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1913.
NEW ZEALAND.

LABOUR BILLS COMMITTEE:

SHOPS AND OFFICES BILL.
(Mr. BRADNEY, Chairman.)

Report brought up on the 24th October, 1913, together with Minutes of Evidence, brought up on the
29th October, 1913, and ordered to be printed.

ORDERS OF REFERENCE.

Extracts from the Journals of the House of Representatives.
Thursday, the 3rd Day op July, 1913.

Ordered, -'That Standing Order No. 219 bs suspended, and that a Committee be appointed, consisting of thirteen
members, to whom shall bs referred Bills mor3 particularly referring to labour; three to be a quorum: the Committee
to consist of Mr. Anderson, Mr. Atmire, Mr. J. Bollard, Mr. Brainey, Mr. Clark, Mr. Davey, Mr. Glover, Mr. Hind-
marsh, Hon. Mr. Millar. Mr. Okey, Mr. Veitoh, Mr. Wilkinson, and the mover."—(Hon. Mr. Massey.)

Friday, the 18th Day of July, 1913.
Ordered. "That the Shops and Offices Bill !>.• referre I toI h- Labour BillsCommittee."—(Hon. Mr. Massey.)

EBPOET.

The Labour Bills Committee, to whom was referred the Shops and Offices Bill, has the honour to
report that it has carefully considered same, and recommends that it be allowed to proceed with
amendments as shown on copy of Bill attached hereto.

24th October, 1913. J. H. Bradney, Chairman.
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MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

Friday, Ist August, 1918.
Mr. Pryor (Secretary, Employers' Federation): If you will permit me, Mr. Chairman, I

should like to say thai we have three witnesses this morning Mrs. Black, of the Hotel Bristol,
Wellington; Mrs. Davies, of the Hotel Federal, Christchurch; and Mr. Horsley, of the City
Buffet, Christchuroh. They are private-hotel keepers. Mrs. Davies and Mr. Horsley camp up,
1 think, by arrangemeni with the Hon. Mr. Fisher, to give their evidence to-day, and Mrs. Black
is with them. They are here to give evidence with regard to the Bill as it affects the private-hotel
keepers and private-boardinghouse keepers.

Mrs. Thomas Black, Proprietress Hotel Bristol, Wellington, examined. (No. 1.)
1. Tin Chairman.] We shall be glad to hear what you have to say?—l will give you an idea

of how the Bill will affect me if it is passed. It will mean absolute ruination to me. It will
cost me £2cS.'i a year more to run the hotel, and the hotel will not stand that. The expenditure
I have to meet now is really as much as it can stand. The business will not warrant any increase
in expenditure. The girls I have now—all the staff—are very well satisfied with the way in
which they are treated. I will hand yon this document to prove whether they are satisfied or
not. I went to each one of the girls and explained to them. I said, " I do not want you
to sign this unless you are absolutely satisfied with the way you are treated," and
thai document shows you what they did. Xot out' was forced to sign it. With the girls I
have now I have one on every afternoon and one on every evening. I am not allowed to keep
on any more, so the girls really have quite enough to do. As you know, the cosi of living has
gone up so enormously that one really could not do more than we are doing—it is utterly impos-
sible for any private-hotel keeper. If the Bill becomes law it just means that we shall all go
bankrupt. I have gone through my bonks and gone into the whole matter, and I find it jusl
means ruination—absolute. There is no hope for it. I could not afford to employ another
hand in the place, because the business will not warrant the expenditure. No matter which way
we take it, I could not possibly do it. One of the members, I hear, said in the House that the
hotelkeepers could put more water in their whisky. We private-hotel keepers have no whisky to
water. We have got to make everything from the table, and we cannot make anything to
warrant the increased expenditure. As I say,'if this is carried it means absolute ruination to
every private-hotel keeper and boardinghouse-keeper, no matter in how large or how small a
wav they may lie. As to raising the tariff—well, we cannot get people to pay what we ask now.
Ft would be no use raising the tariff on the boarders, because they will nut pay what we ask.
When they come in, if they are staying for a week they want a reduction, and if they are staying
for a month they want a bigger reduction still. Again, with regard to putting it on to the
public, why should the public suffer for a Bill like that? Why should we increase the cost of
living, because the cost of living must go up if the Bill is carried? It is quite bad enough now.
Within the last month or so every firm that I am dealing with has put up the price of everything.
Even if this state of things continues as it is it means closing down. Each of my girls is off
every afternoon, excepting one of them. They have from 2 o'clock till 6 every afternoon. My
porter has from 2 o'clock till 5 off every afternoon, and one day a week from 2 o'clock, and he
conns on the next morning. The same with the cooks. I should just like some of you Com-
initteemen to come along to my hotel and find out for yourselves what they are really doing,
tlie hours they are working, whether they are satisfied or not. and whether they work too hard
or not. I assure you that every one in that hotel is perfectly satisfied as things are. The Bill
would be of absolutely nt) use to them. If the Bill were going to be of any use to any of them I
would quite agree with it, but I find it will not be of any use to one side or the other. I think
that is all 1 really have to say. It really means closing down if it is carried.

2. Mr. Okey.] How many hands do you keep?—Fifteen.
.'{. How many extra hands do you anticipate you would require under the Bill?—Four more.
4. What is the nature of your trade—do families come and live at your placet—We have

some married couples, but we have a number of young men and young women—permanent
boarders. Then we cater for the travelling public. My tariff is (Is. a day. We do a very good
business, they say; but it takes me all my time to make things run smoothly, because the cost
iif living has increased so enormously. Where I used to get r> per cent, discount I now get 2J per
cent, right round. And the price of everything has increased -meat, milk, everything—so
much so that if this Bill is carried it means absolute ruination. It would cost me £5 Bs. a week
more—£283 per annum more to run the business. I have four Hats, and when it was one girl's
day oft I could not get the girl on the flat below to do the two flats. As it is it takes her up to
'_' o'clock to clo hers. I know that they would not do it to begin with, and I would not expect
them. I am not a slave-driver, and I could not afford to employ any other person to do it; so

I should have to do it myself. But as it is T have to work hard enough :I am going from half
pasi (i in the morning tili 11 at night. Tt is an utter impossibility.

."). Do you find that you have many people come to you on Sunday, with the arrival of the
boats)—A few; not so many on Sunday as through the week. We might have two of three
occasionally on Sunday. We have about forty permanent boarders in the house.
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6. You cannot suggest any system by which these girls could be given a day ofi each week?
—No. I have looked round, but it would only mean thai the girl would have to do the two flats,
and she would work from 7 in the morning till II at nighi to gel finished, because it would mean
that two girls' work would have to be done by one. 1 know thej could not do it. In the jase
of the kitchen 1 could not make any arrangement, unless ! went into the kitchen myself. I
should have to employ another hand. In fact, 1 would have, as 1 say, to employ four more hands
to carry it through.

7. Would that be for their whole time?—Yes, because I could doI gel a person that would
come in and cook to-day and do a housemaid's work to-morrow ami a waitress's another day.
No one would come.

8. You would have to board those extra hands'—Yes, or if I have nor room I have to pay
tor them out.

9. Would that reduce the number of boarders yon can take? Yes.
10. Did you take that into consideration in making your estimate?—My estimate allowed

for the boarding-out, because I could not put them up. I have allowed .">s. a week each all round
for boarding-out. As it is I board thirteen in the house. They oecupj six of the rooms as it is.

11. You say your hands are quite satisfied?—Yes, as that document that I produced will
prove. Ido my best for them and they do their best for me. and 1 never have any trouble. Thej
all work amicably together.

12. They lire not asking for this amendment/—No, they do not want it; in fact, one of
them asked me, "If I sign twice will it be of any use.' " That shows how much they are in
favour of it. Not one of the hands is in favour of it. from t lie rook down to the porter.

13. Mr. Veilck.] You made the statement that this amendment would be (if no use to the
staff. Would you be good enough to explain how it is that it would not benefit the staff in an\
wav ? If it is going to cost you ,£2S." a year, eurely it must benefit somebody? No. because they
are off every afternoon and every Sunday afternoon excepting one. and every Sunday evening
from 7 o'clock, and they could not get off like that if they had a whole day. They do not want
it. They are quite satisfied to have the half-day as at present. One housemaid is on every
afternoon and one every night. One girl said to me, " 1 have nowhere to go. If I had a day's
holiday I would have to stay in my bedroom. I would much rather have my afternoons off as
at present." Is it not better, too, for a girl to have so many half-days off than one day off a
week? It is an absolutely ridiculous Hill. We try to keep as good a house as we possibly can
by running it nicely, and we give the public the benefit of it by charging a small tariff; and
this is what we are going to get. As I say. in the end the public will have to suffer; it will have
to come back on to the public.

14. What rent do you pay?—Nearly .£2O a week. My wages bill—l pay £1.170 a year in
wages, and with the increase of £283 on to that you. see where I would be.

15. Mr. Ant/erson.] Do your employees get a day off in the week or half a day.' As I
explained to you, one of my maids—there are four of them and four waitresses lakes it to-day,
and another one to-morrow, and another one the next day. They really only come on duty
every fifth day; and one is on every Sunday, so that they only really come on once every four
Sundays.

16. You reckon that it would take ?—Four more hands to run it, to work in the hours.
17. You would have to put up your tariff?—It would be impossible to get it, I think. As

I say, we have quite enough trouble to get what we are asking now. 'there is scarcely a person
comes but that, if he is going to stay any length of time, he asks, " How much do you charge
if I stay a week? " and if it is a month, " How much reduction will you give if I stay a month .'
The public will not pay it, and, as I say, why should the public be made to pay more?

18. How many hours a day do your girls work?—They work fifty-two hours one week and
fifty another.

19. Mr. Wilkinson.] You pay £20 a week rent. How long is your lease for?—Six years.
20. If this Hill became operative, and you had to pay the extra amount annually, you would

be in no worse position -than other people in the same line of business; they would have to pay
in the same way?—They would all have to close, because they could not do it. One private-hotel
keeper bere whom I rang up said, " It means that I shall have to close my place down as a private
hotel and run it as apartments, because I cannot make ends meet now. and 1 certainly could
not then."

21. What is your ordinary tariff?—Six shillings a day for casuals. Tt ranges from 225. 6d.
up for permanents.

22. How many boarders have you generally, approximately?—We have about forty per-
manents.

23. And then the casuals?—They vary.
24. Mr. Davey.] 1 understood you to say that y.our girls work fifty-two hours one week ami

fifty the next?—That is so.
25. That is really considerably less than they would be asked to work under the clauses of

the Bill?—That is what I say, it is not going to be of any advantage, to them.
26. Then it cannot be a disadvantage to you, can it, under the circumstances?—It will.
21. The Bill provides that the hands can work so-many hours more than that per week?—

You are going to allow fifty-two under the Bill.
28. Fifty-eight, is it not ?—lt is fifty-two, I think, in the Bill.
29. Are all your employees members of the union?—That I could not say. As long as they

do their work I am quite satisfied, whether they belong to the union or not. I never trouble
about that.
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30. Are not the wages you pay award rates? —Yes, I pay union wages. But whether they
are in the union or not I could not tell you.

31. Are your employees divided then—some members of the union and some not?—I really
could not tell you.

32. Is it not possible that if this Bill became law every one would suffer alike?—Only the
board inghouse-keepers and private-hotel keepers would be the sufferers. They would all be
sufferers, every one alike.

■'!■■). Would it not be possible that all of them would have to raise their tariff to meet the
extra expense?—But would the public pay it?

;S4. Would they not have to?—Then they would give up travelling. If you only knew how
we have to battle sometimes to gel our money from the different people you would not suggest
that. I tell you that we in private hotels could unfold some tales. With bad debts and one
thing and another we could not do it.

35. Do you think it possible that a sympathetic landlord would reduce your rent?—I aril
oertain he could not. I am at the lowest figure now.

'Mi. I suppose landlords are not very sympathetic?—They are never sympathetic.
•TT. //mi. Mr. Massey] Where is your place of business?—At the corner of Cuba Street

ami Ghuznee Street.
38. What is the size of the house—how many rooms?-—1 think there are sixty-four bedrooms

altogether.
.'ill. You mentioned that the price of certain commodities Lad gone up within the last few

weeks ? Yes.
40. Will you give the Committee some idea of the articles you refer to? Meai lias gone

up in price, milk has gone up, and butter lias gone up.
II. Mr. Davey.] Has bread gone up lately?—No, Dot just lately. There has been a big

increase in meat. My butcher's bill now is enormous. And where 1 used to get .") per cent.
disoouni I only get 2£ per cent.

Mrs. Elisabeth Davies, Hotel Federal, Christohuroh, examined. (No. 2.)
1. Tin Chairman.] We will now hear, your objections to the Bill. What is it you want to

speak on .'-—I want to speak on the clause providing for the whole day oft. I think it is absolutely
impossible to give it. We cannot do it. 1 think the increase in wages will cost me £2.~>fl a year
more than lam paying now. and it takes me all my time to pay my wages bill now. In view of
my tariff and the heavy rent 1 have to pay I absolutely cannot do what is asked. I have a staff
of eighteen or nineteen, and they all get a very fair wage, and they are all quite satisfied. I
treat t lulu well, and they have stayed with me for years. Last year it cost me .£4OO more for the
upkeep of my staff than it did the prevous year, on account of the increase in the cost of living
and the increase in wages, and that, is a very large sum for a private hotel.

2. Hon. Mr. Massey.] How many hands did you say you have.' From seventeen to twenty.
The number varies. When we are busy 1 take on extra help. 1 cannot see how the six days a week
is going to work. It will disorganize everything. They are thoroughly satisfied now. J think
they get a very fair thing. They are oft' every day very shortly after 2 o'clock till ."j and half
past. ."> and a quarter to 0, and as soon as dinner is over at night they are away again, and they
do not come in till 10 o'clock or 11. They come in just when they like, anil you dare not dictate
to them nowadays. An employer cannot say that, his soul is his own; he simply has to do the
best he can. Ido not say that all are quite as bad, but. the majority of them are; they want
their own way. The private houses cannot get help at all. But for the good hours we give we
could not get labour. 1 know there has been a had slum]) in New Zealand ; there has been nothing
doing whatever this winter. The year before last I hail about £32 to pay in income-tax; last
year I had C-'i. and this year 1 have not any. The money is not in the country, ami you cannot
do the business. Ido not want to do any injustice to my staff, but I want to do justice to myself
and my family, which I have to support, and it takes me all my time to do it. If the people who
conic here to agitate and talk in you only had the task of running our places for a year or a
couple of years they would not (■nine here. We do not treat our staff unkindly; they do not
agitate. 1 do not think that one-third of the employees in Xew Zealand know anything about
this Mill : they do not understand it. Ever since we have been in Wellington we have been
visiting the private hotels, and we find 'hat the employers do not know anything about it. I
think it is an absolute shame when they are in such ignorance about it. I think it is
quite an injustice to a wonderful country like New Zealand. It means that we ought to close
down the whole Dominion, I think, and give these people a whole year's holiday on full pay.
As for waiters, I would rather employ waitresses any time, because waitresses are always more
conscientious. And female chefs are more conscientious than men. As far as men chefs are con-
cerned I have nearly been driven mad with them: they are never satisfied; you give them a
good wage, and they not only want: that, but they want to sell everything they can—everything
they think they are entitled to. I have my paper here, signed by my staff quite voluntarily.
[Document produced.]

3. Mr. Okei/.] Do you give your hands any general holiday!—Yes; in fact, if they come and
ask for a few days I always give them leave.

4. You do not think your employees arc asking for this?—l am sine they are not.
5. They are quite satisfied?—They are. Before I left my girls said they did not expect it

—■that they are doing very well.
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(j. Do you have your full staff on on Sundays?—Oh, no. The majority of them get off on
Sunday afternoon, and those who have to stay on for tea on Sunday night get off after tea.

7. They get their work as far Forward as possible on Sunday, so as to make it as light a day
as possible?—Yes; and if we arc not busy—and the whole of the winter we have not been busy
they have very little to do, and I tell them to hurry up and get out into the sunshine and have
a good day. and they do. Ido not mind if you send a man down to question them about that..

8. What class of trade do yon do—do you have families:' Yes, and gentlemen and lady
boarders.

9. Do you have people who have given up housekeeping?—Yes.
10. Finding it cheaper to board than keep house themselves : you have a good deal of that

trade?—Yes.
11. Do you have many come to you on a Sunday from the shipping, or anything like thai '—Casual people. We have travellers arriving by the boal on Sunday, but not many—in fact,

there have not been many travelling this winter.
12. Have you gut the extra room, supposing you had to keep three or four extra hands ?-

No ; I have to sleep them out now: I am renting rooms out now for them.
13. If you had to keep four extra hands, as you suggest, you would have to do with fewer

boarders) —Yes.
14. So that your income would be reduced in that way?—Yes.
I.!. Mr. }'titcli.\ Do you work under the provisions of an award?—No.
16. Do you comply with the conditions of an award?—Yes. We are under the Shops Act,

though, and that is practically the same as an award.
17. You say you employ eighteen or nineteen hands: do you give them Sunday off when you

cant—Yes, 1 give them a day off whenever I can. 1 give them a fortnight off every year, and
pay them for it.

18. Koughh speaking, how many would be off on each Sunday?—Half; more than half some-
times.

19. As you are now, more than half of your staff get a day off each week?—Yes.
20. This Bill would only require you to provide for the other half of your staff getting a day

off each week?—Yes.
21. Would not that considerably reduce your estimate of the increase in the wages?—No.
22. You say that you would require four extra hands?—Yes.
23. To provide one day off per week for nine people: how do you account Tor that?—They

do not get a whole day off—only half a day—on Sunday. I beg your pardon: I meant half
a day.

24. None of your staff get a whole day of?—No, not on Sunday. It could not be done.
25. Bow many hours per week do your people work, then?—Fifty-two hours—not that in

shuk times. My girls usually get an hour before luncheon on week-days.
2G. You do not exceed fifty-two hours a week?—When we are not busy we do not.
27. Under the provisions of this new Bill you would still be allowed to work your hands

as many hours as you work them now per week: is not that the position?—lt is the day off that
we object to, because you cannot expect one maid to do two girls' work. Supposing she has from
ten to fifteen bedrooms: you could not expect her to do from twenty to thirty. An old maid
of mine here was telling me that she is working at a place where she is doing twenty rooms, and
she is getting .£1 per week ami ehe makes £1 10s. in tips. She said she would not attempt to
do another girl's work : she would rather do anything than that.

28. Do you say. then, that it is impossible to reorganize the work?—Yes, unless we employ
extra help. 1 am positive it could not be done. 1 have been where lam for fifteen years, and
I know how to run my business. 1 have had one girl for thirteen years. She,says it is positively
ridiculous that these labour laws are so severe.

29. Could you get over this difficulty better if you were allowed to give the hands fourteen
days off every three months?—I do not think so. I suppose if it were the law it would have to be
done, but it would lie very awkward. They would leave. You would be changing your staff the
whole time. You would have fresh girls in the house almost every day. You would never know
whom you had or what you were doing. I think it is impossible to work it in that way.

30. Is your place a restaurant under the Bill?—We do a very small casual business verr
small, because we are practically isolated; we are right out of the town. We do not cater so
much for that.

31. Mr. Anderson.] You say that your staff work fifty-two hours a week: how are those
hours made up?—So-many hours each day.

.'52. At what hour do they come on?—At 7 in the morning.. 33. And work till?— 1never worry them, if they get their work finished, what time they
finish.

34. As soon as they have finished their work they have done for the day? Yes.
35. They have half a day off on a week-day?—Yes, and every afternoon after 2 for two orthree hours—three hours, say.
36. Half of them have half a day on Sunday?—Yes, and then every Sunday evening. TheSunday duties are very light.
37. Mr. Wilkinson.] You pay a rental of how much?—£l,ooo a year.
38. How long is your lease for?—I suppose I have got about thirteen or fourteen years torun. lam not quite sure. I have just taken a new lease, unfortunately.
39. Do you find that the cost of provisions has increased?—Frightfully.
■tO. What items particularly ?—Everything—coals, meat, milk, Hour, butter—everything.
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41. Just lately? No, the prices have been gradually increasing. There are always a few
pounds more tacked on to my bills. A butcher told m« the other day thai meal was going to
be very much dearer, too.

42. You have no bills, I suppose, showing these increases) -No, I have not brought them
with me.

i'-'i. What is your tariff ?—Permanent boarders, .£ I ss. and £1 His. ; and casuals. Bs. a
day, or .£2 2s. a week.

44. How many rooms have vuu ! —We have sixty-three bedrooms to Lei for the public.
45. You said that a girl you knew was getting £1 per week and made £1 10s. with tips:

is that an extra £1 10s. ? —Tee.
4G. That makes £2 10s. ?—Yes. There are many men in New Zealand who are not getting

that, and have to keep a wife and family.
IT. Is the tipping system general?—Yes.
48. It is getting quite a custom now?—Yes, too much so.
40. Do the assistants look regularly for tips?—Yes.
50. They expect them?—Absolutely.
MrB. Block; Excuse my interrupting you, but one of my maids made .£2 10s. one morning

before breakfast.
51. Mi. Wilkinson (to witness).] You said that last year your wages increased by a certain

sum?—Yes, the upkeep and everything combined.
52. By how much did you say .'—£400. It is the increased cost of living.
53. Yon do not think there would lie any chance of increasing the tariff?- -I do not think so.

People seem too hard up just now. There is absolutely no money.
54. Mr. l'njor.\ It is proposed to exempt private hotels employing less than three bands : does

that mean increased competition fur you?—Oh, yes. 1 think that if we are brought under this
provision the small boardinghousee ought to be brought under it too. The present proposal would
mean that we should have to pay s<.. much more money, and they would get out of it altogether.
1 think they ought to be brought under it if we are. Competition is m> keen that it does not
give us any chance at all. A lady may be running an establishment with three or four daughters,
and she has a distinct advantage.

5;"). The Chairman.] Vuu think there should be absolutely no exemptions i—i think it would
be only fair to bring the private houses under it, unless we are all exempt.

56. Mr. Long (Secretary, Hotel and Restaurant Workers' Association).] You told the Com
mittee that you are working under the Act?—Yes, the Shops Act.

57. How do you come to work under the Shops Act.' hail notice served on us that we
should. We are nol under an award. Judge Sim said he thought it ton ridiculous for words
to put us under an award.

58. Are you aware that vuu are not working under the Simps ami Offices Act of l!H(l at all?
In the Wanganui decision given by .Mr. Justice Cooper it was held that private hotels which are
only doing a small casual business in the restaurant line do not come under the Act. and therefore
you are not working under the provisions of the Act of 1910?--What am I working under?

oil. You are working under nothingI—Then1 —Then lam under a delusion. I have been adhering
to the law, anyhow.

60. Mr. lJ<irci/.\ Who told you that you were working Under this Act.'—1 think it was
Mi,. Hagger, the Chief Inspector of Factories. Anyhow, there is no harm done: I am better off
than 1 thought.

61. .1//. I'ryor.] The Labour Department have put you under the Shops and Offices Act .'—Yes,
1 think their officer did.

62. Mr. Davey.] Are there many private boarding-houses in Christchuroh similar to jrour
own?- Mrs. Cook's. " Warwick House,', "St. Elmo." " The Lodge," and one or two others.

63. They are pretty large places?—Yes.
64. They would not come under this Bill at all? No. and they can accommodate more than

1 do.
65. You think that if you are put under this liill they should be also? -Decidedly. 1 think it

is only just.
66. Mr. l'rt/or.\ A private-hotel proprietor with a fairly large family and employing twn

outside hands would be clear of the Kill altogether, and in that way would !«■ competing unfairh
with you?—Certainly, and making more money

67. .I/,. Davcy.] Do these large places in Christehurch take in casuals?-—] could not s»y.
"The Lodge," and "St. Elmo," and all those places do. hut 1 do not know whether Mrs. Cook
does. She told me that she did not take in many. But she was in a great state about this Hill.

68. It does not apply to her, does it?—Not at present. It is quite a one-sided affair
altogether, 1 think.

69. (To Mrs. Black): kre there many houses in Wellington competing with pou? <>h. yes,
dozens and dozens.

70. I mean large ones?—Yes.
71. And they would not come under the operation of the Hill?—No. They are all against

it—"The Mansions," the "Columbia," " Waitangi " : they do not want it. They said that
it means ruination to them. " I could not oarry on," one of them told me: " I would have to
make my place into apartments."

Mrs. Daviee: It has come to this: I would rather sell my furniture and hand over my busi-
ness to the landlord. It is far too strenuous now to manage. 1 would be much better off in a
position earning a decent wage: I would not have the responsibility.

5
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Robert Charles Horsley, Private-hotel Keeper, Christchuroh, examined. (No. 3.)
1. The Chairman.] Will you explain to the Committee your views on this Bill?—I came up

from Christchurch principally to try to explain the ruinous effect it would have on my business
generally. It would absolutely knock the bottom out of the thing. There is hardly enough in
it to warrant the worry and trouble of the servant problem now, without going any further into
this matter. If we have to give our whole staff a day off it means an increase of the staff. In
my case it would run into £250 a year. lam quite prepared for the Government to send a man
down to my establishment, and he can stay there and 1 will pay for him to be there for a fortnight
to go through it and watch results, and if he says that my business will warrant the extra expense
lam prepared to do what is proposed. But I am sun, he would come back and say that it would
break me, that it would knock the bottom clean out of the business. At my place 1 supply meals,
and we have very large luncheons on. It is no fool of a cook that will come along to cook dinners
for a big number The proposal in the Bill would mean that I would have to employ another
first-class cook. Under ordinary circumstances a first-class oook is a very hard person to get
hold of. Even when you have a man who can cook well he is very rarely reliable, and I think
nine out of every ten hotel people will assure you of that —that the cook proposition is one of the
worst propositions in the whole concern. If we have to let housemaids oft for a whole day, how
are we as private-hotel keepers to get our beds made in the morning? If the girl on one flat
does not turn up one day, the beds are not made up, and we shall simply have to employ another
girl for one day. It means that anybody in business as a private-hotel keeper must have a staff
of two or three who do not work in the establishment, and I think that is far too big a handicap
for any concern. The question has come up, Why do we not raise the tariff? We have already
tried to raise the tariff, but we are catering for the general public, and the general public do
not care much for it. For example, if 1 were satisfied that I could get half my people to come
in for lunch every day I would put my tariff up to Is. 6d. (I charge Is. now for luncheon), but
I am quite satisfied 1 would not get a quarter of them. The result would be that 1 would not
have enough money at the end of the mouth to pay the rent. 1 simply cannot afford to do it. It
is the bulk of the business that I do at Is. that enables me to manage. We are not making a lot
of money in private hotels. We have no liar. I,!very man gets value for his money. If he
does not we very soon hear about it. A man in a private hotel wants his cup of morning tea, his
glass of hot milk at night, and all sorts of things at dinner, and he is charged 6s. a day. I
have been in most of the hotels in the North Island, ami 1 am satisfied I am putting on <juite
as good fare as the majority of places that charge Bs. or Us. a day in the North Island. Yet I
get complaints—"Good life! 6s. a day! How much a week.' " That is from the general public.
What have we got with which to pay this extra staff? It would absolutely ruin me. I could not
stand it. All my stall' have signed a statement to the effect that they are perfectly satisfied.
[Document produced.] Nol only that, but my staff saw me off when 1 left to come up here, ami
they bade me " Good luck." They do not want the extra time. This holiday question would
absolutely knock the bottom out of everything.

2. lion. Mr. Uasset/.] How many members have you on your staff.' -I think there are nine
names on that statement; the night-porter was away.

3. Has there been an increase during the last year or so in the price of the articles of food
that you require?—The cost of living has gone vp—well, this last nine years. I should say, by
50 per cent. From the business that we used to run there, you could see from the returns that
are sent in to the Government every year that there is not one-quarter the profit, and the whole
thing is summed up in extra cost of living. It is not extra rent. The rent has increased ver\

little, for the reason that the landlord could not demand any more rent because he knows the
bottom of the thing is knocked out. If he said, "I want so-much rent," people would not take
over the business. We are on an entirely different basis from a licensed house. In everything
that we give to the public they get full value.

4. Mr. Atmoj-e.] What rent are you paying? —£34 10s. a month.
5. What articles of consumption have the prices increased on principally?—] cannot tell you

one article that has not increased.
6. What are the principal ones?—Meat, bread, butter, eggs, cheese— all the principal articles.
7. Milk?—Milk has increased—everything has increased. All these labour laws are simply

putting up wages, and the people put up the price of commodities at the same time. It soon
comes back on the consumer.

8. Mr. Okey.] You think there would be an objection to raising the tariff? You would have
to put your tariff up to Is. 6d., I suppose?—l have no objection to raising the tariff, but you
will always find that the fellow round the corner is prepared to cut in under you, and then you

have nothing to pay your lent with. The general public now are not prepared to pay a penny
more than they are paying. They go to a given house at 6s. or 7s. a day, and if that house goes
up from 7s. to Bs. a day they simply drop down a step to the other house that is charging Is. less.

9. What class of trade do you get of a Sunday?—We do practically nothing on Sunday—just
the boarders in the house. As far as I am concerned, the dining-room is shut on Sunday. It
is a private hotel pure and simple on Sunday. My housemaids generally get done at 10 o'clock
on Sunday. Another point is this: I see that there is a limit of three employees in the clause.
Say there is a big family of half a dozen daughters and a couple of sons to run the business.
That is not fair competition with us people who have no family. In my case there is only my
wife and myself.

10. Mr. Veitch.] 1 understood you to say that this proposed amendment of the law would
increase your expenditure in wages by £250 a year?—I will say between £200 and £250 a year.
I have not gone into it closely, but roughly it is over £200.
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11. You say you employ a staff of nine?—Or ten. I think there are nine names on that
slip. and it is one short.

12. Do any of your- people gel a day off on Sunday?- -Sunday is our quietest day in the
week. The housemaids have to make the beds and the cook has to get the dinner, but from 2 o'clock
there is practically nothing done. Some one has to get the tea, of course.

13. How iiiaiu extra hands do you consider you would have to employj—Three extra hands.
11. To give ten people one day off?—Yes, to give one full day off.
l,"i. How would three extra hands get their time in?—We do a large business in the middle

of the day and it lakes a full staff to work it. And my wife and I both work in the business,
and it lakes us all our time to get through. Wo could not possibly work one hand short. We
should have to employ a first-class cook to put up a first-class dinner the day our first-class cook
was off. and you cannot imagine for a moment that we could go down every Friday, for instance,
and pick up a cook to come in for the day.

16. You are reckoning, then, that you would have to employ two cooks instead of one?—We
would have to employ two first-class cooks instead of one.

17. You would have to employ two cooks to let one cook off tor one day in the week?—We
would have to engage one first-class cook for working one day a week.

18. You could gel nothing else out of him on the other live days?—Naturally he would lend
a hand, but he is not required; we can gel along without him. And the probability is that that
cook being about the kitchen all the rest of tin; week would be a source of trouble to you.

ID. Would it make any difference to you if yon were allowed instead to give your cook fourteen
days off ivery three months?—l have often tried to relieve niy cook ami give her a holiday. It
has cropped up every now and again, when I have been asked. " Can I get away for a holiday for
a fortnight?" And I have replied, "If you can find some one to take your place for a fortnight
\oii can go. In the meantime I will see what I can do." h has never yet come off. You cannot
engage a first-class cook for a fortnight. If a first-clase cook is out of work he is put into a job
straight away. It is impossible to get a cook to come into a place for a fortnight.

20. Do you say thai it is impossible to find a servant who would act as cook for one day in
the week and as relieving housemaid, we will say, for the other five days?—l do not say it is
impossible to do such a thing, but I say it is impossible to conduct my business under those terms.
Say that cook did not turn tip and T had a hundred and fifty people in for lunch!21. I am suggesting that you employ a servant to act in different capacities, to relieve each
of the staff one day in the week?— Those servants have got to be pernianents if you are to carry
on your business successfully.

22. The Chairman.] If you engaged a cook as a relieving cook could you get her to do house-
maids' work as well?—Xo. Have you ever seen a woman who is capable of earning £3 a week
doing a girl's work that you can get done for 18s. or £1? You just try it—or come down and
watch me when I try it.

23. Mr. Veitch.] I only want an answer to my question?—lt is impossible, absolutely.
24. I understood you to say that your servants do not want these altered conditions?—.My

servants are absolutely satisfied with the present conditions, and they have signed a statement to
that effect. lam quite willing that any of the gentlemen in this room should go down and inter-
view them privately, and they will tell you the same thing. I feel convinced that they would
do so.

25. They do not want the extra time off?—If my girls want extra time off they come to the
office and ask me if I will let them "ff. and I say " Yes." I have a good staff, and I recognize it.

26. How many boarders are there in your house?—l have only four permanent boarders.
27. Mr. Wilkinson.] For what term is your lease?—I have ten years' lease.
28. Still to go?—About nine years and a half to go.
:>!>. Have you any evidence of the increased price of provisions—any documentary evidence

that you could show us?—I have the receipts for groceries and meat
30. The Chairman.] With you?—No.
31. Mr. Long.] Aje you working under an award?—No, not under an award.
32. Are you working under the Shops Act?—We are under the Shops and Offices Act, I believe.

An award was not made in Christchurch. There were two people in Ohristchurch opposed to anaward, and it is not enforced in Christchurch, I understand.
Mrs. Davits: Judge Sim said he thought it was absolutely impossible to give an award forprivate hotels.
33. Mr. Pryor.] You have some letters signed by employees in other houses, have you not?Yes. [Documents handed in.] These are only from such places as T have been able to touch upfrom here.
34. You got those since you came here?—Yes, by this morning's post.
35. They show that the workers are not asking for this alteration in the law? They showthat the workers are quite satisfied with the present position.
Mr. Veitch: 1 am not quite sure that the Committee can accept these as evidence. We do

not know who the people are who have signed them. There is no evidence to show that they arc
hotel employees. T would attach no importance to them. T submit they should not be acceptedMr. Pryor: If you will allow me I should like to say that unless these are accepted as honourable documents we shall be compelled to bring these people here from all over the Dominion and
keep the Committee here for weeks. I am endeavouring not to do that, but to save the time ofthy Committee as much as possible. T will guarantee to get proof of those documents if the Com-mittee requires it.

Mr. Anderson: It seems to me the documents are of very little value. We do not know howthe? were obtained. If an employer <roes round with a list, his employees may not care about
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refueing to sign. 1 think thai while we can see they are here and can take them for what they
are worth, it would be a great deal better if the evidence was brought here.

Hon. Mr. Massey.—About bringing witnesses here : While I have no desire to rush the Bill
through the Committee 1 would like to remind members that I have two very big Hills waiting
until this one is disposed of. So it is neoeesary that we should curtail the evidence, while giving
reasonable opportunities for both sides to be heard.

The Chairman: I do not see any objection to these documents going in. 1 recognize that
thcv do not form valuable evidence, but there is no reason why they should not go in as expressing
flic opinion of the people interested. No doubt a great many people are satisfied with their
conditions, and no doubt there is a great section that are doI satisfied. Some people treat their
servants well and gome the reverse, and when people are treated well they will sign a document
like this. Ido not think I can exclude these documents.

•'SP>. Mr. Pryor (u< witness).]. Did you get the signatures personally from your employees?—
I got them from my employees, I got a young lady to go with me si. that 1 should have a witness
to their signatures.

37. What did you say to them when you asked them to sign : did you explain what was in
the Hill?—1 told them what the proposition was. I said, "There is another Bill coming up before
the House that will cause me to go to considerable expense, in this way : you girls are to have
a fortnight's holiday every three months, or a whole day every week." And they immediately
turned round and said. "How on earth are you going to work it? How is it to be done? An
absurd idea! " And they made other remarks of that nature. I said, "1 am going up to Wel-
lington over the business and am going to try to stop it. 1 should be very pleased it' you would
sign a document to the effect thai you are satisfied with your employment." And they one and
all said they would very gladly do so.

38. That was all the pressure you brought to bear on them?—Yes. as far as I was concerned!
.'i!l. With regard to the increased cost of commodities, have not wages increased during recent

years J—We used to pay a waitress 12s. a week and could get them to do almost anything you
liked. Now a waitress is getting £1.

40. And does what she likes in most cases?—Mostly.
41. And other sections of workers have their wages increased?—All wages have increased.
42. Cooks' wages?—Cooks' wages.
•1'!. How much have cooks' waires increased during the last few years 1 When I started in

business six months ago I paid £2 10s. : I am now paying .£3.
11. You were connected with the business three or four years ago?—l can hardly speak on

that point as far as cooks are concerned.
45. The hands are working shorter hours now than they were a few years ago, are they not?

—Yes. A girl would start in the morning and she would finish at night. Now they are off in
the morning, in the afternoon, and after tea. A man with a pick and shovel goes to work at
8 o'clock ami does a solid eight hours. With our business we have to cut in bits and cut out bits.

46. In any case the hands in houses like yours are working shorter hours now in actual work
than they did a few years ago?—-Certainly.

47. You say that if you were to raise the tariff it would simply mean that people would go
to other places?—They would go down a step.

48. Does increased cost not come in in this way, that boarders are demanding a higher
standard of living than previously—-the boarders themselves want more for the money?—lt conies
in in this way, that you have got to cater in a better manner for the people before you can get
them. It is like fishing : you have got to put a better bait on.

49. And these things all make for increased cost?—Yes.
50. .1//. VeitehJ\ You stated that your waitresses do as they like, principally/—1 think that

every gentleman here will admit that the servant problem
51. Do you mean to say that your staff do as they like, principally? If you go and complain

twice or three times to a girl the Hist thing you know is that she has gone upstairs and packed
her kit and gone. Go tij any private hotel in this country anil ask the same question, and they
will tell you it is the truth.

Friday. Bth AUGUST, 1913.
Geokgk Tutt examined. (No. 4.)

1. Tin Chairman.] Your name and occupation ?—George Tutt. tailor, hatter, and mercer,
Auckland.

2. Will vim make a statement, Mr. Tutt?—Yes, sir. I wish to speak in support of the
petition with referenoe to the Saturday elnsing in Auckland. I am representing the shopkeepers
of Auckland City and suburbs. Now, we are strongly opposed in Auckland to the Saturday
closing. We have now hail two months of it. and it is materially affecting our returns. All
the members of the House know what the position is. as we have circularized them, and if they
have perused the circular they will see what a vast difference it has made in our business. This
Saturday closing is detrimental to the smaller shops. We have about eight hundred and forty
shopkeepers in Auckland selling clothing, merchandise, and different kinds of goods, and 1 can
safely say that it affects about eight hundred of them ; and some of them it affects very serioush
indeed. Now, I would like to say that the number of assistants that will benefit by the Saturday
closing «ill be something like six hundred, so that you are penalizing eight hundred shopkeepers
for the benefit of these six hundred assistants. You are penalizing them on the day of the \\e<-k
thai they can take more money than they can on any two or 1 hi< ther days in the week. We
often even take more money on the Saturday than we can during the rest of the week. So you
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will quite understand thai it is a \rery v< ry greal hardship indeed. There are a number of small
shopkeepers who have been supporting their families who are absolutely ruined. They are only
hanging on now at the preseni monieni to see whether anything will be done; if nothing is done
they will have to close up and lose their livelihood. I contend that this is not right. You will
notice from this circular that we have given yon some particulars of the returns of the shops.
Some have dropped as much as £500. Speaking for myself, my returns for the month of June
showed a decrease of about £120. We were told thai we would gel our trade back on the Fridays.
I have taken the Fridays and Saturdays for the eight weeks, and the difference to me—and 1
may say that I have a fairly good stand—has dropped from £523 down to £383. Well, gentle-
rum, that is a very very serious matter. We have not taken as much money on the Friday and
Saturday since this Saturday closing came into force as we used to take on the worst- Saturday
before. Of course, you can quite understand how it is: the people do not come out on the
Friday nights. Take the average working-man : when lie gets done his work he does not feel
inclined to go home and gel washed and dressed and come hack to the city at night. That is
how we lose a good deal of our trade. Then, again, there is another matter in this connection
1 would like to point out. We have Four or five trains running from Swaneon, Henderson, Wai-

kumete, New Lynn, Avondale, and Mount Albert to Auckland on Saturday afternoon. Now, as
Mr. Bollard knows, it took yon all your time to gel trains in the ordinary wax-
to get to town when the shops were open on Saturday afternoons; in fact, more had to stand
than those who got seats. Now. I understand from the Railway Department, it hardly paj to
run these trains on Saturday afternoons. In fad (of course, I have not got it officially) 7 have

■ ! that they are thinking seriously of taking one of the trains off. The majority of these
people from Swanson, Henderson, Waikumete, New Lynn, and .Avondale used to leave the ti
at Mount Eden. That is only about a hundred yards from Symonds Street, and they used to
do their shopping there on Saturday afternoons. Now \<>u take all this away. Taking it at a

i! estimate you can reckon that three hundred people a own in each of these live trains:
that is fifteen hundred. I think it would be a very t< if you were to say that they
had £1 each to spend to do their week-end shopping. Where the trade has gone to we do not
know, but, at any rate, we have nol got it. Thi applies on the railway from Papa-
kura. They tell me that the people now do not come down on those trains as they used to on
Saturdays. We are thus losing the country trade, and it appears to be diverted into another
channel. It means that the large firms get the trade—the large firms like Laidlaw Leeds and
other big stores that send goods to the country. Personally I do not think that this is quite a
good thing for the community as a whole. It means that, if something is not done, there are
hundreds of small shopkeepers who will have to <>r> to the wall. There is not the slightest doubt
that if this Saturday closing is kept in force until the end of this year there will be only one
consolation, and it is a very hard fact indeed, that we will be able to put up a record in Auckland
for bankruptcies, because we will have more this year than in any previous year of the city's
existence. Mr. Chairman, I can assure you of that. I do not think there is an3'thing further
that I can add. I sincerely hope we will have your entire sympathy in this matter, and that
you will give us an opportunity to have another vote taken on the question. At last election,
as you know, there were a number of questions on the papers : there was the City Council, the
Harbour Board, the Shop-hours Bill, and the Hospital and Charitable Aid Board, all decided
on the one day. and it was a pouring wet day. You can quite understand that out of the total
number qualified to vote—forty-five thousand—there were only ten thousand who voted in favour
of the Saturday half-holiday and six thousand against it, as numbers of ladies, for instance,
could not come out on that day. Ido not think there is anything further.

3. I suppose you recognize that this poll has been carried by the people. Seeing that the
poll has been carried by the people, this Committee can hardly recommend the House to do any-
thing in the matter so far as the Saturday half-holiday is concerned?—Well, sir, I think that
the Legislature can do anything if they wish. A great injustice has been done to us. and you
have the power to put it right. Take it this way: There are. as I have slated, eighi hundred
shopkeepers, all of wlrom are seriously affected by this Saturday closing. I think you can safely
say, taking one business with another, that the amount of capital involved represents £800,000;
that is only allowing £1,000 for each business. So it can safely be said that you are locking
up £800.000 of capital at 1 o'clock on Saturday afternoon, on the day that we can take mine

money than on any other two or three days. And for what? Simply to please about six hundred
shop-assistants. What interest have they in the country? Another reason why we ask the
Legislature to give us another opportunity to vote is this : Yon will know, sir. that the boundaries
have been altered during the last few weeks connecting Devonpori and Takapuna, through Taka-
puna being made into a borough ; and the shopkeepers in Takapuna and Devonport are now
compelled to close just the same as we in the city. Now, there were only ten thousand people
in all who voted for the Saturday closing, while in Tnknpuna and Devonport alone there are
twelve thousand on the roll. So I think we are bringing before this Committee a good case to
ask the Government or the Legislature to grant us another poll under the circumstances.

4. You are speaking with reference to the petition?—Yes, sir, the petition which is before
your Committee. We thought it would be the best way out of the difficulty. We thought the
best thing to do would be to get. up a petition, and, if the worst came to the worst, we ask that,
every one should be made to close. If a Saturday half-holiday is wanted, then it should be
made universal, and everybody should be compelled to close, including the hotels. I do not see
why the Legislature should say to a shopkeeper. " Yon must lock up your capital at 1 o'clock
on Saturday." the best day in the week for us, and allow other people to remain open to do
business.

5. Mr. Davey.] The Chairman has mentioned to you the difficulty this Committee would
find itself in should it endeavour to prompt the Government to alter the existing law. You
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know, of course, that according to law the people have the right to say when the shops shall be open
and when closed. Now, will you tell the Committee, supposing the Government was able to
alter the existing law, would you consent to another poll being taken, say, three months after
a poll had been given in your favour? If a poll was given in your favour, would you consent
to another poll being taken in, say. three months to alter that?—Well, if the other side could
bring forward evidence and oould make out a good case, there would be no alternative.

6. But do you not see what a state of things this would lead us into?—I do not think so.
A great injustice has been done to the City of Auckland and the suburbs shopkeepers, and you
would not be doing wrong in trying to protect them. Surely legislators do not wish to drive
the shopkeepers of Auckland into bankruptcy.

7. Your suggestion is that the Government should be asked to pass legislation putting you
back to the position you were in before the poll was taken?—Yes, because the districts have been
altered since, '[he boundaries have been altered considerably. There has been another twelve
thousand electors taken into the city.

8. Do you think it would be fair to alter the law? You know that the law states that
another poll shall not be taken for two years: do you think it would be fair to alter that?—1
think so, sir,.under the circumstances.

9. Would it be a proper thing, for instance, to tell the people of Wellington to close on
Saturday, after they h l noi—l do not think myself that this matter applies to Wellington
at all. They know what is beet for themselves, and we know what is best for ourselves.

10. You think' that the Government should pass legislation in accordance with the views
of the shopkeepers, so that, in each Ideality they could keep open on the days which suit them
best?—Yes, I think that would be only right. 1 think that each district should choose the day
for closing which suits their business best. We would like you to place yourselves in our posi-
tion. Would it not be a hardship if we were to come to you and tell you to close your business
on a certain day, when on that day you can take more money than on any other two or three
days of the week ?

11. Do you not think the people—not the shopkeepers themselves or their assistants—do
you not think the people, who really keep both, should have some say as to when the shops should
be open for business?—Yes.

12. Is not that the result of the poll? Have they not said by their vote that they think the
shops should be closed on Saturdays'--Well, they have in a sense decided that way, certainly;
but then it was such a very small poll on account of the wet day. and again you must take into
consideration that the boundaries have been altered bo much since then.

13. I was thinking of the position at Christchurch. They have decided to close there by a
huge majority—two to ore. I believe—on Saturday?—Yes, but they are feeling the effect of it.

14. Yes, the shopkeepers?—Of course. What we would like is to revert back to the old
order of closing on Wednesday or Saturday.

15. Mr. J. Bollard.] I understand you suggest, Mr. Tutt, that there should be another poll,
on the grounds that the area should be extended?—The area has already been extended.

16. It has not be'en extended to Road Boards?—No. WTe would like to see Road Boards
included.

17. Do you think the people, when the last poll was taken, really realized what they were
doing?—No, Ido not. I think the public have been so inconvenienced that, if they had another
opportunity, there can be no question about who would win. In fact, there are many shopkeepers
who are exempt, and who thought it would be a good thing for them, who find it has been dis-
astrous to them as well as ourselves.

18. You would rather go back to the old order of things, which left to the shopkeeper the
choice of closing either on Wednesday or Saturday?—Yes.

19. Mr. Ifindmarsh.] Do you suggest that this money is not spent somewhere? Is not this
money spent in some other shops eventually—say, in some of the country places?—l do not know.
I could not say anything with reference to the out-districts.

20. Probably the shopkeepers out there do much better ?—I think myself the money is diverted
to the larger shops in the city.

21. The larger shops?—As I have explained in my evidence, I think the trade is going to
the large shopkeepers.

22. But they also close on Saturday afternoons?—Yes, that is so; but most of them havealways closed on Saturday. It makes no difference to them.
23. But when the people come into town to buy, your shop is open as well as the larger

shops?—Yes, but you must understand that the suburban shopkeepers do a working-class trade.
If we open our shops and close at the same time as the average working-man knocks off work,where is he going to spend his money?

24. Well, perhaps he does not spend it. He may put it into the bank or save it in some otherway?—l think it goes into other channels. I think myself it goes largely to the hotels andpicture-shows.
25. What sort of a shop do you keep?—Tailor, hatter, and mercer.
26. Do you suggest that the people go without mercery and hats?—No, I should not Baythat they go without.
27. Mr. Clark.] Do you not. think it is only fair that the majority should rule? Certainly.28. Was it not decided at the poll that the shopkeepers should be compelled to close "onSaturday?—That was certainly carried at the poll; but. as 1 have already explained, there wasso many election matters to be decided on the day. and as it was such a teeming wet day, thatit was not really a fair decision. Since the poll was carried we have had two other large dis-tricts brought into the area, and there are more electors in these districts than those who" votedat the poll. You must remember that only ten thousand voted out of forty-five thousand onthe roll.
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29. If the larger shops are closed on Saturday afternoon, how can the trade go to the larger
shops? The people cannot do their shopping on that day?—Of course, the people have got to
do their shopping within certain hours, and they will go to the big men for preference when
the small shops are not open on Saturdays.

30. Mr. Atmore.] Your contention is that the inclusion of Takapuna %
and Devonport in the

area has brought those districts under the Saturday-closing conditions, as to which they have not
had a chance to vote upon?—That is quite right.

31. The difference between those who voted for and against the proposal was four thousand?
-Yes.

32. There are about twelve thousand extra voters in those districts?—Yes; there would be
fifteen thousand to twenty thousand extra voters if all the districts were included. The different
districts are Takapuna, Devonport, and Eden Terrace. Eden Terrace, as you know, is only
a small Road Board district. All the others have to close, but this little Hoad Board district
in the centre does not have to close.

33. Mr. Glover.] You remember, Mr. Tutt, the day this poll was taken, when there were
so many issues put to the electors—the City Council, Shop Hours, Harbour Board, and Hospital
and Charitable Aid Board elections—all on that particular day, which was a very wet day
indeed? —Yes.

34. How many persons recorded their votes?—There were sixteen thousand recorded their
votes out of about forty-five thousand on the roll.

35. I presume, then, considering that only sixteen thousand out of forty-five thousand people
recorded their votes, that the people would not come out to vote on account of the inclement
weather? Is that a reasonable assumption?—Yes, that is so.

36. They did not take that interest and energy in the proceedings that no doubt they would
have done had the day been a fine one?—No.

37. You think it would have made a great difference if it had been a fine day?—Yes, I do.
38. You remember when you had the Saturday closing or the Wednesday closing in Auck-

land. I think it is your desire to go back to that principle. lam not speaking us to the whole
of the Dominion, but I am speaking of Auckland from that particular standpoint. You would
like to go back to the optional system of either Wednesday or Saturday closing?—We would, sir.

39. Have you any evidence to produce before the Committee to show us the amount of loss
that lias taken place?—We have circularized members on the subject «iving them particulars.

40. The members have already seen these circulars?—Yes.
41. Does the circular show a loss or otherwise?—-A very big loss.
42. And what do you think, Mr. Tutt, if this Act is not altered to give you an opportunity

of having either Wednesday or Saturday, will be the consequences of the trade of the small shop-
keepers? Do you think it will detrimentally affect them? Will it mean the closing of some of the
shops?—l think, sir, that out of the eight hundred shopkeepers affected there is no doubt but that
three hundred of them will have to go through the Bankruptcy Court.

43. You think you can state with confidence, Mr. Tutt, that it would be a matter of ruin to
some of these people?—There is no question about it.

44. Hon. Mr. Massey.] In the forty-five thousand you mention as being eligible to vote you
did not include the Takapuna district and Devonport?—No.

45. Have you any idea as to how many there are in those districts",—Twelve thousand.
4G. You add that on to the forty-five thousand?—Yes.
47. And that gives you fifty-seven thousand?—Yes.
48. If we could get Eden Terrace in on top of that it would mean about sixty thousand?—

Yes.
49. Ten thousand voted for the proposal and six thousand against it out of forty-five thou-

sand?—Yes.
50. The Chairman.] You are supporting this petition which represents some fifteen thousand

people?—Yes.
51. Naturally they are not all shopkeepers?—No, the petition is not from the shopkeepers

alone, but from the public; and if we had had time—we received word that this Committee was
meeting soon—we could have got another ten thousand easily.

52. Do you think it was to the advantage of the large shopkeeper in the city who employs
a number of hands to have this Saturday closing? Do you think it would divert trade from the
small shopkeeper to the large shopkeeper?—I do, sir, because one large shopkeeper in particularwould certainly not have used his energies in favour of it in the way he did if it had been other-
wise.

53. In what way?—ln trying to induce people to vote for the Saturday closing. Circulars
were sent out with every parcel for months previous asking the people to vote for Saturday, and
yet that firm has not always closed on Saturday.

54. What firm is that?—John Courts (Limited).

George Tutt re-examined.
Witness: I would like to answer that question from Mr. Anderson. He asked Mr. Coateswhether we did not try and oppose the Saturday half-holiday at the poll. We did, sir. Theshopkeepers of Auckland spent about £175, but Mr. Coates, being exempt, and a number of othershopkeepers, they naturally thought if the other shops were closed that their business would

improve considerably, and therefore they voted again*!, us; but now they find that they havefallen in just as badly as we have. You will understand the trouble we had. We spent themoney, but we could not get the people out to vote, because it was such a wet day.
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C. Dalton examined. (No. 5.)
1. The Chairman.] Your full name, Mr. Dalton?—Cyril Hurley Dalton.
2. You are a shopkeeper in Auckland?—Yes, clothing and mercery.
3. It is not, of course, necessary, for you to go over the same ground as Mr. Tutt. You

can, if you like, simply endorse what he has said?—I wish to endorse the evidence already given
by Mr. Tutt, and am prepared to answer any questions.

4. Mr. Davey.] How long has this large shop to which the previous witness referred been
closed on the Saturday?—Eight weeks.

5. Did they close before the poll was taken?—No.
6. Did none of the large shops close on Saturday before?—Yes, about five or six in Queen

Street.
7. The firm you mention only closed as a result of the poll?—Yes.
8. Mr. Glover.] 'Ihe previous witness has stated that some serious losses have taken place

in consequence of the Saturday closing. Can you inform the Committee how far it has detri-
mentally affected your own business so far as your weekly expenses and takings are concerned?
Would you kindly intimate to the Committee the loss, if any, that has occurred to you?—My
business has gone down £30 or £40 a week.

9. That is, your turnover?—Yes. My takings used to be about £100 a week, and the Satur-
day takings were by far the most important, from Monday to Friday I usually took £50, and
then another .£5O the next day. It is purely a working-class trade, and we find that the people
do not have the money until Saturday ; and when they get their money on Saturday they have
no chance to do their shopping. Last Friday night a woman came into my shop and said she
had had to borrow a sovereign from her next-door neighbour, as her husband did not get paid
till the Saturday. They are the people that feel the inconvenience of the Saturday closing. It
is all right for the well-to-do people who shop in Queen Street, but many of the working people
have to rely upon the money they get on the Saturday.

10. Could you inform the Committee of any other cases in which losses have occurred?—l
will give you one instance of a shopkeeper in Newton who had to place his affairs before a meet-
ing of creditors about three months ago. but his sister came to the rescue and accommodated the
creditors to the extent of 15s. in the pound. I will give you his figures : During the eight weeks
of June and July in 1912 his takings were £312 2s. Bd., while in June and July of this year
his takings were only £155 9s. 6d.—just about half. The annual rental of that shop is £260,
and the annual rates £30. How is that man going to get along now, when he had to make an
arrangement with his creditors when he was taking £312 in those eight weeks last year?

11. He is reduced to half his takings?—Yes, but his rent is the same, and his rates are the
same. He cannot get any reduction, and he has a lease.

12. Have you any more instances?—Yes, I can give you the case of another man, opposite
me in Newton, who is a shopkeeper supplying ladies' costumes, blouses, and women's apparel.
The man who had the business previously started it about four years ago, but he made a fortune
out of it.

13. What was his name?—His name was Campbell. A Mr. Dyer has taken over the business.
For the eight weeks in June and July of 1912 the takings were £572 17s. 3d., and for the eight
weeks in June and July of 1913 the takings were £324 3s. 10d. You will notice the difference
from £572 to £324. That man's wages, rent, and other expenses amount to £25 a week. He
is a manufacturer as well. He manufactures the goods on the premises. Hie week before last
he took £21 for the whole week.

14. The Chairman.'] There has never been very much of this retail trade done in Queen Street"
on Saturday afternoons?—No. On Saturday afternoons the people get out into the suburbs.

15. It is principally done in Symonds Street?—Yes, Symonds Street and Karangahape Road.
16. And the Saturday half-holiday closing had been very detrimental to these streets?—Yes, that is so. My next-door neighbour in Newton also has a shop in Queen Street. He has

gone down considerably in his takings in Newton, and his Queen Street trade has increased a
little, because the factory workers and the public there now do their shopping more in their
lunch-hour in Queen Street. They cannot get away into the suburbs to do it.

17. Hon. Mr. Massey.] What has been the effect of this compulsory Saturday half-holiday
from the employees point of view? I am speaking of the employees in the shops. Has there
been any reduction in the number of employees?—Yes, there has been a great reduction. In my
own place I employed three hands. I have dismissed one, and I expect another one will have to
go. I suppose there are thirty or forty out at the present time, and they are very unfortunate
because they cannot go to another shop and get on.

18. You are speaking of people employed in Karangahape Road and Newton generally?—
Yes, I know one shop where three of the hands have been put off.

19. Hon. Mr. Millar.] Your argument is that the purchasing-power of the Auckland peopleis reduced owing to the Saturday half-holiday?—Yes.
20. In what way?—l mean so far as the small shops are concerned. I suppose there is more

money goes into amusements or hotels—except that which goes to Queen Street during the week.
21. Your argument is that because Saturday is the half-holiday the people are not purchasing

what they require?—I would not Bay that, but the money is not coming to the small shopkeepers.22. Do you not think the people have a right to fix their holidays?—l think the shopkeepers
should be allowed to have the half-holiday on the day which is best suited for their business.

23. Who keeps the shopkeepers?—The public.
24. Have not the public a right to say on what day the holiday shall be?—If you come to

consider it out you will find that it is only the "sports" which are really at the back of thewhole thing.
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H. A. Coates examined. (No. 6.)
1. The Chairman,.] Your name?—Harry Aylmer Coates.
2. You wish to speak in support of the petition?—Yes, and I would also like to give evidence

later on with regard to the Amendment Bill which has been brought down with reference to the
Shops and Offices Act.

3. Your business?—Pork-butcher.
4. You are not exempt ?—Yes, I am exempt. 1 am speaking now, of course, as representing

the shopkeepers generally. Later on, when giving evidence on the Amendment Bill, I will speak
as a representative of the pork-butchering trade. Well, 1 'can honestly endorse my friends'
remarks as to the general effect of the Saturday half-holiday ; but I can go further, and I will
show you how it seriously affects businesses such as mine, which are exempt. We have been
placed in a very unfortunate position over this matter. There was a firm of pork-butchers in
Auckland who were on the verge of bankruptcy. As a matter of fact they were bankrupt really;
and in April last we took over their liabilities, amounting to some .£1,600, and also two leases, one
extending over eight years at £10 a week rental and rates, and the other extending over five years
at a rental of £7 a week without rates. We also have our main business in Symonds Street.
Thus we have three shops : one at the lower end of Queen Street, one at the upper end of Queen
Street, and one in Symonds Street. Now, I find from my returns that this Saturday closing has
had a most serious effect, inasmuch as it has taken practically £551 out of our business in two
months—that is to say, comparing the business done at the old shop in Symonds Street during
the two months of last year with the two months of this year in which this Saturday closing has
been in operation, and also comparing the takings of the two shops we have taken over with the
two previous months before the Saturday closing came into operation. Take the lower shop in
Queen Street. We took that over about the middle of April—the 17th April, to be exact. From
the 17th April to the 30th our cash takings were £133 18s. 9d. In May, by careful nursing, we
had increased these takings for the month up to £469 13s. sd. In June the takings fell slightly.
During two weeks of June the Saturday half-holiday was in operation, but I can account for
these takings keeping up so well as they did during that month. For the first two Saturdays
after the Saturday half-holiday came into vogue the people were not accustomed to it, and we
being the only shop handling meat or anything like that, we received the benefit, no doubt for
those two weeks from those people who could not get their supplies from the grocers. In July
the same shop made a clear drop down to £315 14s. sd. Then the Saturday half-holiday was
in full swing. Now wo will take the other branch shop at the top end of Queen Street. During
April and May of this year our takings there were £637 18s. 6d., and during June and July
they had fallen down to £522 14s. 10d., a drop of £115 35.. Bd. These are cash takings purely
and simply. Now we will take the Symonds Street shop. This is as old an established business
as any business in Auckland, and is, I may say, as solid as a rock. That business has fallen
considerably. The Juno and July takings of 1912 were £850 Is., and the June and July takings
for 1913 were tMI 2s. 3d. During April and May of 1913 the takings were £836 175." 2d. and
for the two months in which the Saturday half-holiday was in vogue, as I have said, the takings
were £635 2s. 3d. This shows a loss of business of £214 18s. 9d. between the June and July
of 1912 and 1913, or of £201 14s. lid. as compared with April ami May. Now, this is a most
serious position for us. and there are a number of other businesses in Auckland affected in the
same way—perhaps not to so great an extent, but I contend that this Saturday half-holiday has
created a depression in the town as far as the small shopkeepers arc concerned. The question has
been asked where the trade goes to, and it has been mentioned that the trade is diverted to some
extent to the larger shops. It has been asked why. My explanation of that is this : the large
stores handle all sorts of lines, and they have a regular delivery; ,!i:il ii' persons cannot get out
to the shops, when they have an opportunity they must take advantage of a firm who can deliver
the goods at their door; and that, in my opinion, is the way it comes about. These large stores
are taking up all these side lines, our of which the small shopkeepers are being squeezed, and it
is all run with the one set of expenses. No doubt if this sori of thing is allowed to go on it will
squeeze out a great deal of labour in Auckland. In our own case we have already paid off three
men and a boy, making four hands, and there will be more to follow, of course, if we cannot get
things put right in some way. Coming to the suggestion as to the justification for another poll.
There was somewhere about sixteen thousand voted at the poll when it was taken, and yet I think
that our petition—and we have not got by any means all the signatures of those in favour of it
—I can assure you the womenfolk are up in arms about it—is signed by some fifteen thousand.
That, I think, is a clear indication that it would be quite justifiable to take another poll. There
are fifteen thousand signatures on this petition before the House as against ten thousand that
have voted for the Saturday half-holiday. There is another point with respect to the businesses
of these shopkeepers. They are thrifty people that have worked hard. We have worked hard
ourselves. They have worked hard in connection with their businesses and have a great deal of
capital invested in them, and now a thing comes along like this—originated, I believe, by a few
"sports" and one or two of the larger firms to enable them to reap a benefit from it—and
practically ruins them. It cuts the livelihood right away from all these thrifty people. I contend
that it is not right that we should have our living cut away from us in this way. Now, as to
those who voted for the Saturday half-holiday : As I say, the chief interest is sport, and, takingthem all round, they are anything but thrifty. Now, sir, why should such people as these govern
thrifty people, and undo all their life's work? That is what it amounts to. I do not think I
have any more to say with regard to the petition. As I have stated, I would also like to give
evidence with reference to the Shops and Offices Amendment Bill, as a representative of the pork-butchers of Auckland, if I may. There is a clause I notice in this new Bill which has been brought
down which has defined pork-butchers as clearly distinct from the ordinary butchering trade. I
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would like to say, on behiili' of the pork-butchers of Auckland, that that clause is most desirable
and should be allowed to remain there. There has been a great deal of the most serious trouble
caused to the pork-butchers of Auckland by coercion that has been brought about by the large
butchering firms in Auckland trying to squeeze the pork-butchers out of existence, inasmuch as
they make use of the arbitration laws to drag us in on every occasion when opportunity occurs.
There are a number of pork-butchers in Auckland where the shop is run by the proprietor and
probably his wife, and they have to work long hours and are just making a living, and it is very
annoying to them to have from time to time to go along and defend themselves from this coercion
on the part of the butchers. There! is a large firm in Auckland that is apparently trying to create
a, monopoly. This sort of thing has been our trouble all along, and 1 would like to see this made
law, as it would free us from this coercion. That is all I have to ,s;i\ .

5. Mr. Davey.] I understand that you are running a small-goods trade?—Yes.
6. Do I understand that your takings have practically dropped through the Saturday half-

holiday by over £200 at your main shop?—That is a fact. The figures are taken from my books.
7. That is dealing absolutely with the necessaries of life?—No, not the necessaries. Our

trade is generally looked upon as providing the luxuries.
8. Pork sausages, bacon and ham, and suchlike?—Yes.
9. I do not understand why there should be such a vast difference in the amount of money

spent. I assume that they spend it somewhere else?—That is what I say. It is going into other
channels. It goes largely, 1 believe, into the picture-shows, and more is diverted to the larger
stores and to the hotels. There is no doubt about it.

10. Do you think more money is spent at the hotels and picture-shows than there was before 't
—Certainly. I am sure of it—as regards picture-shows, at any rate.

11. You do not think, then, that this may mean greater thrift on the part of the people?—
No, certainly not. Quite the opposite, in fact.

12. Hon. Mr. Millar.] You mean to imply that the money has simply been transferred from
pork sausages, &c, to picture-shows. Do you not think the people have a right to spend their
money as they please?—Certainly the people have a right to do what they like with their money;
but it is not right that the shopkeepers should be ruined and cut out of their livelihood.

13. You think they have a right to do what they like with their money?—Most decidedly they
have. lam simply depending my own interests and the interests of the other shopkeepers. But
I can say this, that it is coming back on to the workers.

14. Mr. Atmore.j Have you any idea as to what would be the probable cost of a second poll?
—No.

15. Would the petitioning shopkeepers be willing to bear the cost of a second poll?—Well,
if it was put before them 1 have no doubt they would. I myself would be quite willing to bear
my proportion of it, I can assure you.

16. The Chairman.] Your contention is, Mr. Coates, that the Saturday half-holiday is equally
disastrous to the exempted shopkeepers as it is to those whose shops have been closed?—Yes, 1
am positive of it.

17. It has been alleged that the money is going to the large shopkeepers?—Yes, that is so.
18. Well, I think Auckland people at any rate recognize that you are the largest shopkeeper

in your particular business?—Yes, that is so.
19. Well, how do you account for the loss of trade in your case?—We do not deliver goods.

Our trade is purely a cash trade. The people have to come to us for what they get.
20. You think it is quite likely that the people, not being able to spend their money at the

shops, spend it in other directions in extravagance?—That is quite likely. We, all know it is
very hard for the general public to keep money in their pockets.

21. Mr. Anderson.] You knew, of course, that this poll was to take place. Did you take
any steps in connection with it?—No, I must admit myself that I did not, beyond recording my
own vote. I had no idea that it would ever be carried at all.

22. You have got a small shopkeepers' union?—No.
23. They took absolutely no interest in it?—No.
24. They were minding their own business?—Yes".
25. And now you find that because you did not take interest in it it has affected you?—Yes.
26. You are asking Parliament now to make a special law to get you out of the difficulty that

you have got into yourself?—Some one else has got us into the difficulty. One cannot be always
following up politics, and arbitration awards, and laws, and suchlike.

James Samuel Dickson, M.P., examined. (No. 7.)
1. The Chairman.] You would like to give evidence, Mr. Dickson?—Yes, in support of the

petition. I may say that I have been connected with business matters in Queen Street, Auck-
land, for the last twenty-five years, and, of course, I can only speak on account of the half-holiday
as regards the shopkeepers in Queen Street. These other gentlemen, I believe, are representing
the suburbs. I may say that the Saturday closing has very seriously affected the trade of the
shopkeepers in Queen Street; at any rate, in my line of business it has done so—that is to say,
general clothing and mercery. We find that now the Saturday half-holiday has come in that
the adjacent larger shops are opening out and securing a good deal of the trade which used to come
to us. My experience in the past has been that when any public holiday came during the week,
of course the large shops used to open up on Saturday night, and then we did not do anything
Like our ordinary Saturday night's trade. We now have to close when the larger shops are
closed, and consequently they get a good deal of the trade which would otherwise come to us.



3.8. DICkSONi 15 I.—9a.

That is really the position so far as Queen Street is concerned, and I am quite satisfied that this
Saturday closing will drive the trade to the larger shops, and I know it will have a most fatal
result so far as the finances of the smaller shopkeepers are concerned : they cannot afford to pay
the rents and keep going on under the present conditions. Why we would like a fresh poll
taken is this : The law was a little bit faulty, in the first place, in regard to Road Boards. It
only applied to boroughs, but, unfortunately, we have the Eden Terrace Road Board district
right in the heart of the City of Auckland; and the shopkeepers in that Road Board district
are allowed to keep open, while the shopkeepers in the Borough of Mount Albert and the Borough
of Mount Eden further on have to close. There was one particular shopkeeper in that district
who had a large grain-store on one side of the street and a big grocery-shop on the other, which
came under the Saturday closing. The grain-store was in Eden Terrace and was exempt, and
the grocery-shop was in the City of Auckland. And the consequence was that when this Satur-
day closing oame into force he simply changed the grocery-shop over to the grain-store, and put
the grain-store in the City of Auckland. So that now ho has a right to keep open, and is naturally
doing a roaring business. Go a little further down and you come to Page's store. They have
to close because they are in the .Mount Albert Borough

2. Hon. Mr. Massey.] Is Page's store in Mount Albert Borough?—Yes, and consequently they
have to dose. That is why we would like to see Eden Terrace brought in. I consider that any
Road Board such as Eden Terrace should be brought in just the same as a borough. Why we
ask for another poll is on account of Devonport. and Takapuna being brought in on account of
Takapuna, which was part of the Waitemata County Council, being formed into a borough.
It links up the North Shore. I may say that it went across the water from Ponsonby to Birken-
head. The old Act provides that it should be within a mile of the city boundary. Going across
from Ponsonby to Birkenhead it is just on to the mile, though from Queen Street Wharf to the
North Shore it is just a shade over the mile. The consequence is that the small boroughs of
Birkenhead and Northcote have to close. Through Takapuna coming in as a new borough it
brings in all the North Shore now.

3. The Chairman.] Takapuna is between Birkenhead and Devonport, and so links them
up?—Yes; they have to close.

4. That extends eight miles from Auckland?—Practically. But the "Id Act provides that
you can go up to fifty or a hundred inilos so long as there is only one mile between each borough.
The position is this with regard to Devonport and Takapuna : they did not have a vote taken,
and yet later they are put in. We consider it is only right and fair that, the area having
been so enlarged and all these districts taken in, legislation should be brought down to allow a
fresh poll to be taken over the whole area, as the number of residents in these particular localities
practically amount to the number of people that cast their vote on the day when the poll was taken.
That is really the position. Then, in the event of the poll being taken, and it being declared
in favour of Saturday again, the shopkeepers, of course, will have to abide by it. But in that
case we want to impress upon you that we would like you to do away with the exemptions under
the Act.

5. Hon. Mr. Massey.] What exemptions are you thinking of?—Well, I may say that the
Saturday night before I came down here I went to Newmarket, in my own electorate, and I went
into a baker's shop there to see what I could buy. I asked for some biscuits. He said, " Yes.
I have a large supply of biscuits—all the different kinds of biscuits." I bought some biscuits,
and I then went along to a fish-shop a little further along the road in Newmarket, and T got
all sorts of pickles. Then I went into a pork-butcher's shop and got some other things there. T
maintain that there ought to be a clause put in the Bill so that if such shops as fish-shops are
exempt they should only be exempt on condition that they soil nothing but fish. That is really
what we want to get.

6. Mr. Bavey.] That is the law now, is it not?—No, it is not. Another serious thing is
that under the old Act a Chinaman can keep open if he is not naturalized. We do not want
that sort of thing to exist any longer. I can honestly endorse what the other gentlemen have
said in regard to returns. The returns are falling off all round. The reason for that is this :
the small shopkeepers had a certain amount of trade on account of the larger shops being closed.
If those larger shops had been open on the Saturday nights we would not have dono the trade
that we did; and consequently the smaller shops have now lost this advantage. I am speaking
from a Queen Street point of view. The consequence is we lose this trade, and then wo have to
compete against these other people when we are open.

7. Mr. Atmore.] You think the shopkeepers would be willing to pay the cost of another
poll?—I think so. I may say that the Mayor of Auckland is in Wellington at the present time.
I have laid the matter before him, and he sees the injustice of the thing, and he says he will do
everything possible to assist us if we tret a new poll. Ho says that lie does not think that any
of the local bodies would object to the cost of the poll. The cost of the poll would probably be
about £120.

8. What, right through?—Yes. The rolls are made up. It is only a matter of advertising
and the poll-clerks; it would not run into more than £120. If there was any objection from the
local bodies to provide the money I am quite satisfied the shopkeepers would make it up. The
amount would be very small when divided Tip among the local bodies.

9. Hon. Mr. Millar.] Have these fifteen thousand persons who have signed the petition asked
for a poll?—They have asked for a poll, and to do away with the exemptions.

The Chairman then instructed the clerk to read the petition, which was done accordingly.
10. Hon. Mr. Millar.] There is no mention about a poll?—Of course there is. The petition

asks thatwe revert back to the old system. The old system provided for a poll.
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11. You have had that poll now?—No, we have not. A large area has been added on
which has not had a poll in any shape or form—that is to say, the twelve thousand electors of
Takapuna and Devonport, who have had no voice in the matter one way or another.

12. That is exactly the position in the King-country now with respect to the Licensing Act,
is it not?—You cannot compare the Licensing Act with the labour laws.

E. Stbwart examined. (No. 8.)
1. The Chairman.] Your lull name I—Edward1 —Edward Stewart. •
2. You wish to give evidence on the Shops and Offices Bill?—Yes. 1 wish to give evidence

as to the conditions existing in Australia with regard to cooks, waiters, and hotel employees.
3. What is your occupation?—A chef.
4. Do you wish to make a statement?—Yes. 1 would like in make a statement. 1 have

just come back from Sydney after being absent from New Zealand Tor two \ears, and I would
like to speak as to the working-conditions over there. They have a whole day and a half-day
off per week—a half-day under the Shops and Offices Act and a whole day under the award.
This applies to both hotels and restaurants, and it is found in working very easy lor them to get
along and still allow their employees a day and a half off per week. It applies to all
the employees in both hotels and restaurants. I was second chef in charge at the Hotel
Australia, and I found it very easy to work the men. We only required one extra man
as a useful, and perhaps a housemaid-waitress to relieve. I was also second chef in charge
at the ABC Cafe in Sydney, and the system was found to work well there too. Where there is
one cook employed the mistress of the house generally does the relieving, and where there are
two employed they also have a second hand who can do the relieving; so that there is no difficulty
about them getting oft.

