
whore thle claimi la ftinded oni the perfQrmance of work i rela-
tion ti a specifie kfrd of buisiness, and the ouly "niployés con-
leeted with that business who are designoted by the statute in

queetion are those i the seWeie of corporations8 u.
(J) 10- l rMs-oCli4drigclO of thoe e;t-uMetation of

the p.'eferred classes of employés. An applieation of the mile of
statlttoi-y eollstruetirni, E.qpressio itiu.s est e.xdugio ait elius,
requirm. the enclusion that, if the istatutp in question enti-
inerittes n ennsiderable number of clamies of employés, the legis.
lature did not intend that any other classes should be beriefited .

(f7) I»eferejice of (q>ployes of corportiOH0s1 Who are also
stockholclrs. It lias been laid Clown that an enmployé of Fi cor-
pornuitui. if hae is otherwise within the plirview of a stntnte of

the Avt i Lr,ti'ellypi'a 4pp« (1883) 10.1 Pa. 458 <mc ehanie,ý auci labour-
ors, who.e &p.rvi'ýes wèe reixderecl in t '< repair and eqiuipment of a plnt
prepftr.-ior .' to the produrtion of pig ir, n,--held not tri li esillhid( to a
p referî'oî'c, out of tie property of the <ýintufacturer) -,Woff v. Kriek. 17
lPu. .i. (', lis (Permon who lwerîor: îeti labour in the egiuipnietit of a

mpîfi'îr ndQrl the empîonmet uf the ixrqons who, 1prnlîned to carry
on ii. iiiiiiiifiettur g Ibusiness;. heki not to be entitled to a priferenre out
of tlhe assits of 511C.1 perons) ; 11aifie <hio en, V. Ktihpiýï »i Ili. Dist, R.

(peee<n ot avallable to the eniploy6s of a log jolber. tir o! il rlitronil
or hiitin ë contractor).

In ("?,Ib ct S. Ilfg, Co.'sq Appeat (1880) 100 PR. 528, it was hield that
the rpn~ of a niar *hlo uudertonk tho- drilling of oil.wiellA were not

workin fr a "çntraetor" ile that wor< 18l used in the ori in 1 Act.
The position of the court. wits that titis word applicable onty to persons
eniloyvil hy the ownter or 1(icse. of the mtine or work.i (o proituee tht,
nihivral 111 th(, artkle inanluftettured. as the eal3t May he, aRila. "uneWS fot
Pnilo'ioto ilioue, who lindertake (o lerfonm sorne %lievial service In the von-
8trition <if wvorks. or the opening o! mines preparatory to their bcbng
operit ttel."

IIu .t is perhaps open to doubt whether a similar eonstruction would
(<e placod upiiliti a provision In whleh phraseology of a les., special charaeter
ivas elluployed.

aTii bonkkeelier employait by an intlividual ongaged ln the saw niiil
buciorsiu ir ot wlthln a gtatute whjoh allows a lien to bookkeepers anit
othèencifflnypets o! "unerehlants, ýransportation companies and corporations,"
wec lîeld iii l'arburfon v. Coumbe (1894) 34 Pla. 212.

Il nTho-nî«s v. Ilýashbrotigh (1900) 24 Pa. CJo. Ct. 419, the court refuaeit
to, allow ai prefcirenee to & rnnni perfortitng %crvlces as the janItor and
traitivr (if an athl'<tlc asslociation, the ratio dffendi helng that ii tht
Pe'niylvanlia Act ut Mfay 12, 1891, there was no miention o! persons per.
forrning siieh serviesj. and that the claimant could net be plaead
of the clagses of "mnploy6s whiclî were apecîtled.

suptcym WITUM, soopu or srtrim.


