yet been deecided that the
geope which will ultimately be aseribed to them is a matter of

that the expression “wages” does not inelude remuneration paid ia the
form of cammissions, People v, Remington (1887) 48 Hun. 320, A, 109
N.Y, 631 (memo,) (see § T(F). post): Re Mayer 101 Fed, 227,

PRe Rose, 1 Am. Bkry. R. 68, The conelusion whieh the court deduced
from the principle thus lald Jdown was that an independent contractor
is not within the purview of the statute. But this deduction may more
properly be referred to the more general considerations referred to in §
21, post.

* Plageiaff Mining Co. v. Cullins (1881) 104 US. 176,

*Tn two cases it has lwen held that the meaning of there words is not
contralled hy the definition of the expression “wage.carner” which is
glven in § 1027), viz, “an individual who works for wages. salary, or hive
at u rate of compensation not exiseding $1.500 per vear. That definition.
it is considersd, refers onlv to 1 section by which “wage-earners” are
exchuded from the list of the parties agninst whom an inveluntary petition
may he filed. Re Scandon {1880) 07 Fed. 28: Re Caraling Caoprrage Co,
{18081 94 Yed. 550, .




