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Thte word " labourer " in the special provision of the Stamp
Act by which agreem'ents for the hire of a " labourer " are admis-
sible ini evidence, even if they are unstamped, is flot confined to a
rnere hedger and ditcher (i).'

(c) .Servant in busbatndry3.--Tliis description applies to a dairy-
rnaid who, by her contract,is to assist in Sarvesting, if so required (j);
to a servant engaged b-; a farmer to act as " kitchen-wornan and
byre-woinan » (k) ; to a waggoner (1) ; and :0o a '-man employed to
dig the gr,)uid " (in)>; but not to a perscon engaged by a farmer to
weitgh out the fecd for the cattie, to set the men te work,, and in
all thîngys to carry out the orders given to him (n).

Servant,; in h'isbandry " are expressll excluded from the
benefits of the Ontario. Manitoba, and British Columbia Acts.
.Sec sec. 2, sub-sec. 3 (ô). The Massachusetts A~ct aiso cxciudes
"farrn labourers."

ti) /aziiriicyima.'.-In a trcatise ef authoritv the follow'ng defi-
1tiufl of the wvord ' journeyrnan .,ii,,uges~ted "One wvho. being

neither a foreman nor an apprentice, and working not on bis own
account for the pub!ic, but under a master, %vorks with bis hands
in an occupation of a constructive kind, requîrîng skilled know-
ledgc. wlîich skilled ktowledg,,e lie Ivtssesses" (p), Etvmnologically
considered, a joucneyman is one who ks ecaployed bv the day. but
thât ks not the sense in whîch the tei'm ks ordinarily uscd, for, in
inost of the trades in whichi journey-men are emploved-as. for

(i) Quien v. Warlle,' (1851) 29 L.J.N.C. 44 holding thal a niat engaged 10
talle charge of glebe land at a fixcd salary and a third of t11e net profits was niot
a " inenial set vant,"- but a '' la bourer.'-

(J) Ex parle litghes ('854) 23 L.J.M.C. 138.
(k) Clar'ke v. .1!Naugfht, Arkley (Sc,% 33.

t1i Lille), v. Eli'in (18.,8) Il Q.B. 742, 17 L.J.Q.B.N.S. 13.1, 12 Jur. 623.
(pti) Brett, M.R. in MAfrga v. London, &-. Co- (1884) 13 Q.B.L). s32, p 833.

(pi) Davis v. Lard Reraick (1861) 3 E- t E. 5490- Crompton J. pointed ont that
his chiefduty was to kerp the generat accoutîts belonging to the farni, aad tlîis tact
indic.ïîcd that his position was rather thiat of a -tcward than that of a - servant,"

(o) Under this provislion il is for thc jury t0 say whether the plaintiff was à
servant iii husbandry and wa% engaged in the iisual course of bis work, wheti the
evidetice is that a farmter lîad not engaged himi to do any par ticular kind of work,
but that lie was Airst put at mason work, and then ai digging the drain whichi
cavedin and thu', caused the injury coniplirited of. Rerdv, Bar>îes (tSq 4 ) 2,S Ont.

(.P)1 Rob. & Wall. o11 Etin ployers' (3rd ed.) il 2 21.


