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this description, cannot b. exciu4ed from its belaeo+,s on th,*
ground that he is aiso a stoc Alder ", or a dÎetoe~"

.Saine subject further diïouu*&d XeA"iS 01 the worn "labourer.,)-
A elass of employée whîch is always upecified in statutes oif thia
ty'pe is that composed of "labourera" or "persona performing
laborr. " In its widest sense, the term, "labour'" may be said to
embrace every formn of human exertion, whether ienWa or
physical. But, as oooly used in everyday language, it con-
veys the idea of work which i. entirely or prineipally perfornied
with the hands. This la alco the signification commoDly azeribed
to it b;- Americau judges in construing these statutes'. Arcord.
ingly th%~ benefit of a provision which grants a preference or
lien in favour of a "labourer" eiii bc claihued by sueh iffloyéà
as the following: A person hired as a clerk, bar-tender, and boy
of ail work in a grocery andi liquor store'; a inailing clerk 111 a
newepaper office, whose work consists in addresailig andi des-
patching the papers to the subscribers andi in attending to theïr
delivery'-; a driver of a nIli wagon'; a eook in log-ing-eiiiiup';,

~Co»?ee L. L'o. v. Ripon L. C'o. (1986) 66 Wis. 481.

1 R Armi.eder (1000) Il 01110 C.D. 320.
This general rule Is of course flot applicable in a case where tlu' trni

ploying corporation h&,u fot been legaily organized, Fay y. Eagan <W'kf.

la Inlin Iot v. qoude (1884) î 3 Ga. 233, the court. in diseuasiiig thè
n*leaning of the word as used in 1 1974 of the Georgie. Code, the eourt
obrerved, *"Labourera, as used in C~ie statutc, mean what %vere gvnerally
and tiniversaliy known ane labourera at the tinie of the passage of the Aet.
A labourer is one who worka4 at a toilsome occupation-a inan who iloeî
work requiring little skil, as distiriguished froxu an atausutne
eailed a labouring mian. <Webster.) Clerks, agenti, cashicrî of banks.
and ail that class of empior6s, m-hose emprloyment la associated with mental
labour and skill. were not considered labourera, and were not intended by
the atatute to be ernbrared therein as labourerq, so a& to have ix lien for
their wagea.le

'Oliver v. Dochrn (1870D) 63 Ga. 172 (short jukIgnient: no argumviit).

'MVichigan. T. C'o. v. Grand Rapid-8 Denioc)at (197) 113 'Mich. 615,

1 IVibitt v. Renkiiu, 17 Po.. Co. Ct. 222. (Pa. Act of May 12. 1891,
granting a preferenco to 11hand labourera, including farni imbourer.9 or any
other kind of labour"p)

IlVin.alow v. Urqa'hart (18_. 3 W'is. 280; Breault v. .Archantbault
(1870) 64 Min. 420 (<'ook arnd isstant cook entitled to lien),

It should be ob&erved that in thesa cases it was iiot disputed that the


