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ppers" nor to a man engaged i solieiting orderij for, and sei
.1qg thte products- of a mine UPOn eo)mmiuion' -,; nor to a man
employed to disiburse money and pay off workmen engaged in the.
building of a house ". Having regard to theze decisions, as
iel as the general,*trenjd of thé authoritieu, it seexns impossible
to accept as correct the. rtling that a travelling salesman ln a
",person perforiuing labour"'.

Several coset may b. said to proeeed upon the general prin-
ciple that the higher descriptions of supervising employés are
flot "labourera" in the atatutory sense of the terni. Thus the
e ourts have refused to reeognize the claims of tb, preaident of

* a coînpany who was acting as general manager"~, of the manager
of a conîpany "; of a mining engineer employed on aecount of
hi-, profiessiona1 k-nowledge and executive capacity to mnanage a

* mine"f; of a man employed by a company to superintend its
affaira at ai place where it was ereeting a bu.ilditig »; of the.
arehiteet and superintendent of a building".~ But it seems to

3[khgan~ T. Co. v. Grand Rapidse Dernocrat (1897) 113 MIch. 815,
he c~i remnrked that the labour. of this iias of employés wus Intellect-

ual rather than màal-the work o! profesoiioaal mnen, rather than the.
work of labourer%, giving that word its ordinary acceptation.»-

"1l'illaiier&' Eetate (1882) 1 Cheet. Co. Rep. 533.
"Edçjar v. $ttlibuîY (1852) 17 Mo. 271, (construing the Missouri

Yechonica' Lien Law, R.C, 1845, p. 733.
"In Nec LaivIer (1901) 110 Fed. 135 (Statute of Washington State)
"Se-etnh K~at, Bank v. Rheilandoah 1. Vo, (1887) 35 Fed, 436. À'%a.

Acts of MNfrch 21. 1877, and April 2. 1879). The court said: "If the
9tatut»' had intendet. ta embrace pres1dents, vice-presldents, general super-
intendentg. general mnanagers, and otiier like officiaIs, lt wvould doubtl~ss
have said o. The proinic of such officiaIs in every compaîiy rzaned in
the statuteq preeludem the idea that their distinct existence and claims
were overlooked and that they were lntended to be emnbraced in corne of
the deaignitted classes of employés. They seen to, have bean purposely
omltted; doubtiesej for the reason that this elans of officlals are, generally,
iii a Position tn proteet their interests, andi secure their salaries; whle
the claitses ineluded lut the. statute are not go sltuated, andi are nlot able
ta Protect theniseives agaînmt as."

I'0 Fii its.I~ T. & S., Vo. ',. Roatioke I. Co., 81 F'ed. 439 (sanie

" BaYh' v, HoUntain Key Afin. Co, (14-XM.) 50 Pte. 347.
nSiallA~iiv Kentucky, etc., Co. (1878) 2 Mont. T. 443.

"ou4i v. aidgsbzi (1878) 1.2 Bushi (Ky.) 75. See, however, the.
d8ecionsi to the coitar effect in note 9, at&pe.