•~). Mr. Long (Secretary, Cooks and Waiters' Union).] Would you mind explaining to the
Committee, Mr. Stewart, how the kitchen was arranged so as to make the work continuous and
yet so that the holidays could be given?—Yes, I can easily do that. I will take the case of the
Hotel Australia. The chief cook used to get his Sunday off, and half a day in the week as well,
and I myself, on every alternate week, used to get two days off—that is, I finished up on Friday
night and started again on Monday morning, and I also used to tret an additional half a day
a week. When my long week was on I took the half-day on the Mondays, ami when my short
week was on I took it on the Tuesdays. I worked in conjunction with the chief cook, and the
other employees of the kitchen, of course, could easily get their time off. At the ABC Cafe we
only worked five and a half days a week, and worked eitrht and a half hours a day. It is working
well at all the hotels and restaurants over there. Everything is running smoothly, and, in fact,
it works splendidly. There are less changes taking place, and so forth, and a better class of men
are employed.

6. It has been contended that in an establishment like Warner's at Christchurch it would be
necessary to have another first-class cook. Will you explain to the Committee what staff a hotel
like Warner's would require to give the day and a half per week?—I think I can do that. All
they would require would be a " useful." The third hand, if he is a competent man, is equal
to a second cook in a four-handed job. The}, could easily get over the difficulty by employing a
useful man about the hotel. It would make no difference as to the changes that take place during
the week because of the holiday, as each man could then get his holiday off.

7.. Did you get any other extra holidays at the hotels in Sydney?—Yes. 'Ilie holidays in
Sydney are five days in the year additional. There are two days in the first six months and
three days in the second six months. If you leave without misconduct after being at a place
for four months you get pay instead of your holidays for the time that you have worked. These
holidays take place during the next six months after being in the employment of one employer
for that length of time. That is under the award.

8. The Charmali. ] ,What hours per week do you say you worked?—Sixty hours per week,
and the work was continuously done within eleven hours per day.

9. Have you worked at any of the leading hotels in New Zealand?—Yes. I have worked at
Warner's in Christchurch. at the Star Hotel in Auckland, and at numerous other places doing
relieving-work. I was working in New Zealand for over ten years.

10. You say that, as an experienced chef, there should be no difficulty in all the hands in
the kitchen getting a day and a half off per week without interfering with the work of the
kitchen? 1 can safely say that.

11. When you had your holidays and when the chief cook had his holidays while you were
in Australia, was it necessan to bring in any outside assistance to do the relieving-work?—No.
It was never necessary to bring in a stranger excepi when the three days or the five days' term
holiday took place. This was only required when the cook was away for so long a period as that.
Of course, under ordinary circumstances, with respect to the general weekly holiday, there was
''<' extra man required. When the chief cook was away the second cook used to take charge, and
when he was away the chief was always there, and the other man was there also.

12. It was only when the holiday additional to the weekly holidays were given that it was
necessary to bring in any outside assistance?—That is so.

13. Mr. Anderson.] Did you work under the award in Australia?—Yrs.
14. What were the hours?—Sixty hours for cooks, sixty-three for kitchenmen. and for all

other workers fifty-eight hours per week.
15. You worked that sixty hours although you had a day and a half off each week?—Yes.16. What hours did you work per day?—Eleven hours per day.
17. Were you in Australia when tho award came into force?—No. I have been in Australia

since the award came into force.
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18. You were not there when it was first established?—No. It was established in April,
1909, and it was renewed, I think, this year, 1913.

19. Do you know if there was any disorganization of the work in the hotels when it was
brought in?—No. The employers, 1 believe, made o little bit of a fuss at first, but they find
now that it works very satisfactorily. I found thai in Sydney it was very hard to get a billet,
because since the employees have been able to get this time off they do not change so much, and
the employer is getting better results, as the employee is studying the employer's interests move.

20. Have you had any experience of similar places when1, say. not more than six arc employed
outside the kitchen, and where there is only one cook ami the necessary assistance?—l have had
to relieve at one or two such places when looking for a billet, because il mployern themselves
do not want to do the work, and they have said, " Very well, you can come in and do a day here."
Where there were two hands, when the cook used to gel the nay oft the second cook used to do
the work ami the useful man used to come in and do the kitchen-work.

21. Have you had any experience "here there has been only one cook.' No; Ijiil 1 know
that it works all right.

22. You have had no < sperience where there has been only one c k.' No.
23. Have you any idea as to how it is done when there is only one cooki Simply tliis : the

mistress of the house comes in and does the work ;or they might get outside assistance. A woman
might, for instance, have live or si\ such houses to go to. and would do the relieving, thus put-
ting in the whole week.

24. How would it work at some of the smaller towns, say. of the size of Ashburton, at the
hotels where I suppose they have only one cook.' Where then is only one cook employed, as a
rule they generally have a housemaid or a waitress there that does 'he cooking in such cases.
The housemaids and waitresses are generally engaged on that understanding wherever possible,
and they are paid proportionately for the relieving-work they do. They go into the kitchen ami
do the relieving-work, and it works very satisfactorily.

25. Mr. Glover.] How long were you in Warner's Hotel in Christchurch 1 I was at Warnei s
Hotel on two occasions. Eighteen months was the last period. On (he first occasion 1 was there
two years and five months.

26. If this system were to come into operation here do you think it would be carried out
satisfactorily without increasing the expenditure to the employer?—lt would perhaps mean one
extra in each of the different departments- -one man useful and a housemaid. In a big hotel
employing a number of hands it would not be necessary to increase the staff at all.

27. Take, for instance, the Grand Hotel in Wellington: what extra hands do you think
would be necessary in the case of that hotel?— One useful. They would have to get a porter
who could be useful for relieving in the dining-room or for relieving in the kitchen. That is all
the extra expenditure that would be required.

28. You think it could be brought in satisfactorily both to the employer and the employee)
—Yes. It has been found to work satisfactorily in a [dace like Parlett's Hotel in Sydney, where

they do more business than they do at the Grand Hotel here. There are two dining-rooms there,
and the employees are no more numerous than at the Grand Hotel, and yvt they get their day
and a half off.

29. Hon. Mr. Millar.] 1 underst 1 you to say 'hat at the Hotel Australia they only required
an additional housemaid to do the relieving at that place? —Yes. in that department. But the
Hotel Australia cannot lie compared with the general run of hotels. It is an extremely large
place. I think it is one of the largest places in Australasia. Only one man extra is employed
in the kitchen and one housemaid extra, and there was also an extra man, I think, required in
the dining-room, but it was not necessary to take an extra man on to do that work, because the
work could be easily cut up.

30. In what part of Australia does the award operate: it is within a twenty-five mile radius
of Sydney?—Yes.

31. It does not apply to the country districts at all?—The day off is allowed in certain parts.
Of oourse, 1 am speaking of the award which ha-: been brought into operation in Sydney. It
has been brought abowt purely between employer and employee without going to any Court at
all. But the half-day was brought in under the Shops and Offices Act, and that applies to every
hotel in New South Wales. Xow they are bringing it about so that every place is to be brought
under the award, giving the employee a full day and a half off per week.

32. Have you any knowledge as to how far labour legislation applies in New South Wales?
Is it confined entirely to the County of Cumberland?—I could not say anything about that.

33. It does not apply to every district?—Tin half-day does.
34. The half-day applies to the whole of New South Wales?—Yes.
35. Mr. Oke>/.\ Have you had any experience with regard to country hotels? How do they

get on with respect to this Sunday work?—l have worked at different places during my travels,
and I have been in the country districts. Sunday in the country hotels is nor by any means a
busy day. As a rule they are hardly doing anything in most places, There was no difficulty
in getting the day off—no difficulty whatever.

.">(>. What about the housework, the washing-up, and suchlike?—The second man would
really have to come in and do the chef's work, and there is generally a man employed as a porter
round the place who could always come in and do the washing-up.

37. But is not the law such tiiat he cannot do that '! Can the second cook do the chef's work?
—If you are engaged as a second cook you can make thai arrangement, 1 think, by agreement.38. Where there is this housework, washing-up, Ac., to be done, would difficulty arise in
such cases?- At the large places in Australia there is a kitchennian. He does not do cook's work
at all—if he does he has got to get a cook's salary; but, of course, in smaller houses they engage
him as a cook, and there is nothing to say that a cook cannot wash up. There is nothing to stop

3—l. 9a.
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a cook washing up. Of course, they have to do it. They do it in New Zealand in dozens oi'
places, and they are only too glad to do it. I would not stand back from washing a few plates
and things like that. lam always ready to study the interests of my employer.

39. Hon. Mr. Mastey.] What hours did you say were worked in Australia?—Sixty hours for
cooks, sixty-three for kitohenmen, and fifty-eight for all other employees.

40. What arc the hours in New Zealand?—I think sixty-two.
41. Sixty-two for all men ?■—Yes.
42. You think that, on the whole, conditions are easier in Australia than in New Zealand—

1 am speaking from tin' point of view of the employee?—Yes, they are.
43. How long were you in Australia I—Over1—Over two years.
44. The Chairman.] Yon spoke of' the third hand as being ;i oompetent man. although he is

not actually a cook. Do you suggest that lie should receive the >aine wages as a cook?—No; but
under present conditions the wages paid to tin third hand in the kitchen are not really sufficient.
He does not get sufficiently well paid, because he has to do the second conk's work when the second
cook has got to do the chef's work, and when the second cook is off the kitehenman has to do
his work again on top of that. You cannot get a good man for the wages paid, and the result
is that the employers have great trouble in getting a good man. The inducement of the trade
are not sufficient to keep him in the trade. They can find something better outside. 1 found
the greatest difficulty in getting good men for kitchen-work.

45. If he took the second cook's place, the third man would have to be a competent man?—
He should be a man capable of doing a second cook's work.

46. What you suggest really is, then, thai if the man i< unfit for anything else than washing
dishes he should be thrown out altogether?—Oh, no.

47. You have just told us that he should be a competent man!—In a first-class hotel there is
a man who has got to cook the vegetables and suchlike, and he has to prepare the potatoes and
numerous other things like that. He has to get the material ready for the cook.

48. Hon. Mr. Millar.] Do you state that sixty hours were laid down in the award? You
knocked off on the Friday night, and did not start again till the Monday morning?—Our week
started on Sunday mortiing and finished up on Saturday night; but on every alternate week I
got two days off, Saturday and Sunday, and also a half-holiday in each week. The stove cook
and myself worked in conjunction.

49. You worked sixty hours one week?—Yes.
50. How many the next week?—I started on the Monday, and I finished up on the Saturday

night, and had a half-day off as well during the week. I worked sixty hours.
51. And the next week you started on Monday morning and you knocked off on Friday night?

—Yes; and I also had a half-holiday.
52. That is fifty-five hours?—Yes.
53. How did you put your sixty hours in in that week?—I had also worked on the previous

Sunday.
.">4. Mr. Anderson.] Before the award was brought in in Australia did the Hotel Australia

give the day off?—Yes, they always gave time off at the Hotel Australia.
.">."). Did they always work the employees six days a week?—Yes. that is why they got it

adopted there.
56. In answer to Mr. Millar just now I understood you to say that you worked sixty hours

a week. Did I understand you to say that your work started on the Sunday and ended on the
Saturday?—Yes.

57. You started on Monday and finished off on Friday night : that is one week?—Yes.
58. Then you had two days off, Saturday and Sunday?—Yes.
•">!>. Then you started the following week on the Monday morning and went on till the Satur-

day night?—That is so.
60. Then you started the next week on the Sunday morning and went on till Friday night?—

That is so. That explains the difficulty.
61. Mr. Long.] You only worked on the average five and a half days a week?—That is right.

Declaration.
I, Edward Stewart, chef, of 68 Kent Terrace, Wellington, do make oath that an erroneous

inference having been taken from my evidence given on the Shops and Offices Act Amendment
Bill before the Labour BHls Committee on the 12th day of August. 1913, re. the manner of working
the daily hours in the Hotel Australia in Sydney, that the details of such working are as follows:

First Week. Second Week.
Sunday .. .. Whole holiday .. .. 10Jhours' work.
Monday .. .. 10J hours'work .. .. 7| „ (half-holiday).
Tuesday .. .. 7J ~ (half-holiday) io|
Wednesday.. .. 10J ~ .. 10JThursday .. io| „ .. .. io|
Friday .. io| „ .. .. io|
Saturday .. .. iof „ .. .. Whole holiday.

Total (less time off 60 hours. 60 hours,
for meals)

And I make this solemn declaration conscientiously believing the same to be true, and by
virtue of the Justices of the Peace Act, 1908. Edward Stewart.

Taken on oath before me, at Wellington, this 18th day of August, one thousand nine hundred
and thirteen—Arthur Rosser, J.P.
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J. W. Cole.man examined. (No. 9.)
1. The Chairman.] Your full name?—Jonathan William Coleman, tobacconist and hair-

dresser, Auckland.
2. You wish to give evidence on the Shops and Offices Bill?—Yes.
3. Will you make a statement?—We see by the new Bill that tobacconists are not exempted

as in the past. In the past tobacconists have been partly exempted, and that suited our trade
very well. We have been working under it. from the time the present Act came into force. Of
course, what we really wani is total exemption, similar to the hotels and restaurants. The hotels
and restaurants to-day sell tobacco and cigars and cigarettes, and we would like to be put on the
same footing as they are. It is hardly fair that they should be allowed to sell from 6 to 12
at night, as some of them do. Failing total exemption we would like to be allowed to remain
as we are at present. We are working under a requisition. Our requisition has been in force
now for about five years, and we find it to work first-class for all parties. It came into force
on the 9th April, 1908, and that is what we have found most .suitable for the toL-econists' trade
and the hairdressers. If we have to close on Saturday afternoons the tobacconists and hairdressers
will have a very bad time of it throughout the city, the suburbs, and the extended suburbs. I
also see by the proposed Bill that our hours have been reduced from 9 o'clock as in the past
until 8. That is a shortening of five hours a week for us. Of course, this shortening of hours
is raising our rent all the time. Our landlords do not reduce our rent, but Parliament reduces
our hours. 1 think that is all I have to say on the matter. Here are the requisitions, the hair-
dressers' requisition and the tobacconists' requisition. [Exhibits put in. J These requisitions
were decided upon at a large meeting of both tiades, and the result lias been that working under
these requisitions has been found very satisfactory. Of course, the trade operates differently in
different centres. Our trade is quite different from that of Wellington or Christohuroh. We
have only got the one main street practically, then the suburbs, and the extended suburbs.

4. The petition which has been presented to us asks thai there should be no exemptions at
all—that tobacconists* hairdressers, hotels, and everybody should close on the same day?—We
did not come here with the idea of dosing up anybody. We came here to ask to be allowed to
carry on our business as we have been doing under our requisition. Every trade knows what suits
their business best. I do not know what suits diapers or hotelkeepers, but I know what suits
our trade, and that is what I am speaking about.

5. Do you not think that the people who require tobacoo and cigarettes, >vc. could get them
on the Friday night?—The position is this: we have a fair amount of outside trade, men working
at Otahuhu and such outside places where there are large works. They would not come into town
on a Friday night. Again, the casual smoker would nol come into town on the Friday night
as he does now on the Saturday just to gel his tobacco. When he passes the shop on the Satur-
day night and thinks he would like a smoke lie will go in anil get it. The casual smoker means
a very large proportion of (lie business. The regular smoker very often irets his tobacco from
the stores. As a rule he smokes plug tobacco.

(i. Mr. Okei/.\ What is your business? —Hairdresser und tobacconist. Our real business starts
at ."> o'clock and lasts till 9 at night.

7. It would mean you would lose a good deal by closing from 8 to 9?—Yes.
8. Hon. Mr. Massetf.] What you want. I think, Mr. Coleman, is that, in the event of Satur-

day being chosen as the half-holiday, you should, if SO inclined, take another day instead of
Saturday?—That is so.

9. Do I understand you to say that at present you aie allowed to keep open on Saturday?
—Yes. There is another matter I have forgotten. During December and January our requisition
states that we can close at 10 o'clock. We have found that very useful for our business. During
December and January there is generally a fair number of people in town, and there is a good
deal of business to be done in that extra hour during those two months. T think if some of you
gentlemen were tobacconists, as we are. you would say (lie same as we do, am'l \mi would drop
the proposed Bill as quickly as you would drop anything.

10. You mean lie*provision thai affects you?—Yes. WTial we really want is our requisi-
tion. We have found it work well in the past.

11. It studies the public?—Yes. it has studied them in the past. We have never had any
complaints, and in The event of the Saturday half-holiday being decided upon we certainly want
to be exempt. I think the Labour Department will bear me out when I say that there has been
very little trouble under the Act, so far as our trade is concerned, in Auckland.

H. Bolitho examined. (No. 10.)
1. The Chairman.] Your name?—Henry Bolitho.
2. Occupation and address?—Tobacconist and hairdresser, Auckland.
3. Will you make a statement?—Yes. The first thing I would like to bring under yourattention is with respect to clause 2. This clause reads as follows : " ' Hotel ' means any premises

in respect of which a publican's license is granted under the Licensing Act, 1908, and includes
a private hotel ami a private boardinghouse in which three or more persons (other than the
occupier and the members of his family) are ordinarily employed; and 'restaurant' means any
premises (other than a hotel) in which meals are provided and sold to the general public for
consumption on the premises, and whether or not lodging is provided for hire for the accommoda-
tion of persons who desire to lodge therein, and includes a tea-room and an oyster-saloon." I
would like to know what that really covers. You will note that towards the end of the clause it
states " and whether or not lodging is provided for hire for the accommodation of persons who
desire to lodge therein." I would like to know what that covers. Does it cover hotels, or
restaurants, or both of them 1
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4. Hon. Mr. Massey.\ Does it not cover restaurants only I—No, it does not do that. It comes
under the definition of " hotel. ,'.">. Is not that in the present Act?—There are no such words as " desire to lodge therein " in
the old Act. That would appear to be an insertion. At any rate it is very vague, and would
cover a wider interpretation. Then, again, in the case of the definition of " occupier," a little
further down, there is no provision in it covering an auctioneer's license. His license will allow
him to sell any article when all the other shops are closed.

6. Do you wish auctioneers included?—Yes.
7. The Chairman.} How about the man who sells furniture!—Yes, if he sells Furniture he

should close also.
8. Hon. Mr. Massey.] Does not the clause include auctioneers?—It may do so; but 1 think

if it is stated on an auctioneer's license that he can sell at certain times, the license will carry.
9. There has been al bast one decision on the point, and it has been ruled that this applies

to auctioneers. It is exactly the same as in the old Act?- Well, it is worded a bit different this
time.

10. No, it is worded exactly the same. Also, with regard to the clause respecting hotels and
restaurants, the wording regarding the point you mentioned is exactly the same.' Well, according
to that a man can go to a restaurant and, though " desiring to lodge therein," lie need not stop
there at all, and yet he can purchase goods there.

11. I will read the definition of " restaurant " as it appears in the present Act: "A

' restaurant' means any premises (other than a hotel) in which meals are provided and sold to
the general public for consumption on the premises, and whether or not lodging is provided for
hire for the accommodation of persons who desire to Lodge therein, and includes a tea-room and
an oyster-saloon." It is exactly the samel Well, according to thai a lodger, or an intending
lodger, can get whatever he likes. Further down, under the definition of "shop," it states.
" ' Shop ' means any building or place in which goods are kept or exposed or offered for sale, or
in which any par! of the business of the shop is conducted, and includes a Hotel and a restaurant,
but does not include a warehouse doing exclusively a wholesale business." Now, there is no
definition of "wholesale business" in the Bill or the Act. and nowhere is " warehouse" defined.
Then, with respect to clause •'!, " Every shop shall be registered with an Inspector by the occupier
or occupiers thereof in the name of the occupier or of one of the occupiers, and such registration
shall not be altered except for some sufficient reason to the satisfaction of the Inspector." This
clause is a wiy drastic one. It is making it a personal matter with the Inspector. Inspectors
do not have all the same opinions ami give the same rulings. Suppose a man wants to come to
Wellington, as 1 have had to do to give evidence before this Committee, and has to leave suddenly;
or supposing a man i< taken sick at his home, how is he going to get hold of the Inspector 1

12. Mr. Davey.~\ Is not there a place where you can register in Auckland?—Yes; but if you
are away from your business Tor twenty-four hours you are liable to be fined. You cannot leave
anybody in charge without going along to the Registrar.

13. Hon. Mr. Massey.] That, has been in force?—] know it has been in force. I would be
liable to be fined for being down here. I was h'ned once.

14. That is practically the law now?—Practically; but it wants altering in a new Shop Hours
Hill, and I think it should be altered. I think there should be a limit o\ twenty-four hours.
Twenty-four hours should be enough to give notice to the Inspector of anything that might happen
urgently. If you give notice to the Inspector within twenty-four hours that ought to cover it.
Ido not think it should be left in the hands of the Inspector. That would be a bit drastic.

15. You think you should be able to leave your business for twenty-four hours without
notifying the Inspector?—Yes, that is right. Then, under clause 5, subclause (4), re hours of
employment, read in conjunction with the definition of " chemists " under subclause (5), should
it Tiot be necessary to mention the matter of examinations? The definition of a chemist reads
as follows : " ' Chemist ' means a person whose business is to sell medicines, drugs, chemicals,
herbal remedies, patent foods, surgical appliances, toilet requisites, or photographic requisites."
You will notice there is-the item "toilet requisites" included. Then when you come to the
definition of a hairdresser, this reads as follows: " 'Hairdresser' means.a person whose business
is to carry on hairdressing, or shaving, or to sell requisites for hairdressing or for shaving."
Under the definition of chemist it states "toilet requisites," and under the definition of hair-
dresser it states "requisites for hairdressing or shaving." I would like to know where the line
can be drawn.

16. It seems to me they overlap. I here is some overlapping there, I think .'-There would
appear to be. Then, with reference to clause IT. subclause («). you will notice that book-stall
keepers are not defined anywhere in the Bill, and this has been always admitted as one of the flaws
in the present Act, making the business a personal matter instead of the goods sold, and I think
it wrong to mention in theAct any business without defining the same. Next I come to clause 18,
with respect to holidays. Under this clause no provision is made for parliamentary by-elections.
When the election of Auckland City East for a member to take the place of the late Frederick
Baume, Esq., M.P., was held the shops on one side of the street had to close while the shops on the
other side remained open, although many assistants had to get a holiday who had no votes in
the electorate, and many who had votes had to work on the side that remained open. Now I
would like you to look at clause 24, subclause (7). This is with respect to closing by requisi-
tion. It states, "It shall not lx? lawful for the occupier of any shop (other than a hotel or
restaurant) in a district to which any requisition relates to sell or deliver goods of any descrip-
tion commonly sold in shops to which the requisition relates after the hour at which those shops
are required to be closed pursuant to such requisition." You will notice that it does not define
the hour of starting to sell or deliver goods; and also, when the clause is read in conjunction
with clause 2, which contains the words, " of persons who desire to lodge, therein." as I before
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explained, it will in my opinion create a bit of an anomaly. Unfler this subclause it states,
" It shall not be lawful for the occupier of any shop " to sell goods after the hour at which
those shops are required to be closed, while under clause 2, goods can be sold at a restaurant to
am, man who may " desire to lodge therein " after those hours.

17. Mr. Davey.] Will you explain?—A man whose intention is to lodge there can l)e supplied,
while the shop engaged in a particular business is closed, such as a tobacconist. At hotels or
restaurants a man could be served at 6 in the morning, while the tobacconist cannot open till 8.
His requisition says he must not start selling till 8, or whatever the case may be. while the other
man is outside that requisition altogether.

18. You hold that if a man states when he goes to a restaurant that lie proposes to lodge
therein that they can sell tobacco to him or anything else?—Yes.

19. I/on. Mr. Massey.] I do not think that is so. " ' Restaurant means any premises
(other than a hotel) in which meals are provided," Ac. That does not give the right to the
proprietor to sell goods?—Well, in that requisition of ours it distinctly states the hours we must
open and close, while at the hotels and restaurants they can practically sell cigars and cigarettes
at any time. And the same thing applies to clause 32.

20. Naturally, if a man is living in a hotel he can get a cig-ar or cigarettes, but if the pro-
prietor sells to an outsider lie is breaking the law?—Yes. but how are you going to get a con-
viction? Who is going to lay the information) Who is going to prore that he is nut a lodger?
Who is going to turn himself into an informer! 1 do nut think then is anything more 1 have
to add, but I would like to endorse what Mr. Coleman lias said with regard to our requisition.
That is a thing we really want protecting.

21. You agree with the views expressed by Mr. Coleman?—Yes. There is another matter
I bad forgotten. 1 hope that chemists will not l>e allowed to remain open for the two hours on
their half-holiday. In the old Act it states that they can do so, but in the new Kill it is not
mentioned.

In my evidence this morning I overlooked to mention an item not provided for in the pro-
posed Shops and Offices Hill. The item in question is fishing tackle. I intended to state that
lishing tackle was stocked in great numbers of tobacconists' simps in localities where fishing was
(•allied on. and was sold practically for only three months of tin1 year. So with the consent of
the Chairman and members of tin. Labour Bills Committee 1 should like the suggestion that special
privileges should be allowed the sale of fishing tackle.

Tuesday, 12tb Aogi st, 1913.
William Galloway examined. (No. II.)

1. Mr. Davey (Acting-Chairman).J What are you?—Chef at the People's Palace. Wellington.
2. Will you state in your own way what you wish to bring before the Committee?—l have

been chef at the People's Palace for two years. The staff there consists of twenty-one altogether.
Since 11>10 the females have been getting one day off per week, and the men have been getting
one <la\ off per week since last November. In the kitchen 1 work my sculleryman five days and
a half every week. The third cook 1 work six days a week. The second cook I work six days
mie week and five days and a half the next week. And the same with myself—l work
five days and a half one week and six days the next. There are four of us in the kitchen, anil
it' we did not have the day off I think for the best part of the year there would be four in the
kitchen just the same. The place is doing a very big trade.

•!. Is there any other statement you wish to make?—Since we had the day off there has been
no hitch; the arrangement has worked very satisfactorily. There has been no trouble whatever.

I. I do not quite understand what you are suggesting. Do you mean to say that you think
there is no necessity for the provisions in the present amending Bill -that the present condition
is all that could be desjred?—l do not know the Bill.

5. Hon. Mr. Massey.] Under the present system how many hours per week do you work?—
Fifty-eight hours a week.

6. Are you speaking generally or for yourself?—Generally, for the male department. The
females work fifty-two hours and the males fifty-eight.

7. Under the previous system—before the alteration was made to six days a week- what were
the hours worked per week?—Sixty-two hours per week.

8. What has happened has been really a reduction of four hours?—Yes.
9. Mr. Ye.itch.] The People's Palace is not a licensed house, is it?—lt is a private hotel.
10. A temperance hotel?—Yes.
11. How do you arrange for the days off?—l arrange in this way: Take myself—the even-

ing before my day off I generally prepare little things that I can get ready for the second cook,
and the second cook takes my place while I am off. Then the third cook takes the second cook's
place, and so on.

12. Notwithstanding the fact that the staff get a day off every week, you have been able to
compete and carry on your business successfully?--That is so.

13. Bon. Mr. Massey.] How are the wages as compared with those paid at other establish-
ments?—I get £3 15s. ; the second co6k gets £2 55.; the third cook £1 7s. 6d. : and the scullery
man £1 ss.

14. Mr. Veitch.] That is. with board and lodging?—Yes. On the day off we get our meals
just the same

15. Mr. Long.] At the People's Palace you are working under an award, are you not? You
are bound by the private hotel's award, are you not?—Yes.

21
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16. The wages that are paid at the People's Palace are similar to those paid in the licensed
hotels in Wellington?—Yes, According to the number of hands in the kitchen.

17. What is the tariff there?—ss. a day.
18. You were there prior to the giving of the full day off?—Yes
19. How many hands did you have in the kitchen then?—Four.
20. There has been do increase in the kitchen staff since you started to get the full-day

holiday?—No; but we might have put one hand off in the slack time, but it has not been slack.
21. There have been four hands during the whole of the summer, at any rate?—Yes, for the

past eight months in the year.
22. Mr. Davey.] Could you tell me whether the new arrangement lias affected any other part

of the hotel—say, the housemaids, 4c. ? Has more labour had to be put on?—I could not say.
23. You do not know anything about that part of the hotel?—No.

Ai.exandkr Croskkky, Secretary, Wellington Drapers' Union, made a statement and was
examined. (No. 12.)

Witne&e: 1 am secretar}' of the Wellington Drapers' Union, and 1 appear on behalf of the
Wanganui Drapers' Union as well. I should like to ask, to start with, that this Shops and
Otlices Act should come into force on the Ist January, 1914, instead of the Ist April, 1914.

1. Mr. Davey (Acting-Chairman).] Does your evidence affect the drapery trade generally !
Yes; the whole of the drapers' assistants in Wellington and Wanganui. With regard to clause 1,
subclause (c), " The hours of his employment during each week,' we would like that to read " The
daily hours of his employment during each week, and that the starting and finishing time be
entered daily." This afiects us slightly. It affects the drivers, 1 understand, more. We are
asking for a similar thing so that we shall know the hours we are working. Then 1 go on to
subclause (d), " The wages paid to him in respect of each week : and." There is a little question
here. We ask the Committee to consider the proposition of putting in after the word " wages,"
the words "premiums, bonuses, and commission* paid to him in respect of each week." I should
like to explain the reason why we are asking for the words " premiums, bonuses, and commissions
to be put in. Last November the soft-goods assistants in Wellington got an award of the Arbitra-
tion Court relating to wages, &C., and since that has come in one house in Wellington that was
paying men £2 ss. per week prior to the award coining into force is still paying the £2 55.,
though the Arbitration Court award says that the men shall receive £2 15s. These men are
receiving premiums on goods sold. If the premium comes to 10s. a week that premium is added
to the wages of i>2 ss. to make up the minimum wage of £2 15s. So these men have not received
any increase. They have had their premiums dedvicted and shifted on to the wages they were
being paid at the time they gave evidence—£2 ss.—to make up the £2 15s. If they make I ."is.
in premiums the extra ss. is put on to the next week. It is shifted about from one week to tin-
other, so that they never receive the premiums at all; these are put on to make up the minimum
wage. We have no manner in which we can rectify this unless something is put into the Shops
and Offices Act to regulate the matter. 1 have approached several of the Inspectors in the Labour
Department, and discussed the matter with them, and they told me it was rather peculiar but that
we could do nothing as the law stood at present. We think it would be perfectly fair if the
words "premiums, bonuses, and commissions" weir put in, and then we should know where we
stood: our men would get their minimum wage as prescribed by the award, plus the premiums
or bonuses, which the employers would not be allowed to interfere with.

2. The employers might stop those, then, might they not?—We would prefer that they did;
but we do not want them to interfere with them. Now. with regard to subclause (2) of clause 4,
we would like to see all the winds deleted after " wages" in the second line of the subclause.
Our contention is that no assistant should be held responsible for tin, correctness of the employer's
statements in his book. Females and juveniles especially would be very reluctant to dispute' or
refuse to sign an incorrect statement. We think that the provision in the old Act is better than
the provision here. We think it would be much better if the words were deleted, and tin,
employer made the one to certify to the correctness of the statements in his own books. Besides,
it leaves it open for unprincipled people to conspire to deie.it the Ait. Clause 5, subclause (a),
" after half past nine o'clock in the evening " : This is an extension of half an hour on the pre-
sent Shops and Offices Act. For what reason it is madt we are unable to understand. We contend
that—especially for females, who are employed more in fruiterers' shops and confectioners' shops
—9 o'clock is quite late enough, without increasing the hours.

3. Hon. Mr. Massey.] On whose behalf are you speaking now?—On behalf of the females
employed in the confectioners' and fruiterers' shops.

4. But do you officially represent them here?—No. We are only speaking on behalf of the
shop-assistants' industrial unions.

5. You are speaking unofficially ? —Yes, on that score. There is one point I find I have missed.
Clause 5, subclause (1), " Subject to the provisions of this Act and to any award of the Arbitra-
tion Court " : Some doubt is felt here that if these words were included the Court might, if it dad
power to award hours, &c., in sonic trades, extend those hours over a period, and although not
greater than the number of hours provided in the Act, they might be more broken, and consequently
longer from the time of starting to the time of finishing. 1 would suggest that the matter be
provided for as follows : "In the event of an industrial union of workers "—I put this in because
I believe the Shops and Offices Act is principally to provide for trades which are not working under
awards of the Arbitration Court—"ln the event of an industrial union of workers applying to
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the Court for an award, if such union request the Court to provide hours, overtime, holidays,
paymeni of wages, &c, in its award, the Court shall award such conditions, provided that they
do not permil a shop-assistani to !»■ employed in any one week, or in any one day. a greater
number of hours than is prescribed in this Act "—in clause 5 (/<) and clause 8 (a). " Upon pro-
vision being made by the Court in any award for any matter contained in this Act, such trade
shall be released from the operations of this Act in so far as the award provides." There is just
one mailer here. I do not know whether ii really has much reference to the Shoj>s and Offices
Act or not. I suppose it is obvious to members that there is nothing in the Industrial Conciliation
and Arbitration Act which allows the Court the privilege of providing Tor fair conditions between
employers. I refer to this matter particularly to point out what I mean. Some of the drapery
shops in Wellington having as many as seven and eighi assistants remain open every night of
the week till 9 p.m. Now, the other shopkeepers- Kirkcaldie and Stains, the D.1.C., and those
big houses -are compelled to comply with the conditions of an award of the Court and pay the
wages, and they are unable to keep open till 0 o'clock, mainly on account of the size of their
premises. Yet another employer keeps open, and he, I contend, ought to close if he can afford
to employ eight assistants. If we could regulate the hours when a shop should open and when
it should close in an award of the Arbitration Court, that would be a regulation as between
employer and employer, and we could protect both the large man and the small man. The Shops
and Offices Act regulates it to a certain degree by providing that certain shops have to close
at certain hours and that certain shops may open at certain hours. But if an industrial organiza-
tion is getting benefits from the employers, it seems to me to be fair that the employers should
all be put on the same footing, provided that that footing is discussed in the Arbitration Court
and thought to be fair. We do not see any difficulty in arriving at a satisfactory issue if we
had the legislative power to do so, but under the present system we have no such power. Clause 5,
subclause (b): Our union discussed this matter very fully, and Mr. Humphreys and T have
been sent here to ask that "one o'clock" be deleted and "twelve o'clock" substituted, thus
making the half-holiday commence at 12 o'clock. We submit that 12 o'clock is the time in all
other trades. Wanganui shopkeepers have for some years been closing at 12 o'clock.

6. Mr. Veitch.] By mutual arrangement?—Yes. When I was up in Wanganui last in con-
nection with the drapers' dispute there, Mr. McNiven, the manager of Paul and Co., informed
me that it worked splendidly and there was no hardship on either side. T understand that in
Feilding, Dannevirke, and Palmerston North they also close at 12 o'clock. With reference to
6-o'clock closing, I would just like to say that quite recently a number of employers in Napier
tried very hard to get the hour reduced to 5.30, which is an indication that a reduction here
would be appreciated by the employers and the employees alike.

7. Mr. Davey.] You say the employers tried to get it done?—Yes, in Napier. In Dannevirke
they already close at 5.30, and in Feilding at 5 p.m. This is information that I have received
from some of our members. With regard to the late night and keeping open then till 9 p.m.,
we would like to see this done away with altogether. We feel sure that, as in the case of the
half-holiday, things would soon right themselves. I am referring to the half-holiday question
of some years ago when Wednesday was made the half-holiday. However, if it is considered
a little premature to bring about this abolition of the late night, we would respectfully suggest
that the hour could easily be reduced to 8 o'clock without causing any inconvenience to any
one. Our experience, and the evidence of the assistants working in the soft: goods houses in this
city, is that there is no business done whatever between 5.30 p.m. and 8 p.m. on the late night,
most of the people leaving their shopping till between 8 and 9 p.m.. simply because they know
that the shops close at 9 o'clock. If 8 o'clock wort- made the hour of closing we feel sure no one
would suffer, as the public would use themselves to the change very quickly. This has proved to
be the case with the butchers, who now close at 7 p.m. sharp in place of 9 o'clock as formerly.

8. Mr. Anderson.] Is that on the late night?—Yes. In the butchery trade, I may say, the
goods are perishable, while our stuff can hang about from one day to another. There is nothing
very perishable about it. It is simply a mutter of bringing ours into line with these other trades.
We contend that it woyld be an enormous advantage to the thousands of shop-assistants in this
Dominion who work eleven hours on this day and are away from home for fifteen hours at a
stretch. T was informed by the shop-walker in one house the other day that some of the girls
were away for seventeen hours, taking the time they left home in the morning till they got back
at night. But, as T said to him. that was mainly due to the place where they lived; they lived
out at Upper or Lower Hutt, and could not catch the trains.

9. Mr. YrifrJi.] Apart from that altogether, what is the total stretch of time from when they
go on in th.; morning till when they come off at nitrht?—Thirteen hours, with the time off that
is, on the late day. Subolause (3") of clause 5: " For the purposes of this section every person
engaged in or about the business of a shop other than the person," &o. We wish to ask that
the words " and the members of his or her family "be deleted. We do not object to a struggling
shopkeeper or his wife being allowed to servo in order to carry on their business if they are there
by themselves: but we have cases in Wellington where shopkeepers have the whole of their family
back. There is one man in Cuba Street. I think, who has three daughters back at night-time.
He carries on a bi<r business every night, of the week, and the other shopkeepers, who are compelled
by an award of the Court to comply with certain conditions, are handicapped by this—that this
man can bring his wife and three daughters back. There are five of them serving in the shop at
night-time

10. Mr. Anderson .] Do they keep open after 6 o'clock?—They keep open till 9 every night
in the week. If we could fix conditions between employer and employer in the Arbitration Court
we would be able to settle that business.
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11. Mr. Hindmarsh.\ How would the clause read if you scratched out only those words?—
" The wife or husband of that person, as the case may be. shall, while the shop is opened for
business, be deemed to be a shop-assistant."

12. But are not these others included in the clause in order to render the Act operative
in regard to them in spite of its restrictions) —No. I understand that this clause exempts the
wife and the husband and the members of the family. I said that it was not an exempting clause,
but I am led to understand that it is. I thought thai it was the original clause that Mr. Seddon
brought in some years ago, and all the dispute was over, but they tell me it is not—thai it exempts
these people.

13. Hon. Mr. Massei/.] That is so, but it is the law now. We are not altering anything
here?—That is so We simply ask thai " and the members of his or her family "be struck out.
Now, with regard to clause 7. we wish to have added here, " Provided that no shop-assistant shall
be called upon to work two late nights in one week.,' Should New Year's Eve or Christmas Day
fall on Mohdaj arid the late night be observed on the Saturday preceding "till 11 p.m.," then
on the Monday the assistants should get away at 6 p.m., other-wise they are compelled to work
two late nights in the one week, with only Sunday in between. I think the Committee will see
that this is a pretty stiff stretch, especially for females. They work up till II o'clock on the
Saturday nighl preceding Christmas Eve. They get away for Sunday. On the Monday they
work again till 1 1 o'clock at night, and they get no overtime—no compensation at all for these
extra hours. And they work till 11 o'clock again the following Saturday.

14. Mr. Hin<l nxirxli.\ If they had worked late on the Monday would they?--Yes. Here is
the position : If Monday is Christmas Eve. on the Saturday before the Monday they work till
11 o'clock. Then they work on the Monday as well till 11 o'clock

15. But they work late on the following Saturday? Yes, till II o'clock; it is the Saturday
before New Year's Day. Then they work on New Sear's Eve till II o'clock. We say that it is
.m injustice to these men and women shop-assistants that they should be called upon to work
two late nights till II o'clock. The employers get all the benefit of the extra trade; they do
not want the assistants there except to do the extra volume of business. The assistants get no
overtime for it.

16. Hon. Mr. Mousey.] You start with Christmas Day: that is a holiday, is it not?—Yes.
17. And Boxing Day is a holiday?—Yes.
18. And is not the day after Boxing Day a holiday as well?—No.
19. You are speaking of Wellington. 1 think it is a holiday in Auckland?—We tried very

hard to get the day following Boxing Day and the day following New Year's Day. The Wanganui
Union agreed with the drapery employers to work on the Saturday preceding Christmas Eve
till II o'clock, provided the employers would give them the day alter New Year's Day off,
and they did so; but we could not <jet it here. We got nothing extra here at all.

20. 1 am pretty certain that they gel the day after New Year's Day in Auckland?—I am
sure they do.

21. Mr. Davey.] There is no law on the subject?—No. It is custom. If the Committee do
not think fit to alter this and they put in the extra holidays, we have no objection to the extra
holidays, but at the same time we consider that if our people are called upon to work extra time,
which means extra gain for the shopkeeper, we ought surely to get some recompense for it.

22. Mr. Anderxan.] Would this extra day meet all your requirements?—l think so, if the
Committee would give us an extra holiday. We want to be fair with the shopkeepers. We know
there are special occasions when a shopkeeper can get more money in, and we want to help him
then; but we want to get something in return for it. At the present time we get nothing. Now
I come to clause 8, subclause (a) : " For more than fifty-two hours, excluding meal-times, in
any one week." We are sent here to ask, as I said before, for the abolition of the long night
and for 12-o'clock closing on the half-holida)-. If the Committee are unable to see their way
to recommend the reductions we would suggest that fifty hours be inserted in place of fifty-two.
In support of this we would point out that in most of the Australian awards the hours have all
been reduced to fifty and less. These awards cover drapers, clothiers, ironmongers, boot and
shoe shops. Those are the ones lam sure of. The reducing of the hours could be brought about
by 12-o'clock closing on the half-holiday and by closing at 8 p.m. on the late night, or by giving
those assistants who work fifty-two hours an extra half-hour per day off during some portion of
the day. We would much prefer to see 12-o'clock closing brought into force and 8 o'clock fixed
as the hour on the late night. Clause 8, subclause (3) : We prefer the clause in the old Act
relating to overtime, and do not consider it a fair proposal that an assistant should be called
back without notice, as in many cases arrangements have previously been made to go out for
the evening, and so on.

23. Mr. fitndmarsh.] They can bring the assistants back for thirty days. I see?—The
present Act provides that they have to apply to the Labour Department and get the written
consent of the Inspector. That consent has to be obtained before ■! p.m.. which means that
we get two hours' notice. It means that we get notice at + o'clock or before 4 o'clock that we
shall be required back that night.

24. How often do they stock-take in these places?—Twice in the year in some houses, once
in others. The Court has gone so far as to award that twelve hours' notice shall be given, or in
lieu thereof Is. tea-money. I am referring to the tailoresses' award. I may say that the
employers' assessors in the drapery-trade dispute in this city agreed in the Conciliation Council
to give their employees two hours' notice at the very least. This was an agreement with the
employers when our dispute was before the Conciliation Council. Wβ asked for twenty-four
hours' notice of overtime. They agreed that they would give us two hours. The reason for
that was that they had to inform the Labour Department before 4 o'clock, and they said they
would willingly let us know so that we might send messages home if we had made appointments,
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25. Hon. Mr. Massey.] You say there is an alteration bere in subclause (3) as oompared
with the present law? —That is so.

26. Will you kindly point it oui again! The alteration is this: under this Hill they do
not have i" gel the written consent of the Inspector of factories.

27. I think you are making a mistake. Are you nol thinking of the provision in sub-
clause (4) regarding male assistants under the age of sixteen?- -No; the written consent of the
Inspector was always obtained with reference to anybody before. It did not matter what wages
a person was in receipt of, they had to apply to the Labour Department for permission to work
that person overtime. That is taken out of the Bill, and they do not have to apply to the Labour
Department except for people under the age of sixteen or females. We want such a provision
inserted.

28. Mr. /)(ini/.] The provision has been omitted from this Bill?—Yee.
l,!). Dues it state so in the repeals?—Yes. We submit, sir, that the words should be added

in subclause (3) of clause 8 " with the previous written consent of the Inspector." It means thai
we shall get two horns' notice.

30. Mr. Hindmarsh.] Would it not be better if yen said that two hours' notice shall be
given?—lt would be better if you put twelve hours. We contend that we should receive reason
able notice. We say that the old section was a long way superior to this clause. We would
suggest that the Committee provide that the employers shall let us know at dinner-time that they
will require us to work overtime.

31. Mr. Anderson.] How could the employer in all cases do that?- How does he notify
them now .'

.">l\ What I mean is this: an employer finds late in the day that it is necessary for him to
have his employees back at night, and lie gets the consent of the Inspector. Under those cir
cumstances how can he give them twelve hours' notice?—T have worked in drapery shops all mv
life, and I can state that the employer does not find out late in the day that lie will require to
have his assistants back at night-time. I know employers in this town who have come to assist-
ants at five minutes to 0 ami put work on to them which they could not reasonably do in half
an hour, ami kept them there till twenty minutes past (i. That is where they dodge it. We
are not up against the good employer: it is those fellows that do not toe the line. When our
union came into existence there were employers keeping their assistants till half past nine every
Saturday night, and until we got on to the Labour Department nothing was done. It is men-
tioned in the memorandum that this clause is for the purpose of bringing the law into line with
ihe corresponding provisions in section 21. subsection (1) of the Factories Act. L9OB. I would
suggest that no assistant be allowed to work more than two nights' overtime without an interval
of one night, as provided for in the Factories Act regarding overtime. With reference to sub-
clause (.">) of clause 8, " Every shop-assistant employed during extended hours shall l>e paid
therefor at half as much again as the ordinary rate, but the overtime rate shall not be less than
sixpence an lour for those assistants whose ordinary wages do not exceed ten shillings a week.
nor less than ninepence an hour for all other, assistants so employed, and shall be paid at the
first regular pay-day- thereafter " : A clause should be inserted here to state what the ordinary
rate is. The reason is this : Our shop-assistants in the majority of oases work forty-five hours
a week. Some of them work fifty-two. A shop-assistant working forty-five hours per week—
we will say that ho is getting 455. a week—that gives Is. an hour. If he is away sick that Is.
per hour is deducted from his salary for the time he is away. Xow, if that same man works
three hours overtime, to assess the overtime that 455. is divided by fifty-two as the number of
hours, fifty-two hours being the full time allowed by the Act. We do not care which way it is
done, but we say that if you are going to divide a man's weekly wage by forty-five in respect of
his absence when sick, be fair and divide his wage by forty-five in order to assess his overtime
payment; or, if you assess his overtime payment on the basis of fifty-two hours, that should also
be the basis for deduction from his wages.

:!•'!. Mr. Davey.] Is,that done by everybody—what you say is done?—Pretty well every retail
house in Wellington. I have worked it out here roughly to show what it means. Take as an
example an assistant working forty-five hours and receiving the minimum wage prescribed by
our award-—£2 15s. If he were away he would have Is. 2fd. an hour deducted from his salary,
the C 215s. being divided by forty-five. But if he were required to work overtime his £2 15s. would
be divided by fifty-two—the number of hours allowed to be worked by the Act—and this would
make his overtime rate Is. Ofd. an hour. In other words, he would lose, roughly, .'id. an hour.
As 1 say, we do not care which way you make it so long as there is uniformity. We submit
respectfully that a clause should be put in there defining what hours overtime shall be based on,
and what hours sick or absent deduction should be based on.

34. Hon. Mr. Masse;/.] Have you any objection to mentioning the firms who follow the
practice that you refer to?—When I worked for George and Kersley in Wellington that was the
basis. Mr. Humphreys, the president of the union, will tell you of houses he has worked in
where that is the system. With regard to the provision to subclause (•">) of clause .S, " Provided
that no payment for such extended hours as aforesaid shall be made to any shop-assistant whose
wages are or exceed two hundred pounds per annum," we contend that this is grossly unfair,
as since our award came into operation these assistants have had their sick-pay and annual leave
stopped in most cases, which is a distinct loss, and if required to work overtime they should
receive pay for it, as is the case in all other trades, such as engineering, when men are paid as
much as the higher-salaried people in the drapery houses.

35. Mr. Hindmarsh.'] What rate of overtime do you suggest?—Time and a half, the same as
the other- receive. We submit that this proviso should be deleted. It is a fair thing that if an
employee is required to work overtime he should receive something extra for the extended hours.

4—l. 9a.
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With regard to clause 9, we submit that provision should be made in this clause for an interval
of at least five minutes for females to obtain refreshment.

36. In what line of the clause?—l think it would need to In- a new clause. Provision should
be made that each employer should allow his female assistants to obtain refreshment morning
and afternoon.

.'57. What son of refreshment could they get in five minutes 1 -One of the juniors can go
and boil a kettle and they can go and have a oup of tea. It does not take five minutes to drink
:t cup of tea. I proposed to one of the employers here thai be should allow his female assistants
to have a certain time off in which to get something warm to drink, and he said he would be
very pleased to discuss the matter with me and he thought we could fix it up satisfactorily. These
girls are standing about there behind a cold counter and perhaps there is not a soul about. As
a matter of fact, they do it now in an underhand way. Some of them get the sack for it now if
they are caught. We want the law to say that these people shall have some chance of getting
refreshment.

.'IS. It is only for women that yon want it?—Yes. for women. If such provision is not made
females dining between Ii and I o'clock have practically a stretch of six hours without refresh
ment. The extra hour here represents the time spent in going home. Clause 10, subclause (") :
We wish to ask you to delete this provision and substitute the following words: "A seat shall
be provided for each female' employed." It is most necessary that this subclause should be
altered, otherwise it is quite useless. Thie provision has been in the Act for some years and has
never been of any value to the female assistants in Wellington, as seating-accommodation has
never been provided in this city. We have to go to Wanganui and Auckland to find this pro
vision administered in accordance with the intention of the Legislature. In Wanganui the
Inspector notified shopkeepers that each female would have to In- provided with a seat. Quite
recently when 1 was in that town the manager of one of the largest establishments invited me to
call upon him and see the seats which had been provided. It i< patent, however, that when only
two towns in New Zealand have put this clause into operation it requires material alteration
to be of any value to those whom it is intended to benefit.

39. Is it not the fault of the Labour Department and not of the Act?—It says, " to the satis-
faction of the Inspector." You cannot gel these Inspectors to do anything : that is the trouble.
I have been in communication with the Labour Department now for several months. I got a
reply the other day to say that the seating-accommodation in Wellington is to the satisfaction
of the Inspector, and I defy the Labour Department to go to one shop in Wellington and show
me where there is a seat provided. Out of the whole of the drapery establishments there is not
a seat provided. As far as Auckland is concerned. Court BrOB., Smith ami Caughey, Milne and
Choyce, John Court—all have permanent seats for each girl-—permanent fixtures. And the
Wanganui employers have all provided seats for every girl. I pointed out to the Labour Depart
ment some time ago that the employers turn round and say. " 'I,he girls can take the seats from
the front of the counter.

, ' I leave it to you to say whether any girl will avail herself of the
opportunity of going and taking a chair that is put there for customers, when the shop walker
is walking about and saying, " What are you doing there? " Unless seats are provided the pro-
vision is no good at all.

40. You are seriously indicting the Labour Department?—l cannot help that. 1 am not
saying anything against the Department. I dare say they are doing what is required according
to their way of thinking. In Wanganui the Inspector says to the shopkeepers, " Sou have got
to provide a seat for these girls.,' How is. it that the Wellington men will not do it? The girls
come along to me and ask, "What i< the good of this union? We cannot get seats. Our bosses
will not let us sit down." I go to the Inspector and he says, " I went into the house that vim
told me about and asked the girls, and they said that they get plenty of seats." Of course, they
say this because the boss is there. The same girls come to me and say, "This is a rotten show.
How is it you cannot get the Inspector to do it? " We have the evidence of a number of male ami
female assistants from Home, who state that at Home it is absolutely compulsory to supply females
with seats. When it is compulsory in England for employers to supply seats we feel that our
request cannot be considered as out of the way. Clause 11, subclause (c), providing that wages
shall lie paid weekly or fortnightly: I want to put it to the Committee in this way: the Labour
Department, or whoever drew up this Bill, has decreased the number of days of default to seven.
The old Act said that wages shall be paid weekly or fortnightly. Then there was another clause
lower down which said that if an employer makes default for fourteen days, &c. Here is the
position : Our employers pay in the majority of eas.'s fortnightly, but if one of those employers
liked he could pay monthly. You will probably say, Xo. I have said .No. Rut the Labour
Department say Yes. Mr. Justice Sim in the Arbitration Court says No. So that we are between
the Labour Department on the one side and Mr. Justice Sim on the other, and we do not know
where We are. We are quite prepared to admit that an employer may make a slip, and that this
subclause (</) providing for seven days' default was put in so that if the employer did make a
slip it would allow him sufficient time to get over it without being summoned. We are not
out to summon people. There is only one firm in Wellington, and thai is Kirkcaldie and Stains,
that takes advantage of this provision regarding default in the Act. We say that if you willmake that first clause to read that payment shall be made in full weekly, and then yon leave (he
other, it permits of their paving fortnightly. Either that, or take out the default altogether.
In Kirkcaldie ami Stains's the assistants only get paid once every three weeks. This is probably
an attempt on the part of the Labour Department to rectify the matter. I have, I think, sub-
mitted the matter to Mr. Rowley many times. The position we are in is this :we write to the
Department that Kirkcaldie and Stains are committing a breach of the Act. The Department
write buck and say that according to She Crown Law Office's opinion they are not, We go along
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to the Conciliation Council and get the employers to agree that wages shall be paid weekly or
fortnightly, and we go to the Court to get thai agreeineni made into an award of the Court, and
Mr. Justice Sim turns round and says, " What have you got this in here for? 1 cannot allow
you to put anything in here that is in the Shops ami Offices Act." We say to him, "We are
in this position : you tell us that you interpret the Shops and Offices Act to mean that an employer
commits a breach unless he pays weekly or fortnightly. The Labour Department tell us that
the Crown Law Office's Opinion is thai these people do not eoinniit ;i breach, and we are between
the devil and the deep blue sea." The Labour Departrneni on the one hand administer the clause
according to their reading of it. and Mr. Justice Sim sticks to his reading and refuses to have
a clause put into the award of the Court, although the employers agree to it. We think ii is
unfair and unreasonable, and can be altered without doing any injustice to the other side.

4-1. Mr. Clark.] You say that Eirkcaldie and Stains pay every three weeks/—Ye>.
42. Supposing a man stalls on the Isi of the month: his wage's would be due on the I Ith .'

Yes.
43. And they take another seven days,/—Yes.
11. It would be the 21st when he got paid /— Yes.

45. When would he gel the next payment .'-- Thc\ take it as a fortnight, and then they say
that between each fortnight they have fourteen days' grace. 'Take the question you have asked
me: the first fortnight would be to tin, i-lth; then seven days' grace. After thai seven days
another fortnight, and then seven days' grace.

Ili. .1//-. Vritcli.\ It would be three weeks' wages at one time!—Three weeks' wages at one
time.

47. Mr. Davey.] They always pay three weeks'/—Yes.
48. Then they can do it?—According to the Labour Department they can. This is what we

ask with regard to clause I I : wages shall be paid weekly or fortnightly, as agreed upon in writing,
and that subclause ('/) lie deleted altogether.

ID. You do not want to delete tin, penalty altogether'! We want something put in here thai
will not allow them to evade the provision requiring payment at nol more than fortnightly
intervals. We leave n to the Committee to make it, so that no hardship will be inflicted on the
employer or the employee, but that we shall get our wages weekly or fortnightly, and that there
shall lie no getting over it.50. //mi. Mr. Massey.] Are the employees as a whole satisfied with fortnightly payments!
Yes. employees and employers. The D.1. (J., which is a big house, pay all their hands weekly.
There is no hardship on the employers. We submit that it is fair that Kirkcaldie and Stains
should be asked to pay fortnightly.

Til. Mr. Anderson.] Why do not all of them pay weekly .' Because the Legislature allows them
to do what they like. If you put a clause in providing thai; they shall pay weekly, they will
pay weekly without any bother. As long as ever this thing goes on they will not do it. What I
have jus! explained proves that some employers will take advantage of anything that is in the Act.

52. Some employers / -Yes. exactly.
53. Mr. Davey.] Are there any other houses that pay once a week besides the D.I.C. I—Te Aro

Mouse pay their stall' half one week and half another. Veitoh and Allan pay once a week, I think.
George and Kerslev pay fortnightly. We wish to ask the Committee to insert a clause to prevent
employers from holding any wage- in hand.

54. How do you mean. Holding wages in hand would be avoided if they paid weekly, 'vould
it mil.' Yes. I have explained the Cirkcaldie and Stains incident how they get over the fort
nightly payment. Other employers gel over it in precisely the same manner. A man starts on
the Ist of the month and works till the I Ith. but he does not get paid till the 21st. Then he
receives a fortnight's salary—that is. pay from the Ist to the 14th. Pay for the week from the
I Ith lo the I'lst is kept in hand. They keep a week's wages in hand.

55. They always have n week's pay in hand?—Yes.
56. Mr. II tmliiitirx/t .| If you allow an employer seven days' grace he will always have a week's

'pay in hand.' Well, make il weekly, and that will settle the whole matter. It does not matter
what you put in so long as you insert something to provide that no employer shall be entitled to
keep any of his assistants' wages. Then he will not In' able to do it. because the Department will
see to il then. We have perfect faith in the Departluent so long as the thing is plain. We object
to an assistant working and a week's wages being kepi in hand all the time. When I was in
George and Kersley's they started a new system of paying, and they kept three days' pay in
hand. With regard to clause 14, subelause (2). we consider that 5 per cent, of the electors should
be ample, and we think that all the words after "persons" in the sixth line should be deleted
and these words added: "whose names are on the main and supplementary rolls which are to
be used at tin- election at which it is proposed to hold the poll." A clear provision of this descrip-
tion is absolutely necessary to avoid any misunderstanding such as occurred here this year. We
object to any proposal which will further hamper the obtaining of the required number of signa-
tures, which at the present time is quite difficult enough to secure. I did a good deal in connec-
tion with it the last lime, when we were defeated. We secured seven thousand signatures. This
question is wrapped up with the Municipal Corporations Act. There was the old roll. The old
roll had thirty-three thousand names on it. and off that old roll they struck seven thousand
electors, and the Mayor certified to thai roll as being the new roll for that coming elect ion. Now,
that had seven thousand names struck off il for BOine reason or other. That was the roll that the
seven thousand signatures that we put in as affidavits demanding a poll were checked off, and
we submit that there was a big majority of those people who signed our petition asking for a poll
to be taken. We enrolled about three or four thousand people for the municipal election here
lasi year. Is it not a fair proposition that if a man signs his signature to an enrolment form

27



I.—9a. 28 [a. cboskehy.

to vote at an election that man's signature should be valid on a requisition for a poll to be taken,
as he is allowed to vote at it? If a man signs a petition to become an elector in a town surely
that man's signature should be good, when you have got to take the signature for the roll. We
submit that this is a very easy way to get over it : " For the purposes of this subsection the electors
shall be deemed to be the persons whose names are on the main and supplementary rolls which are
to be used at the election at which the poll is to be decided.',

57. Hon. Mr. Massey.\ No. What you want to get at is the names of the electors whose names
are on the main and supplementary rolls at the time of the signing of such requisition?—There
is no supplementary roll.

58. How are you going to get it if it is not issued I—We only want it for the check. We do
not want it for the issue. When we come along with our petition we say, " Mere are our seven
thousand signatures." They remain with the Town Clerk until he lias time to cheek them. How
long has the supplementary roll got tv be out before the election 1

59. Mr. Hindmarsh.] A month, I think?—If it has got to be out a month before, we submit
it will be fair if you make it that the signatures shall be checked on the main roll, which is tin,
old roll of the last election with the defaulters struck off, and the new supplementary roll con-
taining the names of people who have asked to be allowed to vote.

60. The way to put it is this : if one-seventh of the people entitled to vou—actually on the
roll—sign the petition .'—It is not sufficient, for this reason : that was very similar last time,
and they contended that our petition had to be in thirty days before the poll was to be taken.
A supplementary roll was not issued until just after our petition was put in. Then the conten-
tion came through the .Municipal Corporations Aci as to which roll these names should be checked
off. We say that if a person is going to vote at that election his signature should be valid on
this petition. We say that if you insert the words "on the main and supplementary rolls which
are to be used at that election " there is no avoiding it.

61. That is what 1 said—it should be one-seventh of the people on the rolls?—Five per cent.,
we say. Clause I 7 : I have asked previously I'm- 12 o'clock to be the hour of closing on the half-
holiday. 1 would just make the remark that this clause would require to be altered in that case.
Clause 18, subclauses («) and (c) : This clause proposes to re-enact "what has been the law for
some years—that if a shop-assistant lias a holiday in a week he shall not be entitled to his regular
holiday. We trust that subclauses (a) and («) will be deleted. In nearly all other countries shop-
assistants do not lose their half-holiday because another holiday has taken place in the same week.
Under the Saturday Half-holiday Act in, Sydney the shop-assistants still retain their regular half
holiday, no matter how many holidays occur in the same week. We consider that the same state
of affairs should apply to us in this Dominion, and it could be so without any inconvenience, as
no business is ever done when the shops are open on the ordinary half-holiday as at present. 1
think you will find that the drapery employers will back me up in this contention, that it is a
perfect waste of time to keep business premises open on a Wednesday afternoon because there
has been another holiday in the week. People get used to Wednesday afternoon holiday, and the
shops do nothing at all.

62. Mr. Clark.] Why do they not close?—You cannot make them close unless you get them all
into line. The majority of the drapery employers in Wellington are prepared to-morrow to accept
the Saturday half-holiday if you can get them all into line; but they will not accept it on their
own initiative. When our dispute came before the Conciliation Council we debated this point,
that the assistants should not lose their ordinary half-holiday if another holiday occurred in the
same week. The employers said then that it did not make a great deal of difference because
they never did any trade on the Wednesday afternoon, and they thought they could reasonably
give it; but, unfortunately, we could not come to an understanding, and the thing was thrown
out. Yesterday 1 was talking to a very large employer of labour in Wellington, and he assured
me that he recognized that this clause was one that required deleting altogether. When I was in
Auckland some years ago the shopkeepers always closed on Saturday, and it did not matter whether
we had a holiday in the week or not we tised to get off on Saturday just the same. The pro
vision in the Bill is no good. It is old and rusty now. It is time it was deleted and something
fresh put in. Clause 4;? :We wish to enter our most vigorous protest against the clause being
inserted in the new Act. As mentioned in the memorandum to this Bill, the provision in the
old Act does not allow for any extension for assistants in the shop, as per decision of the Chief
Justice in Archer v. Le Cren, April issue of Labour Journal, 1912. This has caused no incon-
venience to employers in this city, as very Pew indeed ever made any attempt to keep assistants
after 6 p.m. or 9 p.m. Those firms that did have since been brought into line with those that
were closing. But if this clause is inserted it will lead to a general application of the use of the
fifteen minutes, as the shopkeepers who close ;i1 (i p.m. and 0 p.m. will be compelled for self-
protection to extend their closing-time. If it is thought necessary to have a clause of this descrip-
tion inserted we have no objection, provided that it specifies thai the extra fifteen minutes shall
only be made use of t<> allow an assistant to finish attending to a customer whom he is attending
to at the hour of closing.

63. Hon. Mr. Massey.] That is the intention of the clause?—lt does not read in that way.
The old Act respecting the half-hour was used in Wellington by George and George—Mr. Rowlev
will bear me out in this—for half past 9 closing for nine long years. The girls and men workedtill half past 9 till we got an industrial union, and we made them stop it. I ask any member
of the Committee. What can a shop-assistant say if an employer says, " I have got the right to
keep you fifteen minutes"? We say, "Let us attend to the customers we are serving, but if
we have no customers t<. serve let us go home." We do not want to evade any work that is put
upon us, but we do not want an employer to be in a position to say, " You must stay behind for
fifteen minutes. T have the right to keep you." And they have said that to us before to-day
under the old Act—until the Archer -Le Cren judgment.
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04. Mr. Audtrsou.j is not this put in rather for grocers who have delivery-carts out—to
enable their delivery-men to put the horses up!—Well, why not leave the clause' in the old Act in—
the half-hour provision] It says in the memorandum regarding clause 43, "By this clause any
shop-assistant may be employed for fifteen minutes after the prescribed time of closing." 1 ask
you. is that definite or is it not? The present provision allows for an extension of half an hour,
liut applies only to assistants employed off the premises of the shop. That refers exactly to what
you mention—to grocers' assistants who are driving a cart or something like that away from
the shop.

65. A grocer in a very large way in Dunediu mentioned to me that under the Act his delivery-
vans oould be put into his stable-yard and left there, with the horses harnessed up and everything,
and he had no legal means of getting his men to put them in the stable?—I take it that, according
to the Chief Justice's ruling, that man is entitled to work his assistants for half an hour under the
present law.

66. Mr. DaveyJ\ This provision in the IJill applies to people in the shop?—There is no doubt
about that. We want to be fair to the employers and we want the Legislature to be fair to us.
Put in something that will allow us to finish serving a customer at olosing-time, and we are
with you; but do not put in something that will give a man the right to keep us all there fifteen
minutes. Give us something definite so that the Labour Department can come along when we
have a grievance and say, " You will have to let those people go." 1 want now to ask this one
thing, and then 1 shall have finished. There is provision in the Factories Act that dining-room
accoi odation should be provided for females; but there is no provision in the Shops and Offices
Act that dining-room accommodation shall be provided for females. The females in drapery
houses in Wellington—according to the house they work in—have to eat their lunch wherever
they can gei it. The men in the drapery houses in Wellington have to eat their lunch wherever
ilie\ can get it—behind a stack of drapery goods or anywhere; There is no provision; yet most
of the drapery houses in Wellington have dining-room accommodation" for their dressmakers.
Ihere is a difference between the shop-assistant and the dressmaker, inasmuch as one is provided
for and the other is not. The shop-assistant, not having the operations of an Act to protect her.
does not go into the dining-room as the dressmaker does. It would be no hardship if a clause ■
»ere inserted here enacting that some provision .should be made for girls and women to enable
them to eat their lunch under respectable circumstances.

67. Mr. HindmarshJ\ At what number of employees would you require it?—l would leave
it the same as under the Factories Act. Once we get the provision in the Shops and Offices Act
the l;']rls will say, "We have a right to use this room, the same as you have."

68. 1 suppose that most of them have rooms for their factory girls?—All of the shops have
rooms for their factory girls.

Witness: I should like to ask Mr. Massey one thing. We would like particularly to be in
a position to get our hours and wages, and so on, fixed up by the Arbitration Court. I under-
stand that is the intention.

lii). Hon. Mr. Massey.] You prefer that?—Yes, we want to try and get that done. As 1
said, the Act is only for those trades that are not organized. If we made such a request could
any provision be made in the Shops and Offices Act by which our trade would be released from
the operations of the Shops and Offices Act? I know that hotel employees do not want to come
under the award, but we do. I say that if any trade-union made application to the Court to
have its hours and conditions and everything that is fixed by the Shops and Offices Act fixed by
the Arbitration Court that trade should be released from the operations of the Shops and Offices
Act.

70. To that extent?—Yes. That would be the full extent.
71. Mr. Hifidmarsh.] Then you are in favour of giving the Arbitration Court much larger

powers than it has now?—If a trades-union is agreed to it, I am. We are agreed to it. The
hotel workers are not. I submit that if a trade-union makes application to the Judge of the
Arbitration Court to come under the award it should be released from the operations of the Act.

72. Mr. Andersotf.] Do you mean each union?—Yes, each union. Each union can ask for
itself. 1 submit that if we can get under the Arbitration Act we should be released then from
the Shops and Offices Act.

Sik, — Wellington, -2nd September, 1913.
On Tuesday, 12th August, last 1 made a statement in connection with the Shops and

Offices Act on behalf of the Wellington and Wanganui Drapers' Unions. I have been requested
since to appear on behalf of the Dunedin Drapers' Union, so would request that my statement
of the 12th be made to read on their behalf also.

I desire to draw your attention to page i of my statement, commencing at the Bth line, with
reference to the extra work at Christmas and Xew Year. I had pointed out to your Committee
that the Wanganui assistants had received the daj after New Year's Day as an extra holiday.
In answer to a question by Mr. Anderson 1 stated that the extra holiday would suit our require-
ments. 1 was referring at the time to the extra holiday at Christinas and New Year in lieu of
the extra work rendered, as follows: Saturday preceding Christmas Eve, two hours; Christmas
Eve, five hours; Saturday preceding Xew Year's Eve, two hours; New Year's Eve, five hours:
total, fourteen hours. It will be seen that these fourteen hours at ordinary overtime rates equal
twenty-one hours' work at ordinary rates, so that I feel sure your Committee will see that I could
not agree to one day's holiday only for equal to twenty-one hours rendered.

If your Committee would agree to the alteration as follows to Mr. Anderson's question to
me, I think it would meet the case : " Would these extra holidays meet your requirements] "

Trusting this will meet with the Committee's approval.
I remain. &c,

Alex. W. Croskhey,
Secretary, Wellington Retail Soft-goods Employees' Union.

The Chairman, Labour Bills Committee, Wellington.
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A i.isii: i Joseph Hujiphrkyh examined. (No. 13.)
1. Mr. Davey (Acting-Chairman).] What are you?-—Preaident of 'Ik, Drapers' Union here.
2. Do you wish to give evidence?- In rase any evidence is required in substantiation of any

of the facts that Mr. Croskery brought up I tun able to endorse liis evidence with respect to the
absence of seating-uccommodation for females in Wellington and with respeci to the three-weekly
payment of wagea at Kirkcaldie ami Staine's. 1 was employed there for about four years and
a iialf, and during the whole of that time wages were paid regularly at three-weekly intervals.
Three weeks i- still the space of time that ellipses between each payment.

•'i. Mr. II imlmarsh.) You get a fortnight's wages'!—No; three weeks', fully paid up.
I. They keep nothing in hand]—No.
•j. Hon. Mr. Ma.*.*! i/. ]Do the employees object to the three-weekly system 1—They object—

to us; of course, they do not object to the firm. For obvious reasons they prefer getting their
money three-weekly rather than not get it at all. There is one matter in reference to this Shops
and Offices Bill that Mr. Croskery has not spoken of, and that has always appealed to me as
inflicting an injustice on a certain class of labour in New Zealand : it is the exemption of the
wholesale houses from the operation of the Shops and Offices Act. Factories are dealt with regard-
ing hours and genera] conditions of employment, Arc, in the factories Act ; shops and offices are
dealt with in the Shops and Offices Acl : practically ever\ class of labour receives some atteii
tion with the exception of the assistants in the wholesale houses.

G. I suppose you know the reason 'I—Yes, I believe it is because there was considerable agitu
tion at the time (hey were proposed to lie. owing to the fact that their trade is supposed to he
a season tiaile and a great deal of overtime is necessary -so it was contended-- at certain periods
of the year. Hut the way their exemption operates is this: they work a considerable amount of
overtime all through the year. I have spoken to numerous shopkeepers about it. I was speaking
to the manager of Geoi<ge and Kersley's about it the other day, and lie said. ". I cannot for the
life of me see why Ihe assistants in the wholesale should be excluded from the operations of the
Shops and < Ifficea Act. ", 7. Do you speak on behalf of the warehouse assistants?-Yes.

8. linn. Mr. Massey.] I was in Parliament when the matter came up on a previous occasion,
and we were given to understand, by deputations that came along and by petitions forwarded
to Parliament, that nearly the whole of the men employed in warehouses were dead against coming
under the Shops and Offices Act?—That is so.

i). Mr. Dvn1;;.] You have no authority to speak on their behalf. I take it?—] am taking the
opinions that have been expressed to me l>\ wholesale men. and to some extent 1 believe I am
justified in speaking here on their behalf, as wholesale men are qualified now to become members
of our union, which exists now for the benefit of wholesale men as well as retail.

10. Hon. Mr. Maxsey.] The position is simple. When they want to come under the Shops
and Offices Act we are quite prepared to put them under. Hut we art- not going to compel them
in come?—The employees in shops and offices were not consulted as to whether they should come
under it.

11. .1//". Davcy.] Have you any other evidence to give?—No; but if any endorsement is
wanted of the facts the secretary brought up I shall !>e quite willing to answer any question.

