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strongly intiniated in one eaue that the secretary and treasurer
of a company, if they are flot direotors, are within the acope of,

the ainended clause'. If this conception of the acope or the
preferenre should ultiniately preveil the effect of the conupre.
hensive definition ecla use will have been to extend the benefits of
the Act to clamses of employés who, even under the moat liberal
construction of the simple term "labourer&," have neyer been
regarded as favoured clafiuants. That clause lias also been re-
lied upon au a ground for granting a priority to the wages of a
bookkeeper, aithougli he was alao a director'; and of a dray.
man who used his own vehicles and horses for the purpose of
performing tht stipulated services'. But i ,t seexns cicar that

legielation upon this subject when these different classes have flot been
broadly distinguislied. The first legislation upon this subjeet only provided
e preference for aburers, By universal consent, this had reference only
to these wlîo perfornxed manuel labour, of whatever nature, and thpre was
but little difficulty in deterrninisig those who were included. But it breame
manifeet to the coîmmon understanding that there waâ another class wha
did equal service in the interests of corporations and of their creditors,
whose vocation w.u of a different character from thst of inere manuai
lab-x'- Thereatsemed ta be noa juet reason for omitting the latter clasfi
frorui the prefermnce, and the legielature extended the favour whiclî it had
given to labourera te tb:e, clase, and designated them as lemployds.' Suntly,
It connat ha, eance the legisiature proeeded In this very cautious nianner,
by advancing from the use of the wvord 'labourera' to that of 'emiployés,
that It meant aie tu inelude offleers. Note again that the Aet provides
for tbe payment of wages due to labourera and employés, for ail service,
of whateve nature, but niakes flot the slilhtest reference to o3flarleg dite
tu officers. The unmiletakable difference ln the true meaning anti pro>er
ipplicat-oi of the words 'wages' and 'salaries,' ai the exclusion of the
latter fromt the original enactnient, and especlally from the amendnient,
render further discussion unneeefiary."

*England v. Daniel P. Beattyj Orgaa &~ Pta-no Co. (1886> 41 N.-T. Eq.
470.

'CoMoleidated Coal Co. v. Keystene chernial Co. (1896) 54 N.J. 3f09.
8Watscts v. Watson Mf g. Co. (1879) 30 N.J. Bq. 588. The court said:

"A carpenter, blacksniith or other meohanie, whose work cari only 1w dlone
with tools, nray ba regulariy employed by a corporation te work for it with
hie own tools. Inau u ucae I think there can be ne doubt that iris wagis,
though largely earned by the use of toote, would be praferred. Corperit-
tiens engaged la the manufacture of bulky articles, muet naee .r1ly, in
the eonduit of their business, have a large arnount of carniage by vehicles
done ln the tranefer of raw materlal frein depots and wharves te their
works, and in the removal of mnanufactnad articles frein their works ta
points where they may b. dulivered te common carriers to bç carrled te
mnarket. .. . The services cf carrierrs of the description of the
Ipetitlonï%r wera quite as neemary and essential te the eontinued oper-ItIons
of the defendanta as these cf any clasio of workinen randering labour or
service to thein. Cortainly mueh more vitally essentiel than thase of a


