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(b) **Mechanics.”’ In its wider sense this term denotes ag
artisan, mechanic or artificer, or a person who follows a handi.-
eraft for his living; in its more restricted sense i¢ is applied to
employés of the above deseriptions whose work is confined to the
making and repairing of machinery’. Invariably, thercfore,
it imports the performance of some kind of manual work, Ae.
cordingly it is not applicable to A persun who is employed by
the owner of a factory to assist him in purchasing machinery,
to superintend its ereetion, and to put the factory in working
order, but who does no manual labour himself’; nor to a man
engaged in soliciting orders for, and selling the products of g
mine upon eormission *,

(¢) Operatives. By lexicographers this term is defined as a

‘‘labuuring man, artisan, or worker in manufaectories’’®, Like the
two words discussed in the preceding subsections, therefore,

it connotes manual work. See subd. (f), post. It has been held |

applicable to an artisan who makes boots at his own home out of
materials furnished by his employer®,

(d) Person: performing labour as operatives. The notion
of a preference extended only to those classes of employés whose
work is primarily and essentially of a manual character mani-
festly inheres in this form of words as in the simple term
‘‘labour.”” Accordinglv it does not embrace a traveling sales-
man’; mnor the secretary of a manufacturing company,
even though as an incident of his duties as secretary,
he manages the business and assists in packing and shipping

“workinen” and “labourers” are grouped together. The court, therefore,
might have fortified ita conclusion by invoking the rule, Noscitur a sociis.
But the scope of the word was not ~onsidered from this atandpoint,
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