Friday, 15th August, 191:5.
Wti.mam Edward Sill, representing the Auckland Butchers' Industrial Union of Workers, made

a statement and waa examined. (No. 14.)
Witness: The principal items I wish to mention in connection with the Act are. firstly: Last

year the butchers applied for an award as hitherto, including the hours, but the Court ruled
that the award had been overridden by an Act of the Legislature. Therefore we are left with
the Shops anil Offices Act at present, and it does not come near what we were yetting under the
award. The hours have not really been increased- -we were working fifty-sis hours a week
but the times fixed for starting and knocking oft' work are far wider than we hail previously when
we had practically uniform hours of work. The time for starting work was (i a.m., and for leav-
ing off ."> p.m. Now tin. Act provides that the hours shall be from i a.m. till 0 p.m. The new Act
permits butchers to commence work at f> a.m. on ordinary days. \ to 1 p.m. on the half-holiday,
and up to Id p.m. on the hue night. The meal-hours under the Act provide for a meal every
live hours. That is very unsuitable for the butchering trade, and T may say there is not a
butcher in Auckland at the present time keeping the present Acl in reference to meal-hours. It
is simply impossible for them to do so, and the union never presses the point, because to a certain
extent it is at least very irksome. Really what my union suggests i> that our late hours shall
be given back to us, but if you cannot see your way to concede that we ask for something to give
Uβ uniformity of hours as near as possible to the old award. Where the live hours does not
operate is principally in the morning. At the present time the butchers start at f> a.m. or 6.30.
That is supposed to be the hour of starling, lint we have already got into the practice of starting
earlier in some establishments, and they give three-quartees of an hour for breakfast in some
establishments and half an hour in others. The point is that if they start at (!.■">(> they must
give an hour for dinner or a meal at 11.30, but very often they do not get their meal till I. and
very often it is '_' or •'! o'clock. What f want to suggest is this: that a meal-time of half an hour
be 'fixed for those who start work before G.30 a.m. As 1 say. we are not subject to an award of
the Arbitration Court in regard to hours, and it was owing to a certain clause being struck out
of the last amendment of the Shops and Offices Act that put tis where we are, and. although I see
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thai vim are reinserting it. it is questionable whether we will ever get the question of hours back
into the award. I have, a complaint that the drivers at Hellaby's, Auckland, do not get a meal
till 10 or 11. 1 hardly think it is righi and proper thai a man should have to wait so long.
It is not so bad in the ease of a man, bul very often boys have to wait long hours for breakfast.
It is simply through disorganization and want of β-ystem that this sort of thing is allowed to
occur. 1 have been in the butchering trade for twenty-five years, and knn« something of
its working when I make thai remark. Now. as regards Christmas and New Year's Eve, the
Act spec ilies thai the shops ran be kepi open until 1 I p.m. The union thinks it is necessary
to pill a limit on these hours. Ordinary simps do not open until .v' a.m. Butchers on these
days start at the usual time, (> a.m.; very probablj owing to the rush, it may be earlier. IT
they are going to work till II p.m.. even giving the Christinas holidays in, it is too long for any
man to work, and is not necessary with proper organization. Butchering business is done in
the morning—-that is the time when people do their meat-buying; and even if other establish-
ments keep open it is not necessary for the butchers to keep open. At the commencement of
1912 the butchers voluntarily closed their establishments at (> p.m. on Saturday. No one butcher
in Auckland would go back to the old system of keeping open till i). That speaks for itself that
Saturday-night trade, as far as the butcher is concerned, is not required. The unfortunate
part of it is that several of tin butchers are keeping their turn too long a time clearing Up.
There is a paragraph here which Ido not think sufficiently explicit. 1 refer to clause 8, sub-
section (2): "The provisions of the last preceding subsection relating to the hours of employ-
ment shall not apply to any shop assistant while engaged in delivering goods at the residence of
any person situate four miles or upwards from the shop, and not being within three miles of any
borough or within any area in which an award of the Court of Arbitration is in force." Now.
there is an award of the Court of Arbitration operating in Auckland which only relates to wages.
This clause presumably means hours. It does not sax so. I have had some rather forcible
experiences lately in respect of interpretations, especially by the Court of Arbitration, though
I suppose the Judge would not In- asked for an interpretation of an Act the same as he is of an
award. If the Judge had the interpreting of thnf clause lie would simply say an award was in
force in Auckland, bul it does not refer to hours—only wages. The Act provides that every
shop shall be registered with the Inspector in the name of the occupier. In Auckland we have
about forty branch shops, and in every case the firei shopman is registered as the occupier. That
registration practically excludes the first shopman from the benefit of the' Act. He seldom gets
more than the minimum. £■'! LOs., except in one or two cases. Now, there is a provision in the
Act which provides that overtime shall not be paid to men in receipt of over £200 a year. These
men are not getting that, and my union thinks they should not he deprived of the benefits regard
ing hours to which they are entitled under the Shops and Offices Act. They have a certain amount
of responsibility, but they are simply shop-assistants—working-men; but by this system of
registration they are deprived of the benefits of this Aft. There is one other matter in connec
tion with hours, and that is the Wednesday hours. If you read the hours as provided by the
Act the inference is that on Wednesday they shall work five hours. 'I he present Act and the
proposed amending Act do not state thai definitely, but practically leave nine working-hours
before I p.m. In Auckland the butchers start at 6 a.m. at present. They close at 12, but fre-
quently some of the employers keep them there till I. They arc, not evading the law so long as
they do not exceed the number of hours to be worked in each week. 1 suggest that the hours
for the half-holiday should not exceed four and a half or five hours on the half-day, otherwise
it is not a half-holiday at all. Clause' !) {ti) of the new Act says. "The shop-assistant shall not
lie employed in or about the shop at meal-times or during the interval for rest or refreshment. ,.
At the present time an order-man doing his rounds has to get his meals while on his rounds.
and what lam doubtful about is whether tin man gets his meals at all. There is another'clause
which says. " All work done for the occupier of the shop by the assistant elsewhere than in the
shop (whether the work is or is not in connection with the business of the shop) shall be deemed
to be done while the shop-assistant is in the shop, and the time shall be counted accordingly."
Well, the question is, is the time the man is out on the cart to be counted as a meal-time or in
the work of his employer? It would be better if a more explicit clause were made in order that
we could determine what the position was. In the proposed Act there are several exemptions
where the Saturday half-holiday is carried. My instructions are to ask you that in eases where
the poll is cairied by the whole of the electors the butchers should be included in the genera]
holiday. I am speaking from experience when 1 say that there is no reason why this could not
be done if the electors understand there are to be no exempt i<"[ s when they vote. The butcher's
trade is a morning trade, more so on Saturday than on any other day. In Auckland nine-tenths
of the trading is done on Saturday morning. I can "jive yon an instance. I know of one shop
which has a cash trade. It takes £17 before 12. "SO and £4 afterwards. 1 know of another cane
in which the total cash takings are £40, and £33 is taken before 12.30. These figures speak for
themselves. On the first Saturday of the Saturday half-holiday in Auckland there was absolutely
nothing done in the afternoon. People thought the shops were shut. Now a few stragglers
come. If you kept open until midnight somebody would come along. I hope the Committee
will st c its way to includo butchers, even if they cannot include pork-butchers. There is a diffi-
culty here because of the Saturday night cash trade, and that is a difficulty to be overcome. In
reference to clause |:>. "If any shop-assistant is employed i ij any work in any shop or in Don
nection with the business of any shop later than fifteen minutes after tin prescribed time, the
employer commits an offence in lespect of each shop-assistant so employed " : In the first place,
my union objects to it altogether. The Act provides for nine hours" work. Either this clause
should be struck out altogether or the extra quarter of an hour added to the day's work. Why
cannot the employer close his shop a quarter of an hour earlier, or detail some of his hands to
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clean up? It is only a question of habit. In reference to clause 55, " Nothing in this Act shall
render the occupier of a shop liable to any penalty in respect to the employment of any shop-
assistant in feeding and attending horses used in the business of the occupier in excess of the
hours of employment allowed by this Act, provided that such employment in excess shall not
exceed one hour per day and overtime shall be paid for such excess at the rate of time and a
quarter, with a minimum of ninepence per hour " : That' clause is a greai improvement on
what we have hitherto had, but it does not appear plain whether this clause is exclusive of the
quarter of an hour included in clause V.\. The question is, Can an employer send a man to look
after a horse and claim the quarter of an hour given by the clause 43? Going back for a moment
to the question of occupier, the clause says. " For the purpose of this section the wife or husband
of this person and the members of his or her family shall be deemed to lie a shop-assistant."
Well, that clause makes a wife or family a shop-assistant.

Mr. Rowley: That is just what it does not do.
Witness: If you take English as I know it it cannot have any other meaning. If my inter-

pretation of this clause is correct a registered occupier may be a shopman, and the employer may
have the benefit of a shopman's wife's services. I have tried to fathom it in connection with the
previous clause 3, which provides for the registration of the occupier, but have not succeeded.
In connection with the hours of work I ought to mention that for the last thirteen years the Auck-
land butchers have been governed by an award under which the starting-time is f> a.m. Now,
according to the Act we have gone back to 4 a.m. I have left this clause 4to the last although
it was an earlier clause in the Act. Clause 4 deals with the records to be kept. The words we
take exception to are these : " The entry of the particulars hereinbefore referred to shall be signed
by the assistant at the time of the payment of his wages, and such signature shall operate not only
as a receipt for such payment, but also as a certificate of the correctness of the particulars entered
with respect to that assistant." Now, if that clause is going to become law, or if it had been
law, not a case which has been taken by my union would have been taken ; because, though
clause 42 provides a penalty for false entries, Inspectors must take records as correct which have
been signed by an assistant, and cannot go any further. T will give yon an instance in point :Some time ago a man came to me and said his employer had treated him badly. That was a
matter of opinion. He said, "Anyway, he has only been paying me £2 ss. instead of £2 11s."
I asked him what he took it for. He said, "He promised me a rise later. T was hard up for a
job." There was only his word against the employer's. T rang up the employer and he said he
would come and see me. The man came round thinking I was going to discuss dismissing the
man without notice. T said to the man, " Ask Mr. R in mv presence about the £2 55."
R was taken by surprise and admitted it. He was fined £10 and costs. The Magistrate
thought it was a serious case, and no doubt it was. The man's misfortune had been taken
advantage of, and the wages-book was never kept properly. Very often a man will sitrn a wages-
book in a hurry to get his wages, and the'book will be filled in afterwards. I think the words
"certificate of correctness of the particulars entered with respect to that assistant," &c, should
be struck out entirely. They will have exactly the opposite effect to what is intended. Clause 25
makes the driver of a hawking-oart an occupier. Tt says, " Every such person shall be deemed
to be the occupier of a shop, and every assistant employed by him in or about such business shall
be deemed to be a shop-assistant within the moaning of the Act." That does not apply to Auck-
land because there are no hawking-carts there. T interpret that clause as making the man in
charge of a cart an occupier. The same argument applies to that as to the man in charge of a
shop. As a rule he gets £3 a week, and if he is to be a worker under the provisions of this Act
it is exempt-ing a person who should not be exempted. He is simply retailing meat for an employer
as in a butcher's shop, and T contend that it is fair to include him in the provisions of the
Act. The first clause in the Act deals with the date: "This Act may be cited as the Shops and
Offices Act, 1913. and shall commence on the first day of April, nineteen hundred and fourteen."
We submit that the date should have been made the Ist January. Surely employers should be
in a position to comply wiih the Act by that time.

1. To Mr. Bollard.'] T represent the butchers' employees. I am not a working member •'(
the union ; I am a paid secretary. T was a butcher for over twenty years before \ took thai
position. I was working in New Zealand in the trade for seven years, and during that time was
in charge of shops in Auckland—the Meat Company and Hellaby's. Butchers deal in perishable
goods, but that makes no difference. Tn the event of Saturday being made a half-holiday they
should close the same as other people in summer as well as winter. They have Saturday closing
in Melbourne and Brisbane where it is far hotter than here. At present, such a thing as a loin
of beef is sot in in a small shop on Tuesday, and is kept for sale on Saturday—that is nearly
a week. Weather lias nothing to do with the question. Tn summer as well as winter nine-tenths
of the meat is distributed before dinner.

2. What about the wives of working-men who have got to do their shopping on Saturday
afternoon?—They are not uxiing to make two shopping expeditions. Half the trade, or more
than that, is delivered at the door. The custom is to give the Saturday and Sunday order on
Friday.

3. What about the other half?—They get their meat in the morning. Saturday afternoon
was never a busy time for thebutchers. When the evening trade was in existence before the Satur-
day half-holiday the rush was always between 8 and 9. In the Old Country the evening rush
generally lasted two hours. Now they have closed there is no rush in the afternoon. You have
got to study the habits of the people, and Saturday afternoon is not a great shopping-time. In
Auckland, if it went, to " one man one vote " amongst the butchers. Saturday closing would be
carried. There are about sixty in the town, but two butchers in the town have thirty votes
lietween them, and they are against it, Hellaby's are not in the association. Tt is no use doiny



\V. E. SILL.J
33 I.—9a.

anything without Hellaby's oonsent. The email butchers arc desirous of Saturday; the large.
ones are not. They μ-ivc you the reasons always given against curtailing the hours of business.
1 advocated the Saturday evening closing for years. They would not do it. bui now they find
they are better off with it.

4. Well, your statement is directly opposite to my in format ion about the butchers' anxiety to
keep open till at least !) o'clock on Saturday?—l have an agreement in Gisborne. There the
closing-time was 6.30. A good many of the order-men had no work to do during the afternoon.
Some of the employers said, "We do not want yon kicking about here." Other employers would
not give any concession, and kept their men till closing-time. That docs not say it is required.

5. Do you positively state that the majority of the butchers in Auckland are anxious to
close?—l do. The majority of butchers I ask say. " You have only the l»i •»• butchers to blame
for it."

6. Mr. Clark.] You made the statement that one butcher took £40 cash: was that in the
morning?—He reckons he takes £33 in the morning and the remainder after 12.30.

7. The Cltfiirman.J Where is the shop located I—ln1—In the Dominion Road, .Mount Eden Borough.
8. .//. Clark.] Does the proprietor want to close Saturday afternoons?—No.
'J. Did you get your information from the employer or an employee?—From an employee.
10. Do you think it a fair thing to get the information and make it public?—Well, I do

not know. It is this way :in most of the shops in Auckland I could generally get an idea of the
takings. It is not kepi very secret : there is no necessity. As a rule butchers can tell you pretty
well what every shop does.

11. Do you think it right to use it publicly?—l gave the general information, then I was
asked for the name of the firm, or I would not have given it to you.

12. Mr. Hindmarsh.] Do the butchers voluntarily close in Wellington at s.3o?—They do.
13. Do they close on Saturday afternoons now?—No, they close at 7. They are not under

this Act, I think. The Saturday half-holiday is uniform under this Bill—that is, shops that
have any half-holiday at all. The tendency in the butchering trade is to reduce hours, with
apparently no loss in custom.

14. The Wellington butchers closed on their own motion, did they not?—That is so; but
it is generally in conformity with an award. Generally they have been consenting parties.
Agreements in Auckland have always been voluntary until the present one. What the employers
have agreed to for thirteen years must surely be all right.

|."i. You say the master butchers themselves have been agreeable to closing earlier in many
places, and apparently do not lose in business by it ? -Yes. that is so. We start work in Auck-
land under the present arrangement at 6 a.m., but one or two of the butchers, since the award
was disturbed, have got into all hours, simply because of bad management. They get no more
trade. They simply follow one another. My union reckons that 5 a.m. to 5 p.m. is enough.
If a man cannot do his business in those hours lie ought to be out of the trade altogether.

16. Is there any overtime!—Well, it is done, and not paid for. At the present time we
cannot sheet cases home. You ought to make it as easy as possible to get evidence. Of course,
there must be a certain amount of latitude, although if businesses were properly managed there
would be no necessity for it at all. Of course, Ido not expect to get all my own way of thinking,
but if you give a twelve-hours day in which to do nine hours' work it ought to be sufficient.

17. To Mr. eiover.] Up to last year we were working under the award. While the original
Act gave considerably more latitude than the award my experience is that it is not working at
all. There is trouble about the pork-butchers because the employer makes them his excuse. He
says, "You close the pork-butchers, we will dose too." That is. their strongest objection. I
sympathize to sonic ( stent. The pork-butcher, on the other hand, says, " I do a large trade on
Saturday night." Still, it must lie remembered that the other butchers give the pork-butchers
four hours every evening and five hours on Saturday night. It shows they can afford to ignore the
pork-butcher. My union is not satisfied with clause 7. fixing the hours for Christmas and New
Year's Eve. 1 am not going to suggest making any special provision for butchers, but just to
limit the hours to the universal long day. The people had got into the habit of not doing their
shopping after 6, but the employers do not like the Legislature interfering with existing arrange-
ments. Mr. Grovenor had said, "We do not object to the hours, but we object to an Act of
Parliament interfering with whatever we agree to." Therefore the question of justice or fitness
did not come into it. They feel they must make a protest, and we are suffering for it. Some
question has been raised about the working-man's wife not being able to do her shopping till
Saturday afternoon. All 1 can say in reply to that is, "Let the wife of the man who enjoys
forty-four hours a week do her shopping at the proper time."

18. Mr. Okey.] This Act proposes to start work at 4in the morning. What is the first work
of a butcher in the morning? As a rule the shopman probably sets out his window, and the shop-
man breaks up his meat for delivery or sale. The delivery did not start generally till about
8 o'clock. In some cases a man goes on his round about 7.30 to collect orders.

19. Then there is no object in starting at 4?—None that I know of. The trade is gradually
becoming a cash trade, because the butchers charge a halfpenny a pound for delivering. It is
very difficult under the present system for men to get breakfast, and unless a shop is doing a
trade employing three oi four hands they never get breakfast. Very few butchers aw keeping
the Act and getting a meal every five hours.

20. Would it not be better to make it <> o'clock in the summer months and 7 in the winter?
—No, Ido not think so. Habit is everything; light and dark make no difference.

21. Mr. Wilkinson.] That quarter of an hour trouble : what would happen if the shops were
full of pcoplt—would they have to close right up? Would you favour that?—Yes, I would. It
is the habit of the public to come at the last minute. The sooner they get out of it the better.
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22. How is it possible- for a butcher to get his breakiasi in the morning after he starts his
rounds?—It is not a question of "is it possible." Surely he is entitled to his breakfast.

23. Would it not be possible Eor him to get it if he did not start too early?—] say, if a butcher
starts work before 6.30 he could have his breakfast, but if the employer wants him before 6.30
let him arrange for him to have breakfast. The man in the shop can get some one to relieve him
while he gets breakfast. Cash shops very seldom start before 6.30.

24. Do you not think that the poll in regard to the holiday question under the Shop Act is held
too often ?—1 should say it ought to be held every three years.

25. Would it not be better to give the alternative of Wednesday or Saturday for the half-
holiday J—Yes.

26. Do you not think it would be better to have the districts in which the poll is taken made
much larger?—Yes, I do.

27. What area do you suggest I—Fifteen1—Fifteen miles. In Auckland you have to go outside that
area some distance before you strike a stopping district.

28. Do you think that people living in a county should have a vote?—Yes.
29. Do you not think that the necessity for a requisition should be dispensed with after three

years ?—No, if nobody wants it altered I do not see why they should have a poll every three years.
30. Do you favour 6 o'clock to start with being placed in a general Act?—No, in a general

Act 1 would say sto 5, or 5.30 to 5.30. Most places want to start a little earlier on Saturday
morning.

31. Do you not think it is quite unfair to inquire what a person takes in his business from
an employee?—lf I went to Mr. Marks himself he would tell me.

32. Mr. Bradney.] Are there any pork-butchers in your union?—Pork-butchers to this extent,
that they are making small goods. I have only one or two members who are pork-butchers'
assistants.

33. Therefore you are advocating this not on broad principles. You do not represent the
Pork-butchers' Union?—The pork-butchers approached me to come into the union, but the master
pork-butchers tried to get them to form a union of their own. I opposed that, and my opposi-
tion was successful. The small-goods customer does not order small goods in the morning. It
is a catch trade.

34. Are you aware that the principal pork-butcher in Auckland, although exempt under the
Act, lost £500 in diminished takings in two months after the Saturday half-holiday came into
vogue?—That was not wholly due to the Saturday half-holiday. It is due to other causes—was
affected because the tram-cars did not go down that street.

:i."j. His principal business was in Sydney Street. There he shows the greatest loss. Well,
it affected him the same as it affected the butchers? Well, he is only one man. The Saturday
afternoon holiday would ruin some men.

36. In regard to your remarks on clause 4, subsection (2), where you stated that this was a
dangerous clause because the employer may not be honest, and the worker is in a hurry to get
away, do you not think the worker is a responsible person and knows what he signs when he
hurries off to get to the football match? You have not that plea to-day. The men are not
ignorant; every man is educated and can read and write. Why cannot he look after his own
interests?—For more reasons than what you have said. At 6 o'clock on Saturday night the football
matches are usually over.

37. I am speaking of your objection to this clause in the Act?—A man will sign simply what
his employer asks him to sign simply because of his job.

38. Not a very high standard for the men?—l know plenty of men admirable in many ways
who act in that way out of other considerations besides themselves. You have to make laws to
protect weakness. If every man had the same strong nature and character you would not need
laws at all.

39. How do you propose to deal with shipping. Ships do not come in on Saturday afternoon
any more than Wednesday?—There is a clause to provide for that.

40. Sometimes they come in with no food on board, and have to be provided with meat not
only on Saturdays, but on Sundays. The large mail-boats often want tons of meat—a whole
day is hardly long enough—and yet you say it can be done in the morning?—There is a proviso
in the Act that an employer may open his shop to supply shipping. That meets the objection
you have.

41. Do you realize that the various restrictions placed on the butoherH by past legislation
has had the effect of closing up the small butchers, and creating a meat-monopoly in Auckland?
—No; it is simply the conditions of trade, ilie price of meat, and very often the incompetency
of the small butcher. The butchering conditions in Auckland existed before there was any legisla-
tion.

42. Do you not see the same conditions of things in Wellington I The shop you quoted is a
suburban shop, not a catch trade at all. You admit that a lot of the population go out for
recreation on Saturday afternoon?—There is more catch trade in the Karangahape Road, but
the firm also own shops in the suburbs. It only means transferring trade from one centre to
the other. More firms get the trade.

43. Another point you raise is the trouble of getting convictions against an employer. Do
you think it reasonable, unless you have a complaint from an employee, that Inspectors should goround to look for evidence and stir up trouble?—The Inspector will not go unless he gets a com-
plaint from me, and I will not go to the Inspector unless I have been to the employer and given
him a warning Mr. Kettle, S.M., once said I was guilty of aiding an evasion of the law when
he heard that, but the fact remains that an emplowi- generally gets three or four warnings before
he is prosecuted,
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44. You say that working-men's wives seldom shop after 1 o'clock on Saturdays. Do you
know how hard it is for women with two or three children and their household duties to get out
to do their shopping in the morning J—The butcher goes for orders, and the grocer goes for orders.

45. You have already stated that the women do better business by going to the shops?—Most
shops have a very quiet time on Saturday afternoons; Saturday evening is the time.

46. Is it not a fact that Hellaby's provide meals for their employees?—They did, but they
have not for four years. They had a cook there and the men had to pay for their meals. A fire
burnt down the place, and I suppose they did not think it worth while to continue.

47. To Mr. Prior.] 'Prior to the present Act we were working upon an award mutually agreed
upon, fifty-six hours a week. The starting-time was 6 a.m. The closing-time on four days of
the week was 5 p.m., 1 p.m. on the half-holiday, and !) p.m. on Sat unlay. Under the Act they
only had to work fifty-two hours a week.

48. Does it not all point to this : that you can get better terms under an award than under
an Act ..I' Parliament] —We have never put our case before a parliamentary Committee before.
We have usually been content to go to a Court.

49. Then this is what you are asking the Committee : that they will give you the advantages
and shelter of an Act of Parliament ami land the disadvantages upon the employers?—What are
the disadvantages?

50. Is it not a disadvantage for employers to have only fifty-two hours')—No, it is not. It• locs not turn out disadvantageous under the scheme as they work it.
51. The advantages are the looseness of the Act which provides fifty-two hours a week, a record

to be kept of all hours worked, a limited number of hours per day, and penalties?—We had all that
under the award.

52. You had not under the award the conditions laid down here?—Better conditions.
53. And now because you have lost some of the conditions you want to pick the eyes out of

the award and the eyes out of what is in the Act?—I have asked to get conditions in the Act that
we can work under.

54. It conies to this; you prefer Arbitration Court conditions to Act conditions?—Yes.
55. We agree to that; we say it was better regulated under arbitration?—lt is no use

going back to the Arbitration Act. They have already turned us out, and we turn our attention
to the statute; and up to the Act interfering, for thirteen years the employers and workers settled
their differences. The Act came in anil upset the whole of the conditions, and we' are here now
to take advantage of the Act.

56. With regard to the meal-hour for the men on the order-cart, do you suggest that the man
should leave his horse and cart and go some distance away to get his breakfast (—I say that the
breakfast-hour should be provided under the Act where a man has to start early. Fancy a boy
being kept until midday for his breakfast!57. You describe yourself as a practical butcher. Would it be possible for a man to go back
to the shop four or five miles away?— Generally speaking, in the shops the hands get their break-
fast-time. On their rounds the carters have to wait till 10 o'clock very frequently. A general
complaint is that they cannot get their proper meal-hours. Carters start their meals any time
after half past 7; go as much as five miles out—a couple of miles at least. In Auckland labour
is so cheap you will see four or five carts of one firm in the same street. If they were to organize
they would do considerably better than they are doing under this Act. The employer can waste
everything because labour is so cheap and the hours so long.

58. You spoke about Gisborne closing at half past 5. Do you know that it was objected to
by the employers? Do you know that the majority of those who agreed to it did not understand
that it applied to Saturday?—l know all about that.

59. It was brought up in a technicality, and the dispute arose because the employers were
under the impression that they did not close on Saturday?—Owing to a difference of opinion over
one firm, that is all. They close at 6in Auckland and Waihi. There is no reason why it should
not be done everywhere.

Mr. Hindmargh: This has been voluntary, 1 understand, and attended by good results.
Mr. Prior: That is not the experience in Gisborne.
Witness: I know what took place at Gisborne.

Saturday. 16tit August, 1013.
.liiiiN NbIL McLiEAJN examined. (No. 15.)

1. To Mr. /'ri/or.\ I am a boardinghouse-keeper at Rotorua, and, with Mr. Pearce, represent
the Rotorua Boardinghouse-keepers' Association to oppose the Bill. There are twenty-four or
twenty-five houses at Rotorua. In the summer we employ about one hundred and seventy hands
and in the winter about a hundred. Under normal conditions we accommodate eleven hundred
guests, and in the busy seasons an extra four hundred or so. In Rotorua the boardinghouses have
been working under an arbitration award for three years; our present award came into force
on the 18th November of last year, and remains in operation for three years. That award con-
tains some special provisions to suit the peculiar requirements of Rotorua to meet a tourist
business, under which the conditions vary to a considerable extent. For about five months there
is a rush, and in the slack season not 25 per cent, of the business i.s done. Yet we have to keep
a considerable nucleus of a good staff in the slack season, because, even in the winter, we have
a short rush occasionally. Sixty-five hours a week are provided for in the award, as against
sixty-two and fifty-eight proposed in this Bill. If the Act comes into force our award comes to
a close. At the time the first award was made the union representatives brought the case, and
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the employers believed that they bad gone down rather badly. Last year the union did not ask
for a whole holiday in the week. My association wishes to lodge an objection on these grounds :
Boardinghouse-keepers are of opinion that no hard-and-fast Acl of Parliament can possibly meet
the whole of the conditions of locality, circumstances, and different conditions pertaining to the
trade. Our suggestion is that the Arbitration Court would make full inquiries and μ-ive an
award on the merits of each case. We are asking that private boardinghouses should be exempted
from the provisions of this Bill, or, failing exemption, that the Rotorua boardinghouses shall be
exempted during currency of present award. We think the interpretation of clause 2, in which
it is provided that a hotel or private boardinghouse in which three persons are employed is included
in the Act, is unfair, both as regards the employer and the employee, because in two houses catering
for the same class of trade the employer of three or more persons is at a disadvantage compared
with his neighbour who employs two. A man with a couple of daughters would have four hands
and yet be exempt from the provisions of the Bill. There are two or three eases in Rotorua where
daughters are engaged in housework, and where two or three servants are also employed. I say
from the business point of view ihe whole-holiday proposal is unworkable and impracticable.

2. You have made an estimate as to the loss that would be entailed if the Bill comes into
law I—lt is only an estimate, and 1 would emphasize this point: that wages are only one aspect
of the question, because the inconvenience and disabilities we would have to work under, and
the trouble we would have in keeping staffs together, would be a disadvantage that no amount of
pounds .shillings and pence can compensate for. In my own case it will mean an increase of
.£270 17s. fid., -and twelve houses on the same footing as myself will pay £3,000 to £3,330. One
house, larger than the others, will pay from £450 to £500 extra; nine smaller houses about £900;
or a total increase in wages under favourable conditions of £4,700, or between £4,500 and «£5,000.
That is on the assumption that it is workable. Our contention is that it is not workable. Board-
inghouse-keepers who have been twenty years in our little town are not able to find any solution
of the difficulty of the full holiday. The lowest number employed in a house that can be affected
by the Bill (full holiday clause) would be four, probably a cook, a kitchen hand and porter com-
bined, and two girls. Say a cook's holiday is on a Monday : he leaves his work on Sunday aud
does not return till Tuesday morning. 1 put the question, Who is going to do the cooking oil
Monday.' The kitchenman has no time to do it. If lie had the time he lias no ability, so he is out
of the question. The two girls are fully occupied with their own work, and a thousand chances
to one no ability, and if they had the ability they would not do it. It may be said, " Get in
casual labour." In the country districts casual labour is out of the question. It is hard to get
permanent hands at high wages. The only other solution is to put on extra hands permanently.
Then we would be up against this trouble : it might be suggested that one permanent extra hand
could do the work. I say one permanent extra hand cannot lie found to do the work. A per-
manent cook will not do the kitchenman's work on the latter's holiday. It would take two per-
manent extra hands, one for the kitchen and an extra girl. That means two extra hands on a
staff of four, or 50 per cent, increase on the wages. It means that for four days of the week
two of tin, extra permanent hands are walking about the house doing nothing. It is suggested
in the Bill that by having cumulative holidays the difficulty may be got over. This provision
is also unworkable. In a house where six were employed you would liave one going away every
fortnight and one coming back. The Act says these airangements can be made only by mutual
consent. It is not worth the paper it is written on. What about giving more time for a cumula-
tive holiday than would be given for separate holidays! That is quite against common usage.
As Ear as Rotorua is concerned, when a servant went away for ;i cumulative holiday we should
never see him again. \\ c say that if this Act applies to boardinghouse-keepers it should apply
to domestics privately employed and other domestic servants, otherwise it is class legislation
which gives benefits to a certain class of workers and denies them to workers similarly employed.
The matter should be held over till a comprehensive liill is introduced dealing with people in
all occupations where work has to he done on seven days pel week. It will probably be suggested
that we can recoup ourselves by putting on an extra tariff. That is not practicable at Rotorua.
The extra cost on the estimate 1 have made is based on the most favourable conditions—almost
ideal conditions. We say that even if these figures are right they are dependable on circumstances
which are not even practicable. Although Auckland and other places have increased their tariffs,
Rotorua boardiughouso-keepcrs have been loth to do so because it is a risky thing to do. Present
circumstances are compelling us to raise our tariff for next season even without the proposition
now facing us, and we think our trade may be very seriously affected. We have introduced most
people to Rotorua by the reasonableness of our tariff, and to increase the expense is likely to
seriously interfere with the trade.

3. .!//-. Long.] You informed the Committee that there were twenty-five boardinghouses at
Rotorua : how many boardinghouses are covered by the award of the Arbitration Court?—After
consulting the award I find there are thirty-one. 1 control two of these houses: Mrs. Constant
controls two, reducing the number of proprietors to twenty-nine. The Waihi house is closed,
reducing it to twenty-eight; the Montrose house is closed, reducing it to twenty-seven.

4. Yoii are not in favour of exemptions for boardinghouse-keepers under the Shops and
Offices Act >—I have already pointed out the injustice of exemptions. It would be unfair to other
boardinghouse-keepers. Comparatively small boardinghouses would be in an unfair position com-
pared with the one a little bit smaller which did not come under the Act. I have given some of
my staff a day off in slack times. I have never given my chef a day oft. When I had a per-
manent chef 1 gave him a fortnight's holiday every year. 1 have never made a practice of giving
a day off. Ft was never the practice to give the servants a holiday prior to the first award. 1
last increased my tariff about five years ago—ls. a day and ss. a week. Sixty-five hours per
week are provided in the award, and the limit per day is twelve hours for both male and female
servants. My servants work about sixty-two, sixty-three, or sixty-five hours per week. It depends
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entirely on the business done and other oircunistaiices. I certainly do not make a practice of
working my servants sixty-five hours pur week, i did uot cay before the Arbitration Court that
I did, and mv time-sheets do not show it. With the approval of the Inspector all my staff keep
their own time, and I book up the time according to them. It is not in the award to pay servants
their fare when engaged; it is a practice. We arc not opposing the concession simply as a.
matter of pounds shillings ami pence. We keenly fed the inconvenience and trouble that would
lie caused. Take my own case. I would require an extra kitchen hand, £2 a week for the full
year, £!oi-; two housemaids ami waitresses at 17s. (id. I'm- the busy season, £54 15s. ; one house-
maid, twenty-one weeks, £18 17s. (id. ; board and lodging—one cook, 15s. a week, £3!); one house
maid-waitress, £39; one housemaid-waitress, .£2-') ."is.: or a total altogether of £277 17s. 6d. a
year.

5. Will you explain to the Committee why it is necessary to engage another cook'/—J have a
Book and a kitcheiiman. It would require another man capable of cooking. The difference
between granting half and whole holidays is this: on the half-day the cook gets the breakfast and
dinner through and gets the extra sweets ready for tea in the evening

G. Would three half-days a week be unworkable?—I say three half-days a week would be
unreasonable and lead to all sorts of inconvenience.

7. Supposing we were to agree to two additional half-days would you say that was Mlwork
able?— The point would be this: thai we would be giving our people cold tea on four evenings of
the week.

8. If the other boardinghouse-keepers were doing the same it would not matter? Supposing
we all kept the holiday and said, " Nobody shall have anything to eat."

9. That is absurd. What is the difference between the hours now worked and those provided
in the Bill I—Three1—Three hours for men and seven for women. 1 have paid as much as ten hours'
overtime in one week.

I(). Did you have to increase your staff after the tirst award came in providing for a half-
holiday and a reduction of hours.'—1 cannot say if 1 did or not.

11, If 1 said you did not what would you say?—] cannot say if 1 increased my staff just
at that particular time. 1 would not say 1 did and I would not say 1 did not.

12. Mr. llln<l marsh. | You say you are proprietor of two houses, both leased. If you paid
more wages perhaps you would get a reduction in rent /—Not likely. I have got a lease of one
for thirteen years and the other for fifteen.

L3. Mr. Clark.] Do you say this Bill is class legislation?—l say the effect of it will be dis-
tinctly in favour of certain classes, because it gives preferential treatment to certain employees
as against others in the same class, of business.

14. To Mr. Wilkinson.] 1 should say the advance in wages in the event of the Act coming into
force would be 30 per cent. We have discussed the bringing-in of a new tariff next month. 1
should say it is almost certain to be carried. It will amount to Is. a day and ss. a week.

I."). Sou say yiiii cater for eleven hundred or fifteen hundred people. That will pay the
extra coel of living and a good deal of profit if you Lave no more wages to pay?—That was dis-
oussed befi.re this Hill was known anything about. That was in meet the increase in the cost of
Living, wages, provisions, ami the general increase all round. It has been mounting up for the
last live years. Most of the other districts have already increased theirs.

Mi. What is the average rate paid for board ?— (is.. 75.. and Bs. per day, and £1 10s. to
£2 10s. per week.

17. One and six a week would pay the extra amount according to your evidence? —Xo, you
have not allowed for fluctuations. There were not fifty visitors in the town when we left.

15, Bow much a week would you require to recompense yourselves for the extra cost imposed
by this Bill?—If monetary cost were the only consideration it would take 3s. or 4s. a week, hut
even if we put this on to pay lor the increased wages we still say it is absolutely unworkable.

It). Mr. Okey.] Do you not think it would be preferable to allow each particular district to
make their own arrangements and then get an award'/—That is done now with the Conciliation
Council and Arbitration Court, and I think it is workable. This is one of the businesses that
you must carry on for seven days a week.

20. You have no suggestion to make as to how the Act can be complied with without employing
extra hands? —I have asked all the people in the business that I have come in contact with, and
everybody admits that there are no means by which it can be carried out. The union secretary
in RotorUa admitted it was unworkable when 1 said I would give£5 for a solution.

21. Mr. Long.] That is only a statement. I would like particularly to verify it. You do
not allow your girls to go out if you have any slack time?—As long as the work is done they
-in go away if they like. The majority of my girls finish at 2 o'clock in the afternoon, and do
not come on till sor 6 p.m. After they have done their work they are all at liberty for the
evening except one girl, who is on hall duty, &c.

22. Mr. Okey.) Arc the employees asking for the Act?—l have not heard anything about it.
I maintain that the employees as a whole are not asking for it.

23. To the Chairman,.] We only pay the fare up when we engage them. It is not compulsory :it is the practice. We would give a holiday to any employee under exceptional circumstances
if he asked for it.

24. Mr. Thompson.} How would you fix the definition different from what it is in the Hill
to differentiate between a widow keeping a boavdinghouse and larger places?—We say it is not
right for private hotels and boardinghouses to be included in the Bill at all.

25. Mr. Long.] Would you be surprised to know your employees signed the requisition sup
porting this Bill? 1 am quite aware that during the last week or two petitions have been hawked
round and they have signed them. If the requisition were for three holidays a week they would
all sign it.
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Hknhy Alexander Pearoe, representing the Rotorua Boardinghouse-keepers' Association,
examined. (No. 16.)

Witness: I have beard the evidence of Mr. McLean, and am able to bear him out in most of
his objections. The only thing I would propose to touch on is section 27, clause 2: "Such
working-hours may be extended to not more than three houis in any one day, nor mure than
ninety hours in any one year. Written notice of the extended time Lβ to be given to the Inspector
within twentj four hours thereof." We would ask thai the limit of ninety hours be eliminated
from the Bill. Altogether it works out at a quarter of an liour per day, and we think the workers
are protected bj our time-book, which shows the hours worked and the overtime each day. We
think that is sufficient protection to the workers. We claim that at special times we may have
to use the overtime and perhaps exceed the ninety hours. Section 29 says, "In lieu of allowing
a half or a whole holiday as provided for in this Act, the occupier of a hotel may, with the pre-
vious written consent of the Inspector, require all or any of the assistants to work on the half
or whole holiday on not more than one occasion within any period of two months." We consider
it is unworkable to obtain the consent of the Inspector, because it is impossible in the country
districts to obtain the Inspector's permission. Section 30 states, "In every hotel and restaurant,
shall at all times keep an approved holiday-book, a record of the working-day in each week fixed
lor the halt' or whole holiday of each assistant. The record shall at all times be open for inspec-
tion by any assistant employed by the occupier, or by an Inspector, and shall be signed by each
assistant before entering cm his half or whole holiday." We ask that the word" fixed "be erased
from that section. It is impossible to make a " fixed " day for any one of the staff. We may have
to change the holiday at any moment.

1. To Mr. Pryor.] We never work overtime unless we are compelled. We are not fond of
paying overtime. Overtime is on the basis of 9d. an hour—time and a half. It is impossible
to get extra labour to save overtime in the country. You might " fluke j, it once in half a dozen
limes. We think that sufficient without that restriction.

2. To Mr. Long.] We may not have to work a dozen hours' overtime in twelve months. If
you were to say we do not work six hours I would not contradict you. I do not say because my
business does not require it other people's business does not require it. There is no Inspector
in many districts. J originally conducted " Thurwell," which had a tariff of 6s. a day, or
£1 15s. a week. I have since taken over " Grand Via,," which has a tariff of Ss. and £2 ."is. —a
better-clase house. Have given servants a whole day off at slack times quite a few times. I do
not make a practice of letting the staff off in the slack season. During this last ten days we have
had five servants doing nothing.

■i. Have you given any of them a day off?—l cannot say; I have been away. Since the
award we have increased the staff—two at Thurwell House, a porter-kitchenman and a waitress.
The present proprietary kept them in busy times.

i. Mr. Veiteh.] In the event of it being decided that boardinghouses shall come under the
Shops Act. can you suggest a better definition than w<: have here now in section -'! - We have
nothing to "sell." as it seems in mean in thai clause. We have nothing "exposed Eor sale." I
do ii«it know whether we "offer" anything. The only improvement we suggest is that private
hotels and boardinghouses be excluded.

5. To Mr. Okri/.\ I employ ten hands in the summer, and four of these just at occasional
times.

6. What extra stall' will you require if the Bill is put through?—We run a chef, and kitchen-
tiian, and porter. We should require one extra man to work three days a week to take their
places. On the other three days he would be doing nothing. We would require two extra girls.

7. What objection is there to an extra man going from place to place i—That would be inad-
visable, because he would become oonversant with the business arrangements of the different
proprietors.

8. To Mr. 0/ic//.\ There is no dissatisfaction among my employees. 1 do not know whether
they signed the requisition. The petition was brought under my notice last week. They
had a notice from town? in view of the sitting of the Committee, to get a petition sent round. The
petition was brought by the secretary of the local union. It is really an attempt to upset the
employees. They cited us for an award a few months ago, including a half-holiday with no
mention of a whole holiday; now they want a whole holiday.

Robert Breen, representing the Otago Hotel, Restaurant, and Boardinghouse Employees' Union
and the Otago Trades and Labour Council, examined. (No. 17.)

Witness: About five years ago 1 was instrumental in forming the union in Dunedin. With
the exception of the last eighteen months I was secretary of the union. I have been requested
by the bodies mentioned to come here and give evidence, and I have prepared this statement. The
union desires the inclusion of clubs and public boardinghouses, and also a clearer definition of
private hotels. There are three or four clubs in Dunedin. but they are not bound by any award.
I do not know personally what hours the employees work, but from information received from
time to time am satisfied they are in excess of the hours prescribed in the present Act. The
wages paid in some cases are lower than the wages paid under awards for hotels. Application
was made to the Arbitration Court to have clubs joined to the award, but the application was
refused, so the employees have no protection whatever. There are several large boardinghouses
in Dunedin which cater for the travelling public and enter into competition with private hotels
which are bound under awards, and they are also outside the provisions of the Shops and Offices
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Act and Arbitration Court awards. The employees in some of these establishments arc worked
excessive hours. During the time I was secretary of the union I had repeated complaints from
girls, some of whom were members of the union, about the long hours winked and the low wages
paid, but we could not help them. The union made several attempts i<> have them brought under
the award, but each time Mr. Justice Sim refused our application. Most of these boardinghouses
employ more than three persons, but some of them only employ two. Ef the number in the Bill
was reduced to two it would cover all the places in Dunedin. The greater portion of Otago and
Southland is no-license, consequently there are more private hotels and boardinghouses in Otago
and Southland than in any other industrial district in New Zealand. The employees in the
greater portion of these places are not protected by any law. Owing to the decision of Mr. Justice
Sim the operation of the union lias been restricted, but if they are covered by the Shops and
Offices Act the hours of employees will be reduced, and as these employees are mostly girls and
women who are unable to fight for themselves we think they are entitled to the benefit of the
Act. With respect to section 27, the union desires the hours for male workers fixed at fifty-
six and female workers fifty-two, and that male workers be not allowed to work more than ten
hours in any one day and females nine hours. We contend that if the number is fixed at eleven
hours it suggests to the employer that so long as he does not work his staff more than eleven
hours in an}, one day he is quite safe. He either conveniently forgets or is unconscious of the
fact that the total number of hours for the week are exceeded. Before the formation of the
Dunedin union the workers in some places worked pretty well round the clock. The first award
fixed sixty-five hours for all hotel workers. When the award came into operation many eases
were found where girls were employed between eighty and ninety hours. With one or two
exceptions the staffs in the various hotels in Dunedin are the same in number as they were before
the award, notwithstanding the reduction in hours, which goes to prove that the employers were
able to so arrange the hours to keep within the Act without any great inconvenience. Either
that or the Act is a dead-letter with them. No overtime is paid for except perhaps on special
occasions, such as race meetings or show time, and then only in isolated cases. The union is
strongly opposed to the sections which provide for the accumulation of holidays, as they consider
it destroys the principle of a six-days week. The object of our fight is to secure a full day off
each week on which the employees will be free from toil. It is not asking too much to claim
what all other workers at present enjoy. The hotel workers generally work mi ■'!()."> days in
the year. On all general holidays, when other workers are enjoying themselves, the hotel worker
is working his or her hardest. In no other Act of Parliament is there any provision for the
accumulation of the weekly half-holiday. If the principle is good it should be made general and
apply to all workers. If, on the other hand, it is not sound in principle, then all should be
treated alike.

1. To Mr. Lour/.] I have attended several annual conferences of the hotel workers' federa-
tion, and the most important matter that has been discussed has been the hours of work and
holidays, and especially the weekly day of rest. An application was made to Mr. Justice Sim
to add certain hoardinghouse-keepers to an award dealing with private hotels. Mr. Justice Sim
said it would be necessary for the union to prove that these people were doing the same class of
trade and were catering for the same class of people, and were doing so at or about the same
tariff as those covered by the award. In the argument that took place I pointed out to Mr. Jus-
tice Sim that our award applied to all licensed hotels where the tariff ran from ."is. to 10s. a
day, but no discrimination was made as to the wages paid to the employees in those hotels. 1
pointed out numerous other cases where no discrimination was made in hairdressing saloons,
where the tariff was 3d. and 6d., the assistants were paid the same wages. It was no use,
Mr. Justice Sim had made up his mind, and that was the beginning and the end of it.

2. Mr. lli'mimarxh.] So you have never been able to get before the Arbitration Court at all?
—Clubs are not supposed to be conducted for pecuniary gain, so they are cut out. In the first
application we had clubs inserted. lam not going to say Mr. Justice Sim struck them out, but
he suggested that we should.

3. Mr. Long.] ETow many people are employed in clubs, say, in Dunedin and surrounding
districts?—I do not know for certain. There are more than twenty or twenty-five. In large
boardinghouses an award was also refused.

4. Have you any knowledge of the number of people excluded from the benefits of the
Arbitration Act?—lliey would run to some hundreds, I suppose. In our case we only picked
the ones doing the largest boardinghousc business, and there are only about half a dozen of them.
I should think twenty or thirty persons would be affected there, but the trouble was that there
\wif many other places in which there were a larger number of them, such as Oamaru, Gore,
Mataura, and Invercargill. It was useless for the union to try and bring these places under
the arbitration award after the decision of Mr. Justice Sim, so the operations of the union were
very much restricted. However, we consider that if these people can be brought within tin-
scope of this Act it will be something.

5. You do not think that these matters can be safely left to the Arbitration Court.' You
prefer to have the matter dealt with by Act of Parliament?—We are not concerned how we get
it done as long as we get it done. If we got fair treatment from the Arbitration Court we would
not be so anxious about the Act.

6. You heard the question of Mr. Pryor put to Mi-. McLean. He said he would sooner
leave it to the Arbitration Court. Your experience of the Arbitration Court has not been a very
happy one?—The Arbitration Court only adjudicates in cases brought before it, and the only
way cases can be brought before the Court is by the formation of industrial unions. Now, there
are hundreds of people—say. a thousand—scattered about, and unions cannot be formed in all
cases to assist them,
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7. You say where they were organized the Judge refused to make an award?—Yes, the
Arbitration Court has that power, unfortunately. The powers of the Court are unlimited.

8. As far as your trade is concerned you do not hesitate to say these powers are exercised
detrimentally?—No; and yet I believe the object of Mr. Justice Sim was to be lair. I believe
he considered that by joining these people to an award they would be driven out of business.

!l. Mr. 11 in//marph.] Do you think it would bring ruin on them?—No, 1 do not. The
people we were seeking to join were doing the same trade as other people who were bound under
our award, and if it were going to injure anybody it would injure those who were bound.
Instead of injuring them other establishments were being opened to cater for the same class of
business.

10. You would have thought the Arbitration Court would at least have made inquiries. No
evidence was given at all, I suppose?—l think one or two employers were called. My memory
is not quite clear about it. When Mr. Justice Sim told me what 1 would have to do I told him
that we could not prove what the tariff was till we summoned evidence. He told me I should
have done so. It struck me that as the employers were in the Court 1 might put them in the
box, but when I called the first witness Mr. Scott advised all the others to leave the ('unit.
They did so, and I was left with only one witness, and 1 could not prove what the tariff was.

11. To Mr. Pryor.~\ The other side gave no reasons at all. They just made a general state-
ment. I did not get an opportunity to conduct my case properly, but while 1 did not think I
got a square deal I am not going to condemn the tribunal.

12. Mr. Glover.] Do you not think, if the hotels and boardinghouses were better organized,
they would give the concessions asked for without incurring additional expense?—Oh, yes.
When they were working eighty hours a week the argument was the same. When they were tied
down to sixty-five hours a week they said they would have to increase the stall, but experience
has proved, so far as Dunedin is concerned, that they did not have to increase their staff. They
either rearranged the hours of the staffs so as to give time off, or they did not comply with
the award. Ihe whole of the employees could not take a holiday on the one day. It is not
provided in the Bill that they should.

13. Mr. Veitch.] You stated that you attended several conferences of the hotel employees
covering a considerable period. How many conferences have there been?—I think I attended
three or four annual conferences.

14. Have you reason to believe that the hotel employees are practically unanimous in asking
for this concession?—Well, they are practically unanimous, hut I could not say they are wholly
unanimous, because there are people who do not want anything, but when it is forced upon
them they take it.

15. You mean to say they are afraid to ask for it, but if somebody else fights for it they
take it?—Yes.

16. Are you aware that the Court refused an award to private-hotel employees in Auckland?
—Yes. They first refused to join these people to the award in Dunedin. The Court did the
same thing in Christchurch as in Auckland.

17. In regard to the ruinous effect alleged this is a fail, assumption—that the only ones
likely to be ruined are those under the award: they are likely to lie worse off than those left
nut:—Yes, because those under the award are under the award not only as far as hours are
concerned, but also in regard to wages, while the people we are trying to bring under the Acl
are free to pay what wages they like.

18. What you say is that it is not fair to iln.se under the award to allow other people to
compete on equal terms without bringing them under the award also? —Mosi unfair. In Dun-
edin the boardinghouses 1 have referred to are doing exactly the same class of trade.

10. Mr. Wilkinson.] Would two half-days lie practicable?—l do not think two half-days are
as advantageous as one whole day. A half-day is not a half-day when you start at f> or 7in the
morning and finish at 2 in the afternoon. That is really a whole day of an ordinary man's
time.

20. We have fairly conclusive evidence that the boardinghouse and hotel proprietors could
not run their business if.this Act were brought into operation. Do you think it is practicable
for them to do so?—One can only answer that as the result of experience. The best proof we
have that it will not ruin them is the fact that it has not ruined those already bound.

21. Evidence was brought before the Committee to show that these people could not oarry on
successfully if what you ask is allowed. We have not heard anything from the other side?—We
have only the experience of the past and of other countries to guide us in these things we are
asking. They have been tried and have not failed in other parts of the world. When the
half-holiday was introduced the same argument was used, and I feel almost sure that when
the employers are reconciled to it they will be abl< to reorganize their staffs so that there will
not be difficulties and great expense.

22. Witnesses this morning have prophesied that their business will be destroyed?—ln
Dunedin, before the union was formed, girls were working eighty hours a week for 12s. 6d. and
15s. To-day they are getting 225., and the hours are much lower and the tariff the same as it
was then.

23. Mr. Veitch.] That was a much bigger change than you are asking for now ! Yes.
24. Mr. Okey.] Do you know anything about the wages they are working for in clubs?

1 know of one case where I can safely say the wages are "20 per cent, lower than in the licensed
hotels.

25. Do you think it is a rule of clubs to pay less wages?—They may work on a different
system, but where they employ women my information is that they pay considerably less than
under the awards,
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26. Do you think that the principle of six days a week can be carried out in all trades?—
Ido not see why it could not. It could be given a trial.

27. Supposing you were carrying on a farm of milkers?—We are not seeking the inclusion
of farm labourers.

28. Do you not think it will be the next move?—Well, I suppose if it came to the question
there could be a way of getting over the difficulty. Cows must be milked seven days a week.
It does not follow that the same person must milk them.

29. If we close the hotels half a day in the week—the day of the holiday—will not that give
them half a day holiday? Do you think it is right to close the hotels on the weekly half-holiday ?
—Closing the hotels would not give the employees a holiday. It would only close the bar. It
would relieve barmen and barmaids, but not cooks, housemaids, and porters.

30. You do not think it would be wise to close the hotels?—I do not say anything about
closing the bar, because that is all it does mean. The house could not be closed against the
public.

31. We have had several lists put in by witnesses signed by employees thai they are not
asking for this measure of working six days a week, and are satisfied with the present position?—
lam not surprised at that. Every attempt to bring the warehouses under the Shops and Offices
Act has been met with huge petitions from the whole of the employees. We have had positive
knowledge that they do want it, but when a petition is placed before a man and a pen offered to
him or a notice of dismissal he chooses the pen. I suggest they have a feeling that if they do
not sign the petition their occupation might be gone. I have had sixteen years' experience, and
I have had sonic queer experiences. I have seen petitions signed by officers of unions against
some things the unions were agitating for. I just want to say for that reason I do not attach
any importance to petitions. I think a person signing in favour of something requires more
courage than a person signing against.

•'i'2. Tin Chairman.] Would you consider, if an award went against your demands in an
Arbitration Court, that you woe receiving unfair treatment?—No, I would not.

33. Mr. Veitch.] Are you aware that the members of the staff of the Hotel Bristol signed
petitions both for and against the Act?—l was not aware of it.

34. Mr. Wilkinson.] Are the people you represent in favour of Saturday, Wednesday, or
Thursday for the holiday?—They could not all go off at once. My point is that there should be
one day's rest in seven.

35. Mr. Glover.] Where only two persons are employed in a boardinghouse do you think
the people would like to have the same facilities as those who employ more than two ?—There
are several places in Dunedin where if the Act was brought into operation as it is in the Bill
it would deprive some of the workers of the benefit of the Act.

36. The Chairman.] Would you be in favour of an optional clause going into this Bill
where the employee would get a day's pay instead of a day's holiday?—No, the object we are
fighting for is a day, not the price of a day. We have laid it down as one of the laws of the land
that a man shall not work on one day of the week—Sunday. If that were not compulsory a great
many people would work just for the extra money. Six days' labour is sufficient for any man.

37. Do you not think it should be applied to every business, tramways, steamboats, &c. t—
I think it should be possible for everybody to get it, but even if there are those who cannot
that is no reason why hotel workers should not get it. I should like to emphasize this : that
the hotel workers have to work on the statutory holiday—those are their hardest days—and
they get nothing extra for it.

Tuesday, 19th August, 1913.
Arthur Rosser, representing the Grocers' Assistants' Industrial Union of Workers, Auckland,

examined. (No. 18.)
Witness: The Auckland Grocers' Assistants' Union has been formed since 1901. We are

now in the currency of our fourth award. The struggle has been to reduce hours, more so than to
increase wages; indeed, we have only asked for one increase of wages in twelve years. In 1903
there was a system by which grocers' assistants were compelled to work fifty hours per year without
payment of overtime. In 1906 fifty-three hours per week was provided for, and the total number of
hours to be worked without overtime payment was reduced to forty hours, but it was limited for cer-
tain months. In the eleven months of the year from January to November no more than two hours
per month could be worked. That made twenty-two hours; and for the three weeks immediately
preceding Christmas three hours per night on three nights per week could be worked, or eighteen
hours, making a total of forty hours for the year for which no payment was given. During
the currency of that award the Shops and Offices Act, 1910, came into operation, and when our
award expired the Shops and Offices provisions took effect and further overtime was abolished.

1 have given you these details to show you that the Grocers' Union has been one that has suffered
as much as any union from overtime hours. The Shops and Offices .\ct, 1910, was regarded by
the Grocers' Union as a distinct advance, and now by the award which came into operation in
October last year the hours are not mentioned. We are governed by the Shops and Offices Act,
so it intimately affects the men I represent. I would like to say, taking the Bill seriatim,
that there is a difference in the definition of the word " occupier " on page 2, line 26 : " ' Occu-
pier ' means any person occupying any building, and includes any arrent. manager, foreman,
acting or apparently acting in the general management or control of a shop or office; and, in
shops and offices occupied by a body of persons, corporated or unincorporated, also includes the

6 I. 9a.
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working manager." The definition of " occupier " is a very wide one. I propose to refer to
that further when I get to clause 3. The one is connected with the other. In the definition
on.page 3, line 5, "working-day" means any day of the week except Sunday, and my union
thinks there should be some provision in this Act whereby it would govern Sunday, because I
would point out that Sunday trading at present the Department has no jurisdiction for.
Offenders are prosecuted under the Police Offences Act, and there is a good deal of it going on.
The union thinks there should be a clause prohibiting Sunday trading. Since Mr. Kettle's
decision in a police prosecution, that so long as the articles bought are consumed on the premises
no offence is disclosed, the police do not care to take action, so a clause should be put in this
Act giving the Department power to prosecute. In clause 3, page 3, it is provided, " Every
shop shall be registered with an Inspector by the occupier or occupiers thereof in the name of
the occupier or one of the occupiers, and such registration shall not be altered except for some
sufficient reason to the satisfaction of the Inspector." This is a new clause different to that of
1908, and it opens the door for too many exemptions. For instance, it is to be " registered
by the occupier or occupiers thereof," and the definition of " occupier " includes " any person,"
and " any agent, foreman, manager, or other person acting or apparently acting in the
general management," and also includes "the working manager." This would provide, for
instance, in Auckland, for a case in which one firm has four shops, and the shops would be
registered not in the owner's name but in (he name of one of his employees in the position of
foreman; and the definition also covers the fact that it is proposed to exempt the occupier's
wife and the members of his family. That would be a large exemption for a firm having sev< ral
shops. Under the old Act the wife was exempt, but not the family. I would like to point out
clause 4. section 2, line 25. It is the latter part of this clause we are objecting to : " The entry
of the particulars hereinbefore referred to shall be signed by the assistant at the time of the
payment of his wages, and such signature shall operate not only as a receipt for such payments,
but also as a certificate of correctness, and the particulars entered with respect n> that assistant."
That qualifies subsection (1) of clause i. On page 21, section 42, subclause (d) : " Every person
is liable to a fine who wilfully makes any false entry in any register, record, notice, or book
required or authorized under this Act." Now, under that Act people are prosecuted, for
instance, if they get less than the minimum wage and sign for the full amount, because the
Inspector has the power to turn up the book, and if the evidence is forthcoming- that circum-
stances oompelled him to do it to retain his job a prosecution ensues. But this clause qualifies
it, and no action of an Inspector would lie if he has signed it, because of subclause (2) of
clause 4—" The Inspector may at any time require the occupier to verify the entries in the
wages and time book in such form as may be prescribed by the regulations." This also is
involved in subsection (2). In reference to hours of employment, in clause 5, subsection (1) :" Subject to the provisions of this Act and to any award of the Arbitration Court, a shop-
assistant shall not be employed in or about any shop in which any one or more of the trade or
businesses mentioned in the First Schedule hereto are exclusively carried on after the hour set
opposite to the reference to such trade or business on the said schedule : Provided that, except
on Christmas Eve or New Year's Eve, no female assistant shall be employed in or about any shop
in which is exclusively carried on the business of a confectioner or fruiterer after half past
nine o'clock in the evening, or any other shop to which this paragraph relates after nine o'clock
in the evening." This is a revival of the provision that obtained in the 1908 Act and was
abolished in 1910, and we object to that. Under the old Act the .grocers' award said that this
shall be subject to the Shops and Offices Act. We turn to the Shops and Offices Act and we find
the words "and to any award of the Arbitration Court." and when one is in conflict with the
other it is hard to say which is paramount. We say theAct should be paramount.

Mr. Rowley pointed out that the hours were explicitly dealt with in section 6 of subsec-
tion (8) : " Provided that any award shall not permit a shop-assistant to be employed in any
one week or in any one day a greater number of hours than is prescribed by subsections one and
two thereof."

Witness: The new words should be taken out altogether. Section 5, page 3. line 43:
" Provided that, except on Christmas Eve and New Year's Eve, no female assistant shall be
employed in or about any shop in which is exclusively carried on the business of a confectioner
after half past nine o'clock in the evening, or in or about any other shop to which this para-
graph relates after nine o'clock in the evening." I am speaking now as to my own personal
objection to that, being brought into contact with so much of that class of labour. At present
it is fixed at 9 o'clock. The proposed extension has never been asked for by the workers. 1
would like to point, out that fifteen minutes has been added to the timeof the workers by clause 43 :
" If any shop-assistant is employed at any work in any shop later than fifteen minutes after
the prescribed time the employer commits an offence in respect of each shop-assistant so em-
ployed." I consider that is too much extension of the time. Subclause (•}) of that section we
agree with.

1. Mr. Davey.~\ Do you agree with subsection (3), clause s—"5—" Every person engaged in or
about the business of a shop other than the person in whose name the shop is registered pursuant
to section three hereof, the wife or husband of that person, and the members of his or her family,
as the case may be, shall, while the shop is open for business, be deemed to lie a shop-assistant " 1—
No, we object to the family coming in as exempts. We would not separate the wife and husband
under any circumstances, but we object to the children coming in. Subsection (5) of clause 5
I have nothing to say about. These definitions are all rieht. Clause 7: " Nothing in this Act
shall render it unlawful for the occupier of any shop to keep his shop open or to employ his
assistants till eleven o'clock at night on Christmas Eve and New Year's Eve, or. when Christmas
Day and New Year's Day fall on a Monday, then till eleven o'clock at night on the Saturday
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preceding these days respectively.' Well, they should be paid for that. We believe that they
have no right to work the men on New Year's Eve and Christmas Eve- exceptionally heavy
days—without paying for it.

2. Supposing they received an equivalent holiday, what then : even then they should be
paid?—Yes. Working under pressure as they do they cannot enjoy the holiday. I have seen
numbers of Day union as limp as worn-out rags, unable to use it. We consider there should
be some relief when they work under pressure. Subsection (3), section 8: "Provided that the
hours of employment under this subsection shall not exceed the hours limited by paragraph (a)
of the last preceding subsection by more than three hours in any one week.'. The grocers'
assistants had to work under that until the award superseded it, but we are not in favour of
working overtime. There should be some system of regulation for overtime, and we believe this
should be safeguarded by the use of permits by the Inspector of Factories, the same as in clause 27,
subsection (2). This provides for hotels : " Such working-hours may be extended for not more
than three hours in any one day, nor more than ninety hours in any one year. Written notice
of the extended time worked is to be given to the Inspector within twenty-four hours thereof. ,'We consider the shops should be under the same regulations as hotels. There is too much trusting
to the honour of the shopkeepers. They are only human. In fact, the hotelkeepers have a higher
character. They are the best characters you can put into the business, according to the papers
they have to furnish. Yet we cannot trust these men of honour, but the shopkeepers are treated
on their word of honour. Shops should be treated as hotels, and overtime regulated by permits.
From 9 down to the end of 10 we consider reasonable, but with regard to 10 it is more often
honoured in the breach than in the observance. The provisions are right—they can be enforced
—but there are shops in which seating-accommodation is provided, but heaven help the woman
who avails herself of it ! They are not allowed to use these seats, and if they do a system of
signalling is resorted to. Ihe word goes along. " Hist, here comes the shop-walker! " and
they start up till he goes by; but they need it all the same. Clause 12, the weekly half-holiday :Ihe only thing in that I would like to see is a new clause for a compulsory Saturday half-holiday
in the four chief centres.

Mr. Okey: You will never get it in.
Witness: It is merely a suggestion on my part.
Mr. Okey: It is left to the people.
Witness: It is in force in Melbourne and Sydney under the Act.
Mr. Okey: We tried it here, but the House would not support it. 1 moved and voted for

it myself.
Witness: The intervening clauses up to page 11 we have no objection to, but in clause 17

(I am speaking now personally) I say there will be a difficulty in administering the latter part
of subclause (a) : " Provided that the provisions of this paragraph shall not be deemed to autho-
rize a book-stall keeper on a railway-station or wharf to carry on his business on the Saturday
closing-day except I'm tin purpose of supplying bona fide passengers." The Devonport Ferry
Company issue annual family tickets, and it would be very hard indeed to differentiate between
them and casual on the wharf.

3. Mr. Anderson .] Does the union require the book-stall on the railway-station to be closed/
—No, I do not think they should be, and if necessary the ticket should be produced; but there
is a difficulty where it says "bond fide, passengers" on the ferry steamers where families are
eaiiied for £o a year.

Mr. Davey: Well, we can take a note of the objection.
Witness: Then, page 12, clause 18, subclause (c)—we approve of that: "Where any such

special day falls on a Monday the occupier of a shop that is usually closed for a half-holiday
on Saturday may, if he observes a whole holiday on Monday, keep his shop open on the Saturday
next preceding such special day, provided that he has closed his shop at one o'clock in the after-
noon of some other working-day in the week." That is a new provision, and it will settle the
vexed question as to which day a man can keep open as a compensation. Then, clause 20, the
11th line: "Where a person is the occupier of both ;: shop and a factory, and employs any

person partly in one <.'Stablishment and partly in the other, such lasr-mentioned person shall
for the purpose of the Act be deemed to lie employed exclusively in that part of the establish-
ment in which he is chiefly employed as certified by the Inspector." I would like to compare
this with clause 21 of the 1908 Act. This is an extension of the clause to cover the purposes of
the whole Act. whereas in the 1908 Act. clause 21, the words were. " for the purposes of the
weekly half-holiday and the wages therefor." Now it is proposed to increase it for the purpose
of this Act. We object to increase the scope of the clause, because it was clear that so long as
the half-holiday and the payment for the half-holiday were not called into question they were
treated the same as other shopkeepers. Now it is " for the purposes of this Act." which widens
the scope. And then, in regard to clause 33, there is a further sweeping provision that the
offices and shops shall be closed " not later than one o'clock," but this proviso takes away the
provision. The union wants to know whom this clause does not exempt : " Provided that this
section shall not apply to shipping, railway, tramway, mining, newspaper, telegraph agencies,
cable companies or telegraph companies' offices, or offices of freezing companies, or offices of for-
warding agenoies, or offices of solicitors, auctioneers, banks. Harbour Boards, insurance com-
panies, wholesale warehousemen, wool-brokers, wool-buyers, or miners' unions." There are
very few people the Act would refer to after these exemptions were made. Why exempt the
miners' unions more than other trade-unions? We say, if it applies to the miners' unions, it
should appl) to all offices. Take my office: lam not allowed to have a girl back. Why should
miners' unions be allowed to bring back their employees? Ido not want to bring my girl back,
but why provide a loophole?
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4. Mr. Anderson.] You would not get on without the cable companies?—That is a matter
of urgency; but why should a girl be exempt in an auctioneer's office and not in a grocer's
office? Clause 35 : " The ordinary wages or salary of every office-assistant shall be paid for
the half-holiday hereinbefore provided, and for any holiday or half-holiday mentioned in sec-
tion eighteen hereof at the first regular pay-day after the half-holiday or holiday." That is a
necessary provision, but there is no provision for the payment of wages in general or for a wages
and time book. It assumes that the general wages will be paid correctly, and therefore that
the half-holiday wage will be paid. I should like to point out that this Act provides that a
person shall not work after a certain hour, but it does not say shall not work before a certain
hour. In Auckland girls are sometimes brought on at 7.30 in the morning. I think there should
be certain hours of work, and that the Act should stipulate those hours. Clause 56 (I have
finished speaking for the union) provides : " Nothing in this Act shall be deemed to prohibit
the sale at any time of newspapers on any premises where the same are printed or published by
the printer or publisher, or by any assistant of any or both of them." Does that affect boys
selling in the streets or delivering at the door? Is it clear? Because, if so, it affects the evening
paper in Auckland and not the morning paper. My last point is in the schedule, page 25. I
have conducted every hairdressers' dispute before the Council and Court in Auckland, and I
consider some attempt should be made to bring the hours for hairdressers into conformity in
the four chief centres. In Auckland the closing-time is 9.40, in Dunedin 9.15, Christchurch
about the same, Wellington 9.15.

5. Mr. Bollard.'] You say Sunday trading is carried on now in Auckland : who carries on
flic Sunday trading?—Lollie-shops and confectioners' shops. I an: not saying much about the
refreshment-shops, although I never patronize them. The confectioners' shops are a source oi
temptation to children on Sunday. I know one shop where the proprietress takes her rent on
Sunday. The police will not prosecute after Mr. Kettle's decision. I object to a child going
to Sunday school with 3d. or Id. being tempted to spend it on sweets instead of it going to its
proper destination.

6. Would you stop the supply of soft drinks?—Not if consumed on the premises.
7. What about the Kiosk: they serve tea and other refreshments?—I have no objection to

that.
8. Now, in regard to the extra hours of shop-assistants at Christmas and New Year, do they

not get an extra holiday not provided in the Act? Would that not compensate them for the
extra time?—If you take the extra time and allow them time and a half you will find they are
not nearly compensated. They work eight hours from 7 to 11, and calculated at time and a
half that would be twelve hours.

9. Mr. Clark.] Do you think it would be fair to exempt country auctioneers who sell cheap
meat to the workers on the half-holiday?—Treat them as ordinary butchers.

10. In Dunedin they sell at less than the butchers, and the workers get cheap meat. If you
are going to close them you are going to play into the hands of monopoly?—I do not know what
takes place at Dunedin. I would not object to that.

11. Mr. Okey.] Do you not think Sunday trading should be cut out altogether as far as the
employees are concerned. Why allow Sunday trading at all?—That is what I cannot understand
—why we should prohibit it in the awards—in the grocers' awards. It should be in all cases.
It should be in the confectionery trade. That is a point I would make specially.

12. In the case of a partnership do you think it right that only one member of the firm
should be allowed to come back? Supposing a son wanted to dress the window while his father
looked after the books?—As long as it is a bona fide partnership; but it is liable to abuse, as
families are exempt. We are satisfied with the present clause in the Act, and that is that one
person can be registered, and only one person.

13. You want the hours stated in which a girl must work. Supposing a girl wants a holi
day, and is willing to come back and do some typewriting early?-—Well, it is open to abuse.
For instance, there are cases under the Arbitration Act where no worker can contract himself
out of the provisions of the award. That may work hard in some cases, but it is for the common
good. To a reasonable employer there is no need to prescribe the starting-hour, but there are
others who are not reasonable. One clause I have missed—clause 43, with regard to fifteen
minutes beyond the prescribed time. We object to any fifteen minutes' grace. It was not so
in the old Act, and we in Auckland have had to suffer right up to the present time; offices there
interpret it in a different way to those in the South. A decision of Chief Justice Stout in the
case of Archer v. Le Cren is very clear. Our people are allowed to keep open till 9.30, and if
the Inspector sees an assistant working after a quarter past 9 he reckons it is no offence because
they are allowed a half-hour's grace. We object to any grace at all.

14. Mr. Anderson.'] If they are serving a customer would you allow them to complete the
sale ?—Yes, but the doors should be closed.

15. Supposing several customers were waiting in the shop, would they have to walk out?
—They deserve to for putting it off till the last minute. Close the doors ; that would meet the
case.

16. Mr. Clark.] You are in favour of closing confectioners' shops on Sundays, to prevent
the children wasting their money. Would you be in favour of closing hotels on the half-holiday
to save the men from wasting their earnings?—l am a lifelong abstainer and a Prohibitionist. Twould close the hotels altogether if I had my way.

17. Mr, Grenfdl.] You are aware that the case Archer v. Le Cren was only decided last
year, and it was a test case for deciding the intentions of the legislature? Prior to that was it
not an understanding that they should have half an hour's grace to clear up the shop? Yes.
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18. So that you recognize it is reasonable that a certain amount of time should be given
to allow employers to put their shops in order I —Yes, so long as it is restricted, and no actual
sale of goods is allowed. I am in favour of working overtime if it is actually necessary. A
well-regulated shop has a man to put up packages and tins and make up orders.

19. Would you support employers having the right to ask their employees back to make up
orders?—Under a permit system I would do it.

20. Is there not sufficient protection to the men when the employer knows that he will have
to pay time and a half and the Labour Department has the right to inspect the wages-book?—
No, not sufficient.

21. Surely the men are able to protect themselves?—We are strong for the permit.
22. Is it not a fact that in the award the 2nd January is given —that it is not a regular

holiday under the Shops and Offices Act?— Yes, but it has always been allowed in Auckland as
much as New Year's Day. The " steeple " is run on that day.

Rev. J. Dawson, representing the New Zealand Alliance, examined. (No. 19.)
Witness: We desire to bring before you the recommendation that there should be included in

the Shops and Offices Bill a new clause—subsection (3) to section 1?., in reference to the hotel-
bars being closed. We suggest a new subsection to read as follows: "On the statutory closing-
day it shall not be lawful to sell any intoxicating liquor as defined by the Licensing Act, 1908,
on any licensed premises as defined by the said Act, whether in a separate or combined district,
after the hour of one o'clock in the afternoon." This clause is drafted on the one which applies
to election day. We suppose that the clause as there embodied under the Act is an effective one,
and we suppose it will be effective on the half-holiday. The reasons that actuated us in seeking
the amendment are, first, in the interests of labour. We think it is equally important that those
who labour in the bar should have a settled day as it is for any other section to have a trade
holiday. We want to emphasize this : that we want to deal with the bar trade only. We do not
ask that the hotels shall be closed. We recognize that they have a legitimate business to carry
on, but the bar trade is not part of that. The bars ran be closed to the benefit of all concerned,
while providing for the travelling public is a necessity. The second reason is in the interest
of general trade. We are satisfied from what takes place the general trade suffers because the
bars are open on the half-holiday. The money goes in that direction, which in the general interest
ought to go to general trade. Our third reason is the most important one. It is the interest
of the well-being of the community that there should be these restrictions to the bar trade as is
imposed on other businesses. In fact, it is more important. The waste of substance, the waste
of strength, the amount of drunkenness, amount of crime, that is created through the bar being
open while men have time on their hands, we submit, so far unfits men for their work that the
bar should be closed for every moment of the statutory half-holiday. Speaking generally, they
do a cash trade. They scoop up the money, and leave the men for the necessary trade short of
money. And now in reference to clause 27. We should like to see that clause restricted also.
Fifty-eight hours is provided in that section. It is too long a time for a woman to be asked to
work. On five days of the week they may be called upon to do eleven hours' solid work, and for
three hours on the holiday. If we rightly understand the clause they may be called upon for
an extra three hours on any one day, or ninety hours (hiving the year. We think, at any rate
for barmaids, the hours should be shortened. We urge that the employees should have one day's
rest of twenty-four hours in every seven days. Indeed, we believe it is in the interests of the
community that the bar traffic should be brought under the Shops and Offices Act, and that they
should not be allowed to open thebar before 8 o'clock, nor to continue after 6 o'clock.

Mr. Davey: You are going outside the order of reference. This applies to the Licensing
Act. It does not come in the Act we are considering.

Witness: I appreciate that, but I wish to indicate that such are our convictions, if I may
be allowed to mention it. As representatives of the No. 3 Alliance we know there is a very general
demand for the half-holiday to apply to hotel-bars as much as to any business. A large number
of petitions have been brought from Auckland to Parliament this session asking that this shall
be done, and we earnestly urge rhis amendment to section 13 he part of the Bill.

1. Mr. Okey.] You say " just the same as election day." Do you know that the bars are
opened at the close of the poll? Do you suggest that?—Our suggestion is that they shall not sell
after 1 o'clock.

2. Mr. Anderson.] It has been suggested by another witness that lollies and confectionery
are sold at Auckland on Sunday?—lt is not confined to Auckland : it prevails in Wellington.

