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even the simple expression "llabourera"I wotild, in mos juris-
dictions at lenat, be regarded as covering such ewployés. Even
the manager of a company, although he is also its president,
haî been held te be entitled te a lien .

(c) <'Labourera and employés." Two cases which involve
the construction of this combination of ter=a imply an aceep-
tance of the theoTy that the use of the expression "employé"
importa an extension of the seope of the statute beyond that
whieh would be ascribed to it if only "labourera" were men-
tioned. In one of these cases an employé of a natural gas com-
pany, who wua designated superintendent, but who wua neither
an officer of the eompafly, nor its general manager, was held te
be entitled to a preference ». In the other a preference was

porter, clerk or bookkeeper, aaid yet they are generally regarded as being
clearly within the provision of the statute. It has bee» held that one
of the main purpcseis of this Act la to revent those persona whose labour
'3 ndsensablo te the continuanre of t}e business of a corporation, fram
absnonng It, and thus suspending itâ >perations, whenever thev beecame
alarmed by feaur of loslng their waL-s. Lehigh Coal and Nav>igation Co. v.
Central H.R. et V.J., 2 Stew, 252. A audden and general desertian wou)d,
in maur instanceq, result in complets ruin to all concerned. The princi-
pal des'ign oi this statute la ta erect a guard against such disasters, I
thlnk it la quit. obviaus that the 'ratitioner belongs to the chias A peronPý
whieli the legislature inter îcd t ý rotect by the enactment of this statute."

'See Di&ryea v. United Statee L'redit Syetem C'o. (N.J. Bq. 1MV) 32
Atl. 690. Thp court relled upon. the earlier case of 'Weatherby v. iRaoonyj
IVooln C'o. (N.J. Eq. 1894) 20 Atl. 326, in whlch a similar claim had
hee alluwed, Tt is ta bc observed. however, that the taet of this allowance
la not nientloned in the report itaeif.

10 Pcndcrgaaf v. Ya,,des (1890> 124 Imd. 159, 8 L.ItA. 849. The duties
of the elalmant were hus stated by the court: 'He. was hîmaijof respon.
oible directly ta the eomnpany. and had ne imrnediate superlor ofLe r
exeept the president and vke.pýresideat. Ris duty was alinost wholly cou-
dlned to auperlntendlng ths employés under hig contraI. in the discharge
of whirh duty he waa requirod ta do a great deal of walking along the
pifpe-liiies; and, when testlng gaî§ weils, it was necessnry for hir» ta
handle wrcnehes and other tmole for a few minutas. But, beyond thîs, fhe
dia<'harge of hi@ duttis did xiot miake it neuesary for hlm ta dlo any pb,ý .4
ral or marnai labour other than such as la ordinarly incident ta the
Illpprintendency of the employés engaqed in sucli work, although he dld
occasieually, of hi s own volition. whèn work wvas preslnr, and there wvas
80arcity o! banda, do some physical labour In the handl ng of gas pipes,
and other work incident ta the'laylng and fitting of ttiem. His sa.Iary or
compensation was $100 per anonth, Ris duties kept hlm constantly withthe men who wore enmaged in the manual labour of laylng< the pipes. and
doing the other worc iereln spetified, ta sec that suph work was dons F,;o
perly, and wlth proper meehanical sIil; and, as these men were often
sepîarated into dlifeérent gangs, It waA necesary for hlm to travei bark


