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On the other hand a provision of this tonor is flot applîoeble,
to a civil engineer '»; nov to a profemional chemist in the empIoy
of an iron Company '; nor to the uewrettriy -ad tneaurer- of e
Company ';nov to a elerk of a hotel "; nor to a clerk ini a mer.
cantite establishmient ';nor to the editors and reporters of news.

Who drawa the plana for every part of the work, andi dire,*te Its exe'to
according to auch plana andi apeciftcations. This i. labour-mhniul
labour of a high orfter-c.ontributing its proportionate vaiue to the héauty,
strength, and convenience ci the edifice. Why is thua net. entitled te b
conaidereti as ineritorious as mere manual fabour with the. teds ofa
trade f Both are nSeb§sary, or were déémeti au to b. In tus casé, te the
progra of the building, andi were performi lu andi about its construction,"

Tii. reasoning and conclusions of the court in the aboyé vasé havé
been adopteti In Enigs v. No'ri*k (1808> 13 Minn. 473; andi 8(ryker v,
Ca.sr.dy (<1879> 76 N.. 0, Rev'g 10 Hun, 18. In the. last-mentioned essé
the court, discuaaing the effect cf* a tatute granting a lien to "any peract
Who abould pérforin any labour," said: "Thia language lia géneral andi
eomnpréhensive, andi ita natural and plain import Includes ail persong, Who
perforai labour, In the construction or reparation of a building, irrespea.
tive of the grade cf their empîcyment, or the particular kinti of servies,
The architeot Who auperintenda thq construction of a builduî>g perfe.rMs
labour a. truly as the carpeater Who tramne. It, or the Mason who 1,yâ the
walla, and lab.Qr cf a inoat iniportant character. It la net any the léea
labour within the général m.eaning of the Word, that it la donc by a perton
Who ia fitteil by spécial training andi skili for its performance. The Ian.
guage quotéd makes no distinction bétwe 3killéti and nnsklléd labour,
et bétween mere matnal labour andi the labour of one who supervisés,
directs, andi appliea the labour of others .. . .... Loking at thé u'hole
Act it i. plain that It was net paased sliply fer the protection cf labour
ers. using that Word ln a réstrîcteti sease as designating those who work
with théir handa, anti are depéndent upon their dally toîl for their aub.
sistencé. Mechanlés' Lien Act@ were originhlly enactéti for thé espécial
protection of this clam. of persons, but their scope has been greatly et-

&i ï,tendeti. Tiadér thé Apt in question a lien may b. creatéd not or.ly In
faveur of workmen employeti by a contracter, but i-ù févour of thé con.
tracter aIse."

Seu aise Mtuigan v. Util!Ugan <1886> 18 La. Ann. 20, which i. te the.
same effeet as thé cases aboyé citi.d. Ses j 9, note 9, post.

Thnt a pérson Who superintendi const-ructIon id wlthin thé purviewof a
Maatute which grant. a préférence to aayone Who shall do any "work"

- ~in respect to a building, andi déclaré. that thie expression shall hé déemed
to include labour of any kinti, whether skilled or unakiled, wns heid In
F'i8che- v. Hts.ma (1896) 8 Colo. App. 4,

' 0Peinmyivoni R. C..-. v. L#iaffer <1877) 84 Pa. 168.

. j Il Oullom v. Liekd4le 1. Co., 5 Pa. Dist. R. 821?.

Ié Fdei<y [ne. T. ci &. C'o. v. Roatwke I. CJo., 81 Fed. 439 <Va. Acta 0f
March 21, 1877, and April 2, 1879).

"ORick, v. Reduqne (1884) 73 Ga. 273.

'Hinton v. Good, (1884) 73 G&. 233; Oiver v. Mtaconb Ci o. (Go.
~U. 1806> 25 &. 403.
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