Rev. Mr. Comrie, representing the New Zealand Alliance, examined. (No. 20.)
Witness: I appear to support Mr. Dawson, and to emphasize the point he has made that

to keep the hotels open on the half-holiday leads to an excess of drinking that would not prevail
on another day. Many men spend money directly they receive it, and the first channel is the
one that receives the money. I knew a farm labourer who would work for three months, and
when he received his cheque he would buy himself a suit of clothes, boots, and other requirements.
He then went to the publichouse and never left it until his last penny had gone. If the public-
house was open and the shops closed, the chances are he would have to go back without the necessi-
ties. That may be said to be an extreme case. Well, perhaps it is; but to a large extent that
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is what happens on the half-holiday. Men find themselves at liberty, and if the shops are closed
they go to the hotel-bars, and their wives and families have to go without. We submit it not
only gives the hotels an unfair advantage over the shops in business competition, but it is also
against the best interests of the community. While we as an Alliance are not concerned with
the hours of labour, we feel we have a great deal of sympathy with those who seek to reduce the
hours of labour within reasonable limits, and the fact that a female can be employed eleven hours
a day, with the possibility of three hours extra, making fourteen hours in one day, appeals to
us a very wrong state of things. The half-holiday needed for the rest of the community should
also operate in favour of those who work in hotel-bars. We are strongly in favour of one day's
rest in seven, and we desire, as far as possible, that it should be for all purposes on the same
day, and that the day which is regarded in a Christian community as the day of rest. But
we recognize that it is not possible for these who cater for the wants of the community in the
way of food and other necessaries to all have the Sunday off. We submit that no hardship would
be entailed in asking that the hotels should be closed on the half-holiday, as on election day, but
without reopening at 7 p.m. We submit that no member of Parliament wishes to repeal that
provision. The reason we adopted that provision was that we believe it has been found to be
practicable as well as salutary.

1. Mr. Bollard..] Are you in favour of abolishing hotels altogether?—Hotel-bars, sir.
The Chairman ruled the question out of order and did not allow any further reply.

William Stewart Wallace, Chemist, Wellington, examined. (No. 21.)
Witness: The chief point we want to draw attention to is paragraph (iv), subsection (c),

clause (1), section 17. re half-holiday: "Notwithstanding anything in this Act, it shall not
be unlawful for any chemist or chemist's assistant who resides on the premises of the shop to
supply at any time medical or surgical instruments that are urgently required." We represent
no body of chemists, but we feel that if we have to keep our shops open for the benefit of the
public we should not be restricted to what we should sell, provided we sell our ordinary stock-in-
trade.

1. Mr. Anderson.J Do you mean ordinary stock'/—We mean everything in the shop.
2. Supposing chemists stocked tobacco and cigars: I am talking about country chemists?—

By doing that they arc bringing themselves within the ordinary provisions of the Act. We in
Wellington have agreed by a three-fifths majority to close at 8 o'clock because we believe the hours
are unnecessarily long. Some people take advantage of this little clause here, and are selling
goods after hours which cannol properly come under the heading " Medicine or surgical
appliances." They go on the system that anything asked for is urgently required. Our sugges-
tion is that you should define what the clause empowers. One or two glaring examples in Wel-
lington make it exceedingly difficult to carry on with them. When the Department sets traps
the Magistrate takes it upon himself to be very nasty to them—to the trap, not to the man who
gets his customer to break the law.

3. Mr. Clark.] In some places chemists .sell tobacco and so on. In small towns they could
not live if they did not?—There is nothing in the law to stop a man from keeping his shop open
if he does not employ anybody.

i. Mr. Okey.] Have you am objeotion to chemists being rung up in case of emergency?—No;
we treat it as a duty. We are actuated by sentimental motives, I suppose. We have no wish to
stop that.

Friday, 22nd August, 1913.
Robert Matall examined. (No. 22.)

1. The Chairman,] Whom do you represent?—The Dunedin and Suburban Operative
Butchers' Union of Workers.

2. Have you their authority?—Yes. [Document produced.]
3. Mr. Hindmarsh: I should like to interpose here. The secretary of the Auckland Butchers'

Union gave evidence the other day, and he handed me this paper as containing what they want.
Now, if this witness werts to read it over and say that this is ail he wants it would save a good
deal of time.

Witness: I understand that it is practically the same.
The Chairman: The clerk will read over this statement that Mr. Hindmarsh has, and if the

witness endorses it he can say so.
The Clerk then read the statement, as follows :—

" Suggested Amendments to Shops and Offices Act, 1913.
"Clause 2: Date of Act.—Proposed date, Ist April, 1914. Date suggested, Ist January

1914.
"Clause 'i ■ Registration.—Required that this clause shall be amended so that it shall not

be possible for a firm to register its first shopman as registered occupier, and deprive him of the
privileges of the Act First shopman in our case is a worker who at present receives £3 per
week by an award of the Court of Arbitration.

"Clause 4: Time and wages book.—Section 2 of this clause provides that signature of
worker shall be taken as certificate of accuracy. This is wrong, as it would facilitate evasion
of Act. Employee often signs thebook, which is afterwards found to be incorrect.
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" Clause 5 : Section 3.—Clashes with definition of ' shop-assistant ' as defined in clause 2.
" Clause 6.—This clause enables a butcher's employee to commence work at 4 a.m. Sug-

gested amendment that it be 6 a.m., also that closing-hour should be 5 p.m., which were the times
stated in Auckland butchers' awards for thirteen years.

"Clause 8b should be amended so as to limit hours on half-holiday to five, and clause 8c
amended to provide for a breakfast-time before 8.30 a.m.

" Clause 1 7ji should be amended by striking out ' butchers.' There is no reason why butchers
should not have Saturday half-holiday when carried by a poll of electors.

" Clause 25.—A man hawking meat for an employer would be in the same position as a
registered occupier of a shop. In the case of a worker this is wrong.

"Clause 43.—This clause should be struck out; not required. If not struck out it should
be stated that the quarter of an hour is to be reckoned in usual day's work—i.e., nine hours.

" Clause 55 : Attendance on horses.—Should be made clear that the quarter of an hour pro-
vided in clause 43 shall not be used to evade this clause.

" Clause 7.—The total number of hours to be worked on Christmas or New Year's Eve should
be limited to eleven."

Witness: Yes. that is practically the evidence that I was sent here to give, and I was to lay
particular stress upon the closing-hour. At the present time in Dunedin most of the butchers
close at 6. Some close at 5.30, but the majority at 6. All the employees connected with that
particular trade commence work not later than 7 a.m., and very often before—some at 4.30. We
contend that if a man in a particular trade is compelled to be at work an hour; or two hours,
or two hours and a half before other trades he should get off earlier in the evening. There is no
reason at all why a butcher's shop should not be closed at 5 o'clock. It has obtained in at least
two of the four centres for years. Drapers and other such trades do not commence work until
the shop opens, but they all close at 6, exactly the same as the butchers. The employers say it
is necessary for the butchers to be at work early in the morning, and I believe it is, especially
in the summer-time. Still, they do not want to be at work at both ends of the day if they can
possibly avoid it. That is practically the evidence I was sent here to give, and I will not take
up any more of your time.

William Morgan Evans examined. (No. 23.)
1. The Chairman.] What are you?—Fruiterer and confectioner, Queen Street, Auckland.
2. You want to give evidence on behalf of -I—The1—The fruiterers and confectioners of Auck-

land.
3. Have you got your authority?—No, I have none.
4. Do you wish to make any statement in reference to this Bill?—Yes.
5. Will you please state your views as briefly as possible?—The only point I wish to speak

about is the hours of employment for males.
6. Mr. Dave;/.] What particular clause?—The schedule at the end, providing for 10.30 on

week-nights and 11 o'clock on Saturday night. I may say that this has been the law for the last
three years, but it has not been enforced. If it is enforced now it will mean that I shall have
to take charge of my shop at 10.30 till 11.30, which means that I shall have to serve perhaps two
hundred customers between 10.30 and 11.30. The Auckland members no doubt know the big
trade I do. I employ six or seven hands through the summer months. All places of amuse-
ment come out at from 10.30 to 11 o'clock, and the people pass my shop going to the railway
and the ferries. I suppose three or four thousand people come down my way between 9 o'clock
and 11 on Saturday night. We want an extra hour.

7. You want 11.80 for the late-closing night?—Yes. With regard to clause 5, I should like
an extension till 10 o'clock for female labour. With reference to employing female labour at
nights, if I put a table in at the back of my shop with a teapot on it I can keep a girl there
till 12 or 1 o'clock, but as I have a fruit-shop and sell drinks she has to be out of the shop at 9.
She cannot serve a drink in a fruit-shop after 9. but she can serve out tea in the back shop.
I think that is very wrong. Fruit-chops should come under the same heading as restaurants.
In Sydney under the last labour laws they allow the fruit-shops to keep open on Sundays. As
you know, fruit is a catch line. I think we oiight to be left entirely alone from all laws. If
we send our hands off we cannot supply the public, and the result is loss all round, to the growers
and the dealers. I may say that the number of male employees in the fruit business in Auckland
is about twelve—I mean in the retail. It is chiefly female labour.

8. If the fruit-shops were kept open on Sunday as you suggest, what about the labour
employed therein—how would you pay them?—They would come under the same clause, I sup-
pose, as hotels or restaurants.

9. Then if the fruit-shops were open on Sunday you would have to give a whole holiday a
week to your employees?—Yes. We are not asking for Sunday trading. lam simply telling you
of the liberty they have in Sydney.

10. Mr. Glover.] Do you agree to forty-eight working-hours a week for girls?—No.
11. You were speaking about closing when the theatres and places of amusement come out

at 11 o'clock at night. Do you think that would be detrimental to the travelling public who
go home by the trains at 11.20? And the people travelling by the ferrios would be inconvenienced?
—I could not serve them if T had to be in the shop alone.

12. You could have no assistants there whatever?—I might bring my daughter along, but
she would not like it. Anyway, it would be useless in a shop like mine. T want four or five
hands.
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13. Then a great deal of the volume of your trade is done after the places of amusement
come out?—The best part of the day with me is from 10.15 till 11.15.

14. Mr. Okey.] A train leaves Auckland every Sunday evening at about 9.30. Would it be
an advantage to the travelling public if you could open one hour before the train leaves?—
Personally I think it would be an advantage all round. But lam not asking for Sunday trading.

15. Mr. Pryor.\ I would like you to explain to the Committee a little more clearly the class
of business that you do, especially in the evenings. You sell fruit to the people who are going
home from the theatres and places of amusement, and also " soft " drinks?—Yes.

16. You do a very large business in that sort of thing?—Yes.
17. People come in by the hundred after a quarter past 10 at night for the goods you sell?

—Yes.
18. To what time do the trams run?—Up till 12 o'clock.
19. And the ferry-boats?—All night.
20. What you say is that a considerable volume of business is done by you between the time

the places of amusement come out and the time the trams and ferries leave?—The bulk of the
trade.

21. Are you aware what hours are provided in the schedule of 'lie present Hill for employing
girls in your shops?—Fifty-two.

22. But the time to which you may employ them?—10.30 and 11 on Saturdays.
23. To what hour do you employ your girls?—We are generally clear at about 11.15 or

11.20. We are generally out by 11.30. No girls are employed at night after 6.
24. This schedule has not been put into operation in the past as far as your shops are con-

cerned ?—No.
25. What you are asking now is that the schedule should be brought into keeping with

the practice of the business : that is about all, is it not?—Yes.
26. You are not asking for something additional to what you have already got?—lt has not

been enforced.
27. You hare been working up till L1..30, and you are asking for that right to be prescribed

by law?—Yes.
Mr. Davey: That is I 1.30 every night?
Mr. Pryor: Yes.
28. The Chairman-.] How do you pay the men in your business—by the week?—Yes. They

come on at different hours of the day. Two men come on at 6 o'clock.
29. Mr. Pryor.\ You are not asking for any increase in the hours per week—you are not

asking for more than fifty-two hours?—No.
30. Mr. Dave//.] You said that the Act has never really been brought into force in Auckland

as far as the schedule is concerned. Were you ever checked in any way by a Government [nspei tor
for keeping open after hours'? No, There has been no interference whatever in the fruit business.

Frank Makin Whitehead examined. (No. 24.)
1. The Chairman.] What are you?—Restaurateur and fruiterer and confectioner.
2. At Auckland?—Yes, Queen Street.
3. Will you state your views as briefly as possible?—In the first place I would like to see the

half-holiday made movable. In restaurants it is very awkward. A hand is supposed to get
off on a certain day, and something happens—a couple of hands, perhaps, are off sick—and
we cannot possibly get a hand on at that particular time. You may have three, four, or five
hands away on a particular day, and then you have one or two half-holidays to get through,
which is practically impossible. They are making it now, I think, that we must get them off
on a certain day. In restaurants we cannot possibly do that. It would be better to say that
they must have a half-holiday in the current week. It would give us a better chance.

4. You want to have the choice of the day?—Yes, in the current week. As for females in
fruit-shops, 9.30, I think, is in the Bill. I should like to see that extended half an hour, to
10 o'clock. We are not asking for any extension of fifty-two hours a week. Our trade in Auck-
land is all done at night-time, and we have to take charge of the shop after our hands go off. If
we could work our men to suit our business it would make a big difference. With regard to
fhe wages-book, it is provided in this Bill that we are to keep it two years after the book is
filled. We think that six months would be ample.

5. There is no difficulty about holding it for two years, is there?—A man might be out of
business, but he is still liable.

6. Mr. Hindmarsh.] It is only a matter of store room, is it not?—You do not know where
a man might be.

7. The Chairman.] You would not be liable if you were out of the business, would you?—
Then why keep the book for more than six months? I think that is a reasonable time. Then,
in clause 5, subclause (3), it is provided that the husband, wife, and children are not to be
counted in as employees, while in clause 26, subclause (6), the husband is left out of it altogether.
I do not know whether it is accidental. As for six days' work a week, as far as restaurants are
concerned it is absolutely impossible. For instance, if I have three waitresses in one establish-
ment, I have to employ another waitress to relieve. She relieves the waitresses and the pantry
hand perhaps for three days or four day? a week. Then she has a day off herself, and then for
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two or three days you have no need of her. If she could relieve the cooks that would not be so
bad, but she cannot. You must put on a chef to relieve your chef. A second cook cannot carry
on a large establishment—not for the dinner. In the large hotels where they have a chef who
is walking about with his hands in his pockets it might be done, but in a restaurant it is altogether
different. In nearly every restaurant the second conk could not take over the dinner. If you
ask the chef to relieve the second cook he says No, and if you ask the second cook to relieve the
third cook he says No. You must get a chef to relieve a chef, a second cook to relieve a second
cook, and so on. That practically means that we shall have to get casual labour so as to work
it, and where are we to get casual labour? Exhibition time is coming on, and we shall not be
able to get even casual hands.

8. Mr. Anderson.] You say you would have to get a second cook to relieve a second cook, and
a third cook to relieve a third cook: do you ask us to believe that?—You would not get one chef
out of four or five who would take a second cook's job.

9. Mr. Okey.] You want to be able to keep your employees an extra half-hour. Do you think
there would be any objection from your employees in the shop to that?—It is hard to say. Ido
not anticipate any objection as far as I am personally concerned.

10. What number do you employ now?—Altogether, in the two restaurants and the shop,
about twenty hands.

11. Do you anticipate any objection from them if the law allows them to work a further
half-hour?—No. lam speaking of the shop. It is only for the females that we ask it.

12. Mr. Pryor.] What about the male employees : do you also desire the extra hour in addi-
tion to the schedule time? Does your business require it?—With a fruit-shop we have the trains
going away. One train leaves at 12 at night. We have people coining down to the shop as late
as 11.30.

13. You do a very considerable night business?—The best part of it is done at night. It is
more night than day.

14. You do a very considerable business after theatre time?—After 10 o'clock really. From
10 till nearly 12 the place is practically full.

15. You are allowed to do that business now?—Yes.
16. And you only ask that that right should be continued to you?—That is so.
17. Would it represent a very considerable loss to you if the right were taken away and you

were not allowed to employ your hands after 10.30?—On Saturday night after 10 o'clock, when
the publichouses close, the men come in for supper. We have anything from one hundred to
one hundred and thirty in the dining-room, and these people come out half a dozen at a time.
Well, I must keep a male hand with me in the shop to see that I get the money. Under this
Bill I should have to stay in the shop by myself, and I would be behind the counter, and people
would walk out without paying. And there is the shop :it is very busy, and has to be attended
to just as well.

18. Mr. Davey.] Is it attached to the restaurant?—Yes; they must go through the shop
to pass into the restaurant.

19. Mr. Pryor.] You have a restaurant and a fruit and confectionery shop combined?—Yes.
20. It is absolutely essential, in order to enable you to carry on the business, that you

should have the right to work your male employees for an hour later than is provided in the
schedule?—Yes; and I would have to come down every night myself to close up, besides the rush
nights.

21. Mr. Long.] You say that you employ twenty hands. How many of those are employed
in the shop?—There would only be one regularly employed, but in busy times we have two or
three.

22. What time are you asking that the female shop-assistants should be allowed to work to?
—From half past 9 to 10 o'clock.

23. You told the Committee that the full day off is an impossibility, and that it would require
you to employ an extra, chef. Who relieves the chef on his half-day now?—The second cook.
We have our dinner from 12 to 2. We do not have our dinner at 6 o'clock like they do in large
hotels. Therefore when we let our cook off for his half-day the big dinner is fiver, and the second
cook can carry on then.

24. Is not the Cafe Cecil open to supply meals all day long?—Yes, from 7 in the morning
till about a quarter to 12 at night.

25. The second cook is competent, then, on the chef's half-day, to take charge of the kitchen ?
—Yes, after the big dinner is over.

26. Have you never had a second cook that was competent to do the work ? —I may have
had one; but I have tried men that I have had, and they could not do it.

27. With respect to the half-holiday, you complain that there is something in the Bill that
will compel you to give your hands a half-holiday on soinv particular day. What clause in the
Bill is that?—I only know that one of the hotelkeepevs was fined in Auckland two or three weeks
ago because he did not give the regular day. So I was told—I could not swear to it.'

28 Are you not aware that subsections (4) and (5) of clause 27 leave it open for the employer
to give the servant a holiday on any day he or she thinks fit?—[No answer. |

29. Mr. Pryor.] You are quite satisfied to give a half-holiday so long as you can make it
changeable in the week?—-Yes.

30. But clause 30, you are afraid, will compel you to give a certain fixed day for each
employee?—Yes, and it is impossible, especially with the exhibition coming on.

31. Have you been compelled by the Labour Department to have it so fixed?—It is an under-
stood thing in Auckland that we are to do it, but they have not been to me personally.

7—l. 9a.
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Frederick Prior examined. (No. 25.)
1. The Chairman.] What are you?—A restaurateur, in Queen Street, Auckland.
2. Will you please state your views as briefly as possible?—While you are on the half-holiday

question I should like to say this: there is a half-holiday book. At the to]) of the page is the
heading, "Name, Occupation, Day of Half-holiday."

3. What clause are you referring to?—Clause 30. Say that Miss Brown, waitress, had her
half-day last Wednesday. On this Wednesday circumstances have arisen which make it incon-
venient to let this girl off. Can the employer say to her, " Miss Brown, instead of going off
to-day you can go off to-morrow." I maintain that an employer cannot do that, and we have
been instructed in Auckland that we are not allowed to do it. You certainly have the privilege
of fixing the day, but you cannot change it afterwards. Those are the instructions I got, at
any rate, from the Auckland Inspector. And not only that, but at a meeting we had last week
another restaurant-keeper and confectioner reported that he was distinctly told by the Inspector
that he was not allowed to change the day for any of the employees.

4. Mr. Davey.] That is under the old law?—l think it is the same in this Bill.
5. But extra provision is made that restaurant-keepers shall give one whole holiday in

ever)' week?—As far as the whole holiday is concerned I do not think it is practicable. It is all
very well for Mr. Long to criticize what Mr. Whitehead says in regard to chefs, but I maintain
that if you have a chef and are running a decent business the second cook cannot take the place
of the chef, except it is a very exceptional case. If you give a half-day off the principal part
of the work is done when the dinner is finished, because with a good many of the restaurants
the midday meal is the principal meal of the day. But if you have a dinner after that it is
where the second cook cannot come in, and in such a case I maintain that if you are compelled
to give a whole holiday you practically must have two chefs. I should like to mention another
matter : I and others in Auckland run business that is practically one-meal-a-day business—that
is the midday meal. Sometimes we do a fair tea, and at other times we do scarcely anything.
We have under our award been allowed to employ midday waitresses. The hours with them are
from 11.30 to 2 o'clock. In the first award that we had provision was made as follows: that
the hours should be from 11.30 till 2 o'clock on the six working-days, and that Sunday hours
should be fixed by arrangement. Then a clause provided that any work done in excess of the
hours specified or outside of the hours prosoribod should be paid for at the following rate:
Workers receiving £1 10s. or less, 9d. an hour; workers receiving more than £1 10s., time and
a half. That award expired in 1910. A new award was sought for, and we asked for the same
conditions. In his award the Judge dealt with various things, and he made a memorandum
at the bottom in which, when he came to the hours, he stated. "Parliament has stepped in and
made an amendment to the Shops and Offices Act which provides for your hours and rate of
overtime. The hours of work and rate of overtime for workers coming within the scope of this
award are regulated by the Shops Amendment Act, 1910." Now let us suppose the following
emergency arose, just by way of illustration : To-day T have three permanent girls in my room
off for a half-day. One of the permanent hands has not turned up this morning, and at about
half past 1 I get a ring on the telephone that the father of one of the others wants the girl home
because her mother has fallen down and sprained her ankle. That leaves me five girls short.
If I say to one of these midday waitresses. "Miss Smith, Miss Jones is not here; 1 want you
to come back to serve the tea for two hours," I have to pay her 3s. an hour for it. The union
might say, "Well, you could have her all day." We do not want her all day; we have too
many there now. All that we ask is that we have the right to employ these girls in any emer-
gency in which we want them. We do not want to make a practice of it. The only time when
we utilize them is in an emergency like that, or perhaps at race time. You cannot get casual
labour on a. race day. Not only that, but it is more convenient for you to run your business
with your employees that you know. However good a casual hand might be she is strange. We
ask for the privilege of bringing these midday waitresses back, and I think we are justly entitled
to it. We have been allowed to do. it until about three months ago. We paid these jrirls for
the time we brought, fhem back Is. an hour. We know that the wages a midday waitress gets
are not sufficient to keep a girl, but they help. One of my own midday waitresses is a widow
lady with two children. She receives a small compensation payment and lets a room to a couple
of girls, and this money that she is able to earn in midday helps her to jret a living. Then,
other women get hold of a husband who is a " waster " and will not keep them, and they have
to fossick out their own living; and I think these people should have the privilege of earning
this money, which they are justly entitled to. You cannot employ these particular people all
day long, because they are not in a position to accept such a situation. There is another very
important thing that 1 think wants looking into. Clause 46 provides. " All proceedings in
respect of offences against this Act shall be taken in a summary way on the information or com-
plaint of an Inspector, and shall be heard l>efore a Magistrate alone." We want tacked on to
that, " Provided always that every complaint made to an Inspector must be accompanied by
a sworn affidavit as to the facts regarding the said complaint." Our friends at the other end
of the room are laughing. I do not know whether they are responsible for sending the depart-
mental officers on wild-goose chases. If they are it is quite time they were stopped. Only about
six weeks ago an Inspector from the Labour Department came up to my place at aboul 3 o'clock
in the afternoon. He asked for me, and my wife told him T was out. H<> said. "A complaint
has been lodged with the Department about the dirty state of your premises; your kitchen-tables
are never scrubbed; your floors have never had a scraper on them." She said, "You can gothrough and see yourself." He went down and saw the kitchen and came back and said. "I
cannot find any fault, and, to tell you the truth, I would not mind having ray tea off the tables,"
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We have other similar cases. Perhaps for some reason or another you have to discharge an
employee, and out of spite they go down and make complaints to the union or the Labour Depart-
ment, and they send the Inspectors on wild-goose chases. I say that if that is all the Inspectors
have got to do they have no business to be there.

6. Mr. Dare;/.] Did you say that an Inspector told you in Auckland that you could not
give any of your employees any half-holiday you liked under the old Act?—Yes.

7. He told you personally?—Yes.
8. Mr. Ilindmarxh.] Did you act on that?—Yes.
9. On the statutory half-holiday did you. when your restaurant was upon, give all your

Servants a half-holiday I—Theyl—They all get a half-holiday.
10. But on this particular day? You say the Inspector t<>l*l you in Auckland that you

must give your employees a half-holiday on the half-holiday that the shops closed upon?—No,
that is not right. The Inspector came along and said. " I would like to see your wages and
overtime books." I produced both books.

11. What did he say. then, about the half-holiday I—He took his notes in regard to my
employing the midday waitresses overtime, and he saw then that another girl had had her day
changed, and he said. " I gee you have changed the day here." I said, "We can do that, can
we not? " and he said, " No, you cannot." And since then I have not.

12. .1//. Veitch.] With regard to the casuals, I do not quite understand your statement.
Do you suggest that you might have a race day on which three of your traitresses have a half-
holiday, and that an accident might happen to another, and so you would be short of four girls:
is that it?—Yes, in regard to the half-holiday, and I am not allowed to bring those midday
waitresses back. If I bring those girls back to run my tea for two hours I have to pay at the
rate of 3s. an hour.

13. If you are permitted to change the day from one day to another in the week on special
occasions, will that meet your difficulty?—No, it would meet it in one case only. It would not
meet the case on race days or holidays. Take Easter week, for instance. T have got sufficient
girls to run my room. They come on at !) o'clock in the morning and they are finished at 11.
There are sufficient hands to lay the whole room and another room for one hundred and fifty
people in those two hours; therefore I do not want any more hands all day long. We could
do without our midday waitresses on any holiday or race day, and if we could bring them back
for tea instead of having them at midday that would satisfy us. But we do not ask that. We are
quite willing that they should go on in the ordinary course and get a little extra for what they
do in the two hours on a race night.

14. What you want is the right to work overtime on special occasions at a special rate?—
Yes, we do not mind that. We have paid them at a special rate —at Sunday rate.

15. 77;e Chairman.] The overtime is provided by the award?—According to the interpreta-
tion of the Magistrate, no.

16. Mr. Veitch.] You would not have a race day every day in the week?—No. We do not
want the privilege of employing midday waitresses at any tiim—only on special occasions.

17. How many such special occasions do you think would happen in a year?—I could not
tell you how many times the girls would stop away in a year, but not very many. There is
certainly Easter week ; in fact, we could do with them in any race or holiday week.

18. I understand there is a race day nearly every week in Auckland?—Not quite so bad
as that.

19. Will you be satisfied if the law is fixed so that you must let your employees off a half-
day within each week?—Yes, one half-day.

20. Do you object to the whole day?—Yes.
21. With regard to this signed affidavit, can you show us that you suffered in any way from

the fact that this complaint was made?—Not in that particular case.
22. In what case could you suffer?—In another case.
23. Only if you are in the wrong, surely?—lt is like this: if you discharge a girl that girl

always gets a certain amount of sympathy from the customers, and in that way you lose custom.
24. Mr. Does it not commend itself to you as only justice that the girls should get

a holiday the same as other individuals?—I am perhaps in rather an awkward position. I am
speaking on behalf of the business in general. Personally it does not affect me at all, because
I do not do any Sunday trade, but I am speaking on behalf of the people who do.

25. But you will admit that girls who are employed in any particular establishment are
entitled to get their day off?—Yes. It could be done in this way : they could have two half-
days. I do not think there would be any objection. It would certainly work better than their
having one whole day. The people have to be catered for and businesses vary a good deal, and
it is compulsory that you keep a fair staff if you want to do any business at all.

26. Mr. OkeyJ\ About changing the day : would you tell the girl the day before that you
wanted to change the day or when she came that morning?—You might not know it.

27. You want to be able to say to the girl when she comes in the morning. " I cannot give
you a holiday to-day: you must have it to-morrow "1—Yes. The case which I quoted happened
to myself.

28. But Miss Brown may have arranged to go out for a walk with Mr. Jones : you upset
that arrangement?—That is the trouble. We are there to supply the public, and, of course, they
are there to get their living, and there should be some little give-and-take.

29. About these holidays : do they all sign the holiday-book before they go away on Wednes-
day or Thursday?—Mine all do before they go off.

30. Mr. Pryor.] I suppose, as a matter of fact, with regard to the half-holiday, it is essential
in the interests of your business that you should have, as far as possible, a regular day for each
girl," but you want to be able to change it just in case of emergency when you are in a fix?—Yes.
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31. Dealing with this question of the midday waitresses, the position is that under the first
award you had the right to employ these girls between 11.30 and 2 o'clock each day at a certain
rate, and the right to employ them overtime on overtime rates?—We did. There was a test
case brought in 1910 and it was referred from the Magistrates' Court to the Arbitration Court,
and the Arbitration Court just said, " Xo breach," and since then we have been going on.

32. Then the new award came into force?—Yes.
33. By which the Court put you under the strict law of the Shops and Offices Act?—Yes.
34. Then for some time after that you still continued to do the same with your midday

waitresses as you had done previously?—Yes.
35. But "some little time ago you were stopped and told you could not do that?—Yes.
36. By whom were you told?—He not only told me but he summoned me.
37. And you were fined? —No, ordered "to pay costs. A breach was recorded against me,

but I was not fined.
38. What you want is to get back into the position that you were in under the first award?

- Yes.
3'J. And you are quite prepared to pay overtime rates? —Yes, more than that—Is. an hour.
40. Have you any amendment to suggest in the Act by which you think you could do that?

—Yes.
11. It is in clause 27 (b) ? —Yes, at the end of the subclause we want these words added:

" nor for more than fifteen hours in any one week in case of the midday waitresses."
42. You are prepared to pay overtime to midday waitresses after they have worked fifteen

hours in any one week?—Yes.
43. You are not, as has been suggested, desiring to increase the time without any limita-

tion, because if those words are inserted there you take it that the limitation provided by the
Act—three hours a day, or ninety hours a year—would operate?—Yes.

44. You are quite prepared to accept the limitation?—Yes.
45. The Chairman.] Who fixes the overtime at 3s.?—The Labour Department, because they

say that we must pay for a day's work.
46. But it is not fixed by any award?—Yes, the award provides for casual labour.
47. Mr. Long.] Would you mind pointing out to the Committee what clause in the Bill

would prevent you from employing midday waitresses?—It comes in in this way: at the Arbitra-
tion Court, when we asked for this privilege, the Judge simply told us that he had wiped it right
off and the Shops and Offices Act provided for it.

48. Do you want something inserted in this Bill to override the award of the Court now
existing]—If we cannot get anything in the Court we must go somewhere else where we can.
We cannot get it put in in the Arbitration Court, and we ask it to be put into this Bill.

49. Is there any other restaurant award in New Zealand where there is provision made for
the employment of midday waitresses?—l do not know anything about it. I know it is very
much wanted in Auckland.

60. Can you tell us how you came to get it in the first instance?—By an agreement between
you people and ourselves at the Conciliation Council.

51. Are you president of the Restaurant-keepers' Association in Auckland?—Yes.
52. When did you last decide to increase the restaurant tariff?—Who said we had increased

it at all?
53. Has the tariff in Auckland not been increased?—Not that I know of.
54. Has the sixpenny-restaurant tariff not been increased?—I do not know anything about

sixpenny restaurants.
55. You were complaining about the visit of an Inspector : would you mind telling us what

Inspector that was?—Mr. Hood, according to the description that my wife gave me.
56. Has Mr. Hood got anything to do with dirty kitchens?—l do not think lie has. I do

not think he had any right there at all.
57. Are you not making a mistake? Would it not be the Health Department's Inspector?—

Xo. We have those &$ well. We had the Health Inspector there about a fortnight ago, and he
gave us a very good report.

58. You said that action was taken against you some time ago?—Yes.
59. Was that action taken under the Shops and Otlices Act or under the award?—I could

not tell you. All I know is that I was brought up there, and a breach was recorded against me
with 10s. costs.

Albert Augustus Brown examined. (No. 26.)
1. The Chairman.] What is your business?—Boardinghouse-keeper.
2. Where?—Symonds Street, Auckland—" Stonehurst."
3. Yours is a private boardinghouse ?—Yes.
4. 1 will ask you to make your statement as briefly as possible?—l may say that I have

been thirteen and a half years in business. We represent directly thirty boardinghouses, and
indirectly this Shops .md Offices Bill would affect about one hundred and fifty houses in Auck-
land. The thirty houses I mention will accommodate, roughly, about two thousand five hundredpeople, and at exhibition time might cater for three thousand five hundred. The thirty houseswould employ about 184 hands all the year round. The increased cost to me if this Bill becamelaw would be about £285 per annum. We have increased our tariff Is. a day per head as from
the Ist June, 1913, and we find that it has made a reduction in the number of our customersvery considerably. We were compelled to do it, however, as our expenses were so enormous in
comparison with our profits. If it were not that it is exhibition time the public would not pay
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the extra cost, so it is absolutely impossible for us to pay increased wages. The whole holiday
once ii week would be out of all reason, considering the easy times the staff have at present.
My staff have early tea at 6.30, breakfast at 9, morning tea at 11, lunch at 2, afternoon tea at 4,
dinner at 7, and supper from 9 to 10 o'clock. They have comfortable sleeping-accommodation,
l'ood—the same as my guests—ad libitum, and they take their own time at work so long as it is
done satisfactorily. I have strong objection to compulsory inspection of our houses and books,
unless the union can show any good reason for it. 1 do not consider it a sufficient reason that
they might find a black sheep among the boardinghouse-keepers. Unless there is general tyranny
carried on towards the staff 1 have no sympathy with the demands of the union. If there were
1 would be the first to be up in arms against it in the interests of fair play. I have been pre-
sident of the Boardiughouse-keepers' Association for four years. 1 want to endeavour to show
good reasons why the private-hotel keepers and boardiughouse-keepers should not be brought within
the scope of this Bill, but that they should be deleted from the wording of the Bill. During the
last fourteen years I have made a close study of matters affecting the members of our association
and their numerous employees, and 1 have always endeavoured to bring about, in a broad-minded
way, a friendly feeling between the boardiughouse-keepers and their staffs, so as to secure for
the latter the maximum of pay, leisure, and recreation compatible with the successful manage-
ment of our several businesses. On account of high prices for foodstuffs, coal, &c, boarding-
houses generally, especially the small houses, find it very difficult to make fair remuneration.
In some cases they barely make a living-wage after paying expenses. At the present time numbers
of them are working at a loss, but are living in hopes of better times soon. The proprietors in
many cases work much harder and longer hours than their staff, have all the risk and responsi-
bility, and in case of emergency are often without a sinking fund to draw from, while the staff
as a rule are able to buy luxuries that their employers could not afford. The three hundred—
more or less—boardinghouses in Auckland are so diverse in their conditions and surrounding
circumstances that it would be impossible to make a set of conditions for them without being
extremely harsh and unjust to the largest proportion of them, and probably numbers of them
would have to close up. Our employees get more pay, more leisure time for recreation, rest, and
laundry-work, additions to their wages in tips from guests, and better food, than they do in
the larger number of private houses. In most cases they are perfectly satisfied, and as far as 1
know have little sympathy with the union demands, which are unreasonable and uncalled-for.
The breakages in our establishments are enormous, and the staff are not asked to pay for them,
but the expense constitutes a big weekly rent in itself. Private houses, especially in suburbs,
find great difficulty in securing help, girls preferring boardinghouses, where the conditions are
more cheerful and congenial, and if a house does not suit a girl she is not compelled to stay,
as there are plenty of other places available. The residents in the suburbs are constantly selling
or letting their houses to avoid hard work and worries of housekeeping, and are seeking homes
in boardinghouses where they hope for rest and peace. A man's home—boardinghouse or other-
wise—should be his castle and exempt from the inroads of Socialist and Labour agitators, who
are not voicing the feelings of our staffs, but are persisting in their persecution and are wasting
our time and money by constantly bringing us into the various Courts without any tangible
reason except that we are employers of labour and have the pluck and enterprise to find capital,
at great risk to ourselves, for investment in our business, thereby also providing congenial work
for a large number of employees. There are no doubt black sheep in every community of
employers, but in boardinghouses the exception proves the rule. Where employees carry out
their duties conscientiously they receive courtesy and consideration from employers. If the
demands of the union are acceded to proprietors will have to work with fewer hands than hitherto
and longer hours, as in most cases they do not work up to regulation hours required by the union.
Another tendency would be to undermine friendly relations and confidential feelings that exist
between us at present. Some of the Auckland staffs are able to undress and get into bed for
several hours in afternoons if they do not wish to go out. Our chief and strongest reason for
seeking to be excluded from the Act is that we consider private hotels and boardinghouses are
neither more nor less,than private homes, and differ largely from public hotels kept for the sale
of liquor, and where they have billiard-tables, &c, from which they make large profits. Some
mothers would not allow their daughters to be subjected to the dangers and temptations surround-
ing a licensed hotel, but would have no objection to their working in boardinghouses. A good
many of the hotels do not take the trouble to fill their rooms with boarders, as they do not want
to be bothered with them, being able to do well from the liquor profits only. We would respectfully
suggest that it is just as reasonable to put private houses under the award as to put most of the
private boardinghouses, a private boardinghouse being neither a shop nor an office in the true
sense of the words. In March, 1909, Commissioner T. Harle Giles, Conciliation Commissioner,
ruled that it would be unjust to put us on the same footing as a public licensed hotel, and in this
opinion Mr. Justice Sim, President of the Arbitration Court, entirely concurs; hence in July,
1909, at the Arbitration Court in Christchurch, he refused to make an award, saying that private
hotels were boardinghouses under another name, and they should not be brought under award con-
ditions and restrictions. The Dunedin case in February, 1909, was a private agreement between
the parties and the union, applying only to a few houses. Judge Sim refused to include other
houses, as he considered they could not afford to pay the claims. The same thing, he said, applied
in Christchurch, and even if they could afford to pay an increased wage he did not see any
reason why they should do so. The Judge said that employees were provided with board and
lodging and were paid a wage sufficient to furnish them with all the necessaries of life; there
could be no question of a living-wage, and except in special circumstances, like Rotorua, the
Court should not attempt to regulate the wages of such workers. The Legislature, by enacting
section 71 of the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act, 1908, had made it clear that the
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bulk of domestic workers wore outside the scope of the arbitration system. In the case of domestic
workers who came within the scope of that system, the Court thought it should exercise those
powers of regulation in special circumstances only. The application for an award was dismissed.
Last time we came up before Judge Sim in Auckland he spoke very strongly against the waste of
time and money in bringing such cases into Court unless the anion had some very good reasons
for doing so. and said that they could mil even define the difference between a private hotel and
a boardinghouse. The union were not content with this, but brought a test case in the Supreme
Court before Judge Edwards against Mrs. Scherff. of " Glenalvon " boardinghouse, Jermyn
Street, which they lost. They contended that it was run under the same conditions as a licensed
hotel. Judge Edwards said emphatically that this was not a fact, as if a coal-heaver went to
" Glenalvon," and demanded to come in and have his lunch there in the same dining-room as
the Chief Justice of the Dominion and some of her distinguished guests. Mrs. Scherff could
refuse him admission on the ground that "Glenalvon " was a private home and in no way a
public house.

5. Mr. Anderson.] Do you believe in the old law, "Six days shalt thou labour and do all
that thou hast to do," and rest on the seventh?—I do under certain conditions, but every one
has to work. I do not believe in it as a hard-and-fast rule which every one must bow down to,
but I believe in not working more than is necessary on the seventh day.

6. Mr. Veitch.] Do you believe in each individual deciding the point for himself?—Yes,
according to how his business affects him.

7. Mr, Glover. j You said something about general tyranny to the staff: what was it?—l say
that if general tyranny was shown to the staff I would be the first to be down upon it. If employees
do their work faithfully they deserve as much courtesy as the employers.

8. Mr. Okei/.] What is your tariff?—It varies from 7s. to 9s. a day.
9. You have raised that Is., you say?—We were charging 7s. and Bs.; we now really are

charging Bs. and 9s.
10. Have you any difficulty at all with your employees?—No, not the slightest.
11. How do you treat them? Do you tie them down to the half-holiday a week, or do you

allow them out extra days?—We give them all the freedom we can. At the present time my cooks
get two half-days a week every Wednesday afternoon and every Sunday afternoon. I was the
first to introduce Wednesday early dinner, and that enables them to y;et off the two afternoons.
The balance of my staff get off every second Sunday in addition to their regular half-holiday
each week, the tea for Wednesday and Sunday being run by the housemaids and pantrymaids.

12. You argue thai an Inspector has jus' as much right to enter a private house where a
servant is kept as to enter your boardinghouse?—Yes. Ours is just as much a private home.

13. Do you find that a number of people are giving up their private houses in order to stay
at boardinghouses?—Yes. especially in the suburbs, where they cannot get help.

14. Mr. Veitch.] You are the president of your organization?—Y'es.
15. Can you give the Committee a fair idea of the increases that have taken place in your

tariffs recentiv?—An all-round rise of Is. a day from the Ist June.
16. How far back was the last rise before that? Is that the only increase that has taken

place?—That is the only increase as far as I know.
IT. How long were you at the point of Is. a day less than you have bun charging from the

Ist June?—That I could not tell you. We have never organized prices before in any shape or
form.

18. Give us some idea of the rise in tariff in your own private business?—For a very long
time my business was run at 7s. a day. Then I bought a house next door to me in which the
rooms are far better, and I charge there Bs. a day, or .£2 10s. a week. In the other part I charged
7s. a day, or £2 2s. a week. But now our tariff runs from J<s. to 9s. a day for casuals.

19. You state, then, that there was no increase in the charges made by boardinghouse-keepers
in Auckland for a very considerable time prior to the Ist June?—That I could not say. We
have never organized on that point. My business was started fourteen years ago in one small
house.

20. During the whole of that fourteen years have you made increases in your charges?—
Certainly, because I started with a business that had a bad will, and I had to live that down,
and I had to give to people more than they were giving me. When I started I took people
at as low a charge as £1 2s. 6d.

21. Now you aiv up to Bs. a day?—Now I am going in more for the tourists and travelling
public than I was then, although I have a large number of permanent boarders too.

22. Mr. Anderson.] Did I understand you to say that you give some of your hands two
half-days a week ? —Yres. my cook and second cook.

23. And did you say that some of them have a whole day on Sunday?-—No. The rest of my
staff get their half-day every week—the regular day that they know they get off, and we never vary
that—at least, Ido not think we have ever varied it.

24. You find no difficulty in giving your cook two half-days in the week ?—What took away
the difficulty was having early dinner on Wednesday instead of late dinner.

25. The Chairman.] You put up your tariff owing to the increased cost of living!—YTes; we
really could not run at the price. Everything has gone up. Bacon I used to get at from 6d.
to 7d. a pound, but I now pay lid. a pound wholesale, taking three whole sides.

26. Yet I think it is acknowledged that the New Zealand tariffs compare favourably with
those in almost any other part of the world?—Yes.

27. Mr. Pryor.] You find it practicable to give a half-holiday, and in some cases two half-
holidays, in the week, because the cook, 1 suppose, can prepare for the small meal before going
off?—The evening meal on Sunday and Wednesday consists of cold meat and sweets. The sweets
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are prepared by the cook in the morning, and then the housemaids and pantrymaids can run
the business quite easily without the waitresses or the cooks.

28. It would be quite impossible to arrange in that way if you had to let a cook off for the
whole day?—They could not do that.

29. The point is that while it is practicable for a half-day it is is absolutely impossible
for a whole day?—Yes.

30. Mr, Long.] I understand you to say that you represent the Auckland boardinghouse-
proprietors ?—Yes.

31. Do you know whether or not the boardinghouse-proprietors that you represent give the
half-holiday to their servants?—As far as I know they do.

32. Does the proprietress of " Glenalvon " give a half-holiday to her servants?—She does not
do it, perhaps, in the way that I do.

33. If I were to say that she did not. could you say of your own knowledge that I was not
stating what was correct?—I could not declare that, because I do not know. 1 know that she
gives a half-holiday, but she gives it in a different way from me.

34. You are opposed to boardinghouses being brought under the provisions of this Bill? —
Yes.

35. You are opposed to boardinghouse servants getting protection of any kind?—I do not
say that.

36. As one of the assessors before the Conciliation Council did you not oppose the servants
getting the protection of the Arbitration Court?—I opposed their being brought under the Arbitra-
tion Act, yes. I have done so all along.

37. So that you are opposed to the servants getting protection under the Arbitration Act,
and also the protection of the Shops and Offices Act?—l am not opposed to their getting protection
at all.

38. Are you opposed to the servants employed in the boardinghouses of Auckland getting
either the protection of the Arbitration Act or the protection of the Shops and Offices Act ? —
Certainly I am.

Chahi.kk GrOBVBNOK made a statement and was examined. (Xo. 27.)
Witness: 1 am secretary of the Auckland Provincial Employers' Association, and also secre-

tary of the Auckland Private-hotel Keepers' Association and of the Restaurateurs' Association. I
am here to support the evidence given by our president. Mr. A. A. Brown, on behalf of the
private-hotel and boardinghouse keepers, and also that of Mi-. Prior, president, and Mr. White-
head, one of the executive, of the Restaurateurs' Association. I, as having been secretary for
a number of years, hereby certify that the evidence given by thorn is substantially correct. I
now proceed to give evidence on behalf of the Auckland Master Butchers' Association, of which
I am secretary. Clause 4 (1) (l>) : " The kind of work on which he is from time to time em-
ployed." Tin' butchers desire that that should be put back again to " the kind of work on which he
is usually employed." The alteration of the wording will mean very considerable nuisance and
impracticability. A butcher's assistant may lie changed about a number of times in a day from
different classes of employment, and obviously it would entail a very great amount of unneces-
sary book-keeping if the employer had to keep a record for every hour that the assistant might
be changing his job. Butchers' assistants are classified as order men, first-goods men. small-
goods men. They are put here and there—it may be two hours at one time and three hours at
another. Obviously it is impossible to keep a record. With reference to subelause (3) of the
same clause, the Bill provides for the preserving of the old time and wages books for a period of
two years. I submit that that is not at all necessary, because under the Arbitration Act unless
action be taken within six months it is absolutely dead, so to keep the records longer than six
months is quite unnecessary. I desire to express the wish, on behalf of the butchers, that the
provision in section 3 and section 6 (4) of the Act itself, wherein reference is made to
the operation of the *Act being subject to awards of the Arbitration Court, should be retained
as it was prior to the amending Act of 1910 being passed. Clause 8, subelause (1), (c) :" A shop-assistant shall not be employed in or about the shop or its business for more than five
hours continuously without an interval of at least one hour for a meal." I respectfully urge
that after the word "meal" the following words be inserted: "Provided that the meal-hours
for butchers' assistants may be regulated in such manner as may be mutually agreed upon between
each employer and his individual workers to suit the exigencies of the trade." The reason for
bringing this so pointedly before you is that, if the clause as it stands becomes law, on every
working-day in rvrvy part of the Dominion butchers must commit a breach of the Act. I have
had the privilege of occupying the position of secretary of the Master Butchers for ten years,
and know what I am speaking about. The custom obtaining during all my time as secretary,
and long before that, is that the workers start, and must start, at about 6 o'clock in the morning.

1. Mr. VeitcJi.] Have you not the right to start them before?—We have, but we never rto.
We are desirous to have the hours of the Act retained, because there are occasions when we may
want them to work earlier, as when a ship comes in. It might be done, but it is not the rule
by any means; f> o'clock is the usual starting-time, and to my knowledge is observed. The men
work on from (!. and are allowed half an hour off for breakfast at about Bor half past. Those men
then continue right on till, it may be, 12 or 1 o'clock, when they have their midday meal. I submit
that in working the men like that the employers are committing a breach of this clause. It is
merely a matter of the Inspector " winking the other eye," or he must- prosecute them almost every
day. It has never been operative. We urge that the law be so amended that the butchers shall
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not need to commit that breach or be challenged. If we followed the provision in the Bill which
says that you shall not work your men for more than five hours without allowing them one hour for
a meal, it would simply mean that a butcher would have to work his shop-assistants from 6 o'clock
to 10.30 or 11, and then let them off for an hour at the very time when everybody is clamouring
for their supplies for the midday meal. There can be no unreasonable oppression of the workers
by the insertion of the words I am now asking for, because we suggest that it be by mutual
agreement, and if an employer were in any way to trade upon that and harass a worker
all the worker would have to do would be to tell him, " You keep your work and I will seek
employment elsewhere." With regard to subclause (3) of clause 8, it provides that overtime
may be worked only for special purposes—" stocktaking or other special work." I respectfully
urge that the words " for the purposes of stocktaking or other special work not being the actual
sale or delivery of goods "be deleted. My reason for asking that is that difficulties would arise
with our shipping trade. A vessel is in, and it is desirable that a man should be sent, perhaps at
half past sin the morning. It would give us the opportunity of exercising that privilege a little
before 6 o'clock.

2. The Chairman.] Is there not provision made in the Bill for shipping?—Not that I am
aware of—only for the half-holiday.

3. Mr. Veitch.] Are you satisfied with the last part of this subclause?—Scarcely. I would
prefer to have butchers' shops excluded, so that they should have the right to work extended hours,
to meet the exigencies of their business, at overtime rates.

4. Without any limitation as to the number of hours?—Yes. Of course, it is for this Com-
mittee and the House to determine, but I urge that, at all events, not less than what is stated
there shall be granted. With regard to clause 43, "If any shop-assistant is employed at any
work in any shop, or in connection with the business of any such shop, later than fifteen minutes
after the prescribed time, the employer commits an offence": we object to the limitation to
fifteen minutes. We ask that it remain at half an hour, as in the present Act. So far as our
trade, at all events, is concerned, it has never been made a general practice to keep the hands.
It is only done to meet the exigencies of the shipping.

5. Can you suggest any safeguard to prevent it being made a regular practice?
6. The Chairman.'] Are you asking for that half-hour's grace for all the employees in the

butchery business?—Yes. In answer to Mr. Veitch I should like to say this: if at any time the
attention of Parliament were directed to any serious oppression under this provision, then, I
submit, it should be altered, and not until. Nothing of the kind has taken place, as far as I
know, whilst the thirty minutes' grace has been the law. With regard to clause 55, " Exception
as to tending horses," I respectfully urge that that clause should not under any circumstances
be deleted from the Bill. I think that is all it is necessary for me to say on behalf of the butchers
at this stage. My instructions were to give this evidence, since I was coming down on other busi-
ness, and then ask for leave, later on perhaps, for one of the master butchers to come and answer
any questions. It may not be necessary for him to come, but I ask leave.

(In the brief space allotted to me in giving my evidence to-day in connection with the Shops
and Offices Bill, and in my anxiety to save the time of the Committee as much as possible, I
inadvertently omitted a very important point from my evidence on behalf of the Auckland master
butchers. I now refer to section 24, subsection (1), re closing by requisition. The butchers
ask and respectfully urge that the words " in the evening of," after the word " closed " in the
third line, should be deleted, and the word "on " substituted in lieu thereof. The reason for
this request is that in the Act as it now stands—section 25, subsection (1)—and in the Bill in
the clause here referred to—namely, section 24, subsection (1)—it is prohibitive foi any body
of shopkeepers by a majority of votes of the occupiers to fix the hours of closing except in the
evening, and this prevents their making provision for closing for the half-holiday by requisition
on any other day than that of the statutory closing-day. Will you therefore please permit this
requisition to be included in my evidence of to-day.—C. Grosvenor.)

m

Tuesday, 26th August, 1913.
Andrew M. Loasby examined. (No. 28.)

1. The Chairman.] What are you by occupation?—A chemist.
2. Whom do you represent?—The Christchurch Retailers' Association.
3. Have you an authority with you?—No, except that I wrote up telling you I would come.
4. You wish to speak on the Shops and Offices Bill?—Yes.
5. Will you lay your views before the Committee as briefly as possible?—With regard to

clause 12, subclause (1), we think that you should have a larger radius than you have at the
present time. Take a city like Christchurch. Greater Christchurch goes as far as May's Road
on the Papanui Road. Beyond May's Road to the top of Papanui there is, I suppose, fully
a mile of closely settled district with shops : that part is in the Waimari County, and they are
shutting on the Thursday and keeping open on the Saturday. Then we have a glaring case
in Wilson's Road. On the one corner of Wilson's Road there is a grocer who has been doin<:
a large business; on the opposite side of the road there is another man in a small way who is
in the Heathcote County : the Heathcote County man keeps open on the Saturday, whereas the
other man has to close. We think that the radius should, if possible, extend to ten miles from
the Post-office, and include all Greater Christchurch. My association wishes New Brighton and
Sumner exempted. We realize that, these being seaside resorts, it is necessary for people to be
able to go down there and get their provisions on the Saturday.
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6. Hon. Mr. M<issey.~\ Sumner and New Brighton are exempt now, are they not?—Yes, and
.ye wish them to remain exempt.

7. Mr. Dave;/.] The ten-mile radius would not touch Kaiapoi, would it?—-No. I think it
would touch Belfast.

8. And Lyttelton?—Yes. There is a very strong feeling that these boundaries should be
larger. I notice that the Bill says that where a man in any trade has to close a person carrying
on the same class of business within one mile shall, on request sent to the Minister, be compelled
to close also. It is felt that that would be a hardship, inasmuch as you may have one man just
the mile away and another man a few yards further on, and the latter, being outside the radius,
will be open. Thus you will still have confusion. The Christchurch Retailers' Association were
all Thursday men, I think, with the exception of myself. Now we are prepared to abide loyally
by the decision of the people. Saturday closing, we find, has not meant the loss that we expected
it would—not, at any rate, as far as the principal men are concerned. We realize that there
are some who are suffering from it, but as far as the bulk of my association are concerned we
are quite content to have Saturday. We are an association of nearly a hundred strong. We
are pleased, of course, to see that the exemptions are taken out of the Bill, and we hope they
will be kept out We see no reason why the hairdresser or the photographer should keep open;
in fact, speaking for myself, I see no reason why chemists should keep open. If it is not neces-
sary for a chemist to keep open on the Saturday it is not necessary for a hairdresser. In our
case it is often a matter of life and death; with the hairdresser it is not. We shut regularly,
but I have never yet heard of a man dying for want of medicine. There is the question of some
of the shops closing which do not employ labour, and which have been keeping open till 8 o'clock.
We feel that that is too late, and that the small shopkeeper should not be allowed to keep open
longer than the large shopkeeper, and that the closing-hour should be universal. We would like,
if possible, supposing that a particular day is carried at two elections in succession, to mako
that day binding on that district for a certain time. The Retailers' .Association of Chrietchurch
want rest. They do qoI wan< this constant turmoil and fight. Whether it is to be Thursday
or Saturday they are not very particular, as long as they know there is going to be some cessation
from this constant fighting. We realize that a lot are suffering from the introduction of the
Saturday half-holiday. bui it has not had quite the chance it might have had owing to various
causes, such as the tightness of the money-market and the constriction of business ; and, besides
rhat. the usage of many years has been upset. I can give you, if necessary, the names of firms
who have assured me that their takings have not gone down, and they are perfectly satisfied
with Saturday. Mr. Kincaid, a large grocer, who put up £25 to fight against Saturday, has
no desire to return to it. His business has not fallen off. Mr. Seed, of Petersen and Co., the
large jewellers, says that if Thursday is carried in the future he will never go back to it. He
has found no falling-off in his business. I could enumerate many more. They are quite satisfied
with the Saturday half-holiday. Some of the small men, no doubt, are suffering. The changing
of the day has had a different effect from what they thought. Before the vote the suburban men
were in favour of Saturday, because they thought that a lot of the trade would be diverted to
the suburban shops. Now they find that it has not made the difference they expected, and they
are losing.

9. Hon. Mr. Massey.] Saturday was the market day in Christchurch. was it not?—No, Wed-
nesday is the sale day.

10. The day for horse-sales, and so on?—lt is the day for the horse-sale too, but that is a
small thing compared with the cattle-sale. We find that Wednesday has come tip very materially.
The country people come in on Wednesday. Friday has not taken its place; it is becoming a
very much better day. Thursday has turned into a good business day. Taking the week all
through Saturday closing has not hurt us at all. We would like, if possible, to have some rest
—something positively decided—so that we could do away, if possible, with this fighting every
two years. There is another thing that we think should be clearly defined, and thai is what
constitutes the different,classes of trade. We have had this experience in Christchurch: some
of the small booksellers and news agents, when Saturday was carried, immediately stocked
tobacco as well, and Called themselves tobacconists nnd kept open on Saturday. But they are
still currying on their old business as well. They have come under the exemption clause, and
are keeping open on Saturday. That creates friction.

11. Do tnev sell other things as well as tobacco?—They are selling their old class of goods—
hooks, periodicals, and newspapers. They use the tobacco as a means of getting over the Saturday
half-holiday. The position the Inspector has taken up in Ohristchurch has been this :If a
reasonable amount of that stock is carried a man has a perfect right to call himself a tobacconist.
These men have laid in that reasonable amount of stock, and tliev are calling themselves tobac-
conists, but they are still selling their books and periodicals. Of course, if the tobacconists,
as the Bill proposes, do not have exemption, it will obviate all that. We feel that we should all
be treated alike. Pork-butchers are selling ham, butter, honey, pickles. A-c. Those are not pork-
butchers' lines, surely; yet they have a right to keep open. I am not here to raise any objec-
tion to the Bill. We want to help the Bill. We want to get something solid, and we want, if
possible, to do away with all the friction that has been caused. We do not want to do any
man any harm, but we think it is a fair thing that we should all be treated alike, and that there
should be no loopholes whereby one man can change his class of business and come in under
an exemption. I notice, Mr. Massey, that in your reply (o the secretary you mentioned that
if the pork-butcher sold pickles he could not claim to be purely a pork-butcher. As long as
that is so we are prepared to accept it. Then there is the question of suitable appliances for
heating shops. It says that a shop shall be heated to the satisfaction of the Inspector. We feel
that that is rather a large order. It is sometimes a very difficult thing to heat a shop or a
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factory. Mr. Whitcombe tells me that he has live fireplaces in his shup, and has three or four
gas-stoves going in the different offices, and he says the place is as cold as charity in the winter.
He does not know how he can alter it. He pointed out that the question of the heating of shops
was brought up by the City Council, and the Mayor went round with the Inspector of Factories.
One of the places he went to was Mr. Whitcombe's factory. It happened to be a very nice warm
winter's day. The Mayor went through the factory, and he said to Mr. Whitcombe, " Yours is
one of the few factories that are nice and warm." Now, Mr. Whitcombe told me only last night
that if the Mayor had come the next day he would have found that 10ft. or 15 ft. from those
stoves the place is as cold as ice. We feel that the employees should have some comfort; it is
only right that they should work under proper conditions; but to say that, we must make our
shops hot enough to have the place comfortably warm—well, it is an impossibility. If the
Inspector is to have power to order the thing to be done to his satisfaction we shall not know
where we are. As long as what is only reasonable is asked for I think the retailers ought to do
that, but it seems to us that if you say it must be to the satisfaction of the Inspector it is giving
him very wide powers, and may be harmful to a lot of the employers. With regard to the closing
of shops, the Bill provides that a quarter of an hour after closing-time is to be allowed for the
purpose of serving customers. Now, with some of us it is not possible to finish up in a quarter of
an hour. It is not possible, for instance, with a chemist. Frequently my shop is not empty
till after 9.30 at night. There are no fresh customers coming in, but the assistants are working
away as hard as they can go till half past 9or later. We feel that there ought to be some provision
made whereby, if we have to keep our men. we should pay overtime. We ou<_'ht to have the right
to get through our work without breaking the law. Ido not for a moment suggest that we should
be allowed to go on letting customers come in, but with me it is a common thing at 9 o'clock
to have nine or ten prescriptions to dispense, and it is impossible to get through those in a quarter
of an hour.

12. Mr. Dave//.] Do you close the door at the proper time?—-Yes. A quarter of an hour is not
sufficient time for me to get through my work. There is another thing :If possible we would
like to be allowed to give our assistants the option of working on the weekly half-holiday at the
commencement of stocktaking for the one day. I know of one case where the commencement of
the stocktaking fell on the weekly half-holiday. It would have saved an immense amount of
work if the assistants could have simply gone and taken down the stock in the shop. The
Inspector refused to allow it, though all the assistants were perfectly willing to go back. The
Retailers' Association say that if they have to pay double or treble overtime for that one day it
is worth their while to do it. It is only the one day that the assistants would be likely to be
utilized for the purpose of taking down the stock in the shop, and if you can see your way to
give employers the right to employ assistants even at double pay for that one afternoon it will
be conferring a very great help on the retailers, and I do not think the assistants will be made
to suffer. It can be made purely optional with them. I think that most assistants who have
got the interests of their employers at heart would willingly come back that one day, knowing
that it was only likely to happen once in the year, and they could have some other half-holiday.
There is also the question of auctioneers. Auctioneers, most of them, do a very fair retail busi-
ness, and yet they are exempted from closing. They have their sales on Saturday; they do
not close, though they are selling retail, and they sell retail very largely. They do a large retail
business. We think they should come in the same category as the retailer. We do not see any
reason why auctioneers should be exempted. There are numbers of other points, but I know
you have had them all put before you.

13. What about other exemptions: are they all right?—Yes.
14. The Chairman.] Dealing with that stocktaking question : there are many places, 1

understand, where they take stock twice a year?—That is not my experience. I do not know
of any place that does.

15. Mr. Davey.] Clause 17 (c) provides that a chemist may reopen his shop on the statutory
closing-day after the prescribed time of closing, " solely for the purpose of supplying medicines
and surgical appliances which are urgently required : Provided that a chemist may keep his
shop open and employ his assistants (but only for the purpose of supplying medicines and surgical
appliances) between the hours of seven and nine o'clock in the evening of the statutory closing-
day." Is there anything in your opinion difficult in that clause? -I know that it is being broken
every day, and will be broken as long as it is on the statute-book. It is not possible for a chemist
to keep his shop open only for the purposes mentioned. A man comes in ami asks for a prescrip-
tion to be made up, and then he says, " I want a tooth-brush." Hardly any chemist would
refuse to supply him.

16. Do you think it would be possible to draw up a schedule of the goods that a chemist
should be allowed to sell?—I do not. I think that the chemist ordinarily will sell anything in
reason.

17. Mr. J. Bollard.] Chemists open now every day in the week. Sunday included, do they
not—they open on Sunday for certain hours?—Yes.

18. Do you wish them to be prevented from doing that?—No, but I do not see any great
reason why chemists should be exempt. I have looked up the business done on Christmas Day
and Boxing Day for two or three years, and you would be astonished if I told you what a little
amount of money we took on those two days and the few prescriptions we dispensed. In one case
it was Friday, Saturday, and Sunday, and we did not close, and during those three days we
hardly dispensed a prescription. Doctors carry medicine about with them, and it is very seldom
we are roused up. I may say that Cook and Wallace for several years kept an assistant on the
premises, but they gave it up. They found that it was only about once a fortnight he was wanted.
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19. How would you deal with people handling perishable goods : would you make them close
on the Saturday?—No, I have not suggested that.

20. Would you exempt a retail butcher? —No.
21. You think he is not dealing in perishable goods?—The retail butchers of Christchurch

thought they were going to be ruined when they had to close at 5 o'clock on a week-day and then
at 7 o'clock on Saturday. The butchers in Christchurch tell me that their Saturday trade is
almost nil now as compared with what it was. The people are getting their supplies on the
Friday It is winter-time, of course, now; Ido not know how it will affect them in the summer.
I am a firm believer in a half-holiday, and on the Saturday if possible.

22. Mr. Veitch.] Would you be in favour of a clause being inserted in this Bill providing for
a universal Saturday half-holiday, and have done with it?—Yes, absolutely.

23. The Chairman.] You do not think there is any occasion for chemists' shops being open on
Sunday?—Occasionally we are wanted, no doubt; but there is a lot of business done on Sunday
that there is no need for.

Thomas Smith examined. (No. 29.)
1. The. Chairman.] What are you?—Tobacconist and hairdresser, Christchurch.

2. Dn you represent any association?—l represent the trade. I am secretary of the
Tobacconists' Association in Christchurch, containing about fifty-five or fifty-seven members. I
was deputed by the association to come here.

3. Have you your authority with you?—No. I have nol got a written authority.
i. Mr. Veitch.] Is it an association for the whole of New Zealand?—No, purely a local

association.
5. The Chairman.] You wish to give evidence on the Shops and Offices Bill? —Yes.
6. Will you make your statement, as briefly as possible, please?—We have a decided objection

to our exemption lx'ing removed. We wish to be left in the same position as we are in under the
present Act—that is, to be allowed the privilege of closing on either Thursday or Saturday. We
reckon that it will be detrimental to our trade if we are compelled to close on Saturday. A
number of people find it not only inconvenient but impossible to come in and get either a hair-cut
or a sliave if we are closed on Saturday afternoon. I know the feeling of my customers, and they
are with me : they say it would be detrimental to our business if we were compelled to close
on Saturday. And that is the general feeling in our trade in that city. Another point is this:
whilst we at the present time are compelled to close on one half-day in the week and observe
closing-hours at night-time, other shops are allowed to handle our goods ad libitum from early
morning till any hour they choose at night. I refer now to billiard-rooms, railway book-stalls,
confectioners, and other people. 1 visited a billiard-saloon last Saturday night, and I went to
the proprietor and asked him if he stocked cigarettes and tobacco and cigars. He said, "Yes;
do you want some? " I said. " No, but 1 want to find out if you sell any.'. He took me to a
part of his billiard-saloon where he has a huge placard up on cardboard, " Tobacco, cigarettes, and
cigars sold here.'" I asked if he sold many, and he said. " Yes, sometimes." " When do you
observe the half-holiday?" I inquired. "I do not observe any at all," he said. 1 said, "But
when do you cease selling these goods? " He replied, " When we close up the billiard-saloon at
night-time." I said, "Do you mean to tell me that you do not close this department down at
any particular time?" He said, "No." I said, "Do you not know that you are breaking
the law?" "No," he said, "I don't, and I don't care." That is the thing that generally
obtains with peopL' who handle our goods apart from the legitimate tobacconists, and we main-
tain that it is unfair competition. We are compelled to observe certain hours, and we do not
mind fair competition. We do not mind these people handling our goods if they are compelled
to observe the same hours. We do not mind if everybody in the town handles our goods, provided
they observe the same hours as we do. There is great objection taken to book-stalls—railway
book-stalls in particular. They are open from early morning till late at night, and they not
only sell tobacco, cigarettes, and cigars, but they advertise that the railway book-stall is open for
the sale of cigars and tobacco and cigarettes on Thursday afternoons. They make a special
feature of that--advextising to sell goods when we are compelled to close.

7. Mr. TJavey.] Have you any knowledge, since the Saturday half-holiday came in in Christ-
church, of, say. fruiterers at Sydenham or St. Albans, or anywhere round the district, stocking
tobacconists' goods and therefore keeping open?—Complaint has been made to me that since the
Saturday closing came into force people who are recognized as stationers and fancy-goods sellers
have stocked tobacco and cigarettes, and have taken down their stationery signs and put up
tobacconists' signs, and now they remain open on Saturday afternoons, presumably for the sale
of tobacco, but I expect they cut in a bit with the stationery at the same time As stationers
they were compelled to close, but as tobacconists they are privileged to keep open.

8. Have you noticed any material reduction in your weekly takings since the Saturday half-
holiday came in as compared with the previous year's?—For a few weeks it greatly affected us,
but the last few weeks it has been righting itself.

9. Mr. f/indmarsh .] How would it do, do you think, to have the trades rigidly classified and
every one carried on under a license—I do not mean a license to be paid for, but before a person
could engage in any business he would have to get a license, and it would say on the license what
he was allowed to sell?—I advocated myself two years ago here, when we were before Mr. Millar,
the licensing of tobacconists throughout New Zealand.

10. Why not license every business?—I estimated that there were eight hundred legitimate
tobacconists in New Zealand, and I personally was prepared to pay £10 a year license.
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11. The tee is a matter of detail. You think the principle is a good one/- Yes, but I think
it would be necessary to have a fee.

12. The object of the license -would not be to get fees, but to control the business'/—Yes.
13. So that the billiard-saloon keeper would not be able to get a license to sell tobacco, and

if he sold it he would be breaking the law?—Just so.
14. I believe that licensing is in operation in some parts of the world in order to keep a

check on the shopkeepers I—l1—I believe the license fee would be a good thing. 1 may say that the
definition of " tobacconist "we approve of. It is the first time it has been the law.

J5. The Chairman.] What, in your opinion, has been the effect of Saturday closing with
regard to other trades in Christchurch J—Generally speaking, 1 believe it has been detrimental.
It suits a few of the larger houses; but, generally speaking, 1 am informed—and 1 have a good
wide knowledge—that it is detrimental to business in Christchurch, and if possible the majority
of the business houses would go back to Thursday closing to-morrow. 1 am inclined to think
that the reason is this : Christchurch is differently situated from any other large city in the
Dominion. We deal with a large number of country folk, and the town depends a lot on them,
which is not so, perhaps, in Wellington here. I think the greater part of the takings iv the
Christchurch shops on Saturday were from country folk, but they do not come to Christchurch
now on Saturday.

16. Hon. Mr. Massty.] Do they come on any day in particular)—No, not now. They used
to come once a week, but now they may not come more than once in three or four weeks.

17. Do you want the Committee to understand that the effect of Saturday closing in Christ-
church has been to prevent the country people coming to town as regularly as used to be the case I

-There is no doubt about that. 1 have had several instances of it.
Subsequently witness said—-There is one point I missed with regard to clubs. 1 could

instance one club in Christchuroh that stocks as many varieties of tobacco as 1 do, and probably
cigarettes as well. They are open from early morning till late at night. It is supposed to be
only for the convenience of their niembeis, but 1 know for a fact that other people get their
supplies of tobacco from there when we are closed. Tobacco is purchased there—on Sunday ii
you like. It is unfair competition. There are tea-rooms also in Christchurch- -Mr. Woodward
was at tea-rooms in Hereford Street yesterday where there is a huge placard up, " Tobacco and
cigarettes sold here." They do not observe any hall-holiday or any time of closing; they are
not restricted in any way.

Frederick William Woodward examined. (No. 30.)
1. The Chairman.] Whom do you represent]—In conjunction with Mr. Smith I am repre-

senting the tobacconists. I am treasurer of the association.
2. Can you lay before us anything that was not covered by Mr. Smith's evidence, because

there is no need to gu over the same ground again : if you can bring forward anything new we
shall be prepared to hear you?—I should merely like to emphasize the point about the great incon-
venience it would be in the hairdresshig part of our business if we had to close on Saturday.
There are hundreds of men who start work at 7.30 and 8 o'clock on Saturday who would have
no earthly chance to get a shave on Saturday if we had to close at 1 o'clock. They like to be
made to look respectable for Sunday. That is the main objection I see to it. With regard to
the licensing proposal, the whole of us are in favour of it. In England they have a small license
fee—I think it is us. 3d. per annum—and they find that the system works admirably there.
Every one who sells tobacco has to pay that fee. 1 should like to point out, too, that if we had
to close on Saturday night the chemists would be open; they are allowed to open from 7 to 9
o'clock, and they sell all our toilet requisites. That, of course, is only a detail. It is the closing
of the haircutting-saloons that is the most serious part of the business.

3. Mr. Hindmargh.\ You sell a good many things, do you not, that are not strictly hair
dresser's goods—for instance, studs?—Very few. We do keep a few. It is the general practice
of the trade. We should be quite willing to cut them out.

John Beveiudge examined. (No. 31.)
1. The Chairman.] Whom do you represent?—l am proprietor of the Grand Hotel. Wel-

lington, and I am president of the Licensed Victuallers' Association of New Zealand.
2. You gave evidence on this Hill last year?—Not quite on this Bill. The Bill has been

altered from that of last year.
3. I think you gave evidence on the clause affecting you : that has not been altered, has it?—

Yes, there have been several alterations.
4. We would like you to confine yourself to the alterations, because all the evidence that

was given before is before the Committee and there is no need to repeat it?—Very well. Perhaps
it, will be best if I take the Bill as it stands and take the clauses seriatim. Clause 4 (6) provides
that the occupier of a shop shall keep a book showing in the case of each assistant " the kind of
work on which he is from time to time employed." To keep a correct record of the duties of
the different household servants would be quite a hardship. I think it would get over that if
you inserted " usual." If I remember aright we had some controversy over this before, and
the word " substantially " was proposed to be inserted, but we compromised on the word
"usual." Then I go on to subclause (3) of clause 4: "The wages and time book in use for
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the time being, and any such book used within the two years immediately preceding the date
oi inspection, shall be open to the inspection of the Inspector at all reasonable times.,' We think
that two years is too long a period to go back for records of this kind. We think that six months
would be a reasonable time. Six months is the period, 1 think, in which one can sue for recovery
of wages, and it should be in keeping with that. Igoon to clause 9 : "In order to prevent any
evasion or avoidance of the limitation imposed on the employment of shop-assistants, the follow
ing provisions shall apply in the case of every shop-assistant : (a.) The shop-assistant shall not
be employed in or about the shop or its business during meal-times, or during the intervals for
rest and refreshment, (b.) The shop-assistant shall be deemed to bo employed in the shop if
he in fact does anj work in or about the shop, whether the occupier has assented thereto or not."
Now, in the reference to hotels, commencing at clause 26, clause !• is not included with the excep-
tions. Clause 26 says, " Except as otherwise specially provided, sections five to eight, section
ten, sections twelve to nineteen,'' &c, "shall not apply to hotels and restaurants or to the
assistants therein.,' That clause 9 must be included as an exception, because we feed our staffs
and they live on the premises. If it were not included we should be open to prosecution. That
clause 26 should read "sections five to ten." I notice that in clause 27 (c) they have allowed
us the extra hour, "for more than eleven hours (excluding meal-times) in any one day." I
will pass over clause -'iO in the meantime. Clause 28: "(1.) In lieu of allowing a half-holiday
ni- ;i whole holiday as aforesaid, it shall be lawful for the occupier of a hotel or restaurant to
allow lo any assistant, by mutual agreement, leave of absence on full pay at the ordinary
rate for a period of seven days (including Sunday) in every three months in the case of assistants
to whom subsection four of the last preceding section applies, and for a period of fourteen days
(including Sundays) in every three months in the case of assistants to whom subsection five of
that section applies.' , That means that in a year those of the staff who care n> take accumulated
holidays will get two months on full pay. I do not know if any professional man in the city
gets two months on full pay. Accumulated holidays are of more value than a holiday once a
week, and therefore the accumulated time should be lessened. I think a reduction to fourteen
'lavs in every Twelve months would be a reasonable thing, because there is m> provision made
that the members of the staff could not remain on the premises for the two months and have
their meals. It is giving them a very big pull over us to ask that they shall have eight weeks
on full pay in every twelve months. We propose that there should X some substantia! reduc
tion in the accumulated holidays, say to fourteen days a yeai.

