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allowed by one of the inferior courts of Ohio to a traveling sales.
man employed by a manufacturlng corporation at a monthly ~
ualary and a commission ".But a statuts whloh uses these teri
is flot applicable to an attorney employed at a yearly salary"

(d) <'Labourers, servants and employés." With reference
to a statuts in which the preferred clu~ses of employés are thua
designated, it lias been held that a priority had pro0perly been
accorded to thé wages of a drayman and the salary of the man.
ager of a lumber and manufacturi 2g t-ompany .

(e)<'Emploiês aiid other operatives." It has been held that
tnie indefinite term " employés, " as used in this combination has
been held to take its color from, the more precise expression,

operatives," and consequently that it does flot embrace a gen.
eral superintendent of a company ".

(f) "Employés, operatives and labourers." This particular
grouping of terma oc.,urs only in the New York enactinents
whieh relate to, the disposition of the assets of insolvent cor.
porations. It is agreed by the courts of that State that, in spite
of its generality, the expression "employés" is to some extent
narrowed in meaning by its association with the words with
which it i. coupled, and that it does flot include every person
in the employment of a corporation. irrespective of the nature
of their servicee". In this point of view it la considered that a

and forth fromn one gang to another. There le nathing in the articles of
association or by-laws of eaid company specifying such an offire as that
of superintendent.,

" Leii V. Duicsoi, 6 Ohio C.C. 243.

"L1atta v. Lontdfale (1901> 52 L.R.A. 479, 107 Fed. 585 (Sand. & H.
Ark. Dlg. fi 1425, 1426).

13 Voilee Co. v. Ripopt L. à M. Co. (1886> 68 Wis. 481. The
court sald that the righ+ to the preference ln the cm8 of the former
of these employés wvas cleur. and that the daaim of the ouperlor employé,
should be allowed on this ground that the words '"servants" and "em-
ploy6as" mens something more and different thau the word "labourer&"
and that they were used for the purpose of extendlng and broadening the
exception m.ade in the statute.

"4Puilis Bros. I. Co. v. Boein 1er (190 1) 91 Mo. App. 85.

»lsmer v. Van Sai4voord (1897> 153 N.Y. 12. The court said i"If the legisiature intended, by the Act o! 1885, to prefer ail debts owing


