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gclwage a are due on account of the manual labour alone ~
It aise glolear, both on principle azid auti:ýority, that an om-

ployé who, if he were engaged to pe'rfo'in work of the descrip-
tioll indieated by his occupation or trade, would be treated as
bing outaide the privileged clsses, is entitied te claim the pre-
ferericp accorded to Illabourera "' if, as a matter of fact, he per-

Ar toteNwJmysauese§7 subd. (b) post.

C, eanng f the siglewods rimrîl -importing mne ok
(a) IlWorkmen. " In one oose the Slipreme Court of Pennaylvania,
adopting the Webster's definition of this word, viz., " one who
is ernployed in any labour, espeeially manual labour" 'refniéed
to hold that it wvas applicable to a civil engineer'.

Stat. 8749m.) The conclusion of the court was based upon the ground
that 3taItUte; Of this description are to be liberally construed, and that
the claimant's functions Involved, "manual labour aud practicai demonstra-
tien in the operation of machinery to, produce the required resut-the per-
formance of such services -as are usually performed in a tlouring mili.
But the opinion was also expressed that, if a strict construction should
be piaced upon the statute, the claim of petitioner would still corne within
the letter and spirit of the statute.

.In Laoi& V. R<chardaon (1898) 118 Mich. 669. it ivas held tlîat the
phrase "labo>ur debts," <How. Mich. Stet. § 8741m), did flot embrace a
elaim for work donc by an employé in assisting the proprietor of a store
to purelia,4e goods for a store of whieh hie experted to be manager after it
was started, but that it covered his services rendered in unpacking the goods,
marking theta and putting thein on the shelves, and in performning the
ordinarv work of a saleenian in attending to cuntuniers, sweeping out tl.e
store, ie., during the turne which elapsed before the store was closed by
creditors. The ýatio decfdendi was that nearly al! thé labour perforrned
alter the purehase of the goods was not intellectuai or profpssîonal in it&
cheratem-. but ln the main manual.

Tliat the saine statute wu. applicable to the persomal labour performed
by the ov-rser and custodian of a mine, whiie in charge o! the property
of the corporation, wasi held ini MfcLaren v. Byrne (1890> 80 Mich. 275.

~' In A dams v. Goodrich (1818) 55 Gla. 2U3-this doctrine wvas applied
*with reRpect to a inechanle. In thie case the court seems to have a.sumed
that the terni "labourers" was only applicable to perwons performmng tin-
skilled labour-a nartow construction of the terni whh-h ie not borne out
by the other authorities. But the general prineiple applied le plainly not
open to any exception.

"lIn deternilnng whether a particular clerk, or other employé, is realiy
a labourer, t he character of the work he does mueat ha takpn into coneidera.-
tien. Iii other wordsg, he muet bheclansitled, flot according to the arbitrary
designati-on gîven to hi% caliing, but with referenie to the character of

the servies required of hlm by his emiployer." Oliver v. aecon Hardme.are
00o, (1896; Ga.), 25 SZE 403.

'euffer v. Pe~ivat.< &f Delatoare R.R,, Go. (1877) 84 Pa. los,
Rev'g. Il Phila. (Pa.) 548. In the &tatute there under review, the wordff
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