5.- Mr. VeitchJ] Does that mean instead of the six-days-work-a-week proposal?—lnstead of
the one day off every week. Then, with regard to clause 30 : " (1.) In every hotel and restaurant
the occupier shall at all times keep in an approved holiday-book a record of the working-day
in each week fixed for the half or whole holiday of each assistant. The record shall at all times
be open to inspection by any assistant employed by the occupier, or by an Inspector, and shall
be signed by each assistant before entering upon his half or whole holiday." The word " fixed "
there presents a very serious difficulty to us, because from the exigencies of our business we can-
not say on which day of the week the chief cook, or the second cook, or a housemaid, or any
one of our staff shall have the holiday. It could be read in that way. We propose that the
granting of the holiday should be left to mutual arrangement, and so long as the employee gets
that holiday it should be quite sufficient. Perhaps it would be better if the clause were to
read, " a record of the working-day in each week on which the assistant has had his or her
holiday." It would not be necessary then to make a hard-and-fast rule as to which day any
member of the staff should go off duty. We are there at the beck and call of the public, and we
have to work our staffs just as the business will allow us. Clause 30 : " (2.) Every assistant who
fails to sign the record as provided by the last preceding section, or who signs any incorrect
record, is liable to a fine of one pound." That throws the onus on the employee; before it was
on the employer. lam glad to note that alteration. Now I should like to refer to clause 27.
subclauses (4) and (5) : " (4.) Every assistant who is employed exclusively in or about a bar or
private bar of a hotel, or who is employed in a restaurant which does not carry on business on
a Sunday, or in any hotpl or restaurant in which not more than three assistants are employed,
shall be entitled to a half-holiday from two o'clock in the afternoon of such working-day in
each week as the occupier, in the case of each such assistant, thinks fit. (5.) Every assistant
employed in or about a hotel or restaurant other than assistants to whom the last preceding sub-
section applies shall be entitled to a whole holiday of twenty-four hours commencing at his usual
hour for commencing work on such day in each week as the occupier, in the case of each such
assistant, thinks fit." That we object to. We do not object to the principle of a six-day week
—that we believe in; but we do object, and most emphatically object, to the licensed victuallers
being singled out to grant this six-day week. If it is to be made universal, if everybody is to
be brought into line, then we have no argument and we must give way to it. But we do think
there is going to be a hardship created if this is going to be imposed on the hotelkeepers of the
Dominion.

6. Do you wish us to strike out line 37—" other than assistants to whom the Inst preceding
section applies " 1—No; we desire to be exempt altogether.

7. If that line were struck out it would read, " Every assistant employed in or about a hotel
or restaurant shall be entitled to a whole holiday," &c. I—We do not want to give the whole
holiday. We want to remain as we are for the half-holiday. We do not believe in being picked
out and asked to grant what one might call an innovation. If it is logical that the staffs of
hotels should be protected, then I think it is even more logical that the seven-day workers in other
employments should be protected. For instance, domestic servants—they are more entitled to
protection than the employees in hotels, who are safeguarded by all sorts of laws, such as the
Licensing Act and the Police Act. We are safeguarded in many ways, whereas servants in private
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employment and those in other seven-day industries have not got the protection that our servants
have. We do not think there should be any exceptions made. You are exempting in this Bill
all those private hotels and licensed hotels that employ three hands or less. That is another
anomaly. You might have a hotelkeeper who employed a staff of six, and he would bu bound
to comply with this regulation; yet not tar away there might be some one who was in direct
competition but employed only three and several members of his family—he would be exempt.
That is manifestly unfair. We think there should be no exception to this at all. We say we
are quite agreeable to come into line on this six-day-week proposal, provided every other worker
in a seven-day industry is brought under the scope of the Act.

8. Hon. Mr. Masse.//.] What other industries are you thinking of?—You have your Police
service, your ferry services, tramway service, and your dairying industry. Those in these
industries are all seven-day workers, and if this Bill is in the interests of the workers they are
just as much entitled to protection as hotel servants. You are selecting the only seven-day
industry that is already bound by law to keep open on every day in the year. You are putting
another hardship upon us. Therefore we ask for exemption from this, or to be brought into line
when you can bring everybody else into line.

9. Mr. Yeitch.] You want to be the last brought into line/—No; we will all start together
if you like; but we do not want to be the first. We havv documentary evidence here to prove
what this, if it comes into force, is going to cost the different hotelkeepers, and 1 can assure
you that the profits in some hotels now are not what-they are generally supposed to be. 1 speak
of my own particular case. 1 have here figures which show that it will cost me £717 a year if
this Bill becomes law. I shall have to employ a further staff of six. You will be told by the
other side that it is not necessary—that the hotels can b>' worked without augmenting the staffs
to any appreciable extent. That is all very well. The staiiV may say that at the present time. If
you went round and asked them whether they thought it would be necessary to augment the staff
probably they would say No. But what would the position be if this Bill became law? Take
the second cook. He has to start in the morning and do his work and the chief cook's as well.
In the afternoon that man would say. " I have worked my full hours already, and I will not
work any more." You will have to get another man. I can assure you that these extra staffs
would be required. I have a list here that I made out. I got the whole of the waiters into
my office and went through the list with them, and they all agreed that these extra hands would
be absolutely required. That extra staff represents a cost of £717 that 1 would have to pay per
year, and I can assure you the profit that would be left to me from the Grand Hotel after I had
paid that extra money would only represent bank interest on the capital I have invested in my
business. That is 12s. 6d. per day for the Grand Hotel. In the Pier Hotel, where the tariff
is 7s. a day. it is computed that it would require an extra expenditure of £364 per annum.
In the case of the City Buffet Hotel, when- the tariff is (is. per day, the extra cost would be £437.
Unfortunately there was not time to get any Dunedin delegates here, but I have a list of several
instances in connection with the hotels there. For the Provincial Hotel, where the tariff is 6s.
per day, they reckon the extra cost would be £460 per year; Wain's Hotel, extra cost £500 a
year; McKenzie's Hotel, £577 per annum; Grand Hotel, £507; Crown Hotel, £374. I have a
list in each of those cases giving the details of the extra cost, and all have been duly signed.
They show what extra cost the hotelkeepers will be put to if this Bill becomes law, and they are
compelled to carry on under the leases that have been entered into and liabilities that have been
contracted. If this Bill is put into force we are faced with this heavy extra expenditure, which
will mean the upsetting of our business altogether.

10. Hun. Mr. Massey.] What is the term of your lease?—I am just out. I may tell you that
I will not renew my lease, if I have any option in the matter, if this Bill becomes law, at the
same rent 1 am now paying. The position is that there are a great many people who are bound
up in hotels just now who have only entered into the leases recently, and have four or five years
to run upon terms contingent on the time they entered into the arrangement; and if this Bill
is passed it is going to create a great upsetting of the business, and we consider we are quite
justified in asking to be'exeinpted from the hardships that it would entail upon us. We reckon
there are ways out of the difficulty, and think that the Arbitration Court should be the tribunal
to deal with the matter.

11. -Would you be satisfied to have this matter referred to the Arbitration Court?—Perfectly
satisfied. If the Arbitration Court says it will grant the concession then we will have to get
relief in other directions. They have been altering the conditions without granting us relief,
but if they granted us a six-day week based on the wages paid on a seven-day week we would
be perfectly agreeable to have the whole matter referred to the Arbitration Court. I might say
that the hotel workers of this Dominion have, since the Arbitration Court award, had more benefits
conferred on them than any other body of industrial workers. In 1910 there was an award made
providing for certain wages and certain hours, but the union was not satisfied. They appealed
to the then Minister of Labour, the Hon. Mr. Millar, and in the dying hours of the session an
amendment to the Shops and Offices Act was put through giving a weekly half-holiday to all
hotel employees who were classed as shop-assistants. Previous to that the hours were sixty-five
for all hands, but that amendment reduced them to sixty-two in the case of males and fifty-eight
in the case of females. That was to come into force on the expiry of the existing award. That
was a direct interference, and if we had had to do that through the Arbitration Court we should
have had relief in certain other ways. You will also be told, gentlemen, that the Bill providing
for six days a week is working amicably and smoothly in Sydney. That may be so, but the
conditions are not nearly the same as here. In the first place, New South Wales for the past ten
years has been enjoying a period of unprecedented prosperity. We emphatically protest against
being brought under the provisions of this Bill in our capacity as hotelkeepers. We are quite
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agreeable to refer the whole matter to the Arbitration Court and abide by their decision. On
the other hand, we say, bring all other classes of seven-days-a-week workers in with us and we are
prepared to start off scratch with the rest of them, but we do object to being singled out to first
initiate this system of six days a week. The employees of the hotels are already safeguarded
quite sufficiently by the awards in force at present.

12. Mr. Hindmarsh.\ As an abstract question, do you not think that the exclusive right to
sell drink should at any rate carry with it the burden of one day's holiday a week to the employees
engaged in its sale?—Not at all. If everybod}r else is brought in we will come in too.

13. Others have not the monopoly you have?—We have to pay for a license which others do
not pay.

14. There are about seventy thousand people in Wellington, and they give to about fifty men
the exclusive right to sell liquor in Wellington?—Yes, that may be so.

15. Do you mean to say, then, that it is too much to ask you to give your employees one day's
holiday a week?—An extra half-day; we already give one half-day.

16. A whole holiday to those engaged in the sale of liquor (- Speaking in an abstract way,
1 might say that we do not desire to keep our staffs hanging aboul the premises when we do not
require them, and we allow them as much liberty as possible

17. Is it too much for the Legislature to ask you to give to the employees one day's holiday
a week when seventy thousand people in Wellington have given forty-seven hotelkeepers the exclu-
sive right to sell liquor ?—I say it is too much.

18. They should not ask you in return to give every man and woman engaged in the sale
of liquor one day's holiday a week?—No. We have to pay heavily for our business. We arc
there for the convenience of the public and must be there day and night, and we must have
servants at our beck and call.

19. You are there, unfortunately, to look after the landlord?—lf the Legislature wou!d look
after the landlord for us we might be able to do something for you.

20. You think the whole matter should be fixed by the Arbitration Court?—Yes.
21. Why not try and bring it about?—We cannot; we are helpless in the matter. That

would be a step in the right direction.
22. Mr. Clark.] In connection with the provision where one man employs three or less

assistants, do you think his family should be counted ?- -No, I do not. If he employed three
hi' could run his family in, and without paying them wages could still compete with the hotel-
keeper or private boardinghouse.

23. Supposing he had three daughters and three paid assistants, you think he should not
be exempt ?—No; why should there be any exemptions at all ?

24. If he had three assistants and his wife working there too?- What they do for their
own benefit is a different thing. They might take advantage of a wife or daughter being
employed without being counted as an employee—they might take advantage of that to get the
benefit of the exemption, and yet be in direct competition with others.

25. You think no place should be closed for one day a week unless every one closes?—What
do you mean by closing?

26. To give them one day a week off?—We cannot do it; it is going to cost us too much.
We could close the whole hotel.

27. Do you think nobody should get a full day a week off till everybody does?—Yes, that is
so. Let them all start off scratch.

28. In the case of those who have got a day a week off, would you make them work seven days
till everybody gets the concession?—Who gets one day a week off?

29. Take the printing-office?—That is a different class of business. We are talking about
domestic servants.

30. You quoted the ferry service?—Yes, I say, bring those in. If you are going to be logical
you must bring them all in together.

31. Mr. Veitcli.) You remarked that you would be agreeable to closing the hotel: what do
you mean?—In closing i\ hotel people do not quite understand what is meant. The average person
thinks that means closing the bar. We have got staffs that run the bar portion of the hotel who
are exempted on Sundays. Then we have the domestic part of the hotel that runs the residential
portion : that portion of the hotel cannot be closed. To close the hotel for even two hours a
day we must have special permission. We must keep open at all times to meet the convenience
of the public.

32. You would agree to legislation that would close up the whole hotel for one day?—Yes.
so that there would be no meals or anything else to get.

33. How can you afford to do that when you cannot give one day a week?- I would accept
the loss provided I can participate in the holiday.

34. You say you can afford the loss by closing the whole hotel for one day, but you cannot
afford to give the employees a whole holiday each week?—The position is quite different. If we
have to grant a holiday to every one of the staff for a whole day it means that we have to go to
the expense of getting some one in their places, but if we could close the whole hotel and keep
every one out for the one day there is no extra expense.

35. You must lose the same in the profits if you closed the whole hotel for one day?- If a guest
comes into the hotel, and it is the law of the land that he cannot get meals on a Sunday or the
holiday, that is different. We are prepared to do that if we can participate in the holiday.

36. You say that the hotelkeepers have made certain agreements—that is to say, entered into
leases?—Yes.

37. Your own lease is running out?—Yes, but that is beside the question.
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38. You do not want the extra expense till the lease has run out, but if you could get b
reduction in the rent, of course, you could get over that difficulty?—Decidedly.

39. Showing clearly thai the staff are paying that extra rent, which ought not to go to the
landlord at all, owing to their working seven days a week when they ought to work six?—lt is a
question of custom.

40. How have you estimated your extra cost would be £717?—1 can show it clearly. I would
require an extra cook at £2 155., two waiters at £1 12s. 6d., a hall-porter at £1 55., one " useful "
at £1 55., and a housemaid at 16s. Then, allowance for board and residence, six at 15s. per
week, would be £4 10s., making an extra cost of £13 16s. per week, or £717 12s. per annum.
There is another alternative I could take, although I should not like to, and that is to dispense
with waiters and employ waitresses. The waiters are paid £1 12s. 6d. and upwards, and
waitresses are paid verj much less. It has been the custom to employ waiters in the first-class
hotels, but there is a tendency now to engage waitresses instead. There has been so much trouble
lately and so much difficulty in securing skilled waiters in this small community, and the Grand
Hotel at Auckland now employs waitresses, which has proved a great success, but I should be
sorry to see it become universal.

41. So that in all probability we will have waitresses instead of waiters whether the Bill
passes or not?—No. It this Bill passed it would have a tendency to hasten that, because a man
has to look round, when his expenses are increased, for a way of getting a return, whether you
are selling beer or Bibles.

42. Mr. Atmore.] You believe, then, in the one day a week holiday?-—Generally I believe in
it, in principle.

43. You think it would be unfair if the small hotelkeepers or boardinghouse-keepers were not
compelled to do the same as you were?—Certainly, because the principle is there if it is the prin-
ciple you are looking for. The principle in the Bill is the amelioration of the conditions of the
workers, and where is the object to be gained in protecting the many already protected and allow-
ing those unprotected to suffer? In my place there arc fifty employees and they are already
safeguarded, but what about the domestic servant employed from daylight to dark ? Is it not
as logical to say she should be protected?

44. You believe every man and woman should have one day a week holiday?—Yes.
45. And you believe in a Fair Rent Bill, too?—Yes, certainly. It is the only thing that

in going to put us on a better footing. The hotel trade is not what the people of this Dominion
think it is. I know hotelkeepers sitting tight to-day who a lot of people think are making
money, and yet they are hoping some one will come and buy them out.

46. Hon. Mr. Masse;/.] Do you know anything about the working of the six-days-a-week law
in New South Wales?—Yes, I made inquiries when I was there.

47. I understand it only applies to Sydney and suburbs, and not to the whole of New South
Wales?—Sydney principally, I think. I only made inquiries in Sydney.

48. Is it a bard-and-fast law?—The position is somewhat different in Sydney, for this
reason : They have got a big population, and they can send oui at five minutes' notice and get
three or four waiters, whereas here I could not get a waiter in Wellington in ten minutes. I
have often asked Mr. Carey to send me some, and he could not do it. In New South Wales the
conditions are so different. There has been unprecedented prosperity there for the last ten
years, and when the hotelkeepers were approached on the matter they said, " Let them have it—
we cannot fight it." The hotels were so overrun that they had no time for anything else but to
attend to the people. Another point is that the inspection of the hotels there is not so rigid as
it is here. For the slightest misdemeanour the secretary of the union or the Inspector for the
Labour Department is down on us immediately. I know where mistakes have been made in
Sydney with the staffs, but nothing was said so long as it was in accordance with the spirit of
the law. They are starting to get a twist-up in Sydney now.

49. Do you know the reason for discriminating between Sydney and the suburbs so far ac
the six-days-a-week Bill is concerned?—No.

50. In the case of small hotels with three servants and under, do you not think there is a
serious hardship on them?—Are you going according to the hardship or the principle? If we
are going to be guided by the hardship we consider we have just as much hardship to put up with
as an_v one else. It does not follow because I employ fifty hands that my staff has a worse time
than a staff of three. We have got our worries just the san

51. I am speaking of some of the small country hotels which have two or three servants, and
a change of servants would have to be employed?—Very likely.

52. That would mean increasing the expenditure by 33 per cent. ?—Yes, just the same as
we all have.

53. In your case what would be the percentage of increase?—lt would be 17 per cent. There
would be a sliding ratio. The percentage would increase after a certain point. In the case of
a house employing one servant the increase would be 100 per cent. There is another point which
ma}' have escaped attention in regard to those places that ask to be exempted. If we are going
to exempt the hotel and boardinghouse that employs three servants, how are the people going to
get on, because the servants will say, " We are not going to work there—we will go and work
at a hotel where they gel a day off." Those people are going to be boycotted to a certain extent.

54. I suppose the increased cost will, after a time, come back on the public?—lt is a ques-
tion. If we do not get some relief in other directions we will have to do so. I am sure that
New Zealand, so far as the hotel accommodation is concerned, with the exception perhaps of one
or two Continental places, such as Berlin, is the cheapest place in the world for hotel accommoda-
tion. There is no question about it.
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55. The Chairman.] You do give a holiday a week to those engaged in celling Liquor! i'es,
the\ have Sunday of! and a lialf-holiday besides,

56. Those employed in the pari of the hotel tliat is governed by the license get the privilege
of ii day and a hall' a week off?—Yes.

57. Now. referring to the closing of the hotel absolutely ou Sunday, if it were possible,
there would not be anj' loss in dosing the remainder of the hotel on the .Sunday.'—There would
be a slight loss, but not the loss there would be if we had to put on an extra staff. To close the
whole hotel would be the leasi evil.

58. What limit do you suggest with regard to the exemptions I—l1—1 would not have any limit
at all.

59. What about the people who have a small place like a private boardinghouse where there
is v widow and ohildren t—You are bringing up the widov* again.

60. They exist .' -Yes. that is so. and that is an unfortunate condition. I would not like
to venture to suggest any remedy, because if we are going to make exemptions that is where
the tremble will come in.

(ii. //o//. Mr, Massey.] It is a fact thai a number of widows keep boardinghouses in order
lo enable them to make a living/—Yes, but they do not last very long. They keep coming and
going, and then start afresh somewhere else. It is very hard to make a living in a boardinghouse
now. A woman came to me and said she had a chance of taking a hoardinghouse with thirteen
hoarders at a cost of ,£250. including furniture, and 1 found on looking into the matter, and
allowing nothing for depreciation of the furniture and house, that she would make under £I
per week at the v<v\ outside. Unless a place has got over a maximum number of guests it is
hard for them to make it pay.

C>2. Then, would it not be a hardship to make the provisions of this Kill apply to them?—Yes. but we all have to be considered.
63. Mr. Grenfett.~\ Your idea is that all those who employ assistants should come under tin-

provisions of the Bill?—Yes.
64. That would not affect widows?—No.
('>.">. Mr. GareyJ\ The fifty hands you employ are employed towards promoting the profit of

ilie business?—-Certainly.
66. ITie domestic employed as a nurse-girl or a handy maid in a private house is not

employed towards promoting the profit of the household) —This Mill is not dealing with profits.
(>7. Is a girl in that case doing sol—No.

You say you want all people to be brought under the same conditions as this l!ill pro-
poses to bring hotelkeepers?—Yes.

69. Are you prepared yourself to be brought under the same conditions —the fifty-two hours
per week?—Let them all be brought under the game scope as this Bill proposes, and we will agree
to come in on the same conditions.

70. Then I understand yon to say that if this Bill will bring all workers to six days a week
you will agree with it?—Yes.

71. You say it is unfair for some to be singled out?—Yes.
72. Is it fair for hotelkeepers to have the privilege of employing assistants for six and eight

hours a week longer than others?—Certainly. The law says we must keep open for the twenty
four hours to meet the exigencies of the travelling public. We have to keep them there day and
night, and we have to be there for people who may come in at any time. The shops close at a
certain time, and there is an end of it.

73. Merely because a hotel has to he kept open the assistants must lie employed longer than
any of the shop-assistants?—Yes.

74. Who owns the Grand Hotel?—Hamilton Gilmer.
75. What rent do you pay?—l do not think that is a fair question. If there was a Fair

Kent Mill brought in that would help us considerably. I am prepared, if necessary, to answer
the question. I pay a rent of .£75 per week.

76. The hardship is really on the rent?—That is one of the factors,
77. You suggested that this matter should lie left to the Arbitration Court?—Yes.
78. Would you oppose the concession of giving one day a week holiday if the matter was

considered by the Arbitration Court?—Well, Ido not know. Ido not think I would.
79. Did you oppose the giving of the half-holiday when we asked for it?—Certainly, ami

the Judge would not giant it.
80. The award in Sydney is a Wages Board award?—The employees get half a day under

one Act and half under another.
81. But a whole holiday is given by tin. Board .' —Yes, it is by agreement.

There are no casual waiters in Wellington because there is not enough work to keep
them oasually employed?- I do not know the reason.

83. How often would you want a casual waiter.' Not often. Mγ staff has stuck pretty
close to me.

84. You do not expect a waiter to remain about for casual work to suit your business?— No.
I would not expect that.

85. None of your bar-assistants are employed on the Sunday?—No, except the one barman.
86. You are interested in the Clarendon Hotel in ('hristchurch ?—Yes.
fl. Has the management there been in the habil of giving one full day a fortnight instead

of half a day a week?—YTes. prior to my taking it over.
88. Has it worked all right?- No, ii did not.
89. Mr. Davey.] Does the amount you pay for rent cover rates too?—No, I pay rates and

tuxes, which amount to nearly £100 a year in addition,
<i I. 9a.
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1)0. lion. Mr. Massey.] Have you any idea what the hotel cosi to build J—No, that is the

(rouble. I am paving G per cent. on the estimated cost of the hotel, and as it was buill by day
labour and by the proprietor ii is very hard to find out the exact cost. The cosi of the hotel
and land is reckoned at £65,000—that was seven years ago. 1 reckoned it really at £45,000.

91. Mr. Oavey.] Six per cent, is not out of the way.'—No, nol if that is the actual cost oi
the land and building.

92. And you pay what in rates and taxes!— £.175, and also repairs and maintenance.
93. You have to pay for the renovation of wall-paper which may be damaged,;—Yes; that

is where the hardship comes in. We are not getting all the cream of it.
9-1. Hon. Mr. Massey.] Have you looked into the question of the feasibility of a Fair Rent

Bill for hotels!—We have" discussed it on various occasions, but it is hardly a eubjeci lor the
licensees. You have a Tied House Bill which is inoperative.

95. Mr. J/iiidmarsh.] They can determine your lease at any moment?—Yes, one conviction
for any offence is sufficient to terminate your lease.

96. Mr. Davey.] And you cannot sell without their consent, can you?—No, you must get
consent to the transfer of the license, but you can force the consent unless they have something
to bring against the incoming licensee.

97. Mr. Hindmarsh.] Do they still put a clause in the lease that the rent is reducible if the
licensee buys his beer from some one in particular)—That is the tied house. My rent would be
£Bi>, but it is ,£75 if I take my beer from Staples.

98. Hun. Mr. Massey.] Is Mi-. Gilmer Staples and Co.?- -Yes.
99. Mr. Atmore.] You evidently think that if the Government briny in legislation thai

increases your cost of management the Government should also look into the question of Ihe
rent?—Exactly. That is what the Arbitration Court would do. If they increased our expendi-
ture in one way they would relieve us in some other direction.

100. If the Government bring in a law of this kind which increases your expenditure, then
they should in fairness overhaul the whole transaction I—Yes.1 —Yes.

101. In other words, bring in a Kail, Kent Hill!—Yes. that would relieve us to a certain
extent. There are certain things which we cannot put on to the public. If you put -'id. on to
;> hogshead of beer it would stick with the hotelkeeper all the time and not with the public.

102. Mr. Hindmarsh.] It would have to be done or wipe out the trade altogether!—Thai
would lie more serious still.

Ernest Nohdon examined. (No. -'52.)
I. Tin Chairman.] What are you!—I am secretary to the Canterbury Licensed Victuallers'

Association, consisting of 126 hotelkeepers spread over eight electoral districts, including the
City of Christchurch. I do not propose, Mr. Chairman, to weary the Committee by reiterating
what has already been said, but I desire to endorse tin statements made by Mr. Beveridge, and
also to put in one or two statements from the South Island in regard to the extra cost which
will be entailed upon hotelkeepers by the passing of this Rill. In the case of the Zetland Hotel.
Ohristchurch, tin tariff of which is ss. a day, Mr. O'Malley says it will cost him £4 17s. (id. per
week in the eve lit of this liill providing for six days a week becoming law, and in that estimate
he has not included the cost of board for the extra servants. In tin case of Warner's Hotel,
where there is a staff of thirty-five employes, the extra hands required to enable tlie employer;,
to have a full day off each week would cost £(>ll per annum. For the Clarendon Hotel. Christ
church, the tariff of which is 10s. 6d. per day. the annual extra cost would be £613 10s. For
the White Hart Hotel. £300 per annum, and Excelsior Hotel, Christchurch, over .£3OO per annum.
The various hotelkeepers have asked me to place this information before the Committee, because,
owing to tin:, short notice, they have not been able to attend personally and give evidence. So
far as the Mill is concerned, on behalf of the people 1 represent I desire to say that we very
strongly object to any exemptions whatever. The question of widows was raised, and so long
as these exemptions are allowed on sentimental grounds it is decidedly unfair. So far as Christ-
ohurch is concerned it would be distinctly wrong to legislate against licensed hotels and exempt
certain private hotels ami boardinghouses, because you would at once place them in unfair com-
petition with the hotels. It was suggested that the State gave the exclusive right to forty-seven
hotelkeepers in this city to retail liquor, but I would point out that I do not think there is a
hotelkeeper who would not agree with what I say, that they do not think anything of that exclu-
sive right. Il is the State that has created the monopoly by refusing to increase the number
of licenses ami by prohibiting trade in liquor, and if there was more freedom in the matter
\iiii would very soon do away with the monopoly. It is a privilege that the hotelkeepers do not
think much of. The State calmly takes His. per gallon duty on all spirits consumed in this
Dominion, and it profits very largely out of the liquor trafh'c. Then I want to draw the atten
tion of tin.' Committee to clubs. It is very fashionable nowadays to attack the liquor traffic, anil
if any experiment is to be made to start off with the licensed house, but there are clubs, among
them working-men's clubs, where the servants work fourteen or fifteen hours a day. These clubs
have no regulations restricting them, and I say it is distinctly wrong that all these regulations
should be placed against the holders of licenses who conform to the laws and do their best to
see them carried out. Speaking for the hotelkeepers as a body, we are all in favour of six
Hays' work a week if it could be carried out. I am not in favour of working any man more
than six days a week, but the internal economy of the hotel is so different from that of other
businesses that it is not practicable to carry out such a scheme and at the same time give the
same attention to the public as under the present conditions. I know that some members of
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the Committee "ill suggest that the tariffs should be raised, hut I would point out that it is not
fair to ask us to put up the tariffs in licensed hotels if you are going to exempt private hotels
and give therm a chanoe to continue under the <> 1< 1 conditions. That would give a handle to the
people to H" from the licensed house to the private hotel. I want particularly to refer to clubs.
because if this legislation is t<> be brought forward it is the duty of Parliament to not only
include hotel servants but the servants of clubs. Now, with regard to the domestic servant. I
would like to point mil to the I would like to say thai if Parliament is honest
it cannot exclude this point—that the domestic servant is the most overworked worker in
the community. It' there is a desire to protect the workers of the Dominion, well,
do not take out one particular section, but treat them all alike. There are many
domestic servants in this Dominion who are working all hours, and it' it is necessary
to legislate for the benefit of servants then nil servants, including domestics, should be
included. I would also like to reiterate what Mr. lieveridge said in regard to the workers
employed by the Stale getting six days a week. 1 would point out particularly the Police Force.
According to the newspaper reports even conservative old England has just passed a law which
gives the members of the Police Force in England a full day's holiday in every week. If Parlia-
ment is honest anil wants to give all the- workers decent treatment, then why not start off with
your own employees I

2. Mr. Uavey.] In regard to the payment of the housemaid, you quoted 17s. (id. as the
wages paiil in Christchurch 1 Yes, it is 17s. 6d. in Christchurch and 16s. in Wellington.

•'!. Mr. Hindmarsh.] You know that legislation is a matter of compromise, do you not.'
Well, it should be a matter of principle.

4. What about old-age pensions— why begin at sixty-five.'—lhat is a question.
5. This principle you are harping on now is like clause '••—you remember that .' Yes. Par

liainent would not have clause 9, although it was a fair and just proposal.
G. Your concern for the domestic servant is to block this Hill, is it not?—No. I take up

the same position that Mr. Beveridge took up. 1 say that if you allow the Licensed hotelkeeper
to close Ins hotel entirely, and give the hotelkeeper a chance to have a holiday as well as the
employee, then I am quite in favour of this six days a week.

7. I do not see how it would ease your position at all if we were to enact a law thai even
domestic servant should gel a whole day's holiday per week.'—Everybody would start off from
scratch, and then we would probably approach Parliament with a view to getting Parliament
to allow us to close the residential portion of the hotel on Sundays. One has to remember the
internal management of a hotel. The travelling public have a nasty habit of coming along on
a Sunday and wanting the same attention as on any other day, and if they do not get it they
are going to kick up a noise. It does not affect only hotels such as Mi,. Beveridge s. but there
are residential hotels charging ."is. and fis. a day which art' going to be affected considerably.

8. I/''. Clark.] You think there should be no sentiment in legislation at all?—I do not believe
in sentiment in these business times. This is a utilitarian age.

9. You do not believe in the widow?—That is another question of sentiment. These widows
have tw • three daughters, ami they are probably in a better position than the widow who
lias not ent M daughter.

1(1. .I//,. Atmore.] Do you think that a man or woman working in a hotel where there are
lestj than three workers employed has just ;is much right to one day's holiday per week as one
who is one of a staff of sixty or eeventy .' You mean the exempted places?

11. Do you think that every man and woman is entitled to one day's holiday in a week?
Theoretically, yes; but. as I pointed out, the internal working of the residential portion of a
hotel makes it so different to other classes of business that it is not always practical to rive that
'.lie day.

12. Do you believe in the principle of every man and woman having one day's holiday a
week—it is not the theory we are talking about.'—You cannot put it into practice ami keep up
the efficiency of the hotels as at present.

13. You are againstf every man and woman getting one day's holiday every week?—No. I
say every man and woman should have one day's holiday, but it is not possible in the hotel
business if you want to keep up the efficiency as at present.

14. Do you believe in the principle that every man and woman should have one day off in
each week.' —I must qualify the answer.

15. You are fencing it?—l am not.
Mi. You heard Mr. Bevcridgo say that he believed in every man and woman having one day

off. and he did not qualify it?—Ami I have said the same thing.
17. Do you believe in every man and woman in New Zealand having one day off everi

week .'—Yes. undoubtedly.
18. Do you believe in every tenant having his rent fixed by a Fair Rent Court .' I would

not like to express an opinion on that point. lam not a hotelkeeper.
19. But you are representing them and are supposed to know about the internal economy

of a hotel.'-- 1 suppose it is part of the internal economy of a hotel. As a general principle I
ma\ say I am in favour of a fail, rent being charged for a hotel, but 1 have never thought of the
machinery to l>o set up.

20. But you are representing l-'t; hotelkeepers?—l might say that the association I happen
lo represent is perhaps different from some other associations in the Dominion. It consists of
both wholesalers and retailers, and wine am] spirit merchants. The conditions in the trade ir
Christohurch are not perhaps so bad as they are in other parts of the Dominion with regard to
rents.
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21. Mr. Carey. |Do yon employ a domestic servant]—I am a lone bachelor.
22. Do the people who employ domestic servants compete with each other?—The boarding

house-keepers thai employ domestic servants do.
2-'i. Supposing Parliament wants to make sure that the widow and daughter keeping a

boardinghouse shall 00l be affected by the Lours regulation in this Bill, what better definition
than the one proposed in the Hill oan you suggest?—The only definition I oould suggest is tn
leave out all the exemptions which I understood you were in favour of.

_I. You say the hotelkeepers in Christchurch want no exemptions in the Hill at all:
I,iecist'ly.

2~>. Do vim know that the licensee of the Clarendon Ilot<-1 in Christchurch gave the employees
one whole day a fortnight for some time?- Yes, under Mr. Collins's management.

26. And it worked all right? —No, it worked badly. It was his intention if he remained
in the hotel to give up the system.

21. Who stopped the practice?—Mr. Price, I believe.
■JS. You spoke about board and lodging for employees. As a matter of fact, board and

lodging under the award is part of the wages, is it not i -Well, I suppose it is.

Johh llknhy Pagni examined. (No. 33.)
1. The Chairman.] What are you/ 1 am secretary of the Auckland Licensed Victuallers

Association, which comprises as near as possible eighty hotels, and 1 am also licensee of the Britislt
Hotel. Auckland. The position to my mind has been made so clear by the previous speakers that
it has left very little for me to add. The Auckland hotelkeepers have gone fully into the qties
tion of exemptions, and they hold thai there should be no exemptions whatsoever. If there are
exemptions made in the ease of an employer who has three assistants or less that employer will
find that lie will not be able to obtain any labour at all, because no one would work there when
he could gel employment ai another place for six days a week instead of seven. It would be
unfair to have any exemptions in the Bill, and we consider it should be the same with all. We
did not know in Auckland until Saturday lasl that this matter was coining up so soon, so I
managed to visit some hotelkeepers ami get statements from them as to the extra cost which would
be entailed if this Bill were put into force. In the case of tl>e Star Hotel 1 obtained a statement
which shows that the extra cost would amount to £8 2s. 6d. per week, or £422 10s. per annum;
for the Albert Hotel the extra cost would be t(i I (id. per week, or t-!ll Ids. per annum; and
in the case of the Koyal Hotel til M)s. per week, or £494 per annum. Then, taking my own
hotel, which is somewhat small, if the present Hill becomes law I would have to engage two extrn
hands, which would mean an extra cost of f2'M per annum. Regarding the question of ihe
suggested amendments in tin. Hill, the Auckland association considers that something should be
■ lone by Parliament on the line-; indicated by Mr. Heveridge.

'I. Mr. fUndinarsh.] Your trade resists every change in regard in the conditions of the
employment of servants.' Somewhat.

•'). Now. is not your opposition to this Hill very much of the same class as your opposition
to the Hill relating to the employment of barmaids .'—-Not necessarily.

I. You know that public sentiment in New Zealand is opposed to the employment of women
in bars .'- —I do not think so.

5. Parliament has tried twice to bring it about/—That does not prove anything.
(i. Your association in Auckland has fought this matter there.'—Yes, and rightly so.
7. Why?—On a question of principle that it was taking away the right of women to do that

kind of work. We hold sin, is just as much entitled to earn a living as anybody else.
8. The same kind of opposition is shown to this Hill as to the Bill relating to the employment

of girls?—What we say is that if there should be six working-days a week let us as employers
have the same privilege as the employees. We are on duty practically from the Ist January
till the -'list December. And if we get away for half an hour or half a day and something happens
we are held responsible. Take my place in Auckland ; I am responsible for everything whilst
here giving evidence.

0. You are opposed to this Hill on principle, you sey? I saj if any law is to be put on the
statute-book it should apply to the whole community.

10. Your association opposed the non-employment of women in bars on principle?—Quite so.
11. And we may take it that a similar principle is behind your opposition to this Bill?

—Yes. It is not workable.
12. Mr. Clark.] Do you not think it is possible to increase the tariff.' I do not think so. If

you remove the restrictions against the trade probably we might be able to. lint with the restric
tions placed upon the trade since the local-option poll has been in existence we cannot call our
souls our own.

I.'!. Are you mil going to increase the tariff at exhibition time! It lias been suggested, but
no one has done so. You cannot put it into operation.

14. Mr. Grenfell.] With regard to engaging additional hands to provide for the holiday, in
tin, employment of an extra man in the kitchen you would have your other wages affected b\ the
fact of there being an extra man there?—Quite so.

15. Would not that mean that the wa<_res of the other men in the kitchen would go up?- Ye>.
Under the present award in Auckland, which is applicable pretty well throughout the Dominion,
if yon have three or four hands tin, wages go up.

Hi. With an extra man in the kitchen it would mean that the waves of the man above him
would go up?—Yes.
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Ii .• Mr, Veitch.] That is governed by the award, is it not!—Yes.
IS. But is it not a fact thai that award goes nut of existence if you pel other Legislation)—

It would now, because really it has expired, but we are working under it until superseded by a
fresh award.

I!). Is there not a clause thai takes it out of operation.'—Xo. It has a protective clause at
present. In Auckland we are supposed to work sixty-five hours a week, but I can assure you we
do not. We cannot see that we should be compelled to do a certain thing which we do voluntarily
because the exigencies of the trade do not permit us. The internal arrangements are so peculiar
and are nut identical with any other trade.

"20. Then there is not a clause in the award that you are working under providing that if
fresh legislation is brought in with regard to service conditions that the award will go out of
existence)—In our present award there is a clause safeguarding that particular position.

21. Does it say you go back to freedom of oontract?—No; it protects us in the case of le;_nsla
tion being passed.

22. If fresh legislation is carried it will mean you will go back to freedom of oontract?
Not so far as wages hit Concerned. The point raised was whether by increasing the number of
hands in thekitchen the wages of the others would automatically increase.

23. The award provides for the wages, and you admit the award will go out of existence if
this Bill passes,.' —Only so far as tho hours are concerned, but not the wages.

24. Mr. laiiiij. I You heard the evidence given by Mr. Nordon %—Yes.
2."). Do you agree with it?—Not in its entirety.
26. You' heard him say that if this Bill conies into operation it strikes at the efficiency of

management in hotels: do YOU agree with him in that?—I really do not know what conditions
ovist in Christchurch. Personally I should not think it would apply to Auckland.

27. You are all working under the one Licensing Act?—Quite so.
28. Boiled down, is not the whole matter a question of pounds shillings and pence.' Nol

necessarily.
29. Is it not a matter of cost, according to the statements you have put in?—It is a matter

of cost in a way, but it is not narrowed to pounds shillings and pence.
30. Is not that your chief objection)—That is one of the objections. The other objection

is that we want to enjoy a holiday as well as anybody else by allowing us to shut the whole place
down.

31. on know that is absurd. Have you gol any members of your association who einploi
three or less hands?—Yes.

32. Do they agree that there should lie no exemptions) —They say there should be no
exemptions whatsoever, and that everybody should be included.

33. Ami the nien who would have the right of olaiming exemption do not want the exemption?
—Quite so. They are fighting for a principle.

34. How long ago is it since your association met and. discussed the question of increased
tariffs dining exhibition time?—lt would be three or four months ago. -.'!."). And ilid you not distinctly decide then that there should be an increase in the tariff.'

It was decided to increase the tariff owing to the increased cbsi of commodities.
•'Hi. For how long?—They did not say for how long—l presume during exhibition time.
•'!7. And do you think you will have a decreased tariff after the exhibition is over? I am

not prepared to say. I could not say what they intend doing.
38. How much is the proposed increase.' They proposed to increase it by Is. per day, but

it has not vet been done. They could not do it—people would not stand it. On the other hand,
they are asking for reduction.

39. Mr. Grenfell.] Yon said there were certain people in Auckland who do not desire the
exemption ?—Yes.

40. Was it not because they recognized that they would be boycotted by the workers if they
endeavoured to work them seven days a week while others worked them six days?—Quite so. The
position would be that«any one having a hotel where they employed three or less assistants could
not get any one i" work for them because of the extra day per week as compared with another
hotel where they would only work six days. The man employing three or less assistants, to my
mind, would be boycotted.

Friday, 29th August, 1913.
John Howard Hinton examined. (No. 31.)

1. The Chairman.] What are you?—A master grocer in business in Duuedin.
2. Do you represent any association?—We represent the Master Grocers' Associations of New

Zealand. This would be really a Dominion deputation were it not for the fact that we have
no representatives from Auckland, but all the other principal centres arc represented.

3. Will you make a statement to the Committee?—Well, gentlemen, as an association we
have been considering the proposed Shops and Offices Bill, and while we recognize that there are
a good many improvements, such as those which were suggested at our last deputation before this
Committee, there are quite a number which we desire to have slightly amended. The first point
is in regard to the wages-book We are quite satisfied that the provision in regard to the signing
by the employees as well as the employer for the weekly wage is a safeguard both for us and for
the employee, and we desire to see that incorporated in the Act when it is passed. That is clause 4.
On the other hand, we fee] that it is really not necessary that we should be called upon to keep
our wages-books for two years, because the Act specifies that any action which is to be taken in
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reference t<i the short-payment of wages must be taken within six months, and we think ti "six
months" was inserted in lieu of "two years" it would answer the purpose just as well. The
most important objection we raise to this Mill is in connection with lause 8. In our deputation
to the Minister of Labour, and also when before this Committee last year, we emphasised the
necessity for the award of the Court of Arbitration in connection with hours l>einjjr paramount
to and not subject to the Shops and Offices Act, for the reason that the Couri of Arbitration
is established for the purpose of dealing with special circumstances and special conditions in
particular trades, and the members of the Court hear evidence on both sides and are ijualified
to give a proper and correct interpretation of what the hours should be as agreed upon between
tin' parties. Whilst in this Hill- you have giver us what we asked for. in subsection (6) of clause 8
it says. "This section shall operate subject to the provisions of this Act. and tii any award of
the ('curt of Arbitration." By the one clause you give us what we want, but ym take it awaj
from us in that you say. " Provided that an award shall not permit a shop-assistant to be
employed in any one week or in any one day a greater number of hours than is prescribed by
subsections one and two hereof." Ft is a little puzzling to us to understand where the advan-
tage is in giving us this first part of clause (> and taking il away in the second part. hi Dunedin
within the last few months we have agreed upon an award with the shop-assistants which did
not come before the Arbitration Court. It was a matter we were able to arrange amongst our-
selves, and the following clause was agreed upon as fair : " The following provisions shall come
into force if and whenever the law shall be amended so tint it shall be lawful to insert in any
award the provision contained in paragraph (a) hereof: {") Any employer may require his
assistants or any of them to work without additional pay for two hours each night for three
evenings a week in each of the three weeks immediately preceding Christmas Day, and also for
three hours on Thursday before Good Friday." Thai provision came into force on the Ist
February, 1913. You will see that our assistants recognize that in regard to the special rush
which takes place in the grocery trade some special consideration is necessary, because our
assistants get considerably more holidays than are specified for in the award or Act. In addition
to the Ist January we give them the 2nd January as well, ami it has become the unwritten law.
although ii.it in the award, that they get Master Saturday as well. It is recognized as a public
holiday now. The assistants get from Easter Saturday to the Tuesday, so they reckon some
quid pro i/iii) is a fail' tiling. That is what we consider our main point. We consider the Bill
stultifies itself in taking away what it has already given in a previous clause. Another point we
desire to emphasize is in connection with overtime. The Minister, in formulating this Bill, has
recognized our contention of last year by providing that the consent of the Inspector only shall
lie required for youths and women in regard to overtime in the same manner as the Factories
Act applies. Adult male workers are supposed to be able to look after their own interests without
the necessity of any written consent by the Inspector as far as overtime is concerned, so that
it seems to us that the restriction which has been placed upon the overtime question is not more
necessary in this Act than it was in the Factories Act. You have fastened us down to the hours
of employment in subsection (•">)—" Every shop-assistant employed during extended hours shall
be paid therefor at half as much again as the ordinary rate." After providing that overtime
may be worked by shop-assistants without the written consent of the Inspector you bind us down
in this way : " For the purposes of stocktaking, or other special work not being the actual gale
or delivery of goods, such working-hours may. not withstanding anything in section five hereof.
lie extended, but not for more than three hours in anj one day. nor more than ninety hours in
any one year, nor on an\ half-holiday." Of course, it is a fair thing that it should not be for
more than three hours in any one day. Jsy the time a man has worked his day and three hours
beyond we recognize that he ha.- done quite enough, and. of course, we do not object to paying
him foi' those three hours in any one day except as provided for in this clause of our award.
but we do think that there is no necessity to bind the employers and employees down to ninety
hours for the year. Whilst in many cases it may not be necessary to work ninety hours in the
year, we maintain that we ought to have 'he same right as the employers under the Factories
Act of having their male-adult assistants back when they want them for the purpose of Work
which has to be done. Now, this applies to our trade very particularly, and you can see this.
sir, that the employers are not going to take any undue advantage of any liberty which is granted
them in this respect as far as employing their shop-assistants is concerned. They are not going
to pay a man time and a half if they can do the work in the ordinary time. Any time paid for
over and above the ordinary working-man's wages is really a loss to his employer if the work
can be done during the legitimate and recognized hours of trading, and therefore, unless the
employers absolutely need the men, they are not going to bring them back and pay them time
and a half. We contend that the employees would be quite well protected by an Act specifying
that they are to receive overtime for all the work they do after a certain time without binding
us down to any specified number of hours per annum. Tin, Factories Act does not recognize any
such necessity, and the work in shops is even lighter than the work done in a very large number
of factories. This also applies with special force to carters who deliver goods. As you know ,urnlei
the old Act. the Ait which this one is supposed to supersede, we had to apply for the written eon
sent of an Inspector for a man to be out delivering goods after ti o'clock at night. Now. unfore-
seen circumstances, such as wet weather or a breakdown, positively prohibit an employer getting
tlie consent of the Inspector, as the office closes before the necessity of working overtime is recog-
nized, and in >uch an event the fiasco is perpetrated of having to ask the Inspector next morning
for his consent to wink a man the previous night. That is making a farce of the law of the
country, and it was a clause as to which really no shopkeeper could depend upon keeping within
the strict letter of the law. He was really compelled b\ his business to work later, and we main-
tain that any law which is not practicable in the ordinary work of a man's business should not
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be there to hamper and restrict aud to worry him in the way iliat clause did. While on the
point of the payment of overtime, there is another question in connection with attention to
horses. We maintain that go far as attention to horses is concerned there is no necessity for the
Shops and Offices Bill to legislate for that at all, because the awards throughoul the whole country
apply. It is recognized that every man who drives a horse has to give that horse a certain amount
of attention not only during the week-days, but on Sundays as well. It is one of the hardships,
I admit, probably, of a man dealing with horses that those horses have to be attended to just
the same ac human beings have to be attended to on Sundays, am! we object to the restriction
binding us down to giving a man a certain wage for driving his horses and then that we should
lie saddled with the little extra work he has to do about the stable in having to pay him time
and a quarter. It will run into something like eight hours a week, and you might as well fix
that man's wages at fc-'S ss. instead of t'2 10s. It is recognized as part and parcel of a driver's
work. Those are our principal objections to the Bill, and the principal amendments we desire
introduced into it. There are one or two smaller ones. The provision in clause 11 {(/) regarding
default in payment of wages, fixing a line of ">s. a day while the default continues, seems to us
to press rather hardly, because in nine cases out of ten the default <<i an employer in paying his
assistant's wages is the fault of the employee himself. It is mostly with the junior employees.
The employer is not aware of the fact when the boy's birthday i>. The boy forgets to mention
it, and thus an unintentional breach of the award is committed. We think that we should have
a little longer time to make good that default. ss. a day is a very heavy penalty, although
probably it would not be inflicted. We suggest that the time be made fourteen days, because
the Act itself specifies fortnightly payment of wages, ami the wage could be made up at the next
fortnightly payment immediately thereafter. The Christohurch representatives are going to deal
with the points regarding closing-hours. As to heating, if Oou were familiar with the conditions
under which the various trades are carried on yon would recognize that whilst heating, particularly
in draughty shops where women are employed, would be a very great advantage, there are circum-
stances under which it would not be either convenient or advisable. We do not think that the
grocery trade is one whicli really requires any consideration as regards heating. A good deal
of the work is heavy work, and if a. man feels cold there is plenty of work he can find to do to
bring up his circulation. We consider that if this clause does remain in the Mill some more
elaborate provision should lie made specifying the kind of heating, so that it should not be left
entirely and solely, as it is with the present vague words, in the discretion of the Inspector.
You will recognize that this puts large powers into the hands of the Inspectors, many of whom.
we willingly admit, work very harmoniously with the employers; but at the same time it puts
a very serious power for mischief into the hands of a man who may be inclined to be n little
cantankerous or to take a "set"—we have known it happen—on any particular employer in
any branch of trade. It gives him an immense power I'm- putting that shopkeeper to expense.
He might demand that heating-appliances be put in which might run the employer into a very
large sum of money. Whilst we are not prepared to suggest any alternative, we think that your
Committee would do well to think over the clause a little more and give us a little further pro-
tection from the possible vagaries of any Inspector who may be put over us. With regard to
clause +•">, you give us fifteen minutes' grace after the closing of the shop. There are main
circumstances under which this fifteen minutes' grace might press very hardly. I think we may
take it for granted that no shopkeeper wants to take any mean advantage of his employee as
regards the few minutes that are allowed us after the actual closing of the shop. Hut supposing
the shop has been full right Up to 1 o'clock. The assistants have a certain amount of work to
do in covering up perishable products. Many of them have their cash to balance. Most of
the shops now are run on the cash-register system, under which each man is responsible for the
money in his own till, and that man cannot get away from the shop until the cash has been proved
to be correct or that the shortage, if any, is not in his till. Supposing the cash does not work
Out, the cash-register slip has to be sorted out so that the shortage may be sheeted home to the
man in whose drawer it has actually taken place, and then and there he may probably be able
to give a satisfactory solution of the shortage. If it i< left till the next day the matter has gone
from his mind, and very often that is apt -to cause serious trouble. We do not think that any
employers in our trsde would take a mean advantage of thirty minutes' grace in the way of
making a practice of it. I think you may well give us thirty minutes there in case we should
need it. Clause I!) {«) : "With respect to proceedings by in Inspector against any person for
any offence against this Act the following provisions shall apply : The proceedings shall be com-
menced within three months after the offence was committed." We ask that the proceedings
shall commence within one month instead of three, because that gives an employer the feeling
that ancient history is not going to be raked up against him. and thai he can conduct his business
without fear of undue persecution.

4. Mr. D(irri/.\ With regard to that last remark, have you ever been unduly or unfairly
persecuted 1 We have known cases where we have been unduly persecuted—certain individuals,
not as a trade. I am not going to say that it was not through their own fault. They may per-
haps have treated the Inspector a little cavalierly and thus got him down upon them. But we
know there are circumstances under which Inspectors are inclined to make a persona] matter of
their grievances and be pretty severe on certain individuals in the trade.

5. You commented upon the clause in the Bill which gives you fifteen minutes' grace. Assum-
ing that the shop was full at the proper time of closing, would you be satisfied if you had tc
close your doors and simply serve those customers: would not that Ik- sufficient?—Not if you tie
us down to fifteen minutes. Supposing there are a dozen people in the shop; it may take pretty
well fifteen minutes to serve them. You cannot shut a customer off short and say. " I have no
time to give you any more." Rveii after the assistants have served those people who are in the
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shop they have still their cash to balance. You cannot start balancing your cash while the shop
is lull.

6. How long does it usually take to balance the cash'(—-It may take anything from ten minutes
to half an hour. It depends whether it pans out oorreotly.

7. How often does it pan out correctly?—That depends on the assistants. Sometimes we
will have a spell of two or three months without there being any difficulty with the cash. At
other times there has been a paid-out made and it has not been put through the register. The
man to whose till that shortage is sheeted has to ta\ Ins memory until he can give some account.

8. Is it worth while extending the time for the sake of instance* which may happen only
once in three months according to your own admission?—-You are not legislating really for
everyday work you are legislating really. I take it. for particular circumstances; and under one
of these circumstances, if we do happen to have our assistants there for the half-hour, necessarily
we are committing a breach of the law. As 1 say, we do not propose to take any mean advantage
of any concession that is given in that way. I question very much whether the fifteen minutes'
grace is used except under necessitous circumstances. ] know that my employees are often away
within three minutes of the lioui when there has been a slack spell jusi before closing-time, and
they have been able to put up the shutters and get all their stuff fastened up before (5 o'clock.
Milt we want protection for special cases—for cases when we may need the extra fifteen minutes.

9. Would you Ik agreeable to inserting a clause in the Bill that wages must be paid weekly.'
—I do not think there is any objection. Personally I pay my wages weekly. I think the general
rule is to pay weekly.

10. With regard to clause II (</) and this default for seven days, is not that long enough
in your opinion, especially if you pay once a week?—'l ho point I endeavoured to make was this:
it is very often the fault of the employee himself that he does not get his full wages, because where
a man is employing a considerable number of younger hands their birthdays come round so
quickly that an employer may not really be aware of it unless he has got them all scheduled.
The onus, to my mind, lies on the employee to inform his master when he reaches the age which
entitles him to a rise. It is only fail- that he should.

11. With regard to clause 4, you say you believe in the addition to the clause providing
that when an employee simis the book for his wages he shall also sign it as a certificate of oorreel
ness I—That is so.

12. Do you not think that might work out very unfairly sometimes to the employee? How
can he be sure that the sheet is correct which he signs?—The man who is most sure of his ult
and the wage that he ought to be getting is, I take it, the man himself. Therefore, if he makes
default in claiming any deficiency in his pay, it is surely a fair thing that he should stand, at all
events, a part of the responsibility.

13. That would entirely absolve the employer from blame if the employee made a mistake in
signing that book?—I think so. Ido not think then would be any chance of its being very long
perpetuated.

14. But there is no bringing the employer "up to the scratch " if a mistake is made.' The
(rouble has been hitherto that all the responsibility has been thrown on to the employer, and this.
\u take it, is a very fair way of sharing the responsibility.

15. Ido not see any sharing in this at all. The clause says that the certificate he signs
shall be a clean receipt?—The man who is receiving the money is the man who should see that
the amount is correct. We regarded this provision in the Hill as a safeguard which we welcomed,
as we had not had it before.

1C). It is undoubtedly a safeguard to the employer, but it seems to me there is no safeguard
whatever on the other side. If something could be done to safeguard both sides lam with you .'
—We would be quite prepared to consider and give our opinion on any suggestion you might
make dealing with a safeguard on 1 ho other side.

17. Mr. J. 801/fir//.] You say that the quarter-hour's grace after closing-time is not suffi
cieni on many occasions to serve the customers in the shop and balance the cash. Would you
agree to close a quarter .of an hour earlier so as to give you half an hour?—There would lie a
little difficulty in that, in that people recognize the complete hour as the time of closing, and
1 do not see that the difficulty would be really got over. I did not say that the half-hour would
be needed on many occasions. What we claim is protection for ourselves in case of the half-hour
being needed. I suppose that on eighi days out of ten our employees get off within five minutes
of the hour having struck.

18. Mr. Feitch.] You say that the drivers always have to attend to the horses that they
drive: are you quite sure that is correct? In a big linn when thej have quite a number of
vans and horses it is quite possible that they may have a stableman who would do that work,
but in a small business where there is only one or, perhaps, two horses the man who drives tin-
cart is looked upon as the caretaker of the horses.

19. Does that not show that it would not be fair even to the employers to fix the wages withoutmaking special allowance for the time employed in looking after horses?—This is the award :" The minimum rate of wages which shall be paid to drivers of tin age of twenty-two andupwards shall be £2 10s. per week."
20. lliat is fixed by the Arbitration Court on the understanding that the man has got to

do the other work at a special rate, is it not?—No. J do not think so. I think it is meant that
the driver shall do his work and attend to his horse for £2 10s. a week. That is the understanding.

21. Mr. Davey.] There is no provision in the award to that effect?—There is no provision m
mv other effect.
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22. Mr. Veitch.] You say the fifteen minutes' grace is not enough, and you would like it
fixed at thirty minutes. That would render the employees liable to serve a little more time every
day in the week if it should happen to be necessary, would it not?—That is so.

23. Would not that really amount to a lengthening of the hours without increasing the
remuneration I—Yes,1—Yes, but the

24. What remuneration would you propose to give to these men under the
It is hardly conceivable that in any one week there would be more than one occasion arise for
this half-hour to be worked. In fact, it might go for weeks and months without there being
necessity for working the half-hour. I have rung up my shop from my house a few minutes after
6 and have found them away time after time, until I have got into the way of thinking that if
it is five minutes past 6 it is no use trying to get any response from the shop.

25. I can see the force of your point, but it seems to me a most unfair thing to put those men
in the position that they cannot depend on getting away from work until half past 6 on any
(lav. and it certainly puts every employer in the position that he can take that half-hour every
day in the week if he wishes to?—I think that if he were to attempt to do it with anything like
regularity the employee would very soon "jib." 1 know that I would if I were an employee,
because the half-hour would not be put there to be used except under special circumstances.

26. You will admit that it is rather a difficult thing to jib against the law and the employer
at the same time?—It would not be jibbing against the law and the employer; it would simply
be jibbing at an abuse of the law by the employer.

27. With regard to employees signing the book, would you be satisfied if the signing of the
book was simply a receipt for the money for the time alleged to have been worked, and that
within a certain time the question could be disputed by the employee?—lt seems to me that a
man ought to know by the time he reaches his pay-day how much money he is entitled to. I do
not think a man should sign a receipt for his wages in full unless he knows the amount is there
that he is entitled to.

28. The receipt is for the amount of money entered in the book?—Yes.
29. Surely that should not be considered as final?—What is the object of the man signing

if it is not to be regarded as final?
30. Mr. Okey7\ In signing this book is not the difficulty with the overtime? If there are a

few shillings overtime is not that where there is difficulty rather than with wages proper?—My
experience is that a man is keener after his overtime than his wages.

31. If the employee had a chance to object within a fortnight do you think that would meet
the circumstances?—I do not think the difficulty would be so much with regard to the overtime
as to the amount of wages necessary to be paid to a man who is entitled under his Arbitration
Court award to a rise, and has not informed his master that he has reached the birlhday from
which he is entitled to a rise in wages.

32. Some grocers make it a rule to send out some of their employees, possibly at 5 o'clock,
witli a load that will take two hours to deliver?—Under present circumstances we dare not do
that, because we should be committing a breach of the award. But there are circumstances
under which it may be necessary to send a man out at 5 o'clock with a load that will take him
two hours to deliver, and we contend that if the exigencies of our business demand that it should
lie so, and if we pay that man for the work that he does, that is all that the law should require
from us.

33. Mr. Pryor.] With regard to this half-hour's grace, the present Act provides for thirty
minutes' grace?—Yes.

34. Then it is not right to suggest, as Mr. Veitch seemed to suggest, that you are going
to take something extra out of the workers without paying for it? This half-hour counts in the
fifty-two in the week? You do not get more than fifty-two hours in the week? You have t<i
keep within the limit, have you not?—l do nut think that those few minutes' grace count.

35. In any case you are not asking any more now than you had previously?—No.
36. Or that you had when that award was made?—That is so.
37. Mr. Veitch. ],Do you say that you are not asking for any change in existing conditions?—

That is so.
38. Mr. Pryor.] You are not asking for any change with regard to the half-hour provision!

—With regard to the period of grace We are allowed thirty minutes' grace under the present
Act. We are not aware of any complaint having been made by the other side justifying any
reduction in that grace.

39. The Chairman.] You wish it to remain as it is—the half-hour?—Yes.
40. Mr. Davey.] Is it correct that the Supreme Court ruled that the half-hour only applied

to outside and not inside the shop?—I am not aware.
Mr. Davey: I think T am correct in stating that it was held that that half-hour only applied

to outside.
41. Mr. Pryor.] ITiat is so, but it has never been put into operation against you in Dunedin,

has it, Mr. Hinton?—It is positively the first I have heard of it.
Mr. Davey: That is the point; that is why it is in the Bill now, I presume, because of that

Supreme Court decision.
Mr. Pryor: When I give evidence I will deal with that.
42. Mr. A. Eonser (Secretary, Auckland Grocers' Assistants' Union).] Do I understand you

to say that you consider that under the present Act you have thirty minutes' grace allowed witli
respect to all the assistants in the shop? Is that the way the Act has been administered in
Dunedin?—Yes, to the best of my belief. Really I cannot tell you that th<> half-hour's gracp
has been used in any case to my knowledge. But the trade down there understand that they
have it if they need it.

10—I 9a.
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43. You are not conversant with a judgment given by the Chief Justice in which he declares
that the Act only applies to persons outside the shop—that is, persons engaged in the delivery of
goods: you are not aware of that?—That is what Mr. Davey has just remarked, and my reply
was that that was the first I had heard of it.

44. Has that ball-hour been generally availed of in Dunedin?—As 1 said, I am not aware
of any circumstances under which it has been availed of. I have never availed myself of it,
except possibly on a Saturday night when the cash has not come out square

45. Will you look at the memorandum attached to this Bill regarding clause 43 : "By this
clause any shop-assistant may be employed for fifteen minutes after the prescribed time of clos-
ing." The crux of the explanation is this: "The present provision allows an extension of half
an hour, but applies only to assistants employed off the premises of the shop "?—That has escaped
my attention entirely.

46. So when you said that you arc satisfied with the present law you had not seen that?—No.
47. With regard to the half-hour, would it surprise you to know that there are grocers in

Auckland who insist on every minute of that thirty minutes' grace, say, on the late night?—
Yes, because I have this feeling personally, and I believe it is shared by the trade in Dunedin—
that a carter, when he has finished his round, lias done, and if he is finished at 5 o'clock he is
given no more work to do. I am satisfied that my carter does not work anything: like fifty-two
hours per week.

48. If the Act allows, say, thirty minutes, how would you compute then that a man lias not
more than fifty-two hours a week to work without overtime?—Would the same question not apply-
with regard to a fifteen minutes* concession ?

49. Exactly, in a lesser degree. How would you make that fifty-two hours : there must l>e
more?—As I said, these minutes of grace arc allowed, and it is assumed they are not going to
be taken undue advantage of. We do not suggest that we should make the actual closing-hour
half past lor half past 6. Ido not think it would really amount to half an hour a week.

50. Do you not think that the shop could be cleared, say, ten minutes before closing-time
instead of ten minutes afterwards? Have you ever noticed the general dealing that generally
takes place from hotels about ten minutes before the usual closing-hour?—No. I have had
occasion to pass hotels at 10 o'clock and have noticed the clearing-out then, but I have never
noticed it before 10. You take it that the present -Act insists that every employee who is employed
inside the shop must be outside the door at a minute past 1?

51. That is an Irish way of putting the question, but practically that is the sense of it.
The present Act only applies to drivers. Another point is with regard to taking proceedings
within three months alter the offence has been committed. Do you think that that is too long
altogether?—We think it is too long. We ask for one month, as it is at present.

52. Would it surprise you to know that by the time 1. as secretary of the union, get notice
of a breach and forward it in to the Department the time has elapsed before proceedings can be
taken, and that is the reason for the extension to three months?—Would not a provision for one
month expedite the Department a bit?

53. Do you not think it unfair that an unscrupulous man may commit a breach and then.
by reason of the month's limitation, not be reached?—It should not be allowed.

54. That being so, can you not give commendation to the extension to three months? It is
the same under breaches of award?—We do not very often have breaoh-of-award cases in Dun-
edin. Our experience may be somewhat limited, but we had no idea when we discussed that point
that it took the length of time which you tell me it does to get a prosecution through.

56. .1//. Darey.] In glancing through the award you quoted from I see there are no hours of
labour given in the grocers' award?—That is correct, simply because under the present Act the
power of the Arbitration Court to fix hours was taken away from them.

56. Then the Shops and Offices Hill will apply to the hours of labour of men in shops?—
With the exception of the last clause here in the Dunedin award, " Provisions to come into force
hereafter."

James Gifford LaURENSON examined. (No. 35.)
1. The Chairman .] What are you?—A baker and grocer.
2. Where?—At Roslyn, Dunedin.
3. Have you anything to add to what has been stated by the previous witness—anything

new—there is no need to go over the same ground!—l have no desire to go over the same ground
as Mr. Hinton. I fully endorse everything he has said. The only thing he was a little bit astray
about was the time of grace. I was fully aware of the decision given by Sir Robert Stout some
time ago that the time of grace only applied to drivers, lhat was brought home very forcibly
to one of our largest grocers in Dunedin, where on one occasion on a very busy day, when the shop
was full of people, the Inspector walked in and said, " You must not serve this lady," and cleared
the whole lot out. The employer said, " I was under the impression we had so-many minutes'
grace." The Inspector said, "No, 1 o'clock is the hour," and ordered the customers all out.
It was a very great inconvenience both to the customers and to the man who was trying to serve
them. This sort of thing happens occasionally, and that is why we ask that we get the thirty
minutes' grace, as was given in the old Act. The other strong reason why we ask for the thirty
minutes' grace is on account of the drivers. It is quite impossible on many occasions for the
men to get back exactly to time. They will be detained by women talking to them and by one
thing and another, and we think that if we have the thirty minutes' grace it will save prosecu-
tions sometimes. So far as Dunedin is concerned I do not think anybody takes advantage of
[t. With everything else Mr. Hinton has said lam in full accord,
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4. Mr. Anderson.] The Bill allows a quarter of an hour's grace: do you think it is a fair
thing to leave the flour open for that quarter-hour I—Xo. So far as we are concerned in Dunedin
it is not done.

5. Do you shut your door at the hour?—Yes.
6. Do 1 understand that this quarter-hour's grace is in order to serve the customers inside

the shop '—To serve the customers inside the door, and to square things up.
7. If the employees work that quarter-hour do they work more than the fifty-two hours a

week?—If it became a regular thing I take it we should have to give them time off so as to make
the time worked rome within the fifty-two hours, but it is a thing that is not done except in
veiy exceptional cases. It might not be done twice in a year.

8. Do you gauge your employees' wages on fifty-two hours a week!—Yes.
!). And if they worked this extra quarter-hour would that be more than the fifty-two hour*?

—Yes. it would, I think.
10. Would it, in your opinion and in the opinion of your association, be a fair thing to

work your employees this extra quarter-hour without extra pay?—We do not wish to do so, but
we want to lie saved from prosecution on every occasion when in cases of emergency we may have
to do so.

11. Would you be prepared for your employees to count up all these quarter-hours that they
work during the week, and pay them for them at the end of the week?—Quite prepared.

12. .V',. 0/i-«//.] That quarter-hour, I take it. is not supposed to be paid for: it is a kind
of give-and-take between employer and employee I—l1—1 should say so.

13. If a man works a quarter-hour it is not entered in the book really?— No.
14. If a man is a quarter of an hour late in the morning do you not deduct a quarter-hour's

pay?—Xo. If a man is off nick for a day we do not deduct anything. A man may he off the
best part of a week. I do not know anybody in Dunedin that deducts lor that. Why should
an employee not be prepared to have a little give-and-take? If you pin us down to what is sug-
gested no doubt we shall have to deduct. That will become the custom.

15. Mr. Pn/or.] Prior to this 1911 Act coming into force you were working under the pro-
visions of an Arbitration Court award, were you not?—Yes.

16. And it was that that controlled the hours of work?—Yes.
17. You had several different awards in Dunedin, did you not.'—Yes.
IS. You always had the right to work your hands overtime on payment of overtime rates?—

Yes.
I!). The Act came into force and took that right away from you, excepting in special cir-

cumstances and with the consent of the Inspector?—Yes.
20. The exigencies of your business make it absolutely impossible at times for you to get

the consent of the Inspector?—Yes, it is a perfect fane.
21. As a matter of fact, under the present Act employers are absolutely compelled to break

the law—they have no means of getting out of it or getting away from it?—That is so, if your
business requires it.

22. And you ask now that the law should be so altered as to make it practicable, and you
are quite prepared to pay overtime rates for work done?—Yes.

David Main examined. (Xo. 36.)
1. The Clittii man.} What are you?—A grocer.
2. Where?—At Christchurch. "
.S. Will you state your views as briefly a< possible, avoiding repetition of what has already

been said?—l represent the Christchurch master grocers. With your permission I will just run
through my notes. Commencing with clause t, subclause (•!), keeping book for two rears :we
consider this to be an unnecessary stipulation, as the Arbitration Act provides that action should
be taken in six months, which should be a reasonable stipulation in this clause. As you are
aware, we in Christehurch are now closing on Saturday afternoon. Clause ."i, subelause (.">),
under " dairy-produce seller" we wish you to strike out "eggs and butter," as tliev are not
extremely perishable, and as these form a large part of a grocer's siock. Iv t|,L. same clause, under
" pork-butcher." we suggest that this should only cover fresh | k and fresh small-goods, as pork-
butchers sell a lot of the component parts of a grocer's stock, such as tea, pickles, cheese, eggs,butter, &C. We contend that if this clause goes through as printed and is made law it will be
an inducement for grocers to open sectional shops covering the articles under these two headings.
I may say that at the present time there is a shop being started under (hose conditions in Christ-
church. Clause i"\ subclause (3), overtime for stocktaking anil special work: we agree with
Mr. Hinton and consider that there should be no restriction upon overtime. Where there is an
award governing the industry it should lie no more restricted than in the case, say, of a brick-
layer or an engineer, who can work any overtime provided lie gets paid for it. I should like
to say, with regard to this clause 8, that there seems to be nothing outside this clause to make it
clear that delivery outside the hours is not an offence i! overtime is paid. We consider this of
importance on account of breakdowns or before or after holidays. Those employing outside
carts can deliver at any time, and we think we should have the right to do that provided overtime
is paid. Clause 12, subclause (2), regarding the half-holiday: we do not think it is right to
exempt New Brighton and Stunner. We object to this as not fair to city employers, who have
to pay higher wages than in those two seaside boroughs. We would suggest that a ten-mile
radius from the Chief Post-ofh'ce, Christchurch, should be made to operate, under uniform con-
ditions as to half-holiday and hours, where wages are fixed by awards and where Saturday is the
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statutory day in tliu city. In connection with the exemption of shops, we consider there should
be no exempted shops outside chemists—that is, where the statutory closing-day is Saturday.
With regard to clause 18, I may point out that in Christchurch there are two holidays in the
year which full on Friday—Good Friday and Show Day. We want a clause defining the late night
when Friday is a special holiday. We would suggest that Thursday be fixed. Clause 23, closing
in certain districts: where it is 8 o'clock we suggest that 7 o'clock should be substituted, and
where 10 o'clock we suggest 9 o'clock. Clause 37, suitable heating appliances: we have do
objection to the heating-appliances, but we do object to the powers given Inspectors. Clause 13:1 think there lias been a good deal of misconception with regard to the fifteen minutes' grace.
From my experience in Christchurch 1 do not think it has ever been taken advantage of as far
as shops are concerned. We look upon it as being necessary only in the case of delivery-vans
being out. A man may meet with an accident on the road or he may be delayed by other causes,
and we think under the circumstances that half an hour would be a reasonable time to give
that man to be in the stable. I have no knowledge at all of this half-hour's grace that we have
at the present time being used in any grocer's shop in Christchurch. I believe I am correct in
saving that the door of every grocer in Christchurch is closed at 6 o'clock. It may be a minute
or two afterwards before the shop is anything like cleared. But we have never looked upon it
as a half-hour's grace in connection with the business of the shop. It has been found to work
very well in connection with the delivery-vans—that is, on special occasions. Clause 51 :we agree
with this, but we consider that it would be better if the hours were fixed at 7 and 9. Clause 55,
tending horses : I think this is a very important thing. Those tending horses are already under
awards, and we desire to protest against legislation beyond this.

4. Mr. Davey.~\ You suggest that Saturday closing in Christchurch should be extended over
a ten-mile radius?—From the Chief Post-office.

5. Do you know where that will extend to?—lt would take in Lyttelton, Sunnier, New
Brighton

6. Four miles of the Peninsula?—Yes.
7. Would you wish that to be done?—We think the present conditions are very unfair as far

as the present Saturday half-holiday is concerned in our city. I can give you an instance where
in one road one man is allowed to keep open and another man compelled to close.

8. Papanui is in the same condition, I know. Is not the radius somewhat too great?—We
are quite prepared to cut it down.

9. And it would apply to Auckland, too, if that alteration were made?—Provided that we got
what we term the city and suburban simps within that radius we would be quite satisfied. Take
the store at Papanui at the terminus of the railway, quite a lot of our business comes from that
direction, yet they are allowed to keep open on Saturday afternoon and Saturday night.

10. Regarding the definition of a dairy-produce seller, do you really wish that these people
shall not be permitted to sell eggs or butter?—We think that these form a good portion of our
business, and we do not think it right that these people should be allowed to keep open on Saturday
afternoon and Saturday night and sell those lines.

11. Mr. Hindmarsh.] How does the Saturday half-holiday work in Christchurch: are you
satisfied with it?—Generally speaking, I think the opinion in Christchurch at the present time
is that when we have had two years of it we shall not want to go back. There are quite a number
of business people in Christchurch who were opposed to it but are now coming round, and they
seem to think it will work out all right.

12. How do you think a license system would work? Supposing a man had to apply for a
license —not necessarily pay a heavy sum for it—to sell certain goods., and the trades were defined
and the goods that they could sell were classified by the Labour Department, how do you think
it would work I—l1—I have not had any experience of it, and lam not prepared to pass an opinion
on it.

13. Do you think it is fair to the shopkeepefs generally that a linn like Kirkcaldie and
Stains in Wellington should carry on a drapery business ami should also soil boots, and furni-
ture, and tea, and run a restaurant, and try and monopolize every kind of business?—Yes.
Is it not the same in the Old Country? Provided we are all working under the same conditions I
do not see any objection to that.

14. Mr. Veiteh.] With regard to Saturday half-holiday, do you think the people would be
satisfied with a Dominion vote as to whether we should have a universal Saturday half-holiday,
and avoid all this friction? To get over a difficulty now you suggest a widening of the ana.
and the moment you do that you bring in another difficulty. Would it not be far better to have
a Dominion Saturday half-holiday, deciding the issue right over the Dominion, and have every
place observe the same day?—That is what we advocate. We believe in a universal Saturday
half-holiday.

15. Mr. Wilkinson.} If the issues were decided in provinces it might suit the case : what is
your opinion? Supposing the Province of Canterbury had the opportunity of voting, would
that suit?—l consider it would be very much better than the conditions we are working underat the present time.

16. In the Bill it provides that you can vote for any day in the week : would it not lie- better to narrow that down to. say. Wednesday as against Saturday, in place of allowing people
to vote for any day they chose?—lf you limited the choice to Wednesday and Saturday it wouldnot suit Canterbury. It would not suit Christchurch in particular. The reason is that our
market-day is Wednesday?

17. Say Thursday, then?—Thursday would suit us. But the other parts of the Dominiongenerally keep Wednesday, I understand.



77 I.—9aD. MAIN

18. You would be quite satisfied, then, if provincial polls were taken and the two alternative
days were offered to the people to vote upon?—l think it would be a very much better idea than
what we have at present.

