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‘where the claim s Pounded on the performance of work in rela-
. tion to a specifie kind of business; and the only amployés con-
. pected with that business who are designated by the statute in

question are those in the service of corporations®.

(f) ——-— to the exhaustive character of the enumeration of
the preferred classes of employés. An applieation of the rule of
statutory construetion, Ezpressic uniug est exclusio allerius,
requires the conclusion that, if the statute in question eau-
merates a eonsiderable number of classes of employds, the legis-
lature did not intend that any other elasses should be benefited *.

(#) Preference of employés of corporations who are also
stockholders. It has been laid down that an employé of a cor-
poration, if he is otherwise within the puvrview of a statute of

the Acti: Llewellyn’s Appeal (1883) 103 Pa. 438 (mechanics and labour-
ors, whose sarviees were rendered in t e repair and equipment of a plant
prepiratory to the produetion of plg ir n—held not to be enililed to a
refercnce out of the property of the -aanufacturer); Wolf v, Kriek, 17
e, Lo, 't 118 (person who perfor:ted labour in the equipment of a
menufactory under the employment of the persons who proposed to carry
on the nmnufacturing businesa, held not to he entitled to a preference out
of the assets of such persons); Pacific Guano Co, v, Kuhns, 7 Pa. Dist, R,
(preference not available to the employés of a log jobher. ar of & railroad
or huilding countractor).

In Gibbs & 8. Mfg. Co’s Appeal {1830) 100 Pa, 328, it waa held that
the employés of a mar swho undertook the drilling of oil-wells were not
working for a “contractor” as that word is used in the original Aet.
The position of the court was that this word applicable only to persons
employed by the owner or lessee of the mine or works to produce the
mineral or the article manufactured, as the ease may be, and. “does not
embrace those who undertake to perform some special service in the con-
strm-ttin‘n"nf works, or the opening of mines preparatory to their being
operated,

Bu t is perhaps open to doubt whether a similar construetion would
be placed upon a provision in which phraseology of a less apecial character
was employed,

That a hookkeeper employed by an individual engaged in the saw mill
business iz not within a statute which allows a lien to hookkeepers and
other employees of “merchants, cransportation companies and corporations,”
was held in Warburton v, Coumbe (1884) 34 Fla. 212,

® In Thomas v, Washbrough (1900) 24 Pa. Co, Ct. 419, the court refused
to allow a preference to a man performing services as the janitor and
trainer of an athlstic assceiation, the ratio decidendi being that in the
Pernsylvania Act of May 12, 1891, there was no mentlon of persons per.
forming such services, and that the claimant could not be placed ' any
of the clusses of ~mployés which were specified.
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