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kind of work that they. are deenxed toW " "labourers" wigàn D

the memxing of theze statutes ». But a peison enpaged for the
speciflo puirpose of perforniing marnai labour as well a,% or
of a higher quality àe entitled to a preforence, poesibly in re.
speet tu the whoie of his wages, irrespeetive of the nature of the
services by which they were earined '-.eertainly in re.spect of

fessional services, as well te the services cf the officers cf the corp)oration,
should. be likewlse protected."

%e aiso Prendergast v. Yaneis (1890) 124 Imd. 150, 8 L.R.A. 849,
7 (0), PoRU.

-A mani hired te work as generel clerk and beokkeeper, and to make
hiriself generally useful, during the reconstruction of a hotel, and after.
wards as clerk and stp.vard, was held flot to bc entitled te a labhourers
lien under the North Carolina statute, although ie occasionally did Borne
manuel work upen the building, was held in Nadk v. Southwirk (!Soi)
120 NiC. 459.

A "weodsman" who superintended a large number of hande on a tur.
pentine fa.rm, and aise worked as a clerk in the employer's commissariat
department, wes beld net te be entitled te a lien as a "lb.rr'ai.
though h. did a considerable arnount of manual labour ln the 'li.selarge of
hie duties. Cole v. MoNeili (1896) 99 Ga. 250.

That an agent whose principal duty was te collect uioney due tu luls
employer waa net within a statute whlch prefer8 .debts for "labeur"
debts, aitheugh oeasionali yinl performance of lis duties, he did some
manual work iu fixing machnes, wvas lheld in Clark'e Âppeul <18f)4) 100
Midi. 448.

That the Washiugton statute ereattng liens for labeur does flot cover
manuel labour performed as an incident te a person's conuection with a
corporation as stockholder and general manager, his actual ixirentive being
lt interest ia the expected profits. was held lu Addiaop v. Pcifie Post
Aillug Co. <1897) 79 Fed. 459. The allusion te the motive of the dlaim-
aut iu this case, howeyer, seems te intre<luce a supererogatory factor.

Il Thus it lias been held that oue wlie net only acte as; overseer and
assistant superintendent, but perferms manual labour lu the construction
of a building. ia wlthin an Act whirh gives a lien te '«all persons" perfoinm.
ing labeur for the construction, of a building. W17lliamof te P. Vo. v.
Remi?, (1855) 1 Or. 109).

Se aise a auperintendent'or foreman of labourer@ who remalus with theni,
directina their work, and semetimes workiug himself, is a "labourer."
Taoue 4-St. L.R. Co, v. Allen, 1 White & W. Civ. Cas. Ct. of App. § 508.

lI Ricke, v. RedZwin6 (1884) 73 Ga. 273, it wae conceded tbat a hotel
clerk would have beon entitled te a lien. if bv lied performed manual labour
as a pa-t of kis dutiea. But this concession mnuet lie Interpreted %vith re-
ference te the general principle embodied in the cases cited lu nlote 20,
supra.

A practical uxiller, whe wa& enxpluyed by a corperaition engaged In
building fleur mille and in manufazturiug and selllng mllling machluery,
and whose duty it wasi te ge freont place te place and start new nille or new
machinery, erected by the corporationl, for the purpose of sliowlng the vendors
the praptcal result4 obtainable and procuring their a.cceptr&nce of the mille
and machinery, wa.9 heid te be within a statute, preferring (del>t4 for
"labour" owing by Insolvents. Yft rd Black <1890) 83 Mlch. 513. (11kw,