19. At present it is not necessary to have a poll every two years, except by requisition of
10 per cent, of the electors : would you favour that being retained or having a compulsory poll
every two years?—l should be in favour of leaving it us it is.

20. That is to say, a fresh poll could only be taken by requisition of 10 per cent, of the
people I—Yes.

21. At present the townspeople alone have the right of exercising a vote. Would you object
to the whole of the people having a vote—farmers and others who trade with the towns?—That
would be covered by a provincial vote.

22. You would not object to that?—No.
23. Rather favour it?—We would be in favour of that.
24. Mr. Okey.] If you take these provincial polls do you not see the difficulty there will be

in getting the 10 per cent. ? Would it not be better to have the polls compulsorily every two
or three years than to have to get the 10 per cent.?—l should say that if the people were satisfied
with the Saturday half-holiday they would not trouble about attempting to upset it. Personally
I think the matter is very well left as it is.

25. That is, to have to get the 10 per cent, before you can take a poll?—Yes.
26. The Chairman.] When you say you are in favour of a universal half-holiday you mean

a universal shop holiday?—l mean a universal Saturday half-holiday.
27. Do you mean for all people concerned in all trades?—Yes.
28. Would yr ou close down everything without exemption—publichouses and all?—Yes,

except, as I have already stated, we think the chemists should be exempt.
29. When you speak of a universal half-holiday do you mean that everybody should have a

holiday?—Yes, I would be in favour of closing everybody.
The Chairman: I mean that every branch of industry would be closed. That is what I

understand by a universal holiday.
Mr. Davey: That means trams and steamers and trains, and everything else.
Witness: I .mean a universal Saturday half-holiday as we know it at the present time. It

would liardly include trams or trains, would it?
30. The Chairman.'] A universal holiday would?—Then I am not in favour of it.
31. Do you not consider that people employed on trams and trains have as much right to

a half-holiday as any other men? Their work is quite as arduous as shop-assistants' and office-
assistants'. Do you not realize that in order to give these latter people a holiday you make the
others work harder and very often make their hours longer?—lt is a very difficult question to
answer. I take it that the business of the country must be carried on, and we must get about.
The men who go into that particular class of work are, I take it, aware of the conditions when
they enter it.

32. Mr. Anderson.] You have got the Saturday half-holiday in Christohurch now?—We have.
33. Does that apply to pork-butchers?—No, they are exempt.
34. Is your business a large business?—Yes.
35. Do the small grocers approve of the Saturday half-holiday.' —1 think the majority of

them do.
36. Do you know for a fact that they do?—Yes, I should say that they do.
37. There are no objections?—There may be objections, just as there are amongst the larger

firms.
38. We have had witnesses from Auckland, where Saturday has been carried, and some of

them have told us that their businesses will lie ruined—businesses on the outskirts. Have yon

any such cases in Christchurch—say in Sydenham or Richmond?—No; speaking generally, I do
not think that is the case in Christchurch. You hear objections here and there to the Saturday
half-holiday; but, as I have already stated, some of the strongest opponents of Saturday in
Christohurch are gradually coming round, and are beginning to think that it is not such a bad
thing after all.

39. Do you speak for the Sydenham grocers?—No, I am a town grocer.
40. Do you speak for the Richmond grocers?—No, I am not speaking for any particular

section. I am only voicing my own opinions, speaking with knowledge from meeting these
different people and hearing their views.

41. Are those grocers in Sydenham, and Papanui, and Richmond, and all round, are they
in your association?—Some of them are. We have one of the principal grocers in Richmond.

42. I am not talking of principal grocers, I am talking now of the small men?—This one
is only a small man, and he expressed himself to me in favour of the Saturday half-holiday. He
said he was perfectly satisfied.

43. The Chairman.] I think the whole point is this: you are representing an association,
and you know nothing about the people outside your association—the suburban shopkeepers —is
that the position?—l am only representing the association, as far as that goes.

Prank Coopkji examined. (No. 37.)
I. The Chairman .] What are you?—Secretary of the Christchurch Grocers' Association. I

would just like to say that I have been at all the discussions of the master grocers in Christchurch.
and what they seem to want to arrive at in connection with this Hill, and want to try to help
you to arrive at, is something that will prevent them from having to commit offences against the
law . 1 may say that the Labour Department are very good in a way and recognize that it is not
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deliberate; but the grocers always have tints "feeling that they are breaking the law, and they
would like tb'get away from it, but they cannot do so under the present conditions. With regard
to tin; question that was asked Mr. Main, I may say that I have had conversations with a good
tnanv of the suburban grocers, including grocers at Richmond, Papanui, and Sydenham, and a

good many of there people who thought they were going to be ruined srhen the Saturday half-
holiday «as brought in now confess that they would not go back upon it.

2. Mr. H-indtnarsh.] There, is often a baseless lot of opposition to changes?—People think
they are right, I suppose, at the time they oppose these reforms, but experience and adaptation
prove that it was not so serious as they thought.

3. And adaptation does not take long to come about?—In this case it has taken a very short
time.

Heney Wahdeij, examined. (No. 38.)
1. The Chairman.] What are you/—A grocer at Wellington.
2. Representing whom?—I am not representing any association. There is only one thing

that I wish to bring forward. I refer to clause 24. subclause (3), with regard to the requisition
for closing. We would like the "particular trade" defined for the purpose of the requisition.
I may mention that about two years ago in Wellington we got up a requisition, and we had a
majority of the bona fide grocers' shops in Wellington; but there are very many small shops
where a few groceries are kept as side lines -such as greengrocers and Chinamen—and they got
up a qounter-requisition and swamped ours. The suggestion we make is that " particular trade "
should be defined as meaning the principal part of the business carried on by any person who
signs the requisition.

3. It has been already ruled, I understand, that for the purposes of the requisition a man
must state his principal trade.'—l thought perhaps it would lie well to make it more definite in
the Act.

4. Mr. Wilkinson.] What is 3'our opinion about the provincial holiday suggested by me this
morning : would you favour the boundaries being enlarged to cover provinces instead of indi-
vidualboroughs?—Yes, I think so,

5. And that two days—Thursday or Wednesday and Saturday—be submitted to the people?
—In the Wairarapa, 1 think, they have Thursday for their holiday. Different towns seem to have
different days. I think the three days could be put in.

6. The principle, at any late, you agree with the extension of the boundaries of the district?
—Certainly. With regard to the Saturday half-holiday, I think the great difficulty and the
great source of trouble in respect to all these compulsory holidays is that so many exemptions
are granted. Trades are all allied to a certain extent. We sell g Is that a pork-butcher sells.
and he sells goods that we sell. There may be one or two trades that it is necessary should be
open on a holiday, but I do not think there is any business that it is necessary to have open on
Saturday if Saturday is the holiday. There may lie a want for fruiterers and confectioners, and
so on—people may want to buy goods of that description—but with regard to all provisions and
eatables of that description I really cannot see why there should !>c any exemptions if Saturday
afternoon is the holiday. I understand that in Sydney and other places where they have Satur-
day that is the great source of irritation—that there are so many exemptions in the Act.

7. Would you object to farmers and others outside the boroughs and towns voting upon this
question) You see it concerns them?—It depends a good deal on circumstances. I should think
that if a farmer comes in and gets his supplies in Wellington he has just as much right to vote
on the closing-hours for Wellington as a resident in Wellington.

8. That would especially apply to country towns, where farmers come ill extensively?—Yes.
!). Where towns depend solely, practically, upon the farming rommunitv ? —Yes. And 1

think a provincial vote would do away with a lot of friction, because under the present law
Wellington might close'on Saturday and Hutt and Petone be open on that day.

10. Mr. Ohey.] Having once agreed upon the half-holiday by taking a vote, would you
favour thai day remaining until a 10-per-oent. requisition is obtained, or taking a vote auto-
matically every two years?—lt would be bettei to have a requisition, because there may not be
any necessity to take a vote. The requisition gives an indication of feeling. If there is dissatis-
faction on one side or the other they have a right to get the requisition, it' they can. and have
a poll. -If there is only a small section desiring a change'they are not able to get sufficient signa-
tures to the requisition for a poll.

11. .1//. Roiser.] Clause ."> commences in this way — -'Subject to the provisions of this Act";
and then you will notice a few words have been inserted, namely, " and to any award of the
Arbitration Court." Are you in favour of that being reinserted? It was in the Act before and
was dropped in the amendment : are you in favour of reinserting it I—Yes. I do nut sec any
use in having the Arbitration Act if the Arbitration Court has not got power to deal with hours
and wages and every condition in the trade that is brought before it. The Act fixes certain hours
and certain overtime rates, and the Arbitration Court has no authority to deal with those at
least, it has authority to reduce the hours, but has no authority to extend them. The Court,however, has authority to fix the wages, and every trade is different. The grocery trade is
carried on under quite different conditions from the drapery trade; what suits the draperytrade would not suit the grocery. The members of the Arbitration Court are expert at this work,
and go into every detail of the trade in a way that the House of Representatives could not
possibly do. I think that the Arbitration Court, if it is to have any control of the conditionsof a trade, should have entire control.
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12. You remember that under the old Wellington award the Court had power to fix hours,
notwithstanding the fifty-two-hour week? The grocers worked fifty-three hours per week at
one time, did they not?—Yes, until the award ran out—for about a year, I think.

13. Then which do you think should be paramount, the Legislature that passes the Act or
the Arbitration Court?—The Arbitration Court, certainly.

Robert At.fred Scott examined. (No. 39.)
1. The Chairman.\ What arc you?—A grocer. I am managing the Wairarapa Farmers'

Co-operative Association, Wellington. I wish to endorse the opinions that have been expressed
by the previous speakers in reference most particularly to the overtime we require and our posi-
tion with the carters. Coming to clause 4, subclause (2), certificate of correctness, I should like
to give one very good reason why 1 think a certificate of correctness should be obtained from
the employee. Probably some of you here will remember that .some years ago there was a case
in Wellington where a boy was employed by a grocer and the grocer was cited for breach of
award, inasmuch as he had paid the youth the wages for ago seventeen. His defence was that he
was informed by the boy that his age was seventeen. The boy admitted in the box that he was
nineteen years of age. He had informed the Inspector of this later on, and he confessed that he
had misinformed his employer. The fault was ac much his as the employer's. The enjployer
was unfortunately fined, l3ecause the Magistrate was only there to administer the law. I think
that is a sufficiently good reason for asking for a certificate of correctness. With regard to the
question of attending to horses and the insertion in clause 55 of the provision that overtime shall
be paid for such work when hours arc exceeded, the Arbitration Court has dealt with our business
the same as it has with the drivers' businesses, and has always given the opinion that attendance
on horses should be thrown in. We find in our business that one man is much more expeditious
in his attendance on horses than another, and, for another point, the employer has very little
supervision over the man at the stable. It is very hard for him to say how long the man will
be really employed in attending to the horses, or, in fact, to call upon him to do it any quicker.
One man will take half an hour and another will take three-quarters of an hour, or claim it, at
any rate, because he is away from the shop.

2. Mr, Hindmarxh.] Are you in favour of Saturday afternoon for the holiday or not?:—We
observe Saturday afternoon here. We are the only grocers who do.

3. You have not lost anything by it, 1 suppose?—No; it suits us.
4. Mr. Okey.] Do you believe in Mr. Hindmarsh's suggestion that you should be licensed to

sell certain goods?—No, thanks.
5. Mr. I'ri/or.] You had experience of the grocery trade under the Arbitration Court awards

when a proviso was in the Act similar to the one it is proposed to put in now—" Subject to any
award of the Arbitration Court "1—Yes.

6. And when that was taken out and you were brought under the provisions of the Shops
and Offices Act?—Yes.

7. You found a great clashing, did you not, as between tin, two—the legislation and the
Arbitration Court award?—Yes. The Legislature apparently passed this measure rather hurriedly.
They dealt with all businesses under the Shops and Offices Act—all businesses which could be
called shops. The grocers came in along with the rest. They were working under an award,
which was not the first award they had had, and it Mas very similar to the awards in Auckland,
Dunedin, and Christehurch. It has already been stated that we had a great deal of latitude
regarding overtime, and as a quid pro 1/110 we gave a special holiday for it. That was all taken
from us, but the holiday still remains. What we are particularly asking for now is not so much
this special overtime allowance as that we shall be allowed to work overtime if we pay for it.

8. You will assure the Committee quite positively that the exigencies of your business abso-
lutely demand that you shall do it, law or no law : is that the position is about the
position as far as the carters are concerned.

9. It is not only confined to, the carters, is it?—No. We have gone to the Department the
night before the holiday, and they have informed us that it.was not special work under their
reading of the Act.

10. Yet the requirements of your business were such that it had to be done?—Yes.
11. Have you, like others, been compelled to break the law in spite of your desire to obey it?

—Yes. ", .
12. The Chairman.] You were referring just now to the carters : how many horses does one

man have to look after in your business?—Some of them look after one; some two.
13. How long would it take a man to look after two horses when he came in ?—I do not

know what may be the procedure elsewhere. Our particular procedure is that the men work
together. There are several of them, and the first man to get in gets the beds down for all of
them.

14. Would a man drive one or two horses?—There are two-horse teams and single carts.
15. Those horses want grooming when they come in?—They are merely given a rub down.

It will not take the last man more than ten minutes. The first man will be longer.
16. Mr. Wilkinson.] I understand that you are an extensive employer in the grocery line:

is that right ? —That is so.
17. In regard to holidays, have you any arrangement with the men whereby they have a few

days off during the year?—The employees all get a fortnight's holiday on full pay when they
have been with us two years, but that is purely our own private arrangement. I know that
other houses in the grocery trade in Wellington give holidays to their employees every year,
and I do not think that sickness is deducted for anywhere in Wellington.
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Tuesdat, 2nd September, 1913.
Elijah John Carey examined. (No. 40.)

1. Tht Chairman.] We will take your evidence, Mr. Carey?—l am authorized to give evidence
on behalf of the Wellington District Council, on behalf of the New Zealand Federated Hotel and
Itestaurant Employees' Association, and on behalf of our own union. I have prepared a case
from our point of view, as follows : I represent the Wellington District Council, the advisory
committee of the Hotel Employees' Federation, and the Wellington Hotel, Club, and Restaurant
Workers' Union. lam also instructed to give evidence on behalf of the Wellington Grocers' Union.
Hut I prefer to give that evidence later, as it deals with clauses of the Bill not affecting the
hotel and restaurant trade. Now, in reference to the proposals in the present Bill, so far as it
affects the hotel and restaurant trade, the Bill is satisfactory in parts but very unsatisfactory
in others. It is not nearly as progressive a measure as we anticipated. All the good it proposes
is that some of the workers in hotels and restaurants shall work their present sixty-two and
fifty-eight hours weekly on six days instead of, as at present, on six and a half days of the week,
and that certain of the larger boardinghouses and private hotels shall be br6ught within the scope
of the provisions of the existing Act. All other existing hardships of workers in the trade are
left without remedy or redress except in a few minor instances. The proposal for a six-day
week for some of our workers is contained in section 27, subsection (5) of the Bill. It gives
limited effect to the principle of one day's rest in seven, and, but for the limitations, is to us
the best section of the Bill. In the past the argument has been that a six-day week is impracticable
in the hotel trade and that a seven-days working-week exists in the trade everywhere. Even if
that were true we have every reason on our side why such a state of things should not be permitted
any longer in New Zealand. Our plea for one day's rest in seven lias the support of every section
of the community except the section selfishly interested. There is nothing unsound or impracticable
in the principle. It has Scriptural backing. " Six days shalt thou labour " was one of the
earliest written laws, and one that was rigidly observed in the olden days. Of recent centuries,
however, commercialism and machinery have held sway, and the worker lias been looked upon
in the same light as the machine, a source of profit-making. The machine ran seven days a
week; the worker was expected to do likewise. But of later years Governments have stepped in
to stop such sweating, and there are now many countries where legislation ensuring workers a
weekly day of rest is in force or promised. It is no experiment that we are asking the Govern-
ment to make. New Zealand, with all its boasted progressiveness, is much behind other countries
in this reform. I will give some instances for the information of the Committee. Take Fiance:
Here is a country that less than fifty years ago went over to a spirit of rationalism. It abolished
the Sabbath in 1880 and fixed no rest-day. Afterwards every tenth day was fixed as the national
rest-day. Then, within the last twenty-years, the Churches and the Labour organizations worked
together, and after combined effort got a legislative weekly day of resi established. The law
was passed in 1906. The general sense of that measure is to make Sunday a rest-day in all
trades, but to provide that in certain businesses where trade was carried on on a Sunday of
necessity then another day of the week shall be given as the rest-day. I have the Act with me.
The essential clause of the French Act is as follows : " No employee or workman shall be employed
more than six days a week in an industrial or commercial establishment whatever its nature,
lay or religious, or even if it exists for the purpose of professional instruction in benevolence.
The above holds good of all branches of establishments. The weekly day of rest shall consist of
not less than twenty-four consecutive hours." A further section allows of any day being given
other than Sunday, and by rotation amongst the workers employed in hotels, cafes, restaurants,
hospitals, asylums, almshouses, dispensaries, newspaper offices, &c. There arc a few exemptions,
but not for the hotel and restaurant trade, except that in establishments employing only four
or less persons two half-holidays may be given instead of the one full day. There an- one or
two remarkable circumstances about the passing of this law. The first is that out of the whole
membership of the French Chamber of Deputies of about six hundred, only one vote was cast in
opposition to the Bill. Another fact is that after its passing the Minister of Commerce was asked
by the Parisian waiters to exempt them from the Act, and that he refused. The exemption was
sought by the waiters on the grounds that they would lose their tips. The Minister answered
them that any worker should be able to make a living in six days of the week. A further deputa-
tion of bakers waited on the Minister to urge exemption from the Act for their carters, who were
wanted to deliver rolls on Sundays. The deputation admitted that they had to give their horses
a rest one day in seven to preserve their health and strength, and the Minister answered that
the men were entitled to a rest-day as well as the horses, and refused the request of the deputa-
tion. The Act remained in operation, and now the labour unions are seeking an additional half-
day's rest. So much for France. Now take Italy :in that country, in July, 1907, a year after
the French Act, a similar measure was passed. I have a copy of the Act with me. Article 1
provides the weekly day of rest for all businesses. Article 4 permits of any day other than
Sunday being given as the weekly rest-day in continuous businesses, including hotels and
restaurants. This measure went through the Italian House with but little opposition also. I
will quote another specific case for the Committee : In Canada there has been in existence for the
last few years an Act called " The Lord's Day Observance Act," passed in 1906. This measure,
like the Continental Acts, recognizes that there are some businesses which must carry on on Sun-
days, but provides, as the Italian and French Acts provide, that while the business may carry
on for seven days of the week, the workers shall get some other day of the week as a full holiday.
It grants hotels and restaurants the privilege of allowing their employees off one day of the week
other than Sunday if necessary, and by rotation throughout the staff. It was a combination of
Churches and Labour that promoted the Canadian Act. The Churches realized that where one
day's rest in the week had to be given the tendency would be to make that day Sunday as far
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as possible. There are one or two other Continental Acts I wish to inform the Committee about.
In Austria the Minister of Commerce says, in a circular referring to the weekly day of rest
for hotel and reatnurant workers, " The Legislature, recognizing the necessity for and the great
value of Sunday rest from the social, hygienic, and moral point of view, laid down the prin-
ciple of the prohibition of industrial work on Sundays as early as the Act of Bth March, 1885
(8.G.81, No. 22), and expressly confirmed ii in the A.'t of 15th January, 1895 (R.G.81, No. 21).
The Legislature was certainly aware.that this prohibition could not be applied without exception,
because in consequence of the technical characteristics of the trade, or for economic reasons,
Sunday work is unavoidable in certain classes of work. The hotel and publichouse trade is
included among those exempted from the obligation of observing the Sunday rest, because Sunday
work appears to be necessary in this case in order to satisfy the needs of the public. Notwith-
standing, the sanction for Sunday work in hotels and publichouses is subject to the express con-
dition that workmen employed for more than three hours on Sunday shall, be allowed a com-
pensatory period of twenty-four hours' rest on the following Sunday or a week-day, or two
periods of rest of six hours each on two week-days. In response to an inquiry, the Minister of
Commerce, in agreement with the Minister of the Interior, issued the decree of 18th June, 1896
(Z. 10944), interpreting this provision in the sense that for every Sunday on which workmen are
employed fur more than three hours they shall be allowed as a compensatory period of rest an
entire Sunday or week-day, or two periods of six hours each on two days of the week." In
Bosnia and Herzegovina an Act was passed in 1907 giving the weekly day of rest. 1 have it
with me. It also gives the day of rest on some other day of the week to workers employed on
Sunday. In Portugal workers in hotels and restaurants are granted a full day of the week.
The Act is as follows : " It shall be the duty of owners, directors, managing directors, and
managers of separate or combined industrial or commercial enterprises to allow all their employees
an uninterrupted period of rest of at least twenty-four hours every week. For the purposes of
this decree ' employee ' shall mean assistants, apprentices, workmen, servants, and all other
persons who are employed in industry or commerce under the orders of other persons. All
factories, workplaces, and commercial and industrial businesses shall be closed on the day fixed
for the weekly rest, and the work or business carried on therein shall be suspended both for
internal and external purposes. The following undertakings shall be exempt from the obliga-
tions imposed by the foregoing section : Newspaper businesses, chemists, hospitals, under-
takers' businesses, bathing-establishments, bakeries, restaurants, inns, eatinghouses, ice-factories,
slaughterhouses; businesses for the sale of fresh fruit, garden-produce, vegetables, and fish;
dairies; establishments for the supply of water, light, and motor power; undertakings for the
work of loading and unloading; telephone-offices, mines, and all industrial enterprises where
the suspension of work would involve damage to the raw materials used therein, or to the manu-
factured goods, or which are of such nature that work must be carried out without interruption.
It shall be the duty of the owners, directors, managing directors, and managers of the under-
takings to which this section applies to allow their employees a day of rest during the week in
rotation, unless they prefer to close their establishments and suspend work in accordance with
the provisions of section 2." Other countries, such as Greece, Roumania, Switzerland, Spain,
and Prussia have passed similar legislation. South America is a country full of precedents for
the legislation we now seek. In the Argentine Republic a Sunday Rest Act was passed in
November, 1905. It fixes a Sunday rest-day for most trades, and provides that in lieu of Sunday
a full tweuty-four-hours consecutive rest shall be given on one other day of the week for workers
in hotels and restaurants and the other businesses which must of necessity carry on over the
seven days of the week. The Republic of Chili followed with similar legislation in 1907. The
Act is also framed on Continental lines. It fixes Sunday generally, but allows the substitution
of one other day as the holiday in hotels and restaurants. Uruguay passed similar legislation
in 191 I. Now, I want to give further instances of legislative applications of the principle. About
two years ago a Weekly Day of Rest Bill was introduced in tlie House of Lords as a private Bill.
It was sympathetically received by all parties. The Government undertook to make inquiries
as to the extent of such class of legislation on the Continent, and on that undertaking the Bill
was withdrawn. The Government made the inquiries, and the full report signed by each foreign
Consul is embodied in a white-paper. I secured a copy of (he report. I gave it to Mr. Millar
in 1911, and have not been able to secure another copy. It will probably be in the Parliamentary
Library. That report is in itself sufficient backing for the clause in this Bill. It shows that in
at least fourteen Continental countries there are legislative enactments dealing with the principle
of a weekly day of rest, and that the general tendency of them all is to make for Sunday as
the rest-day, or in its stead some other day of the week. There has been no news of the Govern-
ment taking action on tlie matter yet, but the cables a few weeks ago announced the introduction
in the House of Lords again of the Weekly Day of Rest. There is no legislation of the kind in
force in Australia, but I have the following facts to place before the Committee : The Victorian
Government promised a deputation of Church people and hotel workers that it would introduce
a Six-day Week Bill for hotel workers this session. The Bill is now before the Victorian Parlia-
ment. The West Australian Government is pledged to introduce a similar Bill this coming
session. Mr. Fisher, for the ex-Labour Government, promised a general weekly day of rest
legislation when the Federal Parliament gets authority to deal with such matters. But while
the Legislatures in Australia have not acted, the principle has been given effect to by some of
the Australian Wages Boards determinations. Mr. Stewart has already given evidence that the
working-week of hotel workers in Sydney was confined to five days and a half. That is half a
day less than is proposed in the clause. I worked as waiter in the Hotel Australia in 1902.
The Act at that time provided only a weekly half-holiday, but the dining-room staff were each
given one clear day's holiday on the management's own arrangement, In 1909 a Wages Board
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award fixed the whole day for all hotel and restaurant workers. Here is the provision of the
award. Apparently it operates in addition to the statutory weekly half-holiday : " Six-day
houses: One half-day's holiday per week, from 2 p.m., shall be given to all persons employed
in hotels and restaurants which are open for business on six days of the week. Seven-day houses :One full day off in each week shall he given to all persons employed in hotels and restaurants
which are open for business on seven days in the week.,' In May this year a fresh award was
made to cover the restaurants, oyster-saloons, &c., in Sydney. It definitely fixes a five-and-a-half-
days working-week. Here is the provision of that award :" A week's working-hours for all male
persons employed in restaurants, tea-shops, and oyster-shops shall not exceed fifty-eight and for
females fifty-six. The fifty-eight and fifty-six hours respectively above mentioned shall be worked
within five and a half days, and not more than twelve hours shall be worked in any one day.
Such twelve hours shall be worked within thirteen consecutive hours reckoned from the time the
employee goes on duty until the time the employee goes off duty. One hour per day shall be
allowed to each employee for meals, and shall be taken during the said thirteen hours, but shall-
not be computed as working-time." The hotel award is not yet made, but it too will probably
fix a five-and-half-days award working-week. I wish to make the point that these wages awards
are made usually by agreement between representatives of the parties. They provide for term
holidays every six months in addition. The West Australian Arbitration Court has also pro-
vided a full day's holiday weekly, but it is slightly modified. It reads : " During each week
of seven days the weekly workers hereinafter mentioned shall be allowed as a holiday—(a) One
whole day if practicable; or (b) if it be impracticable to grant one whole day, then two half-
days, commencing immediately after the conclusion of the midday meal, and terminating at the
usual starting-time next ensuing morning. No deduction shall be made from the wage of any
worker in consequence of the granting of any such holiday or half-holiday.'. Now, I wish to give
one or two instances of the working of the principle in actual application here in this city. Take
the People's Palace: Here is a large private hotel; it can accommodate up to 130 guests. It is
similar to any of the large licensed hotels in the city; it does exactly tin: same trade as a licensed
hotel does except that it does not sell liquor or cigars. The tariff is "is. a day, and a little less
on terms. The hotel is run purely as a business proposition. Excepting the management, none
of the employees are " Army " people. It is covered by the Court's award, which prescribes
the same wages as for licensed hotels, excepting waiters and waitresses, who receive 2s. 6d. per
week less. As a matter of fact, in certain cases the employees are paid more than the award
wages, 'lhe hotel is a paying proposition, and since its success the " Army " lias rented out-
right another large private hotel in Christchurch, the Leviathan. It has a staff of twenty-one
—six men and fifteen women. Every woman worker in the hotel lias enjoyed a full day's holi-
day weekly since 1010. Every other worker has had a full day's holiday since November, 1912.
As a matter of fact, in the kitchen, where four men are employed, the holidays are as follows :
The chef and second cook work five days and a half one week and six next, alternately. The fourth
hand works five days and a half every week, and the third six days a week. Mr. Downey,
"Adjutant" in charge, informs me that when the 1910 Act came in the hours, fifty-two per
week, necessitated the employment of one extra girl, and that he was then able to fix on the
six-day week for all women workers. The men got two half-days' holiday one week and three
half-days the next alternately in 1910 with only three hands in the kitchen; now they get the
holidays mentioned. When the hotel Lr ot Inisy last summer an extra hand was put on in the
kitchen, and the full day was given to all male workers. No casual hands are employed. The
casual meals are all only Is. each, the tariff only ss. a day, and yet this hotel, without bar profits,
can give even better conditions than the Bill provides. We submit that this hotel is a standing
proof of the practicability of the application of the principle. There are other instances. In
the Windsor certain employees get Sat unlay half-holiday and all day Sunday off. In the Food
Cafe only five days a week are worked. The facts stated are a full answer to the arguments of
the hotelkeepers as to the impracticability of the six-day week in hotels. I wish now to give the
Committee some evidence in reference to the objection on the grounds of expense. It cannot be
argued, even admitting«the clause will make for an increased wages-sheet, that the hotel trade is
not well able to afford that extra expense. By far a majority of the hotels in the Dominion are
owned by the brewery firms in their respective districts. I cannot say how many are actually
owned by the firm of Staples and Co. in this city, but there are many large Wellington City
hotels owned by Messrs. (Jilmer and McGuire, the principals of that firm. The Tied Houses
Bill Committee report in 1902 stated that the following hotels were tied for beer to Staples and
Co. : Grosvenor, Duke of Edinburgh, Commercial, Western, Clyde Quay, Kilbirnie, Island Bay,
All Nations, Princess, Shamrock. Metropolitan, Wellington, Thistle Inn, National, Pier, Central,
Clarendon, Albion, Cambridge, Princess Theatre, Prince of Wales, Royal Tiger, Park, Bruns-
wick, Masonic, Britannia, Barrett's, Foresters' Arms, Te Aro, Empire, Esplanade, Panama,
and Al. The position has been more intensified since. In 1903 the firm paid a dividend
of 20 per sent. Mr. Gihner got £9,694 dividend in one year, or £23 16s. a day
out of the trade. This, then, is the position :on one end is a profit out of the trade
of £23 16s. a day for the brewery shareholder and hotel-owner, and on the other
end we are here pleading for one day's rest in seven for the workers in that trade who
have worked 365 days a year to promote such dividends. As a matter of actual fact, the hotel
trade is so profitable that the hotelkeepers who are objecting to this Bill on the ground of extra
expense vie with each other to buy into hotels at £2,000 a year goodwill. Several hotels have
been bought at that price in Wellington lately. The expense argument should not weigh with
this Committee, lhe proposal for one day's rest in seven is fair and reasonable, and even if
it does cost a few pounds a year to grant it the trade can afford it. If it cannot it should cut
down the goodwills. The profits in the industry should not be wrung out of the men and women
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working in the trade. I want now to say out word in evidence about petitions of workers who
have purported to sign that they did not want the holiday. We have heard of only one hotel
staff in Wellington, the Bristol, signing to the effect that they did not want the holiday. Our
information was that the mistress in that hotel went round and gut the girls to sign up on a
threat that if the clause passed they would be worked longer hours in each week. However, we
have now the signature of all the girls in the Bristol that they are anxious for the full day's
holiday. There is just this other point : the Hotel Bristol staff, two years ago, were so keen on
the six-day week that they worked strenuously for the return of Mr. Fisher for his advocacy of
the principle: the hotel was one of his strongholds. I wish to put this to the Committee: that,
even if the signatures were genuinely in favour of no holiday, they should not weigh with the
Committee. The fairness of the proposal is the thing that should count. The adage says, "The
slave clings to his chains." If it had been left to the slaves slavery would, have never been
abolished in America. 1 am here as the mouthpiece of my organization and of organized laboui
in Wellington. Labour has been demanding a weekly day of rest since 1908. We hotel workers
have been specially asking for it for the last seven years. This is not the first time by many
that the principle has been before the House in Bill form. Mr. Fisher introduced a Sunday
Labour Bill in 1007. He reintroduced it in 1909. Lengthy evidence was then taken on it.
A Bill affecting us was introduced in 1910. Lengthy evidence was again taken on it. Again
in 1912 further evidence was taken on the Bill, and again in 191.'! further evidence was taken
on the Bill, and here we are still asking for the holiday. Twice now this Committee has recom-
mended to the House that the Bill be passed. There is just one oilier objection that is being
slated by opponents of the six-day week clause—it is to the effect that it is impossible in places
where only one cook is employed. It is the same old objection that was raised when liist the
half-holiday was proposed. The answer is that in any hotel where only one cook is employed she
would be relieved on the day off either by the mistress or one of the other girls. Take a place
employing only one cook, like the Thistle Inn in Wellington. As a plain matter of fact, for a
year in Wellington hotel workers had one full Sunday a month off. It was managed all right.
At the Thistle Inn the porter relieved the cook on the Sunday off. At a small hotel employing,
say, only one or two hands the actual position is that the proprietor is as much a wage-worker
as the other two hands. The wages of all four, the licensee, his wife, and two workers, come
out of the business, and the position is that the licensee in actual fact does work just the same
as employees. A small hotel does not do a large meal business ;if it did it would not be a
small hotel. Nowadays the cook is relieved by her fellow-worker or the mistress. No expert
worker is required : the smallness of the' business does not warrant such a worker. If the objec-
tion is heeded and smaller hotels are exempted, then the worker in such a place is punished
merely because of the fact that her employer has not enough capital to engage in a bigger busi-
ness. It would create unfair competition and enable the small hotelkeeper to get his profit not
out of the business but of the sweating of the workers. On the same reasoning a small hotel
should be allowed the privilege of working its one or two employees longer hours than the larger
hotels. And now I want to deal specifically with the rest of the clauses of the Bill, and to suggest
the amendments we desire as hotel workers. Take the first clause :It is unfair to us to put off
the operation of the Bill till April, 1914; we suggest the Ist January, 1914. But for Mr. Massey's
pledge to certain hotelkeepers the six-day Bill would be in operation now. The Minister of
Labour during last session himself promised that the Bill would come into operation when His
Excellency signed it. We have been asking for the Bill since before 1907. We lost it last year
because the Minister wanted opportunity for further evidence. It was urged as a reason for
not going on last session that the holiday would only be delayed nine months. The clause means
a delay of one year and four months since the discussion last session. The next clause—clause 2 :
We are doubtful if the definition will be held to mean what it says in the law-courts. If it does
we are satisfied with it excepting in one respect. But we have had some sorry experience. I
refer the Committee to section 2of the present Act. It reads, " ' Hotel ' means any premises in
respect of which a publican's license is granted under the Licensing Act, 1908 ; and ' restaurant 'means any premises pother than a hotel) in which meals are provided and sold to the- general
public for consumption on the premises, ami whether or not lodging is provided for hire, for the
accommodation of persons who desire to lodge therein, and includes a private hotel, tea-room,
and an oyster-saloon " Mr. Millar, the Minister of Labour, added the words, " and includes
a private hotel " in the definition when his Bill was in Committee. He assured us, as did the
Crown Law Draftsman, that the inclusion of these words would make every private hotel, in the
commonplace acceptance of the term, a restaurant within the meaning of the Act. We were not
satisfied. We asked for a more strict definition, and were again assured that our fears as to
the definition were groundless. But what happened) The Labour Department, over which the
Minister had control, was the very first to say that private hotels were not restaurants within
the Act. As a matter of fact, it sent circulars to the various district Inspectors to warn them
that private hotels were not covered in the definition. The irony of the position is that I warned
the Minister that his own Department would lie the first to prove a flaw in the definition. The
words "and includes a private hotel" did not make private hotels come within the Act. There
have been two Supreme Court judgments on the point. The sense of these judgments was that,
besides being a private hotel, there must be a regular restaurant business oarried on. ami that
unless the private hotel regularly engaged in serving meals to outsiders other than boarders il
was not a restaurant within the Act. And this despite the Minister's and Crown Law Drafts-
man's assurance that the definition meant, that a private hotel was a place that did the same
business as a licensed hotel except that it did not retail liquor. It cost the Labour Department
probably £50 to test the case. My point is that the position should be made clear in the Bill
without the possibility of litigation on the matter. The private hotels in Wellington are all
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prosperous. Two have bought an extra hotel. Others have sold out and gone into licensed
hotels. The definition includes commercial boardinghouses. This is a very fair proposition.
We have never asked that the small domestic boardinghouses should be covered by legislative
restriction. It covers commercial boardinghouses that do exactly the same business as a licensed
hotel, except that liquor is not sold. I will give the Committee an instance. There is Mrs.
Malcolm's boardinghouse on the Terrace. The Judges of the Court sta\ there. Mr. Allen and
Mr. Herries stay there during the session. The tariff is 10s. a day. About seven workers are
employed there, and yet there is no regulation of hours and holidays. The place competes with
the hotels of the city for accommodation of visiters to Wellington. Large boardinghousea are
covered by the Act in Victoria. I do not think the Committee can draw the line in a better
way than the Bill proposes—that is, by excluding all boardinghouses where less than three
workers are employed. The point that the clause does not go far enough in is in respect to dubs.
We ask for the inclusion of clubs in the " hotel " definition. The Wellington dub does the same
business as the Grand Hotel. The Working-men's Club lives by the retail of liquor. Workers
in these places should be granted the same protection as workers in hotels doing similar business.
I would just like to add that the Factories Act has been extended in Victoria so as to permit of
boardinghouses accommodating thirty or more boarders being governed by a Wages Hoard under
the Act, and clubs are also included. We want an alteration in the definition of " shop-
assistant " in clause 2. At present it is not comprehensive enough. We suggest the addition
of the words, after " includes," in the last line of page 2, "and all workers in hotels ami
restaurants. ,' As the clause stands it might afterwards be held that a housemaid or cook is not
an assistant because she is not engaged in selling or delivering goods. It has already been held
under the old Act that only waiters and waitresses actually engaged in selling goods were shop-
assistants, and that cooks and housemaids were not within the Act. We want the position made
clear. Clause 4is the next clause that affects us. It does not go far enough. This is a matter
that the Factory Inspectors can give better evidence on than I can. We suggest, first, that sub-
clause ('■) shall be made to read, " The daily hours of his employment during each week, together
with the time of starting and finishing work in any one day.' We suggest further the follow-
ing additions : A time-sheet to be posted up in each department in every shop showing the daily
working-hours of each worker employed. We ask for the deletion of the end of subclause (2),
which takes the onus off the employer of maintaining the correctness of the working record of
the hours worked. For all practical purposes the clause goes no further than the existing Act.
And here is what happens under the existing law : The record-book is written up in stereotyped
form. Any Inspector will verify that. At the end of her first week's employment the girl is
asked to sign for her wages. If she questioned her hours she would get the "sack." We have
had instances of it. Only a few weeks ago at the Masonic Hotel all the girls complained of having
to work hours greatly in excess of the Act. The employer's answer was that they hail signed
for fifty-two. In the subsequent Court case the girls testified to excessive hours on oath, but the
Magistrate accepted their signatures. The girl who made the first objection to signing tor fifty-
two hours got the " sack " immediately. Any girl protesting against signing the hours entered
up by her employer in the first week of her employment would get the " sack." It has been our
experience. The time-sheet would remedy matters. Each girl should be told her hours, and
they should be posted up. Then there could be no " faking " the books. The time-sheet and
wage-book would have to correspond. Clause "26, subclause (2): We ask for the deletion of this
subclause. Clerks in other shops are not exempted : why give a special privilege to liotelkeepeis ?
Clause 27, hours of labour: I his is the most retrograde clause in the Bill. It is an apostasy on
the boasted eight-hours principle supposed to be given general effect to in New Zealand. More-
over, it proposes to increase the hours of women workers in private hotels by six per week. Xo
Parliament has ever yet legislated to increase the hours of women workers. This is what this
Bill does. In places like the Windsor, the Bristol, the People's Palace, and other large private
hotels now doing a restaurant business the working-week is fifty-two hours. If this Mill passes
the girls' working-week will be increased to fifty-eight hours. Xo wonder, when that was pointed
out to the girls in the "Bristol, that they signed the petition put in as an exhibit by certain
employers. I wish to refer the Committee to the Bill introduced in 1909 and passed in 1910.
fixing the present hours of the private-hotel and restaurant workers. That Bill originally pro-
posed a working-week of fifty-six hours for women in private hotels. As soon as we pointed out
to Mr. Millar that it would mean four hours extra work for certain girls already granted fifty-
two hours by Act of Parliament he immediately altered the Rill so as to fix the' hours at fifty-two. Surely this Labour Bills Committee is not going to recommend that the already long
working-week of fifty-two hours shall be increased by another six hours I Tt will be an action
unprecedented in any Parliament of the world. Mr. Millar, then Minister of Labour, said that no
Parliament in Xew Zealand would ever agree to a Bill increasing the hours of women workers
in this country. I am certain this Committee will not recommend that it should be done now
that I have pointed out what is proposed. Otherwise 'he hours proposed in the Hill, sixty-two
and fifty-eight for men and women in hotels, and sixty-two and fifty-two for men and women
in restaurants, are the same as in the existing statute. The only alteration is to limit the daily
hours to eleven instead of ten. I will deal with that later. Why should we be asked to work
longer hours than other shop-assistants? The succeeding sections propose to extend the holidays
but this section says that we must still do our sixty-two and fifty-eight hours, or. as I have stated,
instead of sixty-two hours in six days and a half the sixty-two hours are to In- worked in six-
days. What sort of a holiday concession is that? If we are to have an extra half-holiday why
not make it a leal one by lessening the hours? We are here to ask the Committee to fix the
working-week, in hotels and restaurants alike at fifty-six for men and fifty for women. Many
trades work a fort \ live-hours week; some only Forty-two, and others forty-eight hours weekly
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We also ought to have an eight-hours day, but are offering a compromise of an additional eight
hours for men and two for women on the forty-eight-hours week. Surely that is fair in this
boasted eight-hours country! Now, as to differentiation between hotels and restaurants, there
is neither rhyme nor reason tor it. It is a special concession to hotelkeepers. The women in
restaurants do exactly the same work as do women employed in hotels in a similar capacity :why should a waitress in a hotel have to work longer than a waitress in a restaurantf Sub-
clause (c) is altered from " ten " in the existing Act to " eleven." This is done merely to make
sure that the lull sixty-two hours shall be got out of us in the six days proposed in the next
section. We are against it, and urge no departure from the ten-hour limit now fixed. That is
an hour in excess of the limit fixed for other shop-assistants. There is this point 1 want to make
before the Committee in this connection : Our working-day is never done straight off. In most
cases it is from fourteen to fifteen hours after commencing work on any one day that a worker
in a hotel is finished. Because of the unusually long stretch of the day over which our working-
hours extend we ought to have less hours than other workers. A hotel worker starts work at
from between 6 and 7 in the morning—two hours before the ordinary worker goes to work—
and finishes at 8 at night. In some cases he works up till midnight, and has to work over a
stretch of sixteen hours out of twenty-four. There has been some talk of hotel workers getting
off duty every afternoon. If they did not get off some time in the day they would work on the
average thirteen hours a day—from, say, 6to 7 a.m. to 7 or S p.m. The ordinary shop opens
at Bor 9 a.m. and closes at 6 p.m. It is open on only five days and a half of the week. A
hotel has seven days in the week to do its business. Its bar trade is done from 6 a.m. to 10 p.m.
If barmaids were required to work all the time the bar is open their hours would be sixteen a day.
That is why they get time off: it is not generosity on the part of the hotelkeeper—merely that
they cannot exceed the -weekly hours and must give their employees some time off in the day.
Surely ten hours' work in a day is long enough for a woman to be on her feet! The hotelkeeper
ought to be satisfied with the advantage he has to trade when all other shops are closed, without
requiring the extra advantage of an eleven-hours day from his barmen and barmaids. Now
I want to give the Committee the hours fixed by Australian Parliaments for hotel workers, and
also those fixed by Australian awards. So far as I can gather they are as follows :—Act hours :
Xew South Wales—Sixty hours since 1899; Victoria—fifty-eight for men, fifty-six for women;
West Australia—fifty-six for men, fifty-two for women; Queensland—sixty hours for barmen;
South Australia—(?); Tasmania—fifty-four for barmaids. There are one or two facts about
these hours that I wish to mention to the Committee. The Xew South Wales hours have beer
obtaining since 1899. The Government has promised a lsill to fix them at fifty-four. rl lie Vic-
torian hours have been fixed since 1905. Here is a case where the hotelkeepers and hotel workers
went as a deputation to ask for a sixty-hours week. Sir Alexander Peacock, who was then
Minister for Labour, point-blank refused the request of the deputation, and said that a working-
week of fifty-eight hours was even too long, and should be reduced, not extended. Clubs are
included under the Act. Now as to the award hours fixed. These are the awards—I have them
with me:—Award hours: West Australia—Barmen, fifty-four hours (nine hours a day; 2s. 6d.
an hour for Sunday work); other hotel and restaurant workers, fifty-eight for men, fifty-two
for women; tea-room werkera, forty-eight hours: Tasmania—fifty-eight hours: South Aus-
tralia—fifty-six hours. Victoria—fifty-six to fifty-eight hours : New South Wales—hotels, old
award, fifty-eight to sixty-three hours; new award, lor a certainty not more than fifty-eight for
men and fifty-sis I'm' women : restaurants, fifty-eight hours for men, fifty-six for women. The
hotel award is now being fixed. I can assure this Committee that the hours will be no longer than
fixed in the restaurant award, and I believe they will be less. We ask for fifty-six and fifty hours,
and in doing so 1 want to make a special appeal to this Committee to consider the hours ot' women
workers. If this Committee would do so it could get medical evidence to show that it is harmful
for the motherhood of this country that women shall be required to rush round on their feet
for fifty-eight hours a week. The work of a waitress has a certain effect. The continuous rush
ing round on their feet predisposes them to falling of the womb, brings on varicose veins, and
makes for other physical irregularities. It unfits them for motherhood, and makes them subject
to ill health generally in after-years. If anybody needs a lull day's holiday in a week it is the
women workers. At certain periods the rich woman takes to her lied and gets every attention
possible. The working-girl in a hotel does not even get one day a month to rest herself. What-
ever her condition is she is required to rush about working and standing on her feet at the very
time she should Iμ? resting. The hotel trade is rich enough to pay £10 a week tor goodwills
of the hotels—it refuses decent labour-conditions for its women workers; and we confidently
submit that it .should be made by legislation to grant a six-day working-week of fifty hours, ami
that this Committee will make that recommendation. Our special appeal is that the Government
will give a square ileal to I lie women workers in hotels and restaurants. Subsection (2). sec-
tion 27 : There is an important omission in this subsection—extended hours, We want the words
" nor any holiday " added in. If that is not done, then the workers can Iμ* asked to work extra
hours on the day of their holiday. Now I come to subsection (4), section 27 : The intention of
part of this subsection is to provide that in hotel-bars and in restaurants that do no business on
Sundays the present half-holiday weekly and the Sunday holiday shall be preserved. I am
satisfied that that is what the Minister of Labour intended, lint a careful reading of the subsec-
tion will show that such is not the case. 1 wish to explain the existing conditions first. There
are many restaurants, such as Kirkcaldie and Stains', the D.1.C.. and Godber's, that close up
absolutely on Sundays. There is not a hotel-bar in Wellington where Ha, barmaid is employed
on Sundays. 'Ilieso workers already gel a weekly half-holiday. Their fear lias been that if
the six-day week is granted they will lose their half day. That is why they have not signed our
petition. I have explained to them that Parliament would never take away from workers holidays
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already given or impose worse conditions. 1 say now to this Committee that rather than get
the six-days week at the expense of the minority of our workers who already enjoy a rive-and-a-
half-days week we would prefer the dropping of the Bill. I know, however, that the Minister
would not stand for such an imposition. I merely mention it to prevent a faulty framing of
the clause. I wish also to mention here that there are in this city several restaurants
which not only close on Sunday, but close altogether on one half-day of the week by
rotation amongst themselves, and that all their employees get the half-day then. There
is also another defect in this part of the clause, it is the word "exclusively." That
word has a very rigid meaning. A barmaid, for instance, could be asked to take the
office-work of a hotel for half an hour a week, and then she would not be employed
exclusively in a hotel-bar. We suggest the word "substantially" instead of the word "exclu-
sively." There is another alteration we suggest—viz., that the half-holiday for barmen and
barmaids should start at 1 o'clock. There is no reason to make it 2 o'clock in the case of workers
in bars. Formerly since 1904 it was 1 o'clock, but when the Act was altered to make it '2 o'clock
instead of 1 for restaurants, bars were included in the alteration. The barman getting off at
2 o'clock for his holiday has usually already performed eight hours' work. He starts at 6 a.m.
Barmen have nothing to do with serving meals at hotels, and it is not fair to keep them till
2 o'clock when every other shop-assistant gets off at 1. Generally and for this part of the sul>
section we suggest the following wording : " Every assistant who is substantially employed in
or about a bar or private bar of a hotel, or who is employed in a restaurant which docs not carry
on business on a Sunday, shall be entitled to a full day's holiday on Sunday in each week, and to
a half-holiday from 1 o'clock in the afternoon in the case of assistants in hotel-bars, and 2 o'clock
in the afternoon in the case of any other assistant, on such working-day in each week as the
occupier in the case of each such assistant thinks fit." In this subsection we suggest that the
words " or in any hotel or restaurant in which not more than three assistants are employed "be struck out. The hotelkeepers say this means unfair competition, and are opposed to it. It
punishes a girl by depriving her of the six-day week merely because she happens to be working
for an employer who has not capital enough to buy a business employing four hands. It is
easier and less expensive to give a worker in a hotel employing only three hands a day off than
it is in a larger place. There is less expert skill required, and generally the three hands are
on the same footing. Subsection (5) gives the whole day. It allows of Sunday or any other day
being given, and that it is practicable, I have already shown. Subsection (6) is unfair. The
sons or daughters of a publican are workers the same as the others in his employ. I know of
hotels where there are six and eight of a family employed. It gives such hotelkeeper an unfair
advantage in trade. We ask for the deletion of " the children " from the subsection. Section 28
provides for the accumulation of holidays. We ask for its deletion. No worker should be required
to work three months, seven days a week, sixty-two hours a week, without even a half-holiday.
Under the present Act night-porters get a full day's holiday every two weeks. Their holidays
can be accumulated, but very few of the hotelkeepers agree to such accumulation. They give
them the day a fortnight. Itkills the one day's rest in seven if taken advantage of. In Sydney
the hotel workers get a term holiday every six months besides the five and a half days. I am
certain that no hotelkeeper would give his employees a fortnight in three months in preference
to a day a week. They hope to get the clause altered so as to provide a few days' holiday every
three months or annually, instead of the full equivalent of the whole days missed. The hotel-
keepers will offer money payment instead of the holiday. I want to impress on this Committee
that it is, not extra money we want but the holiday, and we want it weekly instead of three-
monthly. If money instead of the holiday were permitted all that a hotelkeeper would have to
do would be to pay a girl £1 -'ss. a week instead of £I—engage her at £1 per week and pay her
regularly weekly the 3s. for the lost holiday. We ask that the section be struck out. The House
divided on it in 1910, and had we lobbied it would have been defeated. The hotelkeepers were
not keen on it after their proposal to the Labour Bills Committee to lessen the term holidays was
rejected by the Labour Bills Committee. It may be said that provision should be made in the
Bill to get over holiday weeks, such as race week in Christchurch. The next section does that.
In its general sense it is not a new section as indicated. It only provides for the whole day,
instead of the half-day as at present. I drafted the section on the present Act, and Mr. Millar
accepted it and thanked us for the suggestion. It overcomes the race week difficulty. As stated,
this new section is only altered to provide for the whole day given in section 27. It means that
instead of hotel workers in Christchurch at Carnival week getting the whole day in that week
they get two days the next week. This section renders the preceding section re accumulation of
holidays entirely unnecessary. There is a defect in the wording of clause (a) of this section 29.
If it is m>l altered, then, instead of the half-day on Saturday, say, or any working-day of the
week for- that matter, the Sunday might be given as the whole holiday and the weekly half-
holiday lost. We suggest the addition of the words "on one working-day after the words " a
whole day's holidays " in the third line. Section 30, holiday-book :Tt has been suggested to
the Committee that this makes it compulsory for the occupier to fix the holiday beforehand ; but
it does not. All that is new in the section is that the worker shall sign the book. He only signs
on leaving for his holiday, not a week beforehand. At present a holiday-book is kepi ami (he
employer always has the choice of the day. Section 31 : This section is loosely drafted. Tt is
of no effect. The period for which any award is made is only three years at the utmost. On
December next the period for which any award in force in December, 1910. was made will have
expired. We ask for the deletion of the section altogether. His Honour Judge Sim, the Pre-
sident of the Arbitration Court, has intimated that it is better for the Court to await the decision
of Parliament on this liill before making any further awards in the trade. We are content, too,
with that intimation. It is fair to all parties. The following are the awards and agreements
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in existence in the trade, and the times they were made to expire: Auckland hotels award, to
expire 15th August, 1913; Gisborne hotels award, Ist July, 1913; Auckland restaurants award,
16th October, L913; Rotorua hotels award, 31st December, 1914; Auckland country hotels award,
15th May, 1914; Wellington restaurants award, 27th March, 1913; Napier hotels award, 18th

September, 1913; Wanganui and Palmerston North hotels award, Ist August, 1913; Christchurch
hotels award, 30th April, 1914; Christchurch restaurants award, expired; Timarti restaurants
award, 28th February, 1915; Dunedin hotels award, Ist May, 1914; Dunedin restaurants award.
29th May, 1913; Dunedin private hotels award, Ist May, 1914; Rotorua fcoardinghouses,
13th October, 1915. Thus it happens that if the Act were to come into operation on the Ist
January, 1914, as we suggest, of the fifteen awards now operating, the time for which the follow-
ing eight were made will have expired : Auckland hotels, Gieborne hotels, Wellington restaurants,
Napier hotels, Wanganui and Palmerston North hotels, Dunedin restaurants, Christchurch
restaurants. The following other four will have expired by the 30th May, 1014: Auckland
country hotels, Christchurch hotels, Dunedin hotels, Dunedin private hotels. Leaving these three:
Rotorua hotels award, expiring 31st December, 1914; Rotorua boardinghouses award, expiring
25th October, 1915; Tiinaru hotels award, expiring 28th February, 1915. But there are two
other important points: First, by virtue of a clause inserted by the Court itself, of the seven
last-named awards and agreements four will cease the moment this Bill operates, leaving only
three in operation; second, of the three remaining, Timaru and Christchurch and Rotorua hotels
awards, when the Bill is passed, if there is any conflict between the provisions of this Bill and
those three awards, then as the Bill is drafted, or with section 31 dropped out as we ask, those
awards will carry on for the term for which they were made. That disposes of the argument
that the Bill interferes with the awards of the Court. The inclusion of the section (.'il) in this
Hill opens up before this Committee the whole question of labour legislation. The employers and
hotelkeepers, in keeping with the policy of their association, will endeavour to persuade the
Committee that the fixing of labour-conditions in a trade should be left solely to the Arbitration
Court, and that the Legislature should hereafter relegate all such matters to the Court. Our
stand on the question is that Parliament should in the matter of labour legislation lay down,
in keeping with the country's accepted principles, the maximum hours, the holidays, and other
general conditions in regulation of a trade or occupation, leaving the Court to improve on them
when necessary, and generally to fix other matters in dispute between the workers and employers
in an industry. That is what every Parliament does in every country where the arbitration
system obtains. In no country has any Legislature relegated to an outside tribunal the sole righi
to fix all the labour-conditions of workers. Any other action would mean the handing-over of
the powers of the Legislature to, in some cases, a single individual, and the creation in a
democracy of an industrial dictator with power to fix the working-conditions of the whole mass
of the people. Only in New Zealand of all countries where the arbitration system exists has the
Court been given power to override the judgment and decisions of the Legislature. I wish to
place before the Committee lengthy evidence as to the facts in that connection. It was never
intended that the Arbitration Court should have the power to so override the Legislature; but the
legal mind found a loophole, and the Court has frequently imposed hours and conditions in an
industry contrary to the general conditions laid down by the Act governing that industry. The
result has been for five years past a contest between the Court and the Legislature as to who should
be the authority in the end. It has been a remarkable state of affairs. The Arbitration Court
created by Parliament has used its legal knowledge to circumvent the decisions and intentions
of Parliament. The first contest arose over the " bank to bank " question. The Court was used
to prevent the operation of the Mining Act giving effect to that principle, and after lengthy
sparring and delay in the end Parliament had to clearly lav down that no matter what the Court
awarded the principle must be given effect to. See the Coal-mines Amendment Act, section 2.
It reads, "Section 38 [the "hank to bank" clause] is hereby amended by adding to subsec-
tion one thereof the following words : ' Such overtime shall be paid at the rate of not less than
time and a quarter- for all time worked in excess of the said eight hours, and shall lx, payable
notwithstanding the provisions of any award or industrial agreement now or hereafter to be in
force.' " Here is a case where Parliament deliberately interfered with an award of the Court.
In the shop trades the Court's power to set aside the legislative conditions was again secured
through a legal loophole. In the original Shops and Offices Act the hours-of-labour section was
made subject to any award of the Arbitration Court. Hansard will prove that the intention of
this clause was to give the Court power to award less hours than the general maximum laid down
in the section. It was never intended that the Court should have power to award more hours.
But despite the intention of Parliament, the Court, in shop trades, prior to the 1910 Act, often
awarded hours in excess of the fifty-two provided in the section of the original Act. In our case
the Court fixed sixty-five hours for certain of our workers who under the Act were limited to
fifty-two hours a week. The butchers were awarded fifty-six, and the grocers and other trades
all got award hours in excess of the Act. The result was an agitation by organized labour to
prevent the Court so exceeding Act hours. The Court's action meant that workers in a shop
trade, by organizing into a union and going to the Court, got worse hours than they had when
not organized. Mr. Millar, the Minister of Labour, realized the injustice of the situation. He
sought to remedy it by section 74 of the 1908 Arbitration Act ; but even that section did not have
the effect intended! It only applied to new laws passed, and left the old Acts just as they were,
and the Court with the same power. And even though the section had been passed the Court
continued to use its power and make awards contrary to the spirit of the Act provisions.
Parliament made another attempt in 1910—this time a successful ore. In the 1910 amendment
to the Shops and Offices Act the words "subject to an award of the Arbitration Court" were
struck out. Another section—ll—was purposely inserted to circumvent a provision in our
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awards. The position was made even chain in the 1911 amendment to the Arbitration Act—
section 10. That amendment prohibited the Court from putting provisions in any award incon-
sistent with the statute. All these amendments were made by Parliament because the Court w;is

making awards which in effect deprived the workers of the benefits of the Legislature. It was
a ease of ye and countt r-inove. We appeal to this Committee to make the position clear and
to strike out section .'SI altogether. There may be some doubt in the mind of some member of
the Committee as to the truth of my statement that the Court has used its power to checkmate
the Legislature. So as to make the case quite clear I wish to recount the history of one case
here in Wellington. We were before the Court for the first time after the re-formation of our
union in November, 1908. For a year preceding that date we were working under a recoin-
mendaton of the Conciliation Board which gave us a half-holiday for three weeks and a full
Sunday on every Fourth week. Before our case was heard the 1908 Amendment Act to the Shops
and Offices Act was before the House. That amendment gave us the half-holiday. The Courts
award in our case, heard before the passing of the Act and made after the Act was passed, took
away from us the full Sunday in four, gave no holidays, and stated that the Court would not
deal with holidays as the Legislature had dealt witli them. The award then made also contained
a provision that in the event of any alteration of conditions by the Legislature the award could
be varied by the Court. In 1909 Mr. Millar introduced a Bill fixing our hours at sixty and
fifty-six. In 1910 we wore before the Court again. Despite the putting-in of Mr. Millar's Bill
as evidence, wherein was shown the Cabinet's intention to reduce our hours of work, the Court
reimposed the sixty-five hours' weekly work for men and women. It did more :it inserted a
clause which said that if Parliament altered the sixty-five hours or any single unimportant matter
covered by the award the whole award would lapse. This was done because the Court knew of
section 74 and also of Mr. Millar's intention to reintroduce his Bill covering our hours of work.
Our 1910 award expired in August, 1912, and since then we have been forced to carry on without
an award. Clause 14 of the expired award was an attempt, and a successful attempt, "to
circumvent the operation of a statutory provision." The words are not mine, but those of our
legal adviser, Sir John Findlay. I stated a case for his opinion as follows, and T also put in
Sir John's full answer :—

Wellington District Hotel, Club, and Restaurant Workers' Union Industrial Union of Workers.
To Sir John Findlay, K.C. Registered Offic«, Trades Hall,

Sir,— Wellington, 17th September, 1912.
Questions have arisen as to the continuance of our award above, referred to. The following matters have lid up

to the creation of those quostions :—The Conciliation and Arbitration Act (principal Act) provides—section (d)—
"The currency of the award, being any specified period not exceeding three years from the date of the award:Provided that, notwithstanding the expiration of the currency of tho award, the award shall continue in force until

ii now award has beon duly made, or an industrial agreement entered into, ezoept where, pursuant to the provisions
of section twenty-one or twenty-two hereof, the registration of an industrial union of workers bound by such award
has been cancelled."

This section remains as originally enacted, and shows clearly, we think, the intention of the Legislature—viz., that-
awards of the Court run on for ever unless supereeded by a fresh award or agreement, or destroyed by reason of tht
(cancellation of the union. Section 74 of tho amonded Act. 1908, reads,—" The provisions of an award or industrial agreement shall continue in foroe until the expiration of the period for
which it was made, notwithstanding that before such expiration any provision inconsistent with the award or indus-
trial agreement is made by any Act passed after the oommenoement of this Act, unless in that Act the contrary in
expressly provided. On the expiration of the said period the award or industrial agreement shall, during its further
subsistence, be deemed to be modified in accordance with the law then in force."

This section was framed designedly. It indicates clearly that Parliament anticipated the passing of enactments
containing provisions inconsistent with extant award provisions. Indeed, it was framed for the purpose of pn hibiting
award conditions in excess of statute stipulations. In practice it was found that the section did not prevent the Court
awarding conditions in excess of statute conditions, where tho statute exceeded was passed prior to the enactment of
the section. But as framed the section (74) is meant to further extend section 90 (d) of the main Act. It provides for
the continuance of the award, modified in accordance with the statute requirements.

There have been two ArbitrationCourt test cases on the point—Le Cren v. Wairarapa Farmers' Co-operative Society,
and one other case. Both cases went to show that the section (74) was effective, as intended. The section quoted was
enacted in 1908. On the 15lh July, 1910, the Court of Arbitration made an award in answer to our application (Bool;
of Awards, Vol. xi, p. 325). In that award, for the first time in any Arbitration Court judgment, there was inserted
a clause " Alteration by Legislation." It reads.—

Clause 14. " Alteration of Award by Legislation.—l4. The provisions of this award shall continue in force until
any change is made by legislation in any of the conditions fixed by this award. On any such change being made, all
the foregoing provisions of this award shall cease to operate, and thereafter during the term of this award tho following
provisions shall be in force : Subject to any legislative provisions on the subjects, the hours of work, wages, and other
conditions of work of all workers coming within the scope of this award shall be fixed by agreement between each
cmployor and the individual workers employed by him."

This clause was enacted by His Honour the President of the Court, we hold, because of section 74 cf the amended
Act, and mainly because of our efforts to secure legislative as well as Arbitration Court redress. The award prescribes—
clause 4, " Hours of Labour " :—

" Hours of Work.— 4. (a.) A week's work for all classes of hotel workers covered by this award shall not exceed
sixty-five hours."

On the 3rd December, 1910, roughly four months after the making of our award, the Shops and Offices Ami ndment
Act, 1910,was passed. The general sense of that measure is to provide a working-week of sixty-two hours for male
workers and fifty-eight for women workers in hotels. Section 11 of that Act exempts hotel workers from the hours
provisions whero award regulations are in existence, but only during the poriod for which the then current awards were
made. This section was purposely insorted so as to counteract clause 14 of the award, with the thought that if the
award and its provisions could be maintained inviolate for tho term for which it was made, then soction 74 of the
amended Conciliation and Arbitration Act would ensure its (the award's) continuance, modified by statute, thereafter
in keeping with section 90 (d) of the main Act.

The 2nd August, 1912, came, and with it tho date of expiry of tho term for which our award was made. As out-
lined above, the case for the contimianco of our award, notwithstanding clause 14 thereof, was eubmitti d to the Labour
Department. Unofficially we are informed that the Department has been advised by the Solicitor-Otncii'.l that clause 14
~f th" award has the effect of wiping out the award provisions and leaving the union with an award which is not an
award for any practicable purpose.
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To further gauge tho position an interpretation of clause 14 of our award was sought from the Court itself. The
Court has filed tho following answer, dated 16th September, 1912:—

" The effect of tho Shops and Offices Act, 1910, was to alter the hours of work fixed by the award. So far, how-
ever, as related to hotels and restaurants governed by any award then in force, section 11 suspended the operation of
tho Act until the expiration of tho period for which such award was made. On the expiration of that poriod the altera-
tion in hours took effect; then clauso 14 of tho award came into operation, and the other provisions ceased to operate.
The position, thorofore, is that, subjoct to legislative provisions on the subject, the hours of work, wages, and other
conditions of work of the workers coming within tho scope of tho award have to be fixed by agreement between each
employor and the individual workers employed by him."

We take this answer to moan the Court of Arbitration holds that we have now an award the single provision of
which is tho second paragraph only of clause 14 of our intorfered-with and apparently riddled award. Paragraph (6)
of clauso 14 (tho single provision of the award) grants to workers under tho award not one solitary working restriction
other than would othorwiso obtain in tho trado were thore no industrial union, no Court of Arbitration, or no award in
existence. It grants to hotel workers in Wellington organized in an industrial union, loyal to the Act and Court, no
more protection, no more regulation, no better or variod conditions of labour than obtains in hotels on the west coast
where there is no industrial union of hotel workors in existence.

Has the Court acted within the ambit of its jurisdiction ? Section 20 of the main Act gives the Court wonderful
powers re dealing with industrial matters, but is not the insertion of clause 14 in the award, and the interpretation put
on it by the Court, a violation of tho scheme and spirit of the Arbitration Act, as set out in sections 90 (d) and 74
quoted above ? Has not the Court exceeded its statutory powers ? Is this second part of clause 14 an award within
the meaning of the Act; or, even if the Court later on holds that in addition to clause 14 the statute provisions, the
hours, and holidays are now incorporated in the award in substitution of the former hours-of-labour clause of the award,
would that strengthen tho judgment as an award within tho Act ? If a union applied to the Court of Arbitration for
an award in regulation of labour conditions in its trade and the Court gavo judgment as follows, together with list of
parties and term of award, this single provision—" Subject to any legislative provision on the subject, the hours of
work, wages, and other conditions of workof all workers coming within the scope of this award shall be fixed by agree-
ment botween each omployor and the individual workers employed by him"—would thatbe an award ? Finally, has
the Court overridden sections 90 (d) and 74 of the Conciliation and Arbitration Act ?

On these matters we ask your opinion and advice. Yours respectfully, for the union,
E. J. Carey, Secretary.

Opinion : Wellington Cooks' and Waiters' Award.
Clause 14 of the award made on the 15th day of July, 1910, is the second-last clause of the award. The whole of

the operative part of the award determining hours of work, wages, and other conditions of work is contained in the
thirteen preceding clauses.

The currency of the award is fixed by the last clause (15). Clause 14 was thorofore not necessary for the purpose
of declaring the currency of the award. Its provisions—when they came into operation by the happening of the con-
dition mentioned therein—cannot be said to fix the hours, wages, or conditions of labour at all, for it relegates all
matters commonly dealt with by the Court to private contract.

Now, this condition is a provision that " the provisions of this award shall continue in force until any change is
made by legislation in any of tho conditions fixod by this award." And upon the happening of this condition, the clause
goes on to provide that all the foregoing provisions of the award (that is, all the operative provisions except 15, the
currency clause) shall cease to operate, and that thoroaftor during tho term of the award the following provisions shall
bo in forco : " Subject to any legislative provisions on the subject, the hours of work, wages, and other conditions of
work of all workers coming within the scope of this award shall be fixed by agreoment between each employer and the
individual workers employed by him."

Now, I think it is dear that tho offect of this clause (assuming it to bo valid at all) is, upon the happening of the
condition, to destroy the award ; for an award which declares that the hours of work, wages, and other conditions of
work shall be fixed by agreement between each employer and the individual workers employed by him is no award :
itis tho negation of the purposes of an award. If, therefore, clause 14 has any legal effect atall, it is to qualifyclause 16,
determining tho currency of tho award, and to make the continuance of the award conditional upon another contin-
gency—viz., that oxpressed by clause 14.

Upon this assumption, then, the position would be that, immediately a change were made to take effect by the
Legislature in any of the conditions of the award, the award would ipso facto determine, and the parties be at liberty
to proceed for a new award.

Under this head the question arises, Has any change boen made by legislation in any of the conditions fixed by
the award ? It may be admitted that the Shops and Offices Act Amendment Act, 1910, does this, but the effect of
section 11 of that Act must be considered. It provides that " Notwithstanding anything in this Act, any award of the
Court of Arbitration relating to hotels or restaurants in force on the passing of this Act shall continue in force for the
period for which it was made as if this Acthad not been passed." The words " the period for which it was made " may,
by virtue of the provisions of section 90 (d) of the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act, 1908 (Consolidation)
moan oither (a) the poriod specified in an award, (i>) the poriod specified plus the period until a new award has been
entered into. The expression is the same as that contained in subsection (1) of section 74 of the Industrial Conciliation
and Arbitration Act, 1908.

I am of opinion that the intention of the Legislature was that the legislative provisions should supersede those of
the award immediately upon the expiry of the specified period ; and the effect of the Shops and Offices Amendment
Aot, 1910, in conjunction with the said proviso to section 90 (d) of the Consolidation Act, is this : that the legislative
provisions took effoet on tho 2nd day of August, 1912 (that is, the day after the expiry of the specified period of the
award—namoly, the Ist day of August, 1912). But by virtuo of soction 90 (d) the award continuod in force after that
expiry, and therefore therewas a change made by legislation in tho conditions of tho award of that date. Still,assuming
tho validity of clause 14, the offect therefore would be to determine the award in toto as from tho 2nd day of August,
1912,and consequently to negative the offect of section 90 (d). In my opinion, therefore, if the clause is valid it puts
an end to the award on the 2nd day of August, 1912.

Tho further more important and difficult question remains : Is clause 14 a valid provision ?
The matters which an award is to provide for are specified by section 90 of the consolidated Act, and the object

andjeffeet of clause 14 being to put an end to the award it may be said to be a provision relating to the currency of
the award. Without doubt clause 15 specifically provides for tho currency of the award ; and if it was intended to
qualify this in an ordinary way, the qualifying proviso would have followed clause 15. It may, however, be put this
way : that the duration of the award is to be two years, plus the period intervening beforo a new award is made,
unless during this period legislative amendments are made, in which case the award shall remain in force only till the
change is made by Legislature. That is the effect of the clause. Itis straining language to attempt to say that the
award remains in force after this.

The Court has a discretion to make orrefuse an award (vide the Agricultural and Pastoral Workers' case). But if
clause 14 is not to have the effect I have stated then the Court has a third course—namely, to bind the parties down
to abide by conditions of private contract for a'specified period, and so prevent them from renewing their application
for an award for three years, and so on ad infinitttm. Ido not think the Court has any such power ; it would stultify
the Act, and be as absurd as to say that a Court of law could docline to decide between parties and declare that its
determination of the suit shall bo such agreement as the parties shall come to. Clearly the Court of Arbitration cannot

12—1. 9a.
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abrogate to itself the powers of the Legislature. It cannot make any valid provision which directly conflicts with its
own or any other statute. This is nothing more than to say it can do nothing unlawful. Was it, then, unlawful
for the Court to say " immediately any change is made by legislation the award shall cease " ? That is t<> say : The
provisions of this award shall not continue in force for the period for which it was made if before such expiration any
provision inconsistent with the award is made by any Act. But section 74 of the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration
Act Amendment Act, 1908,which was in force at the time of the making of this award, provides as follows:—" (1.) The provisions of an award or industrial agreement shall continue in force until the expiration of the period
for which it was made, notwithstanding that before such expiration any provision inconsistent with the award or
industrial agreement is made by any Act passed after the commencement of this Act, unless in that Act the contrary
is expressly provided.

(2.) On the expiration of tho said period the award or industrial agreement shall, during its further subsistence,
be deemed to be modified in accordance with the law then in force."

This section was no doubt enacted to provide for much the same thing as the Arbitration Court has in view in
inserting clause 14 in the award; but while the Act prevented the operation of statutory modifications during the
currency of the award only, clause. 14 is unlimited, and if effective would prevent the continuance of the award at all
after the statutory changes take effect. Thus, while the Act says, " The provisions of the award shall continue in force
for the period for which it was made, and during its further subsistence shall be deemed d> lie modified in accordance
with the law then in force," the award says that during its further subsistence it shall be in effect no award—it shall be
the framowork which waits for a picture to frame—it shall (-case to operate as an award altogether.

No doubt clause 14, in view of section 90 (d) of the consolidated Act. section 74 of the Industrial Conciliation and
Arbitration Amendment Act, 1908,and of section 11 of the Shops and Offices Amendment Act, 1910. can have no effect
till the expiry of the specified period of the award, because tho legislative changes aro suspended till that time, and
therefore it may be said that the mattor is not of moment, as the partios can in any event at such period proceed to
obtain another award. There is, however, in my opinion, a direct conflict between section 74 and clause 14. 1 think
it is an attempt on the part of the Arbitration Court to circumvent the operation of a statutory provision. The Aol
says the award shall subsistfor a period after the expiration of its " currency " ; the award says it shall not.

lam therefore of opinion that clause 14 has no legal effect. It is repugnant to tho statutory provisions, and in
any event attempts to declare by award that tho parties to the award shall be bound by private contract only. I think
this is contrary to the spirit of the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Acts, and thai there is no jurisdiction in the
Arbitration Court to make such a provision. I see no reason why an award should not be good in part and bad in part,
and I do not think that the whole award is vitiated by clause 14, but that the award should be read as if clause 14
wore a nullity.

The further question remains as to whatremedy (if any) is open in the event of tho Arbitration Court deciding that
clause 14 is valid and now governs the conditions of work.

It has been decided in the case of Blackball Miners v. the Judge of the Court of Arbitration and Others (?7 N.Z.
L.R. 905) that, however erroneous in fact and in law tho decisions of the Court of Arbitration might be, so long as it
purp irtod to be aoting in pursuance of tho Act creating it, and confined itself to the subject-matter of the Act, the effect
of seotion 96 of the Act of 1905, analagous to section 96 of the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act, 1908, was
to place it absolutely boyond the control of or interforenco by tho Supreme Court. In the circumstances of that case
the Court decided that as a matter of fact tho Court of Arbitration had acted within its jurisdiction, and the references
to section 96 of the Act of 1905 were for the most part obiter dicta. On the other hand. Mr. Justice Edwards, in a dis-
senting judgment, held that, notwithstanding section 96, the Supreme Court still had the power to issue eertiorari to
bring up the proceedings of an inferior Court, and to quash the adjudication upon the ground of a manifest want of
jurisdiction in the tiibunal which made it. And although it is true that in such a case a Judge haying general jurisdic-
tion over the matter found a fact which, though essential to his jurisdiction, lie was competent to try his adjudication
upon the merits cannot be questioned upon certiorari, it is also true that if the jurisdiction depends either on the
character of the constitution of the tribunal, or upon the nature of the subject-matter of the inquiry, or upon certain
proceedings which have been made essential preliminaries to the inquiry, these are matters which are extrinsic to the
jurisdiction impeached ; they are matters which ma,y be inquired into by superior Courts, and if upon that inquiry it
is found that the adjudication is without jurisdiction it will be quashed. And he held further that an inferoir Court
cannot, by an erroneous interpretation of the statute upon which its jurisdiction to enter upon inquiry depei ds, clothe
itself with a jurisdiction which it does not possess.

Thero is another case in which certiorari can always be granted, and that is when the defect of jurisdiction appears
on the face of the proceedings: Ex parte Bradlaugh (39 B.D. 509), Cotton v. Hawkins (15 N.Z. L.R. 496. 5 CI.), and
see Privy Council decision in the Colonial Bank v. Millar (L.R. 5 P.C. 417).

lam of opinion that the viow taken by Mr. Justice Edwards on these heads is correct. Doubtless the othermembers
of the Court considered section 96 went a good deal further than this. The Chief Justice and Mr. Justice Williams did
not decide the Blackball Miners' case on their view of section 96, but the Chief Just ice expressed an opinion that sect ion 98
absolutely prohibited any interference. It is probable, therefore, the Court of Appeal as at present constituted would
follow the Blackball Miners' decision so far as to say that the circumstances of this Oβ Be are not dist inguishable. Still.
in my opinion the ruling of the Court of Arbitration in clause 14 of tho award would be impeachable on two grounds
—(a) That the nature of the subject-matter of clause 14 is outside the scope and ambit of the Court of Arbitration, and
that there is therefore a manifest want of jurisdiction ; (b) that the defect of jurisdiction apparent in oleuse 14 is ;• defect
appearing on the face of the"proceedings.

My opinion may therefore be summarized as follows:—
(a.) If clause 14be held to be within the jurisdiction of the Court of Arbitration, its only possible effect is to

determine the award and set matters at large.
(b.) In the circumstances of the case, and upon the same assumption, the effect of the clause was to determine

the award on the 2nd day of August, 1912. by reason of the coming into operation on that date of the
Shops and Offices Amendment Act. 1910.

(c.) Tho Court of Arbitration had no jurisdiction to declare clause 14 to be part of the award, and or any
proceedings based upon that clause certiorari would be obtainable from the Supreme Court.

As to the method of bringing the question here raised before the Court of Appeal, the promptest way would be that
of getting the Judge of the Arbitration Court to rtate a case for the opinion of the Court of Appcnl. (See section 59
of the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Amendment Act, 1906). This section refers, it will be seen, to "any
matter before the Court," and it is unlikely that the Judge will treat any past proceedings as "a matter before the
Court." Proceedings, howover, could be taken for an enforcement on the assumption that the award is, by virtue of
the statute, subsisting, and that clause 14 has no effect ; and en these proceedings His Honour would then in all pro-
bability state a caso for the opinion of the Court of Appeal, or. failing his doing that, recourse might be had to a writ
of certiorari.

Wellington, 30th September. 1912. J. G. FIUTDLAT.
We were not in a financial position strong enough to face lengthy and expensive Appeal Court

litigation over the question. It was really a question as to whether the Court or Parliament
should be the supreme authority, and was, we submitted, a case for the Department to take up.
The Department, however, held otherwise. It had been advised different to Sir John's opinion.
The consequence has been that for over a year now we have been without an award. It is an
incredible position. We are a set of unions that have been loyal to the arbitration system. None
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of our officers have ever been associated in any way in any attack on the Court, or in any move-
ment to wreck the system. We have always dissociated ourselves from the personal attacks made
on the President of the Court. Vet merely because Parliament reduced our hours from sixty-
live to sixty-two the Court itself, the centre-piece of the arbitration system, purposely puts in
its awards a clause to defeat the very Arbitration Act itself. It lias gone further :' since the
1910 Shops and Ojlicus Act it has refused to award hours and holidays to our trade. But in these
latest awards it says that if Parliament makes any alteration of any statute covering our workers
then our awards shall cease, and there shall be freedom of contract, and no award regulation
of any matters during the term of the award. 1 submit to this Committee that it is not a case
of Parliament interfering with the Court, but of the Court interfering with and setting aside
the decisions of Parliament. So that the practice shall not be continued we ask for the deletion
of the clause, or, better still, for Parliament to assert itself and do the same as it did over the
" bank to bank " clause, by altering the section to insist on the operation of the statutes against
the counter-clauses in the Court's awards. We suggest that, if not deleted, the section be made
to read, " Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in any other Act or in any award of the
Court of Arbitration, the provisions of this Act shall operate from the date of its commencement,
and all awards shall be deemed to be modified accordingly." There is this point I wish to inform
the Committee of. Many other shop trades governed by this Bill and the existing Act are organized
in unions and are working under awards of the Court, but the remarkable thing is that it is
only in hotel and restaurant awards that the Court has inserted its clause circumventing the
operation of the statutes. The other unions with awards and the Act governing them have not
been so penalized. 1 just wish to point out that by reason of section 74 of the Arbitration Act
an award of the Court made before the date of the operation of this Act could deny us all the
provisions of this Act for a further three years. 1 am bound to say, however, that in view of
the Court's recent intimation 1 do not think it would make such an award. There is this other
fact I wish to put in evidence : in nearly every State of Australia legislation has been passed
covering shopjs and offices, including hotels and restaurants; in every State also there are awards
governing shop workers, including hotel and restaurant workers; yet there has never been
any conflict between those awards and the Legislatures. This for the simple reason that the
Australian Parliaments have never made the initial mistake of making their Shops Act subject
to the awards of the Court or Wages Boards. The big general principles have been laid down
in the several Acts, and the Court has always had to conform to them. We ask for the same
procedure in the framing of this Bill. Five times has Parliament now specifically legislated to
make our Court conform to the general principles of the statutes. If this Bill leaves any opening
the chances are that the conflict between the Court and the Legislature will commence all over
again. We suggest the deletion of the section.

That finishes my evidence in the hotel and restaurant sections. Summarized, 1 have par-
ticularly proved—(a) That the principle of one day's rest in seven, especially for hotel and
restaurant workers, has been legislated for in several countries; (4) that it is practicable and
workable, as shown by its actual operation in Perth and Sydney, and at the People's Palace
Hotel here; (c) that the hours proposed are longer than fixed by any Australian Act, and longer
than fixed by any Austialian awards with one single exception, now being removed; (d) that to
permit of the Arbitration Court exceeding the hours provisions or any other conditions of a
statute makes for endless conflict between the Court and the Legislature.

I thank the Committee for hearing me, and trust that my evidence will influence it in recom-
mending amendments to the Bill in the direction we desire. 1 submit a list of those suggested
amendments.

Amendments to the Shops mid Offices Bill suggested by the Hotel Workers' Unions' Representatives
before the Committee.

Section 1 : By substituting " January " for " April."
Section k2 :By altering the definition of "hotel" to read as follows: "'Hotel' means any

premises in respect of,which a publican's license is granted under the Licensing Act, 1908, and
means and includes a private hotel, club, or boardinghouse in which three or more persons (other
than the occupier and the members of his family) are ordinarily employed. A 'private hotel,'
'club,' or 'boardinghouse 1 means any premises in which meals, or lodging, or accommodation,
or liquor is provided or sold to guests, customers, or members." (Note. —" Restaurant " defini-
tion to stand.) Further, by altering " shop-assistant " definition by adding the words " and
includes all workers in hotels and restaurants."

Section 4: By adding the word "daily" before the word "hours" in subclause (c); by
deleting all the words after " wages " in subsection (2); by adding the following new subsection:
" (5.) In every hotel and restaurant the occupier shall oause to be posted up in a conspicuous
place, accessible to the workers employed, a time-sheet showing in the case of each assistant employed
the ordinary daily hours of commencing and finishing work for each said assistant."

Section 26 : By deleting subsection (2).
Section 27: By altering subclauses (a) and (6) to read as follows: "(a.) For more than

fifty-six hours (excluding meal-times) in any one week in the case of a male whose age exceeds
sixteen years." " (b.) For more than fifty hours (excluding meal-times) in any one week in
any other case." By altering subclause (c) by substituting "ten" for "eleven." Subsec-
tion (2) : By adding the words " nor on any holiday " after the word " year " in the third line.
Subsection 4: By altering this subsection to read, "(4.) Every assistant who is substantially
employed in or about a bar or private bar of a hotel, or who is employed in a restaurant which
does not carry on business on a Sunday, shall be entitled to a whole day's holiday on Sunday in
each week, and to a half-holiday from one o'clock in the afternoon in the case of assistants in
hotel-bars, and from two o'clock in the afternoon in any other case, of such working-day in
each week as the occupier in the case of each such assistant thinks fit." (Note.—We suggest
the above subsection as a complete substitution for subsection (4) of the Bill.) Subsection (6) :
By altering this subsection to read, " The wife or husband of the occupier shall not be deemed
to be an assistant within the meaning of this section."
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Section 28: By the deletion of the whole of this section
Section 29 : By adding the words, " On sonic working-day " before the word " during " in

the third line of subclause (a).
Section 31 : By deleting section 31 altogether, or, in the alternative, by making the section

read, " Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in any Act or in any award of the Court of
Arbitration, the whole of the provisions of this Act shall operate from the day of its commence-
ment, and all awards of the Court of Arbitration shall be deemed to be modified accordingly."

2. How. Mr. Miliar. | Are you aware of any country in the world, Mr. Carey, where a Judge
has power over the Legislature?—No, I am not.

3. You think it is right that Parliament should be supreme?—l have read in my evidence the
legislation of the Mining Act.

4. You consider Parliament qualified to fix the hours of work?—Yes, sir, I believe that
Parliament should lay down a general principle, and the Court should l)e made to conform to the
conditions laid down by the statute.

5. Is it the usual custom for Parliament to iix the hours of labour?—Yes, it is growing every-
where. It is being done in all the Australian States, and there has never been any conflict
between the Courts and the Legislature, or the Wages Board and the Legislature.

6. Now, what countries in the Australian Colonies have legislation for six days a week?—
No country, except that there is a Bill before the Victorian House to-day.

7. Now, in regard to the agreement entered into in New South Wales, how far does it extend?
—Just over an area of thirty square miles within the precincts of the metropolitan area of
Sydney. I know of no legislation that is not of general effect.

8. I think I can show you some. In Victoria the original Saturday half-holiday is con-
tinued. There is no legislation generally affecting the whole of Victoria?—No, except the Bill
that is there now.

9. Mr. Okey.] Do you object to have two half-days during the week instead of a day?- Yes.
This is what the half-day means: it only means two hours. Two halt-days would only mean
missing two meals.

10. You object to a man's own family—his own children—being employed by him?—Yes;
the Arbitration Court and all labour legislation has made it general for the son of a father or
the daughter of a father working in his shop to be the same as the ordinary worker. I know a
hotel in your district, Mr. Okey, where seven or eight members of a family are employed—lngle-
wood. Here would be the position: The Inglewood hotel employing members of the family;
right opposite a widow woman keeps a hotel employing a staff of four or five hands, and having
to observe hours and holidays and other labour regulations, which would be most unfair.

11. The Chairman.] You quoted largely from the Italian and French legislation. Do you
think the workers on the Continent are living under better conditions than in this country?—
Yes, I am satisfied that the hotel workers are as far as holidays go.

12. Do you know how many hours they work in Canada?—No.
13. Do you know they work ten hours a day?—No. We work more than ten hours a day

here in some cases.
14. You stated that the People's Palace and the Leviathan charged ss. a day tariff, and they

adopted the same conditions as }ou ask for?—Yes.
15. You think it is possible that any private hotel could prosper under a Ss.-a-day tariff?—

I know, as a matter of fact, the People's Palace is a paying proposition, mainly because it is
giving good conditions to its workers. The Salvation Army people have no business control
over the People's Palace at all; it is run as a business proposition. The manager assured me
of that. They are able to give better conditions than we ask for.

16. You say the brewers are making 20 per cent. You do not think the hotelkeeper is
making 20 per cent. ?—ln many cases the hotelkeeper is manager for the brewery.

17. Do you know of cases where hotelkeepers have tried to sell out and could not do so?—I
know of hotels sold for over £2,000 a year goodwill.

18. With regard to a man working a hotel with his family, do you think a man should not
have the benefit of employing his family up to a certain age?—l say, if the conditions are fair
for somebody-else's son or daughter, then they are fair for a publican's son or daughter.

19. You are not giving encouragement for families under your system?—No, T say it is
unfair for a widow woman to have to compete with a hotelkeeper whose hotel is entirely free from
legislation.

20: If you had a large family to assist you, you mean to say that you would not consider it
hard that you could not utilize their services?—No. In the first place, I would not work them
seven days a week.

21. That is not the question. The question is having to comply with the same regulations
as a man with no family. Do you not believe in that man having the privilege of employing
his children to assist him in business without conforming to hotel regulations?—l say No; where
in the hotel business the grown-up children of the licensee are working for the licensee, then that
licensee should not be given a privilege over the licensee who has the misfortune not to have a
grown-up family.

22. You made a statement in regard to hotels in Westport not under unionism?—l said that
until the 1910 amendment to the Shops and Offices Act workers who organized themselves into
a union and went to the Arbitration Court to better their hours found that the Court used the
legal loophole and imposed longer hours than the Act prescribed, with the result that instead of
getting better conditions a section got worse, and really that the result of our organization was
an award of thirteen hours in excess of the Act hours governing that section of workers.
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23. You do not think that the law should discriminate between organizations and trades that
are not organized?—l do not.

24. Mr. Glover.] Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Carey as to the Act in regard to
fruiterers?—lt may be necessary in the fruit trade for the trading-hours to extend over the
eight-hour day. It may be necessary, as that gentleman from Auckland stated, to keep open
till 11.30; but we say that they ought to readily agree to give us less working-hours than
ordinary shop-assistants get. The position lias been that the shopkeeper has come along to the
Legislature and said, " My shop has to be kept open sixteen hours; I should have the right hi
have my assistants working all that time."

25. The Chairman.] So far as any particular day?—The section .'5O .is no different except
that the workers shall conform to the existing law and that the hotelkeeper shall say which of
his assistants shall have the half-holiday and on which day.

26. Mr. Oke;/.] I understand that there is a manager put in the People's Palace Hotel, and
that it is worked by the Salvation Army and under no rent?—Yes, the rent is paid. I made
particular inquiries of Adjutant Downie himself, and he told me that the hotel was purely a
business proposition, and no assistance was given to it by tlic Salvation Army organization.

27. But do you know if it is rent-free?—No, lie pays rent.
28. What amount does he pay?—l cannot say. In the last three years he tells me he has

been able to pay up all his back rent.
29. He is paying a fair rent?—Yes.
30. Mr. Anderson.] Do you know what percentage he is paying on the capital invested?—I

do not know; the manager told me it was a business proposition. You can understand my
position : it would not be the tiling for me to ask an employer to come and give evidence on
our side of the Bill. I have never gone to the other side for assistance.

31. The point we have to get at is, What is the percentage upon the capital invested in that
company that it has paid?—I could not say, but I will find out.

32. I think you ought to find out, as unless we know that it is of no value whatever. Have
you had any experience of country hotels, Mr. Carey?—Yes.

33. Do you think it is possible in country hotels to give the same privileges to employees
that are given in cities?—Yes, easily. It only means a little better management on the part
of the proprietor. Mr. Okey smiles, but we know as a fact that all these statements about going
bankrupt were made when the half-holiday was proposed.

34. You are not in favour of two half-holidays I—No,1—No, we want the whole day.
35. I may as well say lam in favour of six days a week. I asked several men, proprietors

of private hotels, what their opinion was. You will be surprised to hear that in every case.
with the exception of one where the hotel-proprietor runs his place by the aid of his family, they
all said that two half-days was practicable and one whole day impracticable?—lt may be that
they think it is impracticable, but the fact that it lias been done is surely sufficient evidence that
it can be done. If it is done in a place like Italy it can be done here.

36. Would you like to live in Italy?—No, but I want to bring New Zealand up to Italy
in this matter.

37. Mr. Clark.] Do you mean to insinuate. Mr. Carey, that the sons and daughters of hotel-
proprietors are not working under as good conditions as those employed?—Well, if there is any
paternal feelings between parent and children, I should say, under better conditions.

38. Well, suppose a case (such as I know) of a man with his wife and four of his family
working a hotel, if he was compelled to grani these children a full day a week off he would have
to employ outside labour, and that would mean he would have to give his profit away. He starts
them now in farms out of his profits?—The minute in any statute you give the sons and daughters
of an employer a privilege over other workers, then later on others will come in and ask for this
to be extended. It is not fair in the interests of the other hotelkeepers who are not so fortunately
circumstanced.

39. Mr. Veitch.] Do you believe in a parent being allowed to work his children longer hours
than he would be permitted in the ordinary way ?—No.

40. Assuming that»the People's Palace pays a lower rent-value than any other hotel in Wel-
lington, and that that is the reason why the People's Palace are able to give better conditions
to their staff than other hotels, would not thai lie a proof that the workers in establishments other
than the People's Palace arc being sweated to enable the proprietors to pay the higher rents—
in short, that these long hours are due to rents being too high?—Yes. There is this further
point, Mr. Chairman : the hotelkeepers will not admit it, but it is a better arrangement than at
present. As a matter of fact, in Melbourne to-day, in the larger hotels, the dining-room staff
get a six-day week without a law on it.

41. Mr. Anderson.] Do you object to families entering into partnership?—No, the moment
they do they would be exempt from the provisions of the Act. If the parent is a good parent and
a good employer the section cannot be a hardship; it would only affect the unscrupulous parent
who would seek to work his sons and daughters such ungodly hours as would injure thoir health.

42. If he did not have a son or daughter he would have to employ some one else?—He would
not be there, probably, otherwise.

43. The Chairman.] Do you think a rent based on 6 per cent, excessive? No.
44. We had evidence the other day here when the rent was something like £75 a week, and

that showed 6 per cent. ?—lt was only an assertion.
45. Hon. Mr. Millar.} Just one point about Chile: are the majority of hotel employees

coloured?—I cannot say. Even if they are they are deemed worthy of legislative protection.
46. The Chairman.] I think it is a case of distant pastures looking green?—No, it is a case

of cold facts
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47. Mr. GrenfeH.] Now, as to the results of your going to the Arbitration Court?—l said
this : that the fact of our going to the Arbitration Court and getting the award made for some
of our workers a longer week by thirteen hours

48. What Act was in operation at that time?—l repeat it again, word for wind : that the
fact of our going to the Arbitration Court meant this—that a section of our workers were awarded
thirteen hours a week longer than a corresponding section of workers working, say, in Weetport.
A waiter in a restaurant was required by the Act to work fifty-two hours a week; the Concilia-
tion Board fixed sixty-five hours as against fifty-two in the Act. The action of the Conciliation
Board was considered to be wrong, and its recommendation was invalidated because of its fixing
hours in excess of the Act; but what was wrong for the Board to do was legal for the Court to do,
and the Court, after declaring the Board's determination invalid because of its fixing sixty-five
hours per week, itself reimposed the sixty-five hours. The Legislature never intended that the
Court should award more hours, but the legal mind saw this loophole and, instead of awarding
less, awarded more.

49. On what do you base your statement that the Legislature never intended the Court to
award more hours than were fixed by statute?—Hansard.

50. Can you mention some of the speakers?—No, 1 cannot.
51. With respect to your present award and the provision of the Court regarding alteration

in the conditions by legislation, is this not the position from the standpoint of the Court : that
the Court was established to fix the hours and working-conditions of the worker, also to fix the
rates of wages. Is it not reasonable for a Court of equity to say that if the basis upon which an
award is made is altered by legislation, that award should be broken down, and that the Court
having decided that certain rates of wages based upon the working-hours should be paid, reasons
the matter out and decides that if the basis of this award is disturbed as to the working-hours it
is reasonable that the whole award should go to the wall, and the legislation should not reduce
the hours of work without reducing the rate of wages? I put it to you, Mr. Carey, is it not
reasonable that the whole award should be wiped out? If the Court bases the rates of wages
upon the hours that were fixed by statute and that basis is destroyed, is it not reasonable and
equitable that the whole matter shall be set aside and it be open to the parties to appeal to the
Court again by a revision of the working-conditions?—The Court says this: that if Parliament
alters a law now in operation, then, though the conditions in that law are not in any way con-
tained in any provision of the award, the award, though silent on all the conditions of that law.
shall cease to operate. I will read the clause (Book of Awards. Vol. xii, page 525, clause 14): —
"Alteration of award by legislation: The provisions of this award shall continue in force until
any change is made by legislation in any of the conditions fixed by this award or by statute. On
any such change being made all the foregoing provisions of this award shall cease to operate,
and thereafter during the term of this award the following provisions shall be in force: Subject
to any legislative provisions on the subject, the hours of work, wages, and other conditions of
work of all workers acting within the scope of this award shall lie fixed by agreement between
each employer and the individual workers employed by him." This is what that may mean : The
Act says there shall be not longer than five hours between a meal -that is the statute. The
employers or anybody might come along and ask that there lie five hours and a half or four hours
and a half. We would lose all the benefits of the Arbitration Act, and lose ..in- award, in the
event of such an alteration to the statute.

52. Would it not be open for the union to apply to the Court for another award?—l say
this : there are five specific legislative sections each one trying to make the Court conform to the
statute.

53. Now, Mr. Carey, did not the Arbitration Court, when hearing your last dispute, refuse
to fix certain matters which were being settled by legislation. Has not the Court in its awards
said so? Is not that a fact ?—Yes.

54. Does that show any conflict between the Court and the Legislature?—Yes, we had under
the Board's recommendation a half-day and a whole day. The Court refused the holidays. Our
case was heard before,the passing of the Bill, and the award made after the Bill was passed.
The remarkable position is this: that only in the hotel-trade awards does this state of things
exist. If any alteration is made by legislation then hotel and restaurant workers lose their
awards and the Act benefits. Other unions in other shop trades do not. My suggestion to the
Committee is that this Act be considered so as to entirely leave all reference to the Court out, the
same as is done in Australia.

55. Mr. Carey, I want an answer to this question : Is it equitable that the Court should
say that an award that is based upon certain hours and conditions shall cease.- to operate as soon
as the basis of these conditions is altered?—The Court's awards are based on a weekly wage.

56. I ask you as a man, is it an equitable provision for the Court to make?—Yes; we never
objected to that if provided for as indicated in clause 20 of our 1908 award. Now we are told
by the Court if there is any alteration in a law that because of that alteration the unions of
hotel workers shall be penalized and denied all the privileges and benefits of the Arbitration Act.

57. Mr. Long.] Mr. Carey, is it not the position that if an award is got from the Court for
a period of three years, and if within one month afterwards there was an alteration by legisla-
tion in the direction of hours and holidays, that they would have to wait all that time before
they get the benefit of it?—Well, Sir John Findlav says the Court's clause means one thing and
the Labour Department adviser says it means another. I asked His Honour the President of
the Court to give an interpretation, but he did not touch the point. This is what I fear, sir :
Suppose we go to the Court and secure an award for three years, and there is an alteration subse-
quently made by the Legislature in some existing statute which we have never asked for, then
for the term of the award—that is. for three yearR—we will be bound to freedom of contract and
denied the benefits of an award and the Arbitration Act for that time.
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William Pryor, Secretary, New Zealand Employers' Federation, presented the following state-
ment. (No. 41.)

New Zealand Employers, Federation: Shops and Offices Bill, 1913.
Schedule of objections to the Bill, with alterations, amendments!, and additions desired by

the Federation : — i
Clause 2 (interpretation clause) : Object to inclusion of private hotels and boardinghouses.

If includedi object to exemption of those where less than three are employed. " Restaurant,"
provision should be made that pastrycooks', fruiterers', or confectioners' shops combined with
restaurants should be deemed to be restaurants.

Clause 4 (records to be kept) : " (1) (6)—Object to insertion of words " from time to time"
instead of the word " usually " as in present Act. Subclause (3)—Object to two years' record;
think six months' sufficient.

Clause 5 (hours of employment) : (1) (a)—The proviso prohibits the employment of any
female in a confectioner's or fruiterer's shop after half past 9 o'clock, while the First Schedule
allows employment up to 10.30 and 11 p.m. Necessary for assistants n> be employed to cater
for late theatre and other business. Subclause (2)—Object to restriction to Friday late night,
as the late night should be optional to suit the class of business, and it will prevent any late night
in any week when a whole holiday occurs on Friday. No necessity for any alteration of sec-
tion 3 (6) of the 1908 Act. Subclause (5)—The definition of " confectioner " should be extended
to include pastrycooks. The addition of the words " pastry, cakes, or other goods of a like
nature" is suggested.

Clause 8 : Subclause (3)—This subclause should be struck out, and provision as in clause 22
of the Factories Act for extra payment for overtime prescribed. Subclause (6)—Proviso com-
pletely nullifies the provisions of this clause, and takes away from the Arbitration Court the right
to allow any overtime whatever.

Clause 9 : Hotels and restaurants should be exempt from this clause, as it has been found
impossible to enforce its provisions in the present Act.

Clause 23 (closing in certain districts) : If compulsory closing-hours are to be adopted the
clause does not go far enough. All shops in the Dominion except those provided for in Schedule I
should be made to close at 6 p.m. and 9 p.m. Late night should be optional, for reasons given
in connection with clause 5 (2).

Clause 24 (1) (closing by requisition) : Delete the words " in the evening of," and insert the
word "on." (3.) "Particular trade" should be denned as meaning the particular part of the
business carried on by any person who signs the requisition. Subclause (7) should apply to all
shops, not only to those to which the requisition relates. Delete the words "or deliver."

Clause 26 (1) (hotels and restaurants) : Insert the word " nine " before the word " ten " in
line 51.

Clause 27 (6) : Insert after the words " sixteen years," in line 14, the words " for more
than fifteen hours in any one week in the case of a midday waitress." (4)— Object to exemption
where not more than three assistants are employed. (5)—Weekly whole holiday objected to.

Clause 28 (1) : Makes provision for up to fifty-six days off in the year, being more for accu-
mulated holidays than for separate weekly holidays, when they should lie less, as accumulated
holidays are very much more valuable than separate holidays.

Clause 30 (1) : The word " fixed " should be deleted, as it has been found impracticable
to observe fixed days for individual employees and has not been insisted upon by the Depart-
ment except in some exceptional cases in Auckland.

Clause 37 (i) (sanitation, he.) : Suitable heating-appliances specifically prescribed, and not
left to the opinion of individual Inspectors.

Clause 43 : Should be thirty minutes instead of fifteen minutes.
Clause 55 : The provision for overtime in the proviso is strenuously objected to, as it over-

rides the whole of the Drivers' Arbitration Court awards of the Dominion. The words under-
lined should be struck out.

Friday, sth September, 1913.
James Godber examined. (No. 42.)

1. The Chairman.] What are you, and whom do you represent?—l am a pastrycook and
confectioner in Wellington; I represent my own firm of J. Godber and Co. (Limited), and also
quite a number of people in the same line throughout the colony.

2. Have you any written authority?—-No.
3. You wish to speak?—l have to thank the gentlemen of the Committee for their courtesy

in allowing me to come before them. I wish to state my case as briefly as possible. I wish, in
the first place, to draw attention to the definition of bakers and confectioners, clause 5 : "A
' baker ' means a person whose business is to sell bread or cakes, and a ' confectioner ' means a
person whose business is to sell confections or sweetmeats." People in our lino of business deal
in both of these. We have also restaurants in connection with our establishments, and the most
important part I wish to draw attention to is the anomaly which exists between the restaurants
and shops. The shops are a uniform part and parcel of the restaurants. They divide their
profit according to the Act. The restaurant is a shop, but a shop is not a restaurant, and if
the shops as existing in the Bill were not allowed to employ any assistance after half past 9 in
the evening it would seriously curtail their business. We maintain that the restriction in the
hours of labour is quite sufficient in restaurants. You will observe in the schedule that they are
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not allowed to keep open after half past 9. The schedule allows us to keep open to half past 10
or 11, so it would be impossible to keep on a business like ours if these restrictions are made. I
would respectfully urge, gentlemen, that you would provide a clause to the effect that in cases
like ours, where people have to come through the shop to get to the restaurant and tea-room
part of it in the evening (as it is impossible to close the shop and the restrictions are such that
we cannot keep any female in the shop after half past 9 at night, although the clause reads that
we can keep the shop open as a confectioner till half past 10), that in these cases—where the
shop and restaurant are combined—the shop shall be deemed a restaurant and not a shop. The
shop should be deemed a restaurant (in the meaning of the Bill) and not a shop, because those
of our assistants who are employed after half past 9 do not work more than the stipulated time
in the day. I have three establishments in Wellington in which a restaurant and a confectioner's
shop are combined. The only access to the restaurant is through the shop, and it is a matter of
impossibility to provide refreshments for people in the restaurants after half past 9 if the shop
is to be closed. It has been the custom always that the shop and the restaurant should be com-
bined. I would respectfully urge, gentlemen, that a clause should be inserted in the Bill to the
effect that the business should be called a " restaurant " and not a " shop." Another clause,
clause 9, has not any exemptions in connection with restaurants, and, glancing through, we find
it absolutely impracticable to observe in connection with our particular class of business, and
we would ask that clause 9 should not apply to restaurants. Of course, there is one clause (I
do not wish to press it) relating to the hours in connection with hotels, by which assistants in
hotels can be employed for longer hours than in restaurants, although the work is quite similar;
in fact, I venture to state that the work is not so strenuous in restaurants as it is in hotels.
However, that was stressed very much on previous occasions when I had the honour to go before
the Committee on Labour Bills in 1910. Clause (b) of 27 : There is one omission there, sir,
which we think will meet with your approval being inserted. I suggest that you might put in
fifteen hours' work for midday waitresses. We think that it is reasonable to expect that they
should be allowed to work the midday waitresses fifteen hours. In clause 27 (4) people who do
not employ more than three assistants

4. What was the object of that clause?—To allow waitresses to l)e employed just during the
lunch-hour.

5. Is there anything to prevent them now?—There is nothing that I can find that makes any
provision for midday waiters or waitresses. In clause 27 (4) there is no provision for holidays
for those who employ more than three assistants, and we certainly think it in the interests of
the workers that the half-holiday should be uniform. It ought not to be restricted to those who
employ more than three assistants; all assistants should be entitled to their half-holiday. Those
arc the chief points, sir. In clause 30 there is just one word I think that should be eliminated,
the word " fixed " in the third line; that may be interpreted in many ways.

6. That is already noted?—I hope these points will have your consideration. It is ruinous
to our business if we have to close our shops at half past 9 in the evening—the restriction of
the restaurants—so many people wish to take refreshments later than that; it is a convenience to
the public, and its curtailment would disorganize our business.

7. Mr. J. Bollard.] Would not the shop be closed, Mr. Godber, if you did not sell anything?
—You must have some one there. The assistants in the shop supply goods for some one out of
the shop into the restaurant—hot pies, cakes, and other things. There must be some one in the
shop, especially in confectionery-shops; it would mean partitioning it off and making a passage
down to the restaurant.

8. It is not the sales in shops but because it interferes with the business of the restaurant?—
Yes, and it also interferes with the business in the shop. People want to carry home things for
supper. I take it you, gentlemen, do not wish to restrict trade provided it is carried on on
proper lines.

9. Mr. Veitch.] Mr. Godber explains that he wishes his restaurant to be treated as a shop?—
Not the shop as a restaurant.

10. Now, in connection with that particular matter, would you agree that all your assistants
be covered by the restaurant workers' award I—Yes, we observe that now.

11. Mr. Glover.] You stated that your employees were not to work in the shop after half
past 9?—According to the clause here, section 5. the 2nd clause, it says distinctly, " No female
assistant shall be employed in or about any shop in which is exclusively carried on the business
of a confectioner or fruiterer after half past 9 o'clock in the evening, or in or about any other
shop to which this paragraph relates after 9 o'clock in the evening."

12. Then you desire to have the shop kept open until you close the restaurant?—Yes.
13. If that was carried out would not the shopman put a little restaurant in the back of his

business?—I do not think so.
14. Do not you think people in other trades would expect similar advantages?—There is

quite a difference between the requirements of a grocer or draper, for instance, and those who
require refreshments in the evening. Ours is a perishable trade.

15. Is not the fruit trade so?—Yes.
16. Should it not apply to that as well?—I think myself, sir, that the term "confectioner"

should mean pastrycooks and fruiterers as well.
17. You agree with that then: you did not mention that at the time?—l omitted that, sir.

Naturally my own particular business is the first thought that comes into my mind.
18. Mr. Okey.] You sell eatables: you do not sell fruit?—The only time we do so is during

the strawberry season.
19. You do not sell cigarettes?—No, sir, we have never had a license, and do not want one.

We sell nothing except non-intoxicants.
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20. Mr. Grenfell.] Mr. Godber, will you make it clear to the Committee that under sec-
tion 27 of the Bill you are sufficiently restricted in regard to the actual hours worked by your
assistants—clause 27 (b)1 —Yes, that is so; those are the lines we are working on at the present
time, and we think that so long as the assistants do not work more than fifty-two hours the time
is immaterial to any one, because it is necessary in order to meet the requirements of the public
and to make the business even slightly profitable, and if restrictions are put in like that it would
be disastrous to business.

21. Mr. Carey.] The Workers' Union have protested against your twirls being employed after
half past 9. Your girls are not employed on Sunday?—No, they are not.

Thomas Long, Secretary of the New Zealand Hotel and Restaurant Employees' Federation, and
General Secretary of the Auckland Hotel and Restaurant Employees' Union, made a state-
ment. (No. 43.)
Witness: My union have considered this Bill, and have given me instructions to give evidence

on the Bill on their behalf. Definition of hotels : Care must be taken to see that the definitions
mean all that they are intended to mean, as we do not want a recurrence of what happened in
1910 in connection with the definition of private hotels in the Shops and Offices Amendment Act,
1910. It was thought then that the Act applied to private hotels and large boardinghouses (vide
Mr. Justice Sim's decision in the case of the Auckland Hotel Workers' Union v. E. F. Black and
others, wherein it was proved that the workers employed in the several establishments were working
exceedingly long hours, as shown by the evidence sworn to in the Arbitration Court, and no
attempt made to refute it. The part that I wanted to put in was the evidence in connection
with the Arbitration Court, wherein I stated as to fourteen of the larger boardinghouses in the
City of Auckland. I stated my case very carefully, but His Honour Judge Sim refused to make
an award. This is my opening of the case. It has been suggested by a member of the Com-
mittee that none of the workers had yet expressed their desife for the provisions contained in
this Bill. My answer to that is contained in our last conference reports, wherein each union
instructed its delegates to vote for the whole holiday, shorter hours of work, and the inclusion
of private hotels, clubs, and boardinghouses. I might state that we are responsible for the idea
to limit the Bill to boardinghouse-proprietors employing three or more workers.

Re Private Hotels.
The union claims that the circumstances relative to the private hotels oited in this dispute are such that the Court

can make an award, and for the followingreasons : Care has been taken to cito tho proprietors of only thoso business s
which come clearly within the definition of a " privato hotel," meaning by that term a business catering for all the
businoss of a hotol without a license ; and if an award bo mado by the Court regulating the conditions of labour of
these private hotels it will not result in any individual being driven out of business. The private hotels mentioned
aro those which can fairly be put in a class by themselves apart from all other boardinghouses in the City of
Auckland, because thoy command a higher tariff, and are, in the manner in which they conduct their business,
exactly similar to hotels in the city, with the solo exception that the latter businesses hold a publican's
license. In any of tho businesses cited a single moal is supplied at any time, and tho services are exactly the
same as those of a numbor of hotels in the vicinity, each of which cater for the same class of business. In
premises such as tho Grand Hotol, tho Star Hotel, tho Central Hotol, and the Royal Hotel the publican's license is
a mere, auxiliary to tho business of tho proprietor, which is particularly for the catering and boarding of travellers,
tourists, and other members of the travelling public. The similarity of the businesses cited with the hotels mentioned
is a mattor of common knowledge, so that thero is no need to point out the largo number of circumstances which apply
to each ; and, the facts being such as they are, the union considers that the case is a very proper one for tho making
of an award, because the employees of these private hotels do the same work and work under exactly the same condi-
tions as those who are employed in hotels but have the benefit of an award. The Court, in the application for
an award in tho Canterbury District of tho 28th July, 1909, gave as one of its reasons for refusing an award that
classification of boardinghouses would bo very difficult, if not impossible. In the Auckland case, however, the classi-
fication can be made, and the union contends it has made ono, because, in each and all of the business cited, labour,
outside of the labour provided by tho members of the owner's family, is omployed, and, as stated above, theso houses
do compete, and compete successfully, with hotels of tho same standing; and tho conditions, as will be shown, are
such that it is highly desirable that an award should bo mado to regulate tho same. Since the doeision mentioned, the
Legislature has considered tho question of regulation of private hotels, as witness its enactment of tho Shops and Offices
Amendment Act, 1910, inwhich section 2 clearly contemplates a privato hotel as distinct from a tea-room and an oyster-
saloon, and also by implication a boardinghouse, because if such implication should not be drawn then it is impossible
to undor.stand why the torm " privato hotel " could bo used if it is synonymous with boardinghouses, and we contend
that tho words "privato hotels " as there used, and according to the general application of the term, mean a business
which is in all respects that of a hotel except the circumstance of sale of liquor. The Court on the 11 th March, 1911,
showed that it drew distinction between private hotels and boardinghouses, and this application is to join private hotels
only. It is, moreover, contended that the Court is entitled to look at surrounding circumstances in coming to a con-
clusion as to whether or not an award should bo made. If these businesses are allowed to compete, unfettered with
any conditions, with hotels carrying on similar businesses, then an injustice is done to the latter businesses in having
to pay higher wages than those which are paid in privato hotels mentioned, and to rostrict their hours of labour when
similar servants are worked for as long as the employers impose. That it is desirable to make an award by reason of
the conditions of labour existing is clearly proved by the evidence called in the case. The union has no wish to include
businesses as to which there is any doubt, and it would therefore ask the Court, if any doubt should arise as to which
class any cited business belongs to, to give the benefit of that doubt in favour of tho individual case. It is contended
by the union in the case of every businoss cited in this dispute that everyworkor employed therein is employed for the
pecuniary gain of tho employer, and the prohibition in section 71 of the Amendment Act does notapply. Tho businesses
are all of them conducted with strict regard to business and as business concerns, and in not one of them is there any
suggestion that they are private houses taking in a number of lodgers or boarders or the somewhat ambiguous " paying
guests." The union contends that the businesses cited in this dispute are very similar indeed to those cited in the case
of the application for an award re tourist accommodation and boardinghouses at Rotorua, and the Court's decision
thereon dated the 1 lth April, 1910. All the businesses here cater for the same class of traffic in Auckland. They have
a recognizod tariff, and they carry on business in very similar conditions. No doubt the Court will, if it makes an award
in this who, exorcise a,diseretion with regard to the provisions of subsection (3) of section 90 of the principal Aot.

13—1. 9a,
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Evidence.
Miss Nettie McNeil, whilst employed at " Stonehurst" as housemaid at the wage of 15s. per week: Start at

6.30 a.m. to 9 a.m. ; 9 a.m. to 9.30 a.m., breakfast ; 9.30 a.m. to 1.30 p.m. ; 1.30 p.m. to 2 p.m., lunch ; 2 p.m. to
4.30 p.m.; 6 p.m. to 7.30 p.m. : extra duty, 2} hours : total, 10J hours. Monday, 13 hours ; Tuesday, 10J hours ;
Wednesday, 11\ hours (relieving waitress); Thursday, 7 hours (half-holiday); Friday, 10 J hours ; Saturday, 10J hours :total, 63 hours : Sunday, 13J hours : grand total, 76J hours. Sunday: 7 a.m. to 9 a.m. ; 9 a.m. to 9.30 a.m., break-
fast; 9.30 a.m. to 1 p.m.; 1.30 p.m. to 2 p.m., dinner; 2 p.m. to 5.30 p.m., duty; 5.30 p.m. to 6 p.m., tea; 6 p.m. to
7 p.m.; 7 p.m. to 10p.m.: total, 13J hours. (Long Sunday: One wook 71 \, and noxtweok, being a long Sunday, 76J.)

Mr. F. Carter, employed at " Glonalvon " as portor : Start at 5.15 a.m. and work till 8p.m. ami 10 p.m. alternately.
Monday, 11£ hours ; Tuesday, J3J hours ; Wednesday, 11 J hours ; Thursday, 14 hours ; Friday, 13J hours ; Saturday,
11 J hours: total, 75£ hours : Sunday, 11 J hours : grand total, 86.

Mr Charlos Carman, employed at " Glonalvon " as waiter at £1 ss. per week : Start 6 a.m. to 9 a.m. : 9.30 a.m.
to 12.45 p.m.; 1 p.m. to 3 p.m. ; 5p.m. to 8.30 p.m. Monday, \\\ hours : Tuesday, 11J hours ; Wednesday, 13} hourß ;
Thursday, \Z\ hours; Friday, 11} hours ; Saturday. 13J hours : total, 75 hours : Sunday. 1 If hours : grand total. BtiJ
hours. Neithor half-holiday nor a Sunday off.

Miss E. Button, employed at " Glenalvon " as head housemaid at £1 per week : Start 6.30 a.m. to 5 p.m. (5 p.m. t<>
6 p.m. off); 6 p.m. till 10p.m. and 8 p.m. alternately. Sunday : start at 7 a.m. to 5 p.m. (5 p.m. to 6 p.m. off); 6 p.m.
ot 10 p.m. Half-holiday every second Sunday from 2 p.m. Monday. Hi hours; Tuesday, 14 hours; Wednesday,
16 hours; Thursday, 14 hours; Friday, 16 hours; Saturday, 14 hours: total, 90 hours : Sunday, 15 hours: grand
total, 105 hours per week ; and on tho Sunday off the number of hours worked arc 98.

I would like to say this place is in direct competition with houses like the Grand Hotel,
and do a similar business. For instance, the Supreme Court Judges spoke of this place, and it
is in direct competition with the Grand Hotel, Star Hotel, and Koyal Hotel. The principal
portion of their business is a publichouse business.

Mr. W. Smith, chef at Star Hotel, Albert Street (later of " Kingscourt ") : Started daily at 7 a.m. to 2.20 p.m.:
4.30 p.m. to 8 p.m.—ll hours : total, 75 hours. Sunday : Start 7.30 a.m. to 2 p.m. ; 4.30 p.m. to 8 p.m. Some w< Iki
worked 75 hours and other weeks 72J hours. Wages: Chef, £2 12s. 6d. ; second, £2 ; third,£1 7s. 6d. Averago to cook
for, 70. Staff, 9 hands—4 housemaids (155.), 3 waitresses (155.), 1 pantrymaid (155.), 1 porter (£1). Done two balls and
no pay.

Mr. W. Knight, whilst at " Cargon " : 'Start 7.30 a.m. to 3 p.m. (off till 4.30 p.m.); start 4.30 p.m., work till 8 p.m.
—11 hours. Tho above hours were worked upon an easy day, but upon a heavy it was work from 7.30 a.m. till 8 p.m.
without a break. Monday, 11 hours; Tuesday, 11 hours; Wednesday, 11 hours; Thursday, 11 hours; Friday,
11 hours; Saturday, 11 hours: total, 66hours : Sunday, 7 hours: grand total, 73 hours for an easy week. Total of hours
worked for a heavy week would be 83J, at the rate of 11 J hours per day. No half-holiday. 40 guests—7 of a staff and
3of a family = 50. 2 housemaids, 2 pantrymen, I waiter, chef, and a youth Bs. per day.

I might state, however, in connection with this establishment, that they have just built an
addition which will make it the largest boardinghouse establishment in New Zealand. ■ I have
here a cutting from the Auckland Star that there is another large boardinghouse establishment
to be built in Auckland at a cost of £12,000. Two new residential hotels.

Mr. W. Knight, whilst at " Kingseourt " : Start 7 a.m., work till 3 p.m. without a break ; start again 4.30 p.m. and
work till 8 p.m. : total for that day, 11 J hours. Monday, 11 J hours ; Tuesday, 11 J hours ; Wednesday. 11 J hours :Thursday, 11J hours; Friday, 11 J hours; Saturday, 11J hours: total, 69 hours: Sunday, 11.,, hours:' grand total.
80J hours. One weok's working-hours total 80J hours. No half-holiday.

Miss M. Brown, employed at " Glanalvon "as housemaid-waitress, at the wage of 17s. 6d. per week : Start 6.45 a.m..
on to 4 p.m. (off from 4 till 6.30 p.m.); 6.30 till 8 p.m., day on duty. Start 6.45 a.m., on to 10p.m. Sunday : Start
7.15 a.m. to 1.45 p.m. (off from 2 p.m. till 6 p.m.) : 6 p.m. to 7.30 p.m. three Sundays in the month. Off one Sunday
in tho month from the hour of 1.45 p.m. Monday, 10 hours ; Tuesday, 10 hours ; Wednesday, 10 hours ; Thursday,
14J hours ; Friday, 10 hours ; Saturday, 10 hours : total, 64J hours : Sunday, 10J hours : grand total, 75hours worked
on a Sunday on, and on a Sunday off 71 hours. Sundays on, from 7.15 a.m. to 10p.m. without a break.

Miss Edith Flowers, whilst employed at " C'umarvo " as waitress at a wage of 17s. 6d. per week: Start 6 a.m. to
9 a.m.; 9.15 a.m. to 2 p.m., to 7 p.m.; 7.15 p.m. till 8 p.m. Monday, 13 hours; Tuesday, 13 hours ; Wednesday.
13 hours ; Thursday, 13 hours ; Friday, 13 hours; Saturday, 13 hours: total, 78 hours : Sunday, 11 hours : grand total.
89 hours. 89 hours Sunday on. and 87 hours Sunday off.

Miss May Mcßorie and Miss Christie, employed at " Cargen " as waitress M CI per week and pantrymaid at £1 :
Start 6.30 a.m. to 7.30 a.m. (breakfast) ; 8 a.m. to 12 noon (lunch) ; 12.30 p.m. to I p.m. (dressing); 1 p.m. to 2.30
p.m., 6 p.m. to 7.30 p.m. ; 8.30 p.m. to 10p.m. : total, 10 hours. Monday, 10 hours; Tuesday, 8J hours ; Wednesday,
8 hours; Thursday, 9J hours ; Friday, S.J hours ; Saturday, 8 hours : total, 52J hours : Sunday, 7 hours: grand total
59J hours. Sunday start*7.3o. 2 waitresses. I pantrymaid, 3 housemaids. 1 porter, 1 pantryman, 2 cooks : total
staff, 10.

Miss Isabol Adams, lato of " Glonalvon," employed there three weeks as waitress at the wage of 17s. fid. per week:
Start 7 a.m. to 9.15 a.m. ; 9.30a.m. to 1 p.m. ; 1 p.m. to 3 p.m. ; 6 p.m. to 8p.m. : total, 9 hours 46 minutes. Monday.
9} hours ; Tuesday, 9} hours ; Wodncsday, 14| hours ; Thursday, 9| hours jFriday, 9} hours ; Saturday, 9| hours:total, 63J hours : Sunday, 9} hours : grand total. 73J hours. Cot one half-holiday on a Sunday from 2 p.m. onoe a
month. Staff, 18. |g

Miss Amy Hill, whilst employed at " Glenalvon " as kitchenmaid at the wage of 10s. per week : Start 6.30 a.m.
to 9 a.m.; 9.15 a.m. to 1.30 p.m. ; 1.45 p.m. to 4 p.m. (4 p.m. to 5 p.m. off); 5 p.m. till 8.30 p.m. Sunday hours,
7 a.m. till 3p.m. without a break ; 4p.m. to 7.30 p.m.,excepting 15 minutes for each meal. Monday, 11Jhours ; Tuesday,
llf hours; Wednesday, 11} hours; Thursday, llf hours ; Friday, 111hours ; Saturday, 11} hours : total, 70 J hours :Sunday, 10J hours: grand total, 81 hours.

Mr. E. J. Casby, employed at " Glenalvon " as kitchenman, at the wage of £1 ss. per week : Start 5 a.m. to 3 p.m.
(off from 3 p.m. till 5 p.m.); 5 p.m. till 8 p.m. Every other Sunday off from 3 p.m. Monday, 13 hours ; Tuesday.
13 hours; Wednesday, 13 hours; Thursday, 13 hours; Friday, 13 hours; Saturday, 13 hours; Sunday,' 13 hours:
total, 91 hours long week ; short week, 87 hours.

Miss McFadden. employed at " Arundle " : Start 7 a.m. to 9 p.m. or 9.30 p.m., nights on duty ; start 7 a.m. to
8 p.m., nights off duty. No half-holiday. Monday (duty night), 13 hours ; Tuesday, 11 hours; Wednesday, 1] hours;
Thursday (duty night). 13 hours ; Friday, 11 hours; Saturday, 11 hours; Sunday, 8 hours; total, 78 actual working-hours.

None of these people, except those employed at Stonehurst, were getting a holiday of any
kind. After citing these cases to the Court (and, as 1 said before, these cases were very carefully
prepared) I endeavoured to show to the Court that these establishments were in direct competition
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with the licensed hotels. Notwithstanding that fad the CouH refused to make an award, and
this is His Honour's written judgment ; and it has a direct bearing on this Bill : —

In the Court of Arbitration <>f New Zealand, Northern Industrnil District.—ln tho matter of an industrial dispute
between the Auckland Hotel and Restaurant Employees' Industrial Union of Workers and K. F. Black and
others, employers.— Hearing, Auckland, 2!)th September and 4th October, 191 1 .

Judgment ok the Court, deltvbrbd by Sim, .).

1n this case the union lias selected fourteen out of a large number of boardinghousea in the City of Auckland, and has
a-ikod the Court to make an award in respect of them. The ground on which tho application is based is that these
fourteen houses arc private hotels, and constitute, it is claimed, a separate and distinct class by themselves As pointed
out in the Christchurch case (Book of Awards, Vol. x, p. 507). private hotels are only boardinghouses under another
name, and it was laid down by the Court in that case that an award should only be made in connection with a particular
class of boardinghousee, if it is established that tho class can be oli arly defined, and that it is necessary or desirable to
make an award with regard to that particular class. Ft was asserted by Mr. Long, who represented the union, that
the fourteen houses selected by the union formed a clearly defined class by themselves. He did not offer, however,
any evidence in support of this assertion, and it might be treated as not having been proved.

In the case of the Rotorua boardinghouses (Book of Awards. Vol. xi. p. 149) the Court was able to make .an award
with respect to them, because they formed a special class by themselves. They catered for the tourist traffic, had a
recognized tariff, and all carried on business in very similar conditions. It is difficult to believe that any such distinct
class of boardinghouse can he found in a oity like Auckland, anil probably the reason why the union did not attempt
even to prove the existence of such a class was the fact that it did not oxist. The case must be treated, therefore, as
governed by the decision in the Christchurch case, and the application for an award refused.

The evidence called by the union related almost entirely to the longhours of work in some of tile houses in question,
and it was urged that this constituted a ground for interference by the Court. This was the principal-reason for making
an award in the Rotorua case (Hook of Awards. Vol. x, p. 149). Since, however, that award was made the Legislature
han dealt, apparently, with the hours of work in private hotels by the Shops and Offices Act, 1910. We say apparently
bocause. according to Mr. Long's statement, the Labour Department has been advised that the Act does not apply to
private hotels. Mr. Long complains that although his union has disputed the soundness of this view, the Labour
Department has refused to take proceedings to have the question determined by a Court of law.

Whatever bo the right view of the question in dispute between the union and the Department, it is plain from
recent legislation that Parliament has decided itself to regulate the hours of work in hotels, restaurants, oyster-saloons,
and tea-rooms, it would not be proper now for this Court to attempt to deal with the subject. It is simply useless,
therefore, to ask the Court to make any alteration in tho hours of work in these places of business.

Mr. McCullough does not concur in this judgment. He has expressed his view in a separato memorandum.
Dated this 4th day of October. 1911. W. A. SIM, Judge.

Mb. McCullough's Dissent.
Tho present is not the first time the Court has refused to make an award for employees engaged in private hotels.

On tho first occasion the Court refused 1 recorded my dissent from that finding (Book of Awards, Vol. x, p. 50). lam
still strongly of opinion that an award could be made, more particularly as the Government has not seen fit to put into
operation the clause in the Shops and Offioes Act, I'-HO. dealing with the hours worked by employees in private hotels.
If this wore done it would certainly remove the reproach that can now be made of sweating the employees engaged in
private hotels.

It was shown in evidence, and not denied, that quite young girls were engaged on duty from seventy-five to ninety
hours p.ir week, with a half-holiday on only one day of the fortnight from :i p.m., with wages as low as 10s. per week.
The Court declines to provide working-conditions and the Legislature to regulate the hours. As the workers' repre-
sentative on the Court. I therefore protest against the continuance of such a disgraceful state of affairs as is found to
exist among the hundreds of young men and women engaged in the private hotels in the Dominion.

Now, sir, it has been staled here that matters of this kind should be left to the Court. The
Court on this particular occasion lavs it down emphatically that it declines to interfere in the
question of holidays, or working-hours, or matters of that kind, because it has already been
dealt with by the Legislature, and the Court has actually refused to do this. After the opinion
expressed by His Honour Mr. Justice Sim I got into communication with the Labour Depart
incut and requested them to take action against the proprietress of the Glenalvon Private Hotel
for employing their staff longer than the hours provided for in the Shops and Offices Amendment
Act, 1910. The case was heard before Mr. I,'. V. Frazer, S.M., in Auckland, on the 30th January,
1912, and a written judgment was delivered by the Magistrate as follows, which is reported in
the /jibour Journal, No. 230, page 248:—

Tile defendant is changed, on the information of the Inspector ofFactories, that " being the occupier of a shop within
the meaning of the Shops and Offices Amendment Act. 1910- bo wit. Glenalvon Private Hotel—she did fail to keep at
all times a wages and time book as required by the said Act."

'I'lie following statement of facts was agreed on by counsel : (I.) The defendant is the proprietress of a large first-
class boardinghouse in the City of Auckland, known as " Glenalvon." (2.) The said boardinghouse has a weekly and a
daily tariff. (.'!.) The defendant docs not enter for lodgers or customers who will remain in the house for lews than two
days, but occasionally a lodger may remain for less than two whole days. (4.) The defendant does not soil meals (o
persons who are not lodgers, but occasionally provides meals for guests of lodgers, in which case the meal supplied to
Ihe guest is charged to and paid for by the lodger. (5.) The defendant does not now, nor has she ever, kept a " wagos and
lime book " as defined by the said Act.

It was contended on behalf of the informant that " Glenalvon " was a private hotel, and came within the definitions
of restaurant and a shop under the Act, and that consequently the provisions relating to the keeping of a wages and
time book were obligatory upon the defendant.

By section 2 of tho Shops and Offices Amendment Act, 1910, the word " hotel " is defined as meaning " anypremises
in respect of which a publican's license is granted under the Licensing Act. 1908"; while the word " restaurant " means
" any premises (other than a hotel) in which meals are provided and sold to the general public for consumption on the
premises, and whether or not lodging is provided for hire for the accommodation of persons who desire to lodge therein,
and includes a private hotel, a tea-room, and an oyster-saloon." Section .'{ extends the definition of a "shop" so as
to apply to hotels and restaurants as defined by section 2, and section 12requires theoccupier of every " shop " in which
one or more assistants arc employed to keep a " wages and time book."

It first necessary to consider the effect of the concluding words of section 2—" and includes a private hotel, tea-
room, and an oyster-saloon." Tho question was raised whether this part of the section was to read exclusively or
inclusively. I have read the judgments of the Court of Appeal and of the Privy Council in Commissioner of Stamps ?■.
Dilw irth's Trustees (N.Z. L.K. xiv, 729 ; I 899 A.C. 99), and have come to the conclusion that it is to be read inclusively
—that is, that the meaning of the word " restaurant " isnot limited to the threeclasses of promisescovered by tho general
words of the definition. That this is so is apparent when one considers that a tea-room and an oyster-saloon do not,
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as a rule, supply luoaU, but only light refreshments of a particular kind, and therefore would not oome withinthe meaning
of the word "restaurant" as defined in section 2 unless specially included. Furthermore, the greater number of the
premises which are commonly known as restaurants, in the ordinary sense of the term, would be outside the definition
of a restaurant if tho inclusive reading wore correct. The meaning of the general words of the definition must be oon
sidered, and if an establishment of the description of " Qlenalvon " does not come within their meaning it will Ik< necessary
to consider the exact meaning of tho term " private hotel "us used in section 2. The admitted facts of the ease are
sufficiently clear to romove any difficulty in deciding whether or not " Glenalvon " comes within the meaning of the
definition. The proprietress does not, to use tho words of section 2, "provide and sell meals to the general public."
Meals are provided for lodgers and their guests, but there is nothing in the nature of a restaurant trade. ( !asua) lodger
who do not intend to remain for two days in the house are not catered tor, and it oannot be contended that the provision
of meals for lodgers and their guests is equivalent to providing meals for the general public—that is, for anybody who
may wish to enter tho house and ask for a maal. In any oase ill meals euppUecl to lodgers' guests are in point of fact
sold to tho lodgers, not to tho guests themselves. I do not oonsider that the existence of a daily and a weekly tariff
afE icts the position, suoh an arrangement being intended merely for simplifying the calculation of charges in the case
of parsons making a comparatively short stay, and also in a concession to those who wish t > remain for a. longer period.
1 am satisfiod that " Glenalvon " is not a house of the class intended by the general words of the definition.

It remains now to determine what meaning is to be given to the term " private hotel." It has not yet
bjen exhaustively defined by the Court. In theoase of theDuke of Devonshire v. Simmons (39 Solicitors' Journal, 1594,
p. 60), Stirling, J., speaks of a " private hotel " as a dwellinghouse for persons who wish to dwell there, but does not
attempt a further definition. In New Zealand "private hotels" have been referred to by the Arbitration Court as
" buardinghouses underanother name " (Book of Awards, Vol. X. p. 508). In the judgment in whichthis passage occurs
His Honour Mr. Justice Sim laid stress on the diffloulty of classifying l> larding establishments other than licensed hotels.
In delivering the judgmentof the Court in the Auckland private hotelsdispute, en the 4th October. I 111 I. the same Judge
reiterated his remarks made in the former case, and stated that the Court could not make an award unless it was shown
that a distinct class of private hotels existed to which an award oould be fairly applied.

Has the Legislature, tlvui, attemptod by the Act of 1910 to make a distinction between the different kinds of
li lardjng establishments '! When wo find the terms " hotel " and " private hotel " contained in the same section of
the Act, the former boing defined as " any premises in respect of which a publican's license is man ted under the Licensing
Act, 1908,"it wouldappjar reasonable to assume that by the term " private hotel " is meant an establishment similar
to a hotel, but without tha privileges and obligations which attach to the holding of a license under the Licensing Act.
Thsre are to be found in most parts of Now Zealand, particularly in no-license districts, numbers of establishments
which answer to this description—that is, they receive all classes of the community and cater for the general public by
supplying single meals and bods for a single night, and generally fulfil all the functions of a hotel apart from the sale
of intoxicants. If this be not the meaning of " private hotel " for the purposes of tho Shops and Offices Act, it is .strange
that that term should have been used in section 2 following on (and apparently in contrast to) " hotel " ; for if the
Legislature had intended to bring all boarding establishments within the scope of the Act some word of more general
application—" boardinghouses," for instance—would have been chosen in preference to a term which is not usually
applied p> ordinary baardinghouses. Further, it is a sound principle of law that where words of general meaning are
not interpreted we must look to the general purpose of the Act, which in this case is the regulation of shops—that is,
plaoea where " goods are kept or exj) >sed or offered for Bale," Now. the function of a house such as " Glenalvon "is
the provision of a home, permanent or temporary, and the rendering of services for its boarders, while a private hotel
of the former class carries on in addition to this a distinct restaurant trade in the ordinary sense of the term—that is,
it is a place where something (a meal) is sold to any one who calls for and is prepared to pay for it. That constitutes
a shop trade, and is accordingly within the meaning of the Shops and Offices Acts.

The judgments of Collins, M.K., and Mathews and Cozens Hardy, L.JJ., in Simpson V. Ebbw Vale Steel, Iron,
and Coal Company (1905, 1.X.8., 453) are in paint. Again, it is laid down in Maxwell on Statutes (4th cd., 1905,
p, l!tl) that where two or more words susceptible of analogous meaning are coupled together the meaning to be attached
to one is ascertainable by reference to tho others— noscuntur <i eoCxil. The general definition of a restaurant given in
the Act is a place where meals are provided and sold to the general public, while a tea-room is ordinarily known as
a place whero light refreshments are provided and sold to the general public, and an oyster-saloon as a place where
oysters and similar articles of diet are provided and sold to the general public. In these cases the cardinalfeature
common to all is the selling of meals or refreshments to the general public, for consumption on the premises, and this
is distinctly a shop trade. The meaning of the term " private hotel "in ion 2. in my opinion, must bo, by analogy,
any premises in which a business similar to that of a licensed hotel (with the exception of the bar trade), including the
provision and sale of meals and light refreshments to the general public for consumption on the premises, is carried on.
To attach any other meaning would be to hold that every boardinghouse in which an assistant is employed is subject
to the provisions of the Shops and Offices Acts. It is proper to assume that had this been the intention of the Legislature
it would have been expressed in clear and unmistakable language. A statute which imposes a burden on any class of
the community and provides for the imposition of a penalty in the event of non-compliance must do so in unequivocal
terms.

1 therefore hold that a boardinghouse such as " Glenalvon" is not a private hotel within the meaning of section 2.
The information is accordingly dismissed, with £1 I s. posts to the defendant.

There was an appeal taken, and it was heard before Mr. Justice Edwards, ami tho appeal
was dismissed without calling upon respondent in the case.

Shortly after this a ease was taken by the Labour Department in Wanganui against
Mr. McVioars, proprietor of a boardinghouse, and was dismissed by the Magistrate. An appeal
was lodged, and the judgment of Mr. Justice Cooper, contained in the Labour Journal, Volume 234,
page 599, is as follows. There was also another cuse in Wanganui. The Magistrates dismissed
the case, anil the appeal was heard before Mr. Justice Cooper. That case was even stronger
than the " ftlenalvou " case. The judgment in the McVioars case is as follows : —

This isan appeal from the decision of W. Kerr, Esq., Stipendiary Magistrateat Wanganui. dismissingan information
by the appellant alleging that the respondent had in 1912 committed a breach of the Shops and Offices Amendment
Act, 1910, by employing a Miss Lawrence for a longer period than fifty-two hours in one week. The Magistrate found
the following facts: The defendant has a " private boardinghouse " in Nixon Street, Wanganui, at which he provides
board and lodging. It was upon tho hearing proved that the defendant did not go in for supplying meals to the public.
He gave meals to visitorscoming inwith boarders at Is. tid. or Is. per heal ; also that persons not being regular boarders
or lodgers, or visitors to boarders, or known to the defendant, went to his boardinghouse for single meals on one or two
occasions and paid Is. to the waitress for each such meal, and the defendant admitted in Court that if the informant.
who was neither a lodger nor a boarder at the said private boardinghouse, went in and asked for a meal at the proper
time he would sell tho informant a meal. During the week ending 24th February. 1912, he employed a female named
Ida Lawrence for a longer period than fifty-two hours (excluding meal-time) in or about the premises of such private
boardinghouse. As the Magistrate's finding " that the defendant did not go in for supplying meals to the public " was
ambiguous, I referred the ca.se on appeal back to him to explain this finding, and he has amplified it by stating that
"it was upon the hearing proved that it did not form part of the ordinary business of the defendant to supply meals
to the public, and that he did not hold himself out as an eating-house keeper whero single meals could bo got as of course."
in the " Glenalvon" caso recently decided in Auckland by Mr. Justice Edwards, His Honour held that a private boarding
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establishment does uot oomowithin theprovisions of seotion 5 of the Shops and Offices Act, 1910,unless mealsareprovided
and sold to tho general public for consumption on the promises. This is indeed quite clear, as the definition of
" restaurant " only includes private hotels and boardinghouses where meals are so provided and sold. It must b« part
of tho business of the establishment to provide and sell meals to the public on the premises before the Act applies. In
tho present cane the Magistrate has found that the respondent does not as part of his ordinary business supply meals
to the public, nor hold himself out as an eating-house keeper where single meals can be got as of course. The fact that
on one or two occasions ho has supplied meals to strangers for payment does not constitute him a restaurant-keeper
within tha "moaning of the statute, in the face of the finding of tho Magistrate that it was proved at the hearing of the
information that the supply of such meals was not a part of the respondent's business. A private boardinghouse does
not como within the statute unless meals are provided and sold to tho " general public " forconsumption on the premises.
Tho facts found by the Magistrate do not support a conclusion that the respondent provides and sells mealsupon his
premises to tho " general public " for consumption there, and the appeal must be dismissed, with £5 ss. costs.

His Honour held that because-a major portion of the business was not v restaurant business,
that was sufficient ground for dismissing the appeal. It was admitted in the " Glenalvon
case that it was purely a large private residential hotel. It will be seen by the foregoing judg-
ment that the application of the Shops and Offices Amendment Act, 1910, in so far as relates to
private hotels, was of no use to us, as it required us to show that a private-hotel keeper was
doing a substantial restaurant business in conjunction with his hotel business, ami just as soon
as ever this was the ease they immediately came within the scope of the Act as it applies to
restaurants, tea-rooms, and oyster-saloons, so that the beneficial effect of the Act was practically
nil. \\~v were somewhat dubious at the time about the definition of the word " private hotel "
as contained in section "2 of the Amendment Act of 1910. We were then informed by the Hon.
Mr. Millar that he was advised by the Law Draftsman that it meant everything that was intended
of it, and that was to cover all the large private hotels. The upshot of the whole business is
that sweating is still rampant in the private-hotel and boardinghouse keeping trade, redress has
been denied us by the Arbitration Court—a tribunal which was set up to assist and protect
the downtrodden workers in our Dominion—and this industry mote than any other at present
is perpetuating the sweating evil, a condition of affairs which should not for one moment longer
Ix allowed to exist, and which the Arbitration Court was first established to stamp out. It, there-
fore, having failed, we have come with confidence to the Parliament of our country, the highest
tribunal in the Dominion, to do away with this iniquitous state of affairs. With regard to the
Arbitration Act. there is no federation of workers in New Zealand, anil no unions affiliated
to a federation, so consistently loyal to the principle of arbitration for the settlement of indue
trial disputes as the officers and the men and women of the rank and file of our federation, ami
almost every time we went for a boardinghouse or private hotel award we were met with a curt
refusal by the President of the Court to make an award, the effect of which was a pretty severe
tax on our loyalty to the principle of arbitration.

We are desirous that clubs should be included in .section 2 under the definition of "hotel."
The Arbitration Court has declined to include them in any award, and the reason given for the
refusal is that clubs are not run for pecuniary gain (see section 71, Industrial Conciliation and
Arbitration Act, 1008). and the only protection that the workers in clubs can expect to get at
present is that of the benefits of such a Hill as the one now under consideration. Long hours
are at present being worked in clubs in every part of the Dominion, and we ask for permission
to put in two signed statements about the hours worked in two clubs in Wanganui.

We ask for a reduction in working-hours to fifty-six for males and fifty for females. It
seems to us somewhat strange that the assistants employed in or about a hotel should be called
to work longer hours than any other class of shop-assistant. Surely hotelkeepers can afford to
give their employees reasonable hours equally as well as drapers, butchers, grocers, &c. As
Mr. Carey has dealt at length with this matter I will pass on to the question of the daily limita-
tion of working-hours as provided for in paragraph (c) of subsection (1) of section 27, which
reads as follows : " Nor for more than eleven hours (including meal-times) in any one day."
Now. it seems to my people somewhat inconsistent to find that a modern colonial Parliament
should pass an Act to increase the daily hours of work of any class of workers, seeing that in
all civilized countries the trend of legislation is in the direction of shortening the daily and
weekly hours of 1about. I might be permitted to remind the Committee that there is no limit
in this Bill betwixt which this eleven hours daily should be worked, and therefore the worker
is at the lieek and call of the employer during the full twenty-four hours. Under the last award
dealing with hotels in the City of Auckland provision is made for the limitation of time betwixt
which the daily hours can he worked—as, for instance, subclause (c), clause 12, of the award,
reported in Volume xi, page 518, which reads as follows: "Porters, whether day or night,
eleven hours per day. and shall be worked between the hours of 6 a.m. and 10 p.m. The night-
porters' hours to be worked between i) p.m. and !) a.m." There are similar clauses dealing with
the limitation of flic hours in the case of cooks, waiters, <fee. It will therefore readily be seen
how essential it is for your Committee to provide for the daily hours to be worked within reason-
able limitations. The hotelkeepers acrreed with me, when i put a case to them, to the effect
that a man started work at 6 in the morning, knocked off at 12 noon, and came on again at
(i p.m. and worked till 12 midnight, so that he was working six-hour shifts. I brought it before
the hotelkeepers at Auckland. They saw the justice, and agreed there should be a limitation
of the hours of employment. After this Bill is passed it will not be competent for us to go into
this matter, because if we did, after the statement made by Ilis Honour the Judge, it would
probably be cut out. T want the Committee to make provision that the daily hours of employ-
ment shall be within a reasonable limitation.

I shall pass on to subsection (4) of section 27, which reads as follows : " Every assistant who
is employed exclusively in or about a bar or private bar of a hotel, or who is employed in a
restaurant which does not carry on business on a Sunday, or in any hotel or restaurant in which
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not more than three assistants are employed, shall be entitled to a half-holiday from 2 o'clock in
the afternoon of such working-day in each week as the occupier in the case (if each assistant
thinks fit." Also subsection (5), section 27: "Every assistant employed in or about a hotel or
restaurant, other than assistants to whom the last preceding subsection applies, shall be entitled
to a whole holiday of twenty-four hours, commencing at his usual hour for commencing work;
on such day of the week as the occupier in the case of each assistant thinks tit.'" I shall colitent
myself by making one or two brief remarks on these subsections. First, that subsection (4) does
not show clearly enough that it is intended that bar-assistants, both male and female, should
have a full Sunday off in addition to their half-day. We believe that it is the intention of the
Minister that this should be so, and therefore draw his and your attention to this fact. We
strongly object also to any exemption in the case of licensed hotelkeepers in regard to the full
day off provided for in subsection (5) of section 27, and believe that, in view of the evidence
given by the hotelkeepers' representatives, that they oppose any exemption of any kind, and
further admitted by them that the hotelkeepers who could claim exemption under subsection (5)
have stated emphatically that they do not desire it (see the evidence of Messrs. Norden and
Payne, two representatives of the New Zealand Licensed Victuallers' Association). Xow, I desire
to draw your attention to the fact that several hotelkeepers have been giving the full day a
week and over. For instance, at the United Service Hotel, Auckland, there are eleven servants
employed, seven of whom work five days per week and the other four six days per week. This
statement I can make on oath if necessary, for not only i.s it confirmed by the staff themselves,
but I have further confirmed it at the request of the licensee by examining his books.

1 would further draw your attention to the fact that Volume xiii, page '520, of the Book
of Awards, which provides for a half-holiday for hotel workers, was considered by the Waiwera
Hotel Company to be unworkable, inasmuch as the bulk of their business was week-end trippers,
and therefore it was impossible that the servants could get a Sunday afternoon off. Acting on
my suggestion, they wrote to the union, and a committee was set up to confer with the representa-
tives of the owners, the result of which is published in Volume xiii, page 1015:—

" Agreement arrived at between the Auckland Hotel and Restaurant Employees' Industrial
Union of Workers on the one hand, and the Waiwera Hotel Company (Limited) (in liquidation)
on the other; the provisions of the agreement to be in substitution of clause 2, Award No. 2530,
Vol. xiii, Part IV, Book of Awards. Clause '1 shall then read :' As provided for in the Shops
and Offices Act, and in lieu of the alternate Sunday half-holiday, a half-holiday shall be given
on the day of the usual half-holiday, which shall then mean a full twenty-four hours off every
alternate week. This alteration shall only apply to the summer season commencing Ist Decem-
ber and ending 30th April in each year during the currency of the present award.' '

In lieu of foregoing, the Sunday half-holiday provided under the award for a half-day
every other Sunday; in lieu of that the Waiwera hotelkeepers agreed to give us in the week a
half-holiday in addition to the ordinary weekly half-day. 1 may mention this particular fact:
it has not been responsible in this case for any increase in the staff getting the full day off.
It will be seen by the agreement that once a fortnight every servant had a full day off, half
of which was the Sunday afternoon forfeited under the agreement and given as an addition
to the weekly half-holiday. The hardship described by the hotelkeepers as the effect of giving
the full day a week off is mostly imaginary, as provision is made in the most of our awards whicli
will to a very large extent overcome the difficulties so graphically described. Clause 22 of the
Auckland Hotel Employees' award (Vol. xi, p. ."il!)) reads as follows: "All hotel employees
shall have a half-holiday from the hour of 2 o'clock in the afternoon of some working-day in
each week. On that day of the half-holiday as provided, or in cases of emergencies, an employer
may require any worker in his employ to perform the work usually performed by the worker
away on his or her holiday at tlu same rate of wages as is fixed for his or her own department."
That is to say, if the housemaid is off it is competent for the employe]' to ask the waitress to
assist in doing the housemaid's work. The whole staff would be working harmoniously together,
doing the work of the servants who are off. Now, as regards the small hotels, the Arbitration
Court has long realized, that the proprietor of a small hotel is essentially a worker, as shown in
the Auckland Hotel Workers' award, clause IG (Awards., Vol. xi, p. 519), which leads as follows:
" In computing the number of persons employed for the purpose of this award casual workers
shall not be reckoned, and where an employer does the work of any worker affected by this award
he or she shall be counted as an employee. Managers of dining-rooms to count as head waiter
for the purpose of comparing the number of waiters in any one dining-room." So that the
Court itself recognized that a man who was in business in a small way and had to do the work
of a worker should be counted as an employee. For the purpose of making this clear a provision
was made for a scale of wages for one, two, or three barmen, the same thing for cooks: that
would make an alteration in the scale of wages paid, and he would be counted as a worker.

With regard to section 28, I might state that my people strongly oppose the aggregation of
the half or whole holiday, as it strikes at the root of the six-day-week principle.

Section 21 : I am at a loss to understand the meaning of this section, as surely any one
who claims to have any knowledge of the working of awards will agree with me that, to say the
least of it, it is an absurdity, inasmuch as it is an impossibility to make an award or industrial
agreement for a longer period than three years, and this section makes provision for an impos-
sible contingency that might arise after three years and four months. Now, what we desire
is to amend this clause in the direction indicated by Mr. Carey, and would point out that my
union have had to wait for the benefits of the Shops and Offices Amendment Act, 1910, which
came into operation on the 3rd December of that year, until after the 15th August this year,
1913. We were the last of all the hotel workers in New Zealand to get the benefit of the amending
Act of 1910; and we strongly urge this Committee to insert a clause which will give to the
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workers in our industry the benefits of this proposed Act without having to wait any length
of time for it. The females in my union have had to work sixty-five hours per week and the
males sixty-five hours per week also until the 15th August, 1913.

The effect of the alteration-by-legislation clause, as shown by Mr. Carey, is of very serious
import t<> the members of our federation, and strikes deeply at the root of the principles upon
which the Conciliation and Arbitration Act were first founded, and are supposed to be still
resting upon. Mr. Carey has pointed out the fact that if any slight alteration is made to the
Act, immediately that that comes into operation we loee the benefits of the award thai we have
been working under, and continue to lose the benefits until after the term that the award was
originally made for. It' the Legislature decided to amend the Shops and Offices Act in any small
direction—say, the half-holiday to take place from 1 o'clock (may or may not be asked for by
our organization)—it might be possible that the union would be deprived of the benefits of the
award for a period of two years and eleven months, because a Court provides that directly the
Legislature interferes with a statute or an award, directly they do that the award ceases to
exist; but if it ceased to exist altogether that would be all right. I might take this opportunity
of stating that if the Legislature interferes with the award we have no objection at all to the
award ceasing to exist, because it would be competent for us to approach the Arbitration Court
and obtain a fresh award, but the Court now prevents our doing that by allowing the award
to go out of existence. Was it not to do away with freedom of contract, which always carries
with it the right of the employer to sweat his workers, that the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitra-
tion Act was first brought into existence?—a function which the President of the Court has
refused to perform; and by thus inserting this alteration by legislation the clause takes away
from the workers the continuation of the award as provided for in section 74 of the Industrial
Conciliation and Arbitration Act, 1908. Mr. Carey having dealt at length with this matter, 1
will content myself by drawing your attention to the fact that the Court has altered the original
clause, which now leads as follows: "The provisions of this award shall continue in force until
any change is made by legislation in any of the conditions fixed by statute or by this award.
On any such change l>eing made all the foregoing provisions of this award shall cease to operate,
and thereafter during the term of this award the following provisions shall be in force: Subject
to any legislative provisions on the subject, the hours of work, wages, and other conditions of
all workers coming within the scope of this award shall be fixed by agreement between each
employer and the individual workers employed by him. , ''

I just want to point out two cases that were taken by the Department in connection with the
time and wages book, and to show you that if this clause is kept in it is going to open the door to a
good deal of fraud. One was Mrs. Dingle, proprietress Hibernian Hotel, Onehunga, who was fined
£30 and costs for falsifying the time and wages book, in an endeavour to beat the porter for
155., covering three weeks at the rate of ss. per week. It was done thus : she paid the porter
£1 per week, and altered the " 0 " in the wages-book, in the shillings column, after the man
had signed the book. The other case was that of Mr. Smith, Masonic Hotel, Tauranga, who
altered the book, after the kitchenman had signed it, to show that he had received £1 10s. per
week, whereas he only received £1 per week. It will thus be seen that if the signature of the
assistant is to be taken as a certificate of the correctness of the entry it will prevent the detec-
tion of fraud of a similar nature to the cases already pointed out by me. I would like to point
out to the Committee that in the past, neither under the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration
Act or under the Shops and Offices Act has there been any obligation on the part of the employer
to allow the time and wages book to be examined by the worker; so that we welcome the innova-
tion that the book has to be produced to the worker for the purpose of obtaining his or her
signature, but we will oppose as strongly as possible the proposal that the signatures should
operate as a certificate of the correctness of the entries, and would suggest to the Committee
that it should obtain reports from the Inspectors of Awards as to the manner in which the time
and wages books are kept in their several districts. I venture to say that the reports would
show that numbers of employers have obtained from their staff their signatures for wages received,
and subsequently made entries in their books as to the number of daily hours worked by the
worker after having obtained the worker's signature.

I should like a new subsection here to provide for a time-sheet to be exhibited showing the
manner in which the daily hours are worked. This is in operation in the whole of the Northern
Industrial District under our awards, and is in every way successful, inasmuch as it shows the
worker when he or she shall commence duty and when he shall leave off; or, on the other hand,
it serves to prevent an unscrupulous worker from making an application for overtime payment
unless the instruction for working overtime has previously been given by the employer. A copy
of the time-sheet in operation in our district I shall place before the Committee, and strongly
recommend that provision for its insertion in the Bill would be made. This is a form I have
here, and it obtains not only in the City of Auckland but from the North Cape down to Poverty
Bay. The object is to show that a worker should know when he or she shall go on duty and
when they shall cease work. Employers agree that this is a protection to them There have been
cases where an unscrupulous worker lias made a claim upon an employer for overtime which
he did not do, where he had a record of his time worked and the employer did not have a time-
sheet, and he was thus at the mercy of the worker. With a proper time-sheet accurately kept
the worker would know exactly when he is off work, and the employer would be freed from any
unfair or unjust claim for overtime unless special instructions had been given to the worker.
I can say that the hotelkeepers in our district find them very beneficial. We get these time-sheets
printed and send them to any hotelkeeper who writes for them, free of cost.

1. Mr. /Jarei/.] Have they not a book'1 —Yes, but this is a check on the book. I will now
briefly summarize my evidence as follows: (1.) The first point made by me is the necessity for
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adequate protection for the workers employed in private hotels and boardinghouses. (2.) The
injustice of the proposal to extend the daily hours of employment. (3.) The justice of bringing
all licensed hotels under subsections (4) and (5) of section 27, as shown by the hotelkeepers'
evidence. (4.) The injustice of allowing the aggregation of the half or whole holiday. (5.) The
absurdity of section 31, and a necessity for a provision for the Act coming into operation as
soon as it receives the signature of His Excellency the Governor. (6.) The necessity for the
recasting of section 4 for the purpose of preventing fraud. In conclusion, I desire to state
that I am in entire agreement with the amendments suggested by Mr. Carey, and will conclude
with thanking the Chairman and members of the Committee for their patience in listening to my
lengthy evidence.

2. The Chairman.] Mr. Long, can you suggest some limits of time each day during which
the hours of employment should be worked? Take the case of a night-porter?—ln Auckland the
night-porters' daily hours are between 9 p.m. and 9 a.m.

3. The effect of this Bill would be that that man would be expected to work any time—his
ordinary daily or nightly hours could be spread over the twenty-four?—A reasonable limitation
in the case of a night-porter would be that his actual hours from the time of commencing to
ceasing work should not be more than twelve or thirteen. At the present time we find our people
working from 6 in the morning to 10 and half past 10 and 11 at night. A barman goes on
at (i in the morning, he works all day, goes off in the afternoon, and is working again at night.
It is only a matter of reorganization, so that a man is not on sixteen hours at a stretch.

4. You referred to the United Service Hotel in Auckland : they do not keep boarders, do
they ?—No.

5. From what I know of the hotel it is not a fair sample to select?—l selected it because
there were seven of the hands getting two full days a week off and four hands getting one full
day a week off.

6. Now, as to waitresses taking up the duties of the housemaids : do you think they would
consent?—Yes, sir; it is done now. The housemaids relieve the waitresses and the waitresses
relieve the housemaids.

7. Mr. Glover.] Mr. Long, regarding the remarks that you made in reference to Mrs. Dingle,
of Onehunga, and Mr. Smith, of Tauranga, what is your opinion—of course, you have had a
great deal of experience—so far as the majority of hotelkeepers in Auckland are concerned?—
They are generally anxious to conform to the Act.

8. Have you had trouble with the hotelkeepers?—lf I did have trouble I did not have it a
second time. If we find that there is anything not in accordance with the award we point it
out to them and give them an opportunity to rectify the matter, and if they fail to rectify it we
institute proceedings against them; but we have never yet instituted proceedings against a hotel-
keeper without first giving warning.

9. Have the hotelkeepers in Auckland absolutely carried out every instruction ?—Not always.
10. In reference to hotels, boardinghouses, or restaurants where not more than three are

employed, you do not intend it to apply to them?—As far as boardinghouses are concerned, the
people who employ not more than three are exempt.

11. You do not want that?—No. We have been asked in connection with boardinghouses,
where do you intend to draw the line? To show that we were anxious to protect a widow and
her family it was our suggestion that there be a limitation of three.

12. I have had intimation from Auckland that it is not understood : they think it is applying
to every small boardinghouse?—No.

13. Mr. Godber said he would be glad to see a clause in the Bill to compel every one?—
No, we will be satisfied with the limitation.

14. I suppose the employers generally apply to you for a servant: if, now, you find that
there is any malingering on the part of any of your people, you would stand by the employer?—
Yes, certainly, we have done that in v number of cases. We have rules dealing with a worker
who commits a misdemeanour, and in that case he is dealt with by the committee.

15. Is it a fact that a great many housemaids employed in the boardinghouses, in Rotorua
especially, are brought down to act as waitresses?—Yes, and the housemaids are in the dining-
room every meal-hour; in all the boardinghouses in Rotorua they all come in the dining-room
at meal-time to assist.

16. One more question: It was admitted by several of the proprietors of hotels in the
evidence given two years ago that the night-porter was one of the most responsible servants
they had, inasmuch as he had, practically speaking, charge of the house; he had perhaps a key
to the safe anil handled the money. Do you think night-porters are paid wages commensurate
with their duties?—No, I do not think so at all.

17. Mr. J. Bollard.] Mr. Long, you spoke of certain private hotels making their employees
work very lung hours—the " Glenalvon " and several others. Do these employees get any extra
remuneration for these hours? —No; in fact, my evidence will show 15s. for a housemaid—a good
deal less than the wages paid in licensed hotels.

18. You positively assert that?—Positively.
19. What proof have you of that?—The evidence given in the Arbitration Court and not

refuted by employers.
20. Do you know if they get any longer holidays/- -They do not yet any holidays in a number

of eases. It is a case of working the seven days a week, week after week and month after month,
and no holiday.

21. In regard to what you stated about employees changing places, such as housemaids
waitresses' work, is it a usual thing for barmaids to act as waitresses in the best hotels?—No, it
is not.
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22. But I suppose housemaids often act as barmaids?—They have until the Barmaids Regis-
tration Act came into operation.

23. Mr. Hindmarsh.] Does that state of things exist now in " Glenalvon "1—There has been
no alteration.

24. Mr. Veitchi\ As to taking signatures : subsection (2) of section 4 reads, " The entry of
the particulars hereinbefore referred to shall be signed by the assistant at the time of the pay-
ment of his wages." You want everything after that cut out—" and such signature shall operate
not only as a receipt for such payment but also as a certificate of the correctness of the particulars
entered with respect to that assistant." Now, what you really want is this : that the signature
shall be a receipt for the amount of money actually paid, and that the worker will have a claim
(if a mistake is discovered subsequently) for the balance due him, just in the same way as an
employe], would claim a refund if too much had been paid. Now, such a provision as you are
asking for would not operate against an honest employer; it could only operate against a dis-
honest employer?—That is so.

25. With regard to the number of hours, I may say I have been rather startled with some
of the figures mentioned by you. You are asking for a limitation to the number of attendances?
—No.

26. You are asking that it be made ten for males and nine for females. Are you asking
for that—tlif limitation in number of attendances for intermittent services?—Well, if it could
be done, yes, but it might be very difficult in application. We are anxious to see the Committee
fix a reasonable limitation during which the daily hours of labour should be worked.

27. Is the union asking for any limitation of the»total number of hours over which inter-
mittent services would extend from first going on duty in the morning until last going off at
night? I am asking the union if they are asking for any limitation over which the whole of
the intermittent time would extend : for example, they might ask that no employee shall be
off duty less than eight hours Ik,fore coming on duty next day?—We do not offer the suggestion
in that form, but we have asked for it in another form. I asked in my evidence that the daily
hours of employment shall be within a limit of twelve or thirteen hours.

28. Mr. Wilkinson.] 1 understood Mr. Long to say that he did not object to clause 2, in
which it provides that the Act does not apply to an owner who does not employ more than three
persons in a boardinghouse. That has been objected to by some other witnesses. Would it be
a fair thing to exclude sueli boardinghouses if the owner's family comprised a number of workers,
say, four or five girls?—Mr. Carey in his evidence the other day was cross-examined on this
point. I want to make this position clear :so far as we are concerned, we are not going to
labour that point; we recognize that it has a certain amount of justice and also a certain amount
of injustice. We are not going to prejudice the passage of our Bill by bringing up that.

29. It is hardly fair competition?—Yes, certainly, there may be instances where it is most
unfair and sometimes not so unfair. The position is this, Mr. Wilkinson : a man and his wife
and family may run a boardinghouse; that man may work at another occupation, and that
would be most unfair. In the case of a widow, perhaps, with a family, the case is not so unfair.

30. You have not expressed an opinion about closing a hotel on the usual half-holiday ?—The
agitation for that had not commenced when the Committee started to take evidence on this Bill.

31. Would you care to express an opinion?—No, I would rather not.
32. In regard to clause 4, do not you think that the receipt given by the employee should

be of some value?—It should be a receipt for money actually received.
33. I think that a substantial penalty might meet the case and prevent any undue tampering

with the books?—There have been numbers of cases where the books have never been entered. A
lawyer defended a hotelkeeper in Auckland, and this was his defence—the book was kept. It
transpired it was kept in the safe, and there had never been an entry in it.

34. I did not catch what you said about the hours worked in "Glenalvon"?—Waiters,
waitresses, and porters worked from eighty-six to over a hundred hours per week—l cannot
remember exactly—it is in the matter I have read.

35. Have you any idea of the tariff charged by that establishment?—Ten shillings a day.
Mr. Wilkinson : I stayed there myself, and that is why I want to bring that out. They work

their employees long hours and on low pay. I just want to tell the Committee the charges "during
Fleet week : Four of us stayed at this house for four days, and the bill was twenty-eight guineas.

36. Mr. Oket/.] Do you not think we should encourage these employees to keep a book so
that they could enter up their overtime?—Well, some employees have a system in operation where
they have a pass-book, and each night the pass-books are handed in to the clerk and are entered
up in the wages-book.

37. Under such a system as that there would be no fear of these things happening, such as
alteration of figures?—Not if it was universal; not if the employer kept his book up to date
and made his entries similarly to that of the pass-book of the worker. At the present time it
is competent for an employer to show that a worker is only working ten hours when he may
have worked seventy hours a week, and the employee hap no opportunity of ascertaining what
hours are put down in the wages-book.

38. Mr. McLean, who was giving evidence here the other day, said that he had a system in
operation for several years?—He has got method in carrying on his business; he is one of the
most methodical employers that I have ever come in contact with.

39. The evidence that you gave about long hours—is that going on at the present time?—Yes.
40. Do you not think that the Arbitration Court could do a good deal about this, Mr. Long?

—Yes, they could. The Arbitration Court have got unlimited powers to deal with it, but decline
to deal with it, and the Legislature cannot compel them to deal with it.

14—1. 9a.
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41. Parliament can say that they must do it?—Parliament has said many things to the

Arbitration Court that that Court refuses to do.
42. A Member.'] In regard to Parliament giving the Arbitration Court powers, you consider

it would be better for Parliament to say what hours the people should work?—We consider it much
better that Parliament should lay down a basis from which the Court may work

43. The long hours that you mention, of course, would include meal-hours?—Oh, no; there
is no system of meal-hours in these places. There is in one place, " Stonehurst," but in " Glen-
alvon " there is no system ; some of the staff have their meals standing up in the pantry. People
staying there expect plenty of attendance, and the staff have no time to have a comfortable meal;
they are going continually.

44. Mr. Carey.] The evidence of these girls in the " Glenalvon " case was sworn on oath:
was Mr. Grosvenor able to refute the evidence of the girls?—No.

45. And the Court accepted the evidence?—Yes, His Honour will have it in his own records.
46. It was the president of the New Zealand Licensed Victuallers' Association who suggested

the keeping of time-sheets; it was really the employers in the first place who sought for the intro-
duction of time-sheets?—Yes; it was not my idea at all at first.

47. If the time on the wall corresponded with the record in the book no worker could success-
fully claim having worked excess hours?—No, he could not.

48. It would be the employer's own supineness if he did?—Yes.
49. You would agree to an amendment on the following lines : " I"he maximum daily hours

above provided shall be worked within thirteen consecutive hours reckoned from the time the
employee goes on duty until the time the employee goes off duty "?—Yes.

50. Mr. Qrenfell.] Mr. Long, you stated that Mr. Palmer was president of the Licensed Vic-
tuallers' Association?—He is not now.

51. Have you endeavoured to secure the use of time-sheets : did not you endeavour to do
so in Wellington?—Yes, I believe so

52. Did the local hotelkeepers accept your suggestion?—No.
53. That was refused, amongst other things?—Yes.
54. I think it would be well to make clear the time upon which the evidence was given before

the Arbitration Court in the " Glenalvon " case?—29th September, 1911.
55. Can you say from your own knowledge that that condition of affairs exists at present?—

Well, I know from some of our people who work in the same establishment that it is so.
56. Mr. Anderson.] Did their giving evidence affect them?—l do not think so.
57. Regarding the time-sheet, Mr. Long, would it not seriously hamper the country hotel-

keeper if-he had to state definiteh- the hours in which the employee was at work? Would it not
be very hampering to the business of a hotelkeeper if required to keep employees employed only
at stated hours of the day?—I agree with you that there are such cases, but my experience has
been that they have endeavoured to labour that point.

58. In respect to housemaids relieving waitresses, would it not be an advantage to the
housemaid to be able to learn a higher branch of the business by going into the dining-room?—
Well, nearly all housemaids are experienced waitresses.

59. Do you know of your own knowledge that waitresses would be prepared to do the work of
housemaids ?—The probability is that a girl is competent to do both kinds of work.

60. Regarding clause 4, subsection (2), are you aware, Mr. Long, that some two or three
years ago a man in Timaru sued an employer for £260 for wages for overtime?—No, I am not.
I am not aware that it was competent for him to do so.

61. Are you aware of this : that at one time the president of the Wellington Waiters and
Cooks' Union, after being dismissed, sued for £45 or £50 which he claimed for overtime due to
him?—No.

62. In such cases would it not be a protection to the employer to get a receipt?—Yes, I have
no objection to his getting areceipt.

63. Does not the worker know the wages that are due to him?—They are not always as con-
versant with these things as they ought to be. Numbers of them have been working around
country hotels, and this is something new to them.

64. Would they not be aware, Mr. Long, of the contract they made with their employer?—
The employer often takes it for granted that the worker knows the arrangement. The award is
the contract as betwixt the union and the employer.

65. If you are seeking employment you make arrangements with your employer as to what
you are to receive?—No, I say the contract has already been made.

66. Awards do not prevail all over New Zealand, Mr. Long?—They do in my district. This
is a Bill that will apply generally to New Zealand. There may be an odd case—emigrants, for
instance—they do not know about these matters, and it is not reasonable to expect them to know.
Here is the position so far as my union is concerned : All labour is emploj-ed from our office,
so that a girl who is a stranger to the country is made conversant with it prior to leaving our
office. Tliey are members of the union; they join because if they want employment they have
to come to our office for it; they are given a copy of the award, and it is explained to them.67. Is it not reasonable that a receipt be given which will be a discharge to the employer?I want to see a receipt given for the money that is actually received, not for money that a man
is still entitled to.

68. Mr. Long, would your union be prepared to accept the clause as it is printed if theprovision were made for the time-sheet to which you refer?—Well, it would help. Yes, I would
be prepared to agree to it; at the same time it does not make the position as clear as I want it.
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69. The Chairman .] You heard Mr. Brown's evidence the other day; you remember that he

stated that he gave his [servants a good deal of time off?—Well, you see the position is this, Mr.
Chairman : Mr. Brown has a large business and he employs a large staff; lie is only one instance
of the boardinghouse people in Auckland who gives his staff a weekly-half-holiday. 1 must admit
that Mr. Brown lias tried to be fair in that respect.

70. I wanted to make that point clear, as I thought you included Mr. Brown among the
sweaters. You recognize that he gives all the time (ill lie can?—1 recognize that he gives some
concessions, whereas some give none.

Witness here stated that he would like to put in a petition.
The Chairman: lhat should be put through the House.
II itness: I want to ask the Committee to compart, the signatures on the front page of our

petition with the signatures handed in by the proprietress of the Hotel Bristol.
Mr. Massey: I think the Committee might accept it.
Witness: There are eleven hundred signatures there.

Hon. J. Bahr, M.L.C., examined. (No. 44a.)
Witness: I am secretary of the Canterbury Hotel and Restaurant Employees' Union. I will

endeavour to be brief in what I have to say, and I can do so best by saying this morning that
I have read the evidence of Mr. Carey and the evidence given by Mr. Long, and as far as it affects
the Bill before you, and as far as it concerns the hours of work in private hotels and boarding-
houses, the evidence submitted by Mr. Long this morning can be borne out by me. I would like
to point out that the class of workers that I represent and that it is intended to deal with under
this Bill are the only workers who are asked to work 365 days in the year. Now. Ido not think
it often strikes people that here in this country the general public do ask employees in hotels
to work 365 days. There is no such thing as one day of rest in the .seven, neither is there any
stipulation in any award, nor is it set forth in this particular Bill, that there should be any
provision for holidays for those workers, whereas for other shop-assistants that are provided
for under this Act holidays are provided for them. I want to draw attention to that fact,
Mr. Chairman, to show that it is a fair claim that we have been making this number of years
for one complete day in seven. Now, I might refer to a matter that was dealt with by Mr. Long,
a matter that I had some experience with in Christchurch. He dealt with the fact that in the
matter of private hotels the Judge had refused to give an award. There was some little con-
fusion, I have not the slightest doubt, in the minds of some people relative to this matter so far
as it affected Auckland, as numbers were under the impression that it only affected boardinghouses
—that is to say. those large places that charge the moderate fees (as submitted by one member)
of £28 for four days. But in Christchurch and in Wellington 1 am aware they do supply meals
to those not residing on the premises. In Christchurch I approached the Court and asked for
an award. The Judge refused it, but he said, " Mr. Barr, if you come before the Court and
show us that you have drawn a line, then we will be prepared to consider the matter next time."
The Court came to Christchurch and I submitted eleven private hotels, and I showed that in each
of these private hotels meals were provided for those who did not reside on the premises. The
Judge threw the case out, even although it was pointed out by the workers' representative in
the Court that I had done what the Judge asked me to do. In this particular industry—in
this branch of what we may term the hotel industry—we have the Judge absolutely refusing
any conditions. That is the position. It is a matter that ought to lie dealt with by the Arbitra-
tion Court, but the Arbitration Court has absolutely refused to deal with the matter in Christ-
church, and, as pointed out by Mr. Long, has absolutely refused to deal with it in Auckland,
Now. another matter that I would like to mention just before dealing with the Bill: that I
regret exceedingly, as an individual and as representative of the hotel employees, that there is
no provision yet in this Mill dealing with clubs, where to my knowledge they work till 2 o'clock
in the morning. Unjler the present Act the Arbitration Court holds that the clubs do not come
under the Act because they are not being carried on for remunerative gain. That is so directly
—indirectly we know they are. Furthermore, we submit that no matter what the place is where
they employ workers there should be some provision for those workers, and it is a great shame
on the patrons of those clubs that they keep their workers till 12 and 2in the morning. I may
say there was a slight agitation in Christcljurcli in connection with a working-men's club (an
odd name for a club that sweats its workers). The result was, however, that the wages of the
employees were raised and the conditions bettered. Now, one more matter—the request signed
by employees. I understood that a request, or some form or another, was sent up here from
Christchurch signed by employees employed in such places as the Federal Hotel and the Palace
Hotel. I was not aware that this was being done until the matter was nearly through; it was
stopped then. But here is the position : the employees were told to sign this or leave. They did
not know the contents of it.

1. Hon. Mr. Masse;/.] Referring to any particular hotel?—Yes, sir. The matter was brought
before me by the chef at the Palace Hotel in Christchurch. He was asked to sign it and said,
" I cannot sign this." " Well," was the reply, "we will have to part company," so he left the
job and reported the matter to me. I went down, interviewed the proprietor, and said that this
was hardly fair. The proprietor—or manager, to be correct, as it is a Salvation Army establish-
ment—professed that he was not against the six-day-week proposal, and quoted the Wellington
branch, where the system was in operation, and confessed to not having clearly understood the
contents of the requisition. This petition should have no force. A number of those who signed
it were new in the country, they knew nothing about conditions, nothing about a Bill before
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the House, nothing about the country. Some people pointed out to them that this Bill increased
their working-hours, and, though I am sorry to say this is right in one part, there was no mention
of the full meaning of the Bill, which is to give one day in seven. Now as to the Bill itself, sir:
in clause 1 April is too long; the Ist January, I think, is a reasonable date for the Bill to come
into force. Still, that has been dealt with by other speakers, and 1 do not intend enlarging
on that matter. In regard to clause 2, here, under the definition of " hotel," a private board-
inghouse is included—that is desirable, very desirable. I want particular note taken of this
point. So far as private boardinghouses are concerned, I believe that it is absolutely essential
to have some limitation to the number of bands employed. There must be something like that—
either two or three. 1 do say that this provision should not apply to anything that may be
deemed a private hotel or licensed hotel. Then we have the resurrection of the widow, and we
know that some people keep boarders (perhaps widows), and they may be forced to keep a girl.
Really bona fide widows should be given every consideration, and this, 1 believe, is tin, proper
place to draw the lino; but so far as the hotels are concerned, 1 do not see any justification,
for they are out on a commercial business pure and simple. 1 may as well deal with a matter
that conies under section 2—the interpretation clause, under tl.e heading "Office." You will
here note that any clerk employed in a shop does not come under the Simps and Offices Act.
Now, under section 26, subsection (2), the clerk is provided for, and it is provided there that
the clerk is not to Come under the provisions of this Bill—that is to say. that you have an
employee wiio under no consideration is to be provided for. That is the complaint I have to
make here: that there is no justification for stating this matter in section 2(i. subsection (2).
Under this Bill you eliminate this class of clerk by every possible means from any beneficial legis-
lation. There seems to be something against the clerk. We want that subsection struck out
altogether. We can deal with the engineers ourselves through his own union, but the clerk, there
is no provision for him ;he can be worked all the hours that God sends. We do not want that ;
it is not right. In regard to workers in offices, there are so many restrictions, there are so
many protections for the < mployer that the Act at the present time is no use at all to the employee.
Clause 4 has been dealt with by Mr. Long. There is one point here that 1 may in fairness to
the employer state is going to make it very awkward. Section (b) of clause i says. " the kind
of work on which he is from time to time employed." We have men in Christchurch acting at
one time in the course of a day as a printer, another time as a waiter, another time as a porter—
you cannot deal with that man under this. You would have to fill out what he was employed
at from time to time. What is wanted is the word " substantially." In regard to the condi-
tion here, " The entry of the particulars hereinbefore referred to shall be signed by the assistant
at the time of the payment of his wages," that is where the employee signs the wages-book. I
may say that this is a usual thing in Christchurch at the present moment. There is no objection
raised to it in Christchurch, but this goes too far. We suggest that they stop at " payment "
—that is to say, that the signature shall be a receipt for the payment of the money, and that
the following words be deleted—" but also as a certificate of the correctness of the particulars
entered with respect to that assistant "—because my experience has been that many girls are
flustered and will sign anything, particularly in a new place. Ilie first week or two they will
sign an3-thing at all. We have lost cases in Court where we knew that they were not getting
the wages due, but they had signed the book. I admit it is absolutely essential that there should
be a receipt for the money received. With regard to the time-table, f may say that in Christ-
church we do not work under an award at all. We are working under an industrial agreement
come to by the parties, and it has never been submitted to the Court other than once. Judge
Sim then said, " I will make this award, but I do not think we will make this preference clause
into an award," and the thing was withdrawn. Now, this is what we have under an industrial
agreement: Clause 2—"A time-table showing the hours of work of each employee shall be
exhibited in the staff's dining-room, or such place or places as shall be convenient to the employee
and accessible at all times.' We have that in Christchurch; it works to the benefit of the
employer and to the benefit of the employee. There is the time-table :he works to that time and
there is no trouble. If he works overtime he submits his statement. We have trouble where
hotelkeepers forget to pilt up a time-sheet, but when it is pointed out to them—when their atten-
tion is drawn to it—they recognize it is beneficial to all parties, and conform to the provisions
of the agreement. I would suggest that this would be a very useful thing to put into this Bill
—useful for the members of the Labour Department when they have to go into a complaint as
to hours worked, and if the employer is running on business lines he should have no objection.
Clause 21 says, " Ordinary wages or salary of every shop-assistant shall be paid for the weekly
half-holiday and for any public holiday." Under this Bill you intend the whole holiday. I
would suggest putting in the words " a whole holiday," so that there would lie no slip made
that a man is getting a whole holiday and is not paid for it. There is a point in this as to
what constitutes the wages they are being paid when off on holiday. Our people are being paid
155., 17s. 6d., and .£1 and over, inclusive of meals, but employers who feel a bit sore on this
matter sometimes say they will put them out on this holiday and they can get their meals where
they like; therefore it should be put in that meals or the equivalent arc included. Tn referring
to the clauses that deal particularly with this industry that Mr Carey, Mr. Long, and myself
are connected with as secretaries, I have already dealt with subsection (2) of section 2(>, and
expressed the opinion that it should be eliminated. In dealing with main clauses which affect
this particular industry. T endorse what has been said by previous speakers relative to the pro-
posed increase of hours. There should be no attempt in this country under any considerations to
increase hours. You can have a whole holiday, and you want them then to work their sixty-two
hours within six days. It is not fair, and I submit to the Committee that they should consider,
at any rate, the cutting-out of the two in sixty-two, making sixty. Cutting the six out of fifty-
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eightmaking it fi fty-two—I do not favour that, as I think it makes the hours too long; but I know
in a matter like this we have got to compromise, and really in a lot of oases we would be revert-
ing to what existed prior to the 1910 Bill. In the 1910 Bill you increased the hours in restaurants
from sixty to sixty-two, and this would only be a reversal, and fifty-two would only be what
females are obtaining at the present moment in private hotels and restaurants. We air asking
really what is in existence at the present moment, and what was in existence two or three'years
ago relative to the sixty. I submit this as a compromise as against what is our belief—fifty-six
for men and fifty for women. If thai was done there would be no decision Tor putting in this
eleven, and so increasing the daily hours. There is another little point that I would submit to
members of this Committee—that is that in subelause (3) of section 27 you set down that if over-
time is worked they shall be paid the sum of 9d. per hour. Now. that seems a terrible sum—
an awfully heavy sum oompared with the sum quoted by one member to-day as oharged by hotel
employers in Christchurch—9d. per hour overtime!

2. Mr. Veitch.] "Being not less than ninepence " ?—Oh, we know that means "not more."
Take this into consideration : when they arc working overtime they have to hustle for all they
are worth for that period.

3. Mr. Mtisset/.] You are not reading that clause correctly?—Please point out my incorrect-
ness.

4. The clause reads, " Every assistant employed during such extended hours shall, at the
first regular pay-day thereafter, be paid for such employment half as much again as the ordinary
rate of wages, or the sum of ninepence per hour, whichever is the greater"?—Quite correct;
but take the large mass of these employees—they get less than £1 10s. a week of sixty-two hours,
women fifty-eight and fifty-two in restaurants, which are six-day hours—often not more than
£1 ss. Women are considered well paid at £1 ss. a week. A considerable number are paid 15s.
per week. You see that figure does not give them any more than the 9d., so that I would suggest
a reasonable minimum is Is.; and surely none of us would think of refusing Is. for charity, and
here is honest work on a hustling, bustling day. They have to work for it where overtime has
to be worked. I want to endorse the statement made relative to the hour for the half-holiday.
It would be made by Mr. Long, 1 think, and I believe I read it in Mr. Carey's evidence—should
have been 1 o'clock. There was an excuse a long time ago, when this came into existence first,
that the meal-times 1 see that Mr. Chairman is thinking it is meal-time now.

The Chairman: Yes, the time is up.

Tuesday, 9th Septembeh, 1913.
Hon. J. Barr, M.L.C., further examined. (No. 44b.)

1. The Chairman.] When we adjourned last Friday Mr. Barr was just finishing his address?
—Yes, I was dealing with clause 27, if I remember rightly, and I had referred to the desirability
of substituting 1 o'clock for 2 o'clock here, as this referred principally to barmen—subsection (4)
of section 27. At the present moment 2 o'clock is the time, and we know perfectly well, we who
are interested in this matter and who are coming in contact with it daily, (hat when the indi-
vidual stops at 2 o'clock, by the time he gets home and gets squared up it is 3 o'clock, and this
curtails his half-holiday very considerably. It is not a half-holiday really—it is a little time in
the evening that he gets. We would suggest that it would entail no hardship to order that the
half-holiday should commence at 1 o'clock. I may say here that there are a number of employers
who treat their barmen in a fair manner and who at present do grant the 1 o'clock provision.
Now 1 would like to refer to this whole question of the one holiday. I want to put this on
evidence : that there has been for two years a hotel in Christchurch that has given to some of
the employees a whole holiday every fortnight. The Clarendon Hotel in Christchurch for a
matter of two yea is—it might be more, but we will say two years—agreed with their employees
in the dining-room that instead of giving the half-holiday they would give a whole holiday every
second week. 1 was perfectly well aware that this was contrary to the Act, but as it suited the
employees and suited the employer, so far as I was concerned I took no notice of it. A Itime,
however, arrived when one of the employees tell out with both his fellow-employees and the boss,
and he reported the matter to the Factory Inspector, and the Inspector could not do otherwise
than to stop the practice. I give this illustration to show that the whole holiday can be worked
if the employers are willing that it should be worked. Furthermore, as you may Iμ: aware,
in the 1910 Act there was a provision put in. which was principally for the Canterbury employers
—that provision was to enable the employers six times in the year to dispense with the half-
holiday, provided that on the following week they would give a full holiday. This has been
taken advantage of universally by the Christchurch employers. 1 favoured that at the time
the Bill was before this Committee. I believe I gave evidence in the matter, as it was very
awkward during race weeks to get a sufficiency of employees. This was conceded and recognized
by the Committee, and the clause put in, and, as I have said, employers take advantage of that
provision at the present moment : they dispense with the half-holiday and they give their
employees the full holiday on the following week, and there has been no trouble in connection
with it. I mention that to show that if the employers desire a little alteration in their organ-
ization there is very little difficulty in giving what is asked. Not only am I referring to such
hotels as the Clarendon, but to all hotels in Christchurch, because we know that at certain periods
the Christohurch hotels are without exception filled to the doors—in fact, so full are they in
certain cases and on certain occasions—at show times, for instance—that they have sometimes
to get outside lodgings for their employees and give the bedrooms to the guests. Still dealing with
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subsection (4), I would suggest that in the first line of that section you cut out the word " exclu-
sively " and put in the word " substantially." I will not refer to that any further, as it has
been dealt witli by tiie last speakers. It is going to be very awkward if you make it l< exclu-
sively," but if " substantially '" is put in it will, I think, be satisfactory to all parties. Now,
in this other matter of " not more than three assistants," there is an exception made to any
hotel or restaurant in which not more than three assistants are employed—they shall be entitled
to a half-holiday. I object on behalf of my people to this exception of " any hotel or restaurant
in which not more than three assistants are employed," and I would suggest that these words
be deleted and that there be no exception to any hotel or private hotel; but I want it clearly
understood that I do not include boardinghoVises, in that we know that there must be some line
drawn in connection with the boardinghouses so as to save those widow women that we hear so
much about who take in boarders to supplement their earnings, or as the sole source of income.
I am prepared to make a compromise or a suggestion in connection with small hotels. I would
suggest that a provision be made to subsection (5) to provide for hotels having not more than
two employees giving two half-holidays in one week in place of one whole holiday, leaving it
optional with them to adopt either course. If they found it was more convenient to give the
whole holiday they could do so; if they found it was not so convenient, then in that one week
they must give two half-holidays. That principle is recognized in the English Act. I mention
that in a spirit of compromise, as we know that the employers have certain difficulties to con-
tend with, and we do not wish to handicap or put any unnecessary hardship on them; at the
same time we consider that no employee should have to work more than six days in any one
week. I would like to say that I agree with one gentleman who gave evidence that clause 28
should be deleted—that is the clause that deals with the accumulation of holidays. It is not
taken advantage of to any great extent, and it has been a clause that has caused some little
friction in Christchureh. Employers have entered into an agreement or merely told their
employees, "We will let your holidays accumulate," and they were averse to giving the holiday
when it came to time, but wanted to pay. We have had some little friction, but we have always
prevented it going to the Court. At the same time—the Factory Inspector in Christchureh will
bear me out—we have had trouble in this matter. It would be more satisfactory if the whole
clause was deleted. If it is not deleted we would have to take note of the accumulated holidays
in the half-holiday book or whole-holiday book that the employees are forced to sign. In the
meantime no provision is made for noting accumulated holidays in the holiday-book. There is
another matter : there is one clause here where the employer is enabled to dispense with the
half-holiday or whole holiday six times in the year for race times, and which applies principally
to Christchureh and not so much to other centres. You have here under your proposed new Act
a provision that two half -holidays will be given on the subsequent week, and two full
holidays in lieu of one will be given the following week. There is no doubt' there is
going to be trouble here—trouble for the employer—and there ought to be a way out. True,
this is only for six times in the year. We are against any system of payment for holidays, but
to every rule there is an exception, and this ease I believe it would sweeten the working of the
Act if a provision was made to the effect that to those who are entitled to receive the full holi-
day on the week that they did not get it, if it were suitable to both parties, they could receive
payment for it as set forth in subsection (3) of section 27, which means that they would get
overtime rates—would be paid at time-and-a-half rates, or Is. per hour, whichever is the greater.
I believe that it would be acceptable to employers and acceptable to employees. We have to
recognize that the next week the employee would have to get the full holiday all the same, and
this provision would be in lieu of two holidays. I believe that suggestion is one that would
remove a certain difficulty. Regarding section 30, I have already dealt with that part referring
in accumulated holidays, but subsection (2) of section 30, it has been suggested that the whole
subsection be deleted, and I believe that the simplest plan would be to delete it; but I recognize
this : that while in subsection (1) of section 30 it makes it imperative on the individual to sign
the book, you have nothing to force him to sign the book—there is no penalty—so that it would
be found almost imperative to make some penalty. I suggest that you delete the words "or
who signs any incorrect record," for this reason : that we have many employees, particularly
females, who do not examine what they are signing; who are too flustered, particularly when
employed at first, and they will sign anything. The thing may be incorrect and they have signed
it unknowingly.

2. Do you not think they should look to see the entry is correct before they do sign?—The
trouble is here : you have young girls and you have men who have been " on the rocks " for
a while; they get this job. and the boss asks them to come up and sign : they will sign anything.
Of course, it is quite right that they should see what they are signing, but they do not always
do so. We have had cases before the Court where employees (and they have been illustrated to
you) have signed certain things and they were filled in afterwards; but he has no witness, so when
it comes to a Court of law it is his word against the employer's, and the employee's word in
nine cases out of ten is not in a Court of law of the same value as the employer's.

3. A Member.] Not when his signature is in the book?—Now, here we are going to penalize
them if they sign an incorrect record. It may be made incorrect after they have signed it,
and there is no proof to show that. I would suggest that if it is decided to retain subsection (2)
the words I have referred to, " or who signs any incorrect record," be deleted, or make it impera-
tive that a third party be present who must not be interested as an employer or owner. I submit
that it should be imperative in connection with any of these sections where a fine is imposed
that a large notice detailing the section and the penalty be posted in a conspicuous place acces-
sible to the employees at all times, and, in addition to that, in any book where a penalty is attached
it be made imperative that a heading should be placed on every page showing the penalty that
is attached. I think that is a just proposition.
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4. Mr. Him/marsh.] Line 35, page 16, the word "fixed"—"in each week fixed for the
half or whole holiday"—the word "fixed" ought to come out, ought it not? You see the boss
can fix the holiday any time he likes; that looks as if it was fixed beforehand?—l do not think
there is very much in that. We would like to see it this way : that it is fixed weekly.

5. There is nothing in the Act like that?—We want it in the Act, and we think this clause
ought to be amended in this direction. At the present moment the employee may think his
holiday will be on Tuesday and he may have made arrangements accordingly; at the last moment
the employer comes along and tells him he is to have another day. There should be some pro-
vision whereby the employer must fix it. It ought to be provided for. He can change it at
any moment; there is nothing to prevent that.

6. It looks as if there is some way in which it was to be fixed?—Well, I hope attention will
be drawn to that. In regard to section 31: I presume that will be altered. I cannot under-
stand 31 at all; Ido not understand what section 31 means. I presume that you will put it in
like clause 11 of the 1910 Amendment.

7. Mr. Chairman, I think we should have that Act here before us?—Taking into consider-
ation that you are making the Act to come into force in 1914, which would not affect anything
at all, the tiling is unmeaning. There is another matter I would like to draw attention to. It
is not contained anywhere, and that is my trouble. Clause 37 deals with the sanitation of shops
and offices. Now, I have had during the last four or five years a number of complaints from
employees in hotels about the unsuitability and insanitary conditions of sleeping-accommoda-
tion. The Factory Inspector can do nothing with it. One case I have in mind just at the moment.
There is one hotel where the male employees sleep in an outhouse with a public urinal up against
the back of it, and the smell permeates all the bedrooms. Some of them rather than sleep there
have taken lodgings elsewhere. Time and again employees have taken a job and when they
found out about the sleeping-accommodation left at the week's end. We could not do any-
thing; the Health Officer, so far as he was concerned, could not condemn the thing—at any rate,
he did not condemn it, although none could be got to sleep there. We submit that, seeing you
are making them shop-assistants, and providing provision for sanitary accommodation, and pro-
vision for air-space, surely it is reasonable to ask that provision should be made for sleeping-
accommodation. I do not suggest what provision, a? I know you have other Acts dealing with
that, and those in charge of the Bill—the Government—can very well add these provisions relative
to sleeping-accommodation which will be in the interests of the employees and of the general public.
I would like that that be taken into consideration, because it has been a source of considerable
annoyance and hardship. I would, however, like it clearly understood that it is not the rule
that bad accommodation is supplied to employees; it is not the rule, but unfortunately there
are a number of exceptions.

8. The Chairman.] Do you not think it is a case for the municipal authorities?—You provide
for sanitation for the shops, you provide in other industries that certain sleeping-accommodation
shall be provided : it is a fair thing to ask that those employees, who are often put into an out-
house or a detached building, that the accommodation of that building should be sanitary from
every point of view, both as regards air-space and as regards the nature of the buildings and of
its surroundings.

9. Do you not think, in dealing with the question of signing the record, that you would
get over the alleged dishonesty on the part of the employer if you had the amount stated in words
instead of in figures?—l would not like to say that you would get over the difficulty thus, but
it would minimize the evil and it would be a valuable addition.

10. I do not like this idea that all employers are capable of fraud. I do not think the
employers generally want to play tricks like that on the employees, and I think in these days of
free secondary education there is no reason to nurse people, and surely it is a reasonable thing
that they should be expected to see what they are signing, and there is no reason why they should
not have a fellow-employee to witness their signature?—There is no provision for that.

11. Mr. Carey.] .This section 29 is not a new section, as indicated by the line?—No.
12. Then it goes back to the old section of the Bill which permits the holiday being lost and

given the next week or during the rest of the week. In Christchurch it is working very satisfac-
torily?—Oh, yes.

13. It has prevented the preceding section being availed of—the fact of section 29 allowing
hotelkeepers in Christchurch to miss the holiday in that week has prevented them taking advan-
tage of the accumulated-holiday section?—Very few have taken advantage of the accumulated-
holiday section.

14. That section that you suggested, notwithstanding the section of the old Act, that would
still mean that the Arbitration Court could, before this Bill came into operation, make an award.
An award could be made between now and April, 1914, and this award would carry on for three
years, and the union covered by this award would be denied the benefits of the Bill?—That is
so, and we would have to safeguard that, for this reason : that employers who wanted to defeat
the provisions of this award might bring the employees before the Conciliation Council by way
of dispute and force the hand of the unions. That might be done, and it is always best for us
to make sure of our ground, and it might be wise to make provision for that.

15. There is seven months of an interim in which an Arbitration Court could make an
award?—Yes.

16. Mr. Glover.] There is one question in connection with what Mr. Carey has said : what
award is in force at the present time?—The Canterbury agreement is now in force, and goes out
about April. It does not affect me. The Wellington people have no award; at the present
moment the Auckland award does not exist. Should this Act come into force, say, in six weeks'
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time, the Wellington people and the Auckland people could force the hand of the workers, bring-
ing them before the Court, and conditions could then be entered into and an award made before
this Act came into force.

17. Clause 31 says, " Notwithstanding anything in this Act any award of the Court of
Arbitration relating to hotels or restaurants in force on the third day of December, nineteen
hundred and ten (being the date of the commencement of the Shops and Offices Amendment Act,
1910), and in force on the commencement of this Act, shall continue in force for the period for
which is was made as if this Act had not been passed " ?—That clause is no good.

18. You say you are not working under an award in Cliristchurch : what are they doing in
Dunedin?—lliere is an award in Timaru. The award in Timaru was not in force on that
date—l9lo.

19. Mr. Clark.'] It was in force before that—on the 3rd day when the Act came into opera-
tion?—I cannot understand clause 31 at all; I would suggest that the whole thing be cut out.

20. Mr. Grenfell.] Do you believe in the principle of an award in existence being modified
upon the legislation coming into force? We will say it is based upon the existing legislation in
regard to working-conditions. The Act of 1910 provided for certain working-hours, and these
are proposed to be interfered with by this Bill, are they not?—Yes.

21. Would this be a solution: that a clause be inserted in the Bill that upon legislation
coming into operation affecting that award that that award shall cease to operate?—The whole
award? No. If you had been reasonable and rational from my point of view I might have
agreed with you, and if you had referred only to those provisions which the Act dealt with, but
you are going to make it something thai comes in and deals with one thing—you are going I"
make it act on twenty.

22. Do you recognize that the granting of a whole holiday will require an increase in the
staff of hotels?—Not everywhere.

23. That it will affect the rates of wages to be paid to several workers?—In what way?
24. You arc aware that the Court has established a method of providing for the scale of

wages according to the number of hands employed, where three or more are employed : now, the
increase in hands would mean an increase in wages?—Not necessarily.

25. Supposing the hotelkeepers only see that way for making provision for the whole holi-
day?—But they do not.

26. It has been suggested that the only method they have of providing for the whole holiday
is by increasing the number of hands. That would mean a proportionate increase in the wages
of the other assistants?—T think not necessarily. Last year employers in Christchuroh—some
employers—thought they would prepare themselves if the Bill went through, and this is what they
did : they had a scheme whereby one extra employee was engaged—where there was & staff of
twenty or thirty one extra hand was engaged, and h<, was to l>c a general hand. It was put in
hand in one place. A man is a printer, he is a waiter, he relieves in the bar, he relieves the hall-
porter, or any other porter who is off for his holiday—he is practically a general factotum. So
far as Christchurch was concerned that can be done. If the union was agreeable, and the union
was agreeable (seeing that we are working under an agreement, one more hand would be put on;
he would be given a special wage, and entitled to be employed in any capacity. There is no
award in Wellington, as \ou know, nor any in Auckland, so that there is a way out. Employers
themselves, as just now instanced, recognize a way out without adding to a staff and without
increasing the wages of five or six employees. If the man is relieving it is immaterial to him
if it is a half-holiday or :i whole holiday.

27. Now. with respect to sanitation, have you noticed the provisions with regard to accom-
modation? Clause 37 (/) says. "The Inspector may from time to time, by requisition to the
occupier, determine as to the shop or office what space of cubic or superficial feet shall be reserved
for the use of each person working therein, and the occupier shall cause the same to 1«> reserved
accordingly "?—That applies only to working-conditions.

28. Would this satisfy you : if another word were inserted, by which it would read " work-
ing or sleeping therein " ; but T think there is provision in the Act as it reads. In clause (a)
you will find this: '.'-The shop or office shall be kept in a cleanly state, and free from any smell
or leakage arising from any drain, privy, or other nuisance"?—You cannot make those clausnv
cover the case by shoving in a word here and there. I suggest special provisions dealing with
Bleeping-accommodation.

Thomas Peter Hatpin examined. (No. 45.)
1. 77/• Chairman.'] Whom do you represent?—The small shopkeepers, the drapers, clothiers,

and mercers of Wellington. Mr. Seaton, for many years chairman of the Wellington Shops
Association, was to be here this morning, but could not possibly come alonir. Mr. Fownes, who
was chairman of our last two meetings, will support me. With reference to the Shops and
Offices Bill, on the whole we believe it a very fair one. One or two exceptions we take. The
proposed hours for closing, clause 23 : this Bill proposes our closing at 8 in the evening on four
days other than the half-holiday and at 10 on one day. We are of opinion that it would be
fail' to make it 9 o'clock on four days, 1 o'clock on a half-holiday, and 10.30 on a late night, on
a Saturday. Those are the hours in the requisition under which we are now working. Those
are the hours we ask that we be allowed to keep our shops open in Wellington. We also wish
to make it a strong point that we consider that 1 o'clock on a half-holiday is a fair hour to close.
We understand that the proposal has been put before you to close earlier, but we suggest that
the hour be retained for closing on the holiday.
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2. There is no such proposal that I am aware of?—As regards closing by requisition, we
are liable at any time to be called upon to sign a requisition to close on any day for early
closing. We think ilii.s should onlj occur once a year. They are a source of annoyance to us,
these requisitions continually coming roundj we have lately had experience of that in Wel-
lington. There is another thing, relating to the employment of assistants after the prescribed
time, clause 43 : we prefer to have it as at present—half an hour after the prescribed time.

3. We have that already noted? <h n> an alternative we are quite satisfied with 6 o'clock,
provided we are allowed, as far as the drapery and olothing trades are concerned,, to keep our
assistants till half past !) mi one night. We do nol want to keep them any longer. The only
time is on a late night.

4. Mr. Anderson.] yon would keep the doors "pin ( —Yes. That is, I think, a fair sugges-
tion. We are allowed to keep our assistants fifty-two limns, and the majority of us only keep
them forty-six and forty-eight. That is really all that we wish to point out. We are very pleased
to note in clause 14 you have stated that in signing the requisition for a half-holiday by a
poll all those signing should give addresses and occupation. We think it very necessary, and
are very pleased to see it in the Bill.

5. In answer to a question of mine you said that you would keep your shop open till half
past 9. Supposing any fiesh customer comes along?—'l hey will come in, but the assistants
cannot serve them.

6. Do you think it would work at 9 o'clock, say, to shut your doors, and give permission to
serve those already there, but lock the doors against any further customers?—That is to finally
close up for the night? That would be too early.

7. I do not say any particular hour—whatever hour the Mill prescribed. Do you think it
would work to close the door and serve the customers you have in?—Not at that hour; if 10 I
would say Yes.

8. I do not say any particular hour. Do you think it would be a proper thing to shut
the door, serve those customers already in, and let the assistants go when they were served?—
That, would allow the shop to be reopened by the shopkeeper when they were gone.

9. The Chairman.] 1 understand that there is no grace undei the 1910 Act; the fifteen
minutes is only a concession. Yon say you keep your shop open during that fifteen minutes?
Yes.

10. Mr. Anderson.] And anybody from the street can come into it?
11. The Chairman.] Ihey can keep the shop open as long as they like as long as the

assistants arc gone? I forgot to mention we are pleased to see that the wife and family are still
allowed to work in the shop after the assistants have left.

12. Hon. Mr. Millar.] You would insist upon every employee serving any customer of yours
up to half past 9?—Yes; as a concession we would not mind letting an assistant away sharp
at 6.

13. Do you know that has been settled by the Court? Nine o'clock was the closing-hour,
and the Court held that the man had to dose at !) : they had to serve any one on the premises,
but could not admit any one later. Is not that satisfactory?—That refers to the working-hours
of assistants?—We are asking that the closing-hour should be half past 10. What you say
would mean (hat the closing-hour would be 9 or half past 9.

14. Mr. OrenfeU.] You are giving your evidence on behalf of your association: would you
mind expressing your personal opinion?—Personally I am rather in favour of the hour as stated in
the Bill in clause 23. Some of the smaller shops want the longer hours.

15. In connection with the case decided by the Judge, his decision was chiefly to the effect
that the half-hour's grace only applied to workers outside the shop?—No, they could finish
serving, but they could not take on fresh ones.

16. The Chairman.] You think that the conditions applying to the large shopkeeper would
apply equally to the small shopkeeper ?—Yes, T think so.

17. Do you not think any legislation that would restrict the hours would have a tendency
to restrict business altogether?—Yes, it would.

18. In the course 9oi time there would be no such thing as private enterprise?—No, it would
make a monopoly for the big shopkeepers.

James Downie examined. (No. 46.)
Witness: My name is James Downie. I am manager of the People's Palace.
1. The Chairman.] You do not rent it?—No, 1 am manager of the hotel for the Salvation

Army.
2. It has been stated that vim give your employees a whole holiday every week, that you pay

them the standard wages, and that you are making considerable profit out of the business on a
55.-per-day tariff. Do you mind telling the Committee the value of the premises that you
occupy?—They cost about £33,000. I have heard, but do not know for certain.

3. What rent do you pay?—There are six shops in the building; of course, I only pay
for the private hotel.

4. I see: the shops are included in that £30,000?—The top is separate, but all part of
the building.

5. And the receipts you tret from letting those shops assist you?- No.
6 You say your ss. tariff pays all the expenses?—l say the ss. tariff pay all the expenses

of the hotel.
15—1. 9a.
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7. We are told that you are paying 6 per cent, interest on the value of the property?—I
am paying 9 per cent.

8. You have been sent up here as an example of what can be done. If you are not under
the same conditions as the other people the evidence is of no value. We have asked you here to
try and get at the Tacts. 'I here are six shops, two let at .£1 7s. 6d. and four at £1 ss. There
are two of them that arc not rented at all; one is rented at £1 7s. 6d. I have nothing to do
with the shops at all, but the shops are included in the building.

9. Mr. Dαrr it. I What do you consider your rental is at the Palace per week?—£27 Bs. 9d.
per week.

10. And under that rental you think you can make it pay?—Yes, it does.
11. Mr. J. Bollard.'] Your tariff is ."is. a day—that is, Is. less than any of the others except

the small hotels—Is. a day less than the Bristol, Grand, and Central?—I believe so.
11,. This is worked on commercial lines?—Yes, entirely.
13. You say that while you work it on commercial lines there is a profit?—Yes.
14. How does it compare with those other hotels in the way of food and accommodation?—

We are generally pretty full.
15. The general public patronize you. it is not confined to members of the " Army "I—Yes,

the general public.
16. You find that you can give a weekly holiday)—Yes, I have been giving girls a weekly-

holiday for the last three years and men for the last twelve months.
17. How long have you been there?—Four years.
18. You say that it does not interfere with the commercial aspect?—lt is an improvement.

You keep a better class of employee, and it is better for the employees.
19. If you can do it, you can see no reason why the other hotels could not do it?—No. I

was siili manager of the People's Palace in Sydney: the award compelled us to do that there.
20. Is that a large place?—There is accommodation for six hundred. We were compelled

to give a whole holiday there every week.
21. Did it work satisfactorily?—Yes.
22. It is, you consider, profitable to give a whole holiday?—Yes.
23. Mr. Anderson.] What is this £27 Bs. !)d. based upon—what capital is it based upon?—

It is divided equally between the part of the building that I have, the hotel, and the shops. I
do not know anything about the financial side of the work. The People's Palace is a private hotel
run on business lines; it pays 9 per cent, on all capital invested. The land was given originally
for a rescue home, but transferred with consent to Newtown.

24. What we want to know is whether the rent you arc paying works out on a percentage
basis. On what capital per cent, does it work out, so that we can compare it with the rent which
is paid at some of the other hotels or restaurants. What does the " Brigadier " base this £27
Bs. 9d. upon?—Nine per cent, on the capital invested in the private hotel, and the shops are
paying 9 per cent, on the capital invested in them.

25. Hon. Mr. Millar. ] You have given us the capital value of the property at £33,000.
With two shops let at £1 7s. fid. and four at £1 ss. per week gives you a total rental of £398
per annum; capitalizing that at 5 per cent. I make out that you are paying about 6 per cent.
on the shops and about 5 per cent, on the hotel property?—l might be mistaken, but that is the
statement I got from the " Brigadier," and he assured me those figures were correct.

26. Mr. Carey.] You did not come to this Committee of your own volition ?—No, I got a
notice to attend.

27. Has the union in any way approached you to come here?—No.
28. Do not most hotels let the bottom part of the building for shops? As a matter of fact,

have not the hotels nearest to you goi the shop-frontages let?—the Bristol and the Grand Central?
—Yes.

29. The People's Palace Hotel is in no way financially subsidized by the Salvation Army;
even the land which was originally given was purchased l>v the department which runs the hotel;
so that the value of the land is a trade charge as well as the value of the building, and the hotel
lias paid 9 per cent. *on the capital expended?—l have definitely stated that it is paying 9 per
cent, on the property value.

30. There is no reason to think that the " Brigadier " is in any way attempting to mis-
lead?—He has given me the facts as I have stated them.

Mr. Millar: We are not doubting the " Brigadier's " veracity.
31. The Chairman .] Is it the usual custom of people keeping these boardinghouses that they

rent the boardinghouses and the shops?—No.
32. The trade of the hotel is not paying for the whole of the capital invested in the build-

ing : the proprietor gets a separate rent for the shops
33. Mr. Carey.'] The receipts for the shops and the receipts for the hotel are kept separately?

—Yes.
34. The business is done in the ordinary way just as a private man would do his business?—Yes.
35. You say that the granting of the six-day working-week has been an improvement?Decidedly.
36. Is not this a fact, that on one week the chef works five days and a half?—Yes; they work

that on the Sunday afternoon.
37. Mr. J. Bollard.'] You stated that well-appointed hotels only charge Is. a day more:

are you certain that statement is correct?—l am only taking it from advertisements in theRailway Guide.
38. Would you be surprised to hear that hotels like the Windsor charge 15s. a day? Iknow several people staying at the Hotel Windsor who state that is so.
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The Ghavrtnan: I think the tariff ranges from 6s. to 10s. a day
39. Mr. <!r-'iitdl.\ Have you been working under award?—Yes, ever since I have been there,

1 think.
40. Have you any award now in Wellington?—We work under the Shops and Offices Act.
Mr, Clark: Mr. Carey says he does not work under the award.

Francis Joseph Sullivan examined. (No. 47.)
1. The Chairman.\ What are you?—A merchant.
2. You wish to make a statement on this Bill?—I am president of the Private Hotels and

Hestaurants Employers' Union. I have been sent up here to represent them. Personally 1 do
not employ any of the shop or restaurant employees. 1 am instructed to protest against some
of the sections in this Bill, and to ask you to seriously consider such proposals as are made. The
principal objections that my union has to the proposals now before you are contained in section 4,
subsection (3). These provide that the wages-book must be kept fur at least two years, and the
Inspector has a right to inspect it at any time during this period. We think that keeping these
records for six months should be ample, as by section 49 no prosecution for an offence can be
started after three months, so what is the' use of requiring people to keep these records when they
cannot be of any use? For small traders to have to keep a book for two years would entail
a great, deal of hardship. Section 5, subsection (5) :We ask that a confectioner .should be
described as one whose business it is to sell confections, or sweetmeats, or other eatables usually
sold by confectioners. A number of our members run tea-rooms, and they have a restaurant
at the back and a confectionery shop in the front, and also sell buns, and it would be very much
better, 1 think, and save a lot of irritation, if it were possible to add the words we suggest.
In the old Act a fishmonger was described as one who sells fish and fresh fish, and because they
sold rabbits there was trouble. 1 was myself challenged because they were not especially mentioned
in the Act. Of course, we asked that the wording should be altered. However, I was convicted,
and the Act was altered the next session. Section 17 (a) :In the case of fishmongers it is abso-
lutely necessary to have the words "on any working-day or public holiday." It is not quite clear
there—" on any working-day (or public holiday)." The fish-shops should be able to be open
on public holidays to supply the hotels and boardinghouses. We also have to supply the public
when they return from holiday-making. If the stock is not sold it is: mostly lost. The trawlers
are working under award, which gives the men the public holida}rs, and if no fish is saleable
on the public holidays trawler-owners lose two days. The trawler-owners have endeavoured to
get the men on the trawlers to substitute the day before for tjic public holiday, but although all
are agreeable the Inspector objects and will not allow any variations of the awards. Section 19:We would like, after the words "but where a shop," the word " restaurant" to be inserted, so
as to read " but where a shop, restaurant, and factory have a common entrance." Many fish-
shops and tea-rooms have only one entrance, through the shop, into their restaurant; or, better
still, we would suggest that this class of shop should be defined as "restaurants." Clause 20:
After the word " shop " in the first line " restaurants " should be added, to conform with sec-
tion 19. Section 26 (exemptions): We suggest that it should be "five to ten," and the word
" inclusive" added. It is not quite clear whether it is intended to make it inclusive or not;
and the same with "twelve to nineteen inclusive," putting in the word "inclusive', in each
case. The reason we are asking for nine to be included is that the employers' only safeguard
is to insist that all employees leave their premises and take their meals outside. It is really a
hardship to the employee, as at present the employers must turn employees out on to the streets
to get their meals. Section 27, subsection (6), provides for the hours of work in restaurants, and
in the opinion of my union there is no reason why this subsection should be in at all. The hours
of work in a restauiant should be the same as the hours worked in a hotel, provided for by sub-
section (a). One of the reasons we ask for this is that when the award was made with the
restaurants it provided for a certain number of hours' work, but these hours were spread over
seven days in the week, and now it is proposed to only allow six days in the week, or " restaurant "
would be included in clause (a). Subsection (2) provides that written notice of extended time
worked has to be given tii the Inspector. We consider this must objectionable and likely to lead
to a lot of irritation, especially through small employers, many of whom are illiterate, ami
through forgetting to give notice the summons is the only alternative, and a waste of their time.
Further, it is unnecessary, as the time-book will show this and disclose the offence if committed.
Section 27. subsection (5), provides for a whole day's holiday in restaurants and private hotels.
This means not only extra labour but also increased rate of pay through the week to the present
staff of the kitchen. The award under which we are working provides for graduated pay accord-
ing to the number of hands employed. Thus if there are three hands employed in the kitchen
at present the chef gets £2 155., the second £1 155., and the others £1 7s. 6d. Immediately
another man is brought into the kitchen the chef gets £3 55., the second gets £2 55., and the others
.£1 7s. 6d., so that it means £2 7s. 6d. and the board to bring an extra man for the week.
Section 30 : In the past the word " fixed " has caused difficulties and differences of opinion, and
we suggest that the word " fixed " should be eliminated and substituted by the words " on which
the assistant has had the whole or half holiday." A restaurant business will not allow employers
to fix a day that cannot be altered under any circumstances that arise and which cannot be
foreseen. The demands of the business must be a prior consideration to the convenience of
either the employers or the employees. We also ask that the hours of fishmongers in the First
Schedule should be extended half an hour so as to make it 11 o'clock—11.30 and 11 o'clock. The
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tish-shop, especially where it is the only entrance to the restaurant, has to be kept scrupulously
clean. Hotels, picture-shows, anil theatres do not close until 10 o'clock, when there is always a
rush for restaurant suppers, and it is 11 o'clock before the people are served on the ordinary
days and 11.30 on the late nights. It is necessary to have the place washed down and cleaned
before these final hours, and everybody who is employed therein to be oft the premises. This
cannot be done at present, and it is desirable, especially in warm weather, to have the facilities
of an extra half-hour for washing-down. 'These difficulties might be overcome if this class of
shop, as previously suggested, be defined as restaurants. Seotion 33: I ask this alteration for
myself and others who are engaged in like businesses with me, bul it has nothing to do with the
union. .1 ask thai skin-buyers and wholesale fishmongers should be exempted. They are very
similar businesses to the wool-buying business. It is absolutely necessary in the oyster season.
when all our oysters arrive at nighi and a large proportion of our tish arrive at night, and we
must have the assistants in the office to deal with these perishable goods, At present under the
proposal of the Act we must absolutely shut the door a( 5.

3. Do you want to include that in the weekly wage?—Well, the men that are on at night
are not on during the day.

4. Mr. Anderson.] What do yon do now?—We open, as we have to do.
5. There is no law now.' Not (hat I Know of. The boardinghouse-keepera in Dunediu held

a meeting there before I came away, and 1 was requested by them to protest against being included
in this Bill. They say that their position was threshed out in the Arbitration Court, and after
a lot of evidence the Court refused to include them in the private-hotel award. They say that
if the present proposals are carried they will affect five houses in Dunedin and exempt ;i large
number who employ only two servants and those who work their establishments entirely with
members of their own family. These five consider that they will be unfairly handicapped, and
they cannot raise their tariff to pay for extra labour. They claim that their business is just
the same as a private house on a large scale, and that their employees have as many advantages
granted to them. Neither the employers nor the employees are asking for legislation to better
their, at present, happy relationship, and they think that if the employee is to be solely coii
sidered, the private families employing three, or more servants should be in the Bill to be con-
sistent; that if it is decided that workers in every industry irrespective of circumstances must
not work more than six days in the week, then both they and our union claim that all workers
employed in railways, tramways, farms, dairy factories, police, and all public servants should
receive equal consideration with other workers, and it should also include employers of all classes
of labour, and doctors. They hardly see why one particular industry

6. Mr. Clark.] I,arsons, too? should provide the revenue for the lot.
7. Mr. Anderson.] How are you going to manage it?—1 am not a Legislature, sir. We

do hope this: that all the members who vote for this Bill, that later on when this wedge is:
inserted, and when the police come along, the dairy factories come along, and I lie managers come
along, you will all be consistent and vote for six days a week for them too ; ami then after that
you will endeavour to have a five-days week. I myself would like to be one of those few thousands
I see at Home who are not bound to work at all.

8. Mr. Cltir/,-.] The 1 iill does not go far enough, in your opinion, then.' -The Bill goes too
far; but if you go so far, go farther, and make it perfect.

"9. Mr. Andeison.] You know that old law that lias come down to us, " Six days shalt thou
labour ": do you approve of it?—Certainly, where you can possibly do it.

10. Were there any exemptions mad.: in that law? I was not there at that time. Likely
there were people then, as now, who found it absolutely necessary to work the seven days.

11. Hon. Mr. Millar. J You said you objected to il being compulsory on the employer to fix the
holiday proposed here on a given day?—Yes.

12. If it is not fixed, how do you propose to check the employee ever getting that holiday?
—From the wages-book.

13. How is that wages-book going to be kept by an illiterate man? The Inspector will very
soon see to that.

14. You said just now in regard to the overtime record thai one of the reasons why it should
not be in the Bill was because there were many illiterate men?—] said there were some. We
say it has got to be entered into the wages-book and the Inspector has a right to inspect that book
day or night. The wages-book should really show exactly what has been •lone, and there should
be no necessity to give notice to the Inspector.

15. How is he to find out that uot more than ninety hours overtime are worked in any one
year?—First of all, there is the secretary of the union, and they have a whole army of pickets,
and a complaint is very soon followed if a breach has been committed.

IC. Mr. ./. Hollai<l .\ Supposing a man carries on a business that necessitates his employees
working seven days a week, what holidays could those employees gel !—Half a holiday.

17. You would not give a whole holiday?—To some men I would and some 1 would not.
18. Why not?—Difference in the men—some are better, more conscientious workers than

others.
19. You believe the hours of work should be fixed?—As a rule 1 would certainly say Yes,

but there are of necessity exceptions. I am under the trawlers award. We only work the men
six days a week. At home 1 work seven days a week, and have done so for years. It is necessary
for me every Sunday morning to go down on my bicycle to see that these men (the trawlers) are
all in their places.

20. You could employ some one else to do that?—Well, when I go myself 1 see that it is done.
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21. Do you not think it is only fair that where employees are obliged to work seven days
v week that the employer should be on the sumo footing?—Wo provide for the public; we must
eat seven days a week.

22. That is not the question at all?—Our business is supplying the public's needs.
23. There is nothing to prevent an employer who has to keep his business open seven days

a week employing his hands ffve days and a half and giving them a whole holiday on a Sunday
and the half-holiday 1 Quite light, if that man has not a business of the kind w<., are discussing;
but there are businesses that will not allow that.

24. What business?—Restaurants.
25. 1 am including restaurants. Why cannot a man give the same conditions as if he only

worked six days a week.'—lt is v question of the nature of the business that he is doing. He
cannot put on extra labour-; if he does it means more for wages. As far as some restaurants
are concerned, they generally take half the staff on one Sunday and half the other Sunday; they
provide teas and suppers. The hotels generally have no suppers and only occasional teas, and
people coming back from late picnics at 6 and 7 o'clock will not be able to get into a restaurant
and get something to eat.

26. The Chairman.] Do you not think that much trouble could be avoided if employers were
compelled to pay their men by the hour—no monthly or annual wages?—Yes, I might, agree
with that, provided the minimum was sufficiently low to allow the indifferent worker to be paid
accordingly, otherwise the man who is a smart worker is not getting paid what he should be
paid. In this way the best men would come to the front, and the other poor men would have to
starve.

27. Mr. Carey.] You said in effect that when a Bill goes so far in certain respects there
should be no exemptions?—No, 1 do not think 1 said that: 1 said that in one section of this Bill
it is provided that when overtime is worked notice has to be given to the Inspector.

28. You do not want that?—No, 1 do not.
29. want greater privileges than other shopkeepers have.'—Our class of business is

quite different, and necessitates different conditions.
30. You admit that this section already gives you a privileges over other shopkeepers?—Yes.
31. You said that boardinghouse-keepers say they had their position threshed out in the

Arbitration Court, and you think that Parliament should refuse to legislate differently?—Ce-
rtainly.

32. What is the remedy tor the worker in places like " (.ilenalvon " : what remedy do you
suggest?—1 say, if you are going to have an Arbitration Court have it, and do not go see-sawing
between the one and the other.

33. When the Arbitration Court has hail the privilege of deciding and has refused to decide,
what remedy do you suggest then?—What remedy? Well, I should say, leave it.

34. Thin you would have such matters left I—Certainly.
35. Even where the worker labour 105 hours for 10s. a week?—Yes.
36. Do you know of any Australian State or any country where the matter of the regulation

of hours and awards has been taken right out of the hands of Parliament and left to an Arbitra-
tion Court?—1 am afraid thai you are better conversant with the labour troubles than 1 am.

37. If I tell you that in my evidence I have staled that in no State of Australia has the
Arbitration Court power to override ami set aside regulations made by statute, will you agree
to that?—Yes, if you were on your oath.

38. Then you want an exception made in New Zealand .' Yes. quite reasonably. 1 think
that the conditions there may be entirely different. 1 know that New Zealand was the only
country in the world that gave Great Britain a Dreadnought.

39. Would you have that an exception: instead of the people making the labour laws of
the country an Arbitration Court eati do so?—While it is law, yes.

40. In fact, you are asking that the hours of women workers in restaurants that have been
fixed at fifty-two be increased to fifty-eight?—Yes, because you are asking six days instead of
seven.

41. lion. Mr. Millar.\ Do you know the duties of the Judges of the Supreme Court?—Well,
they have to decide on the evidence brought before them.

42. They have no power to make the laws?—No.
43. Do you consider the Arbitration Court should be placed on the same footing/—Certainly

not.
44. You quite agree?—Yes.
16. Do you know when the hours of labour were lirst regulated by Parliament in New Zea-

l.md .'- 1 believe it was before the introduction of the Arbitration Court.
Eon. Mr. Millar: It is a fact that the hours of labour are regulated by every Parliament in

the world.
46. Mr. Greenfell.] Mr. Sullivan, are you an employer yourself in this relation?—No, I am

not. lam president of this employers' union.
47. Are you an employer of labour at all?—Oh, yes.
48. In connection with the Arbitration Court proceedings, the Court goes fully into the details

of the particular business over which it is presiding?—My experience has been so—most exhaus-
tively into it.

49. And they have more evidence than would be submitted to the Committee of the House,
a Committee like this?—Yes, I think so.

50. And dealing with each particular place?—Yes.
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Andrew Parlanb examined. (No. '48.)
1. Tht Chairman.] Give us your full name and whom you represent .' My name is Andruw

Parlane. I am secretary of the Drivers' Union in Wellington, and am giving evidence on behalf
of our union. The class of drivers particularly affected by this Act are the broad and coal
carters. The first thing we ask is that the Act shall oome into force on the Ist January instead
of the Ist April. Previous to October of last year the hours of these drivers were governed by
an award of the Arbitration Court, which fixed their hours at forty-seven and a half, exclusive
of stable attendance, which would amount to about an hour a day. Under the Shops and Offices
Act their hours are fifty-two per week, with an hour per day extra for stable attendance. There
is very great dissatisfaction among the men.

2. You say their hours have been increased under this Bill?—Yes, they were forty-seven
hours and a half under the award. They are not paid for the hour a day. We submit that
the new Act should come into force with as little delay as possible, and we ask that the Committee
will endeavour to have the Bill brought into force on the Ist January, as we consider the matter
to be one of urgency. Section 4, paragraph (d), dealing with the records :We ask thai wages
shall be shown separate from premiums, bonuses, or commissions. Our reason for asking for
this is that we think any commissions, bonuses, or premiums should Ik, paid over and above
the minimum wage. With regard to keeping the records, the fact of an employee signing a
record should not, in our opinion, be proof of its correctness. It does not seem fair to us that
because an employee is compelled to sign a record his signature should be deemed proof of the
correctness of the record—that his signature should make an incorrect record correct. Section 5,
clause (1) (0), relative to closing on a half-holiday: We ask that the time for closing shall be
noon instead of 1 o'clock. Drivers have to do a certain amount of stable-work after the hours
prescribed by the Act. If the Committee do not see their way clear to giant this w<, ask that
it be specified in the case of drivers that all work shall cease at 1 o'clock, so that the men will
have the time before that hour for the necessary stable attendance. We prefer noon, but if
1 o'clock is to be retained we ask that the whole of the work, including attendance to horses,
should cease at 1 o'clock.

3. Would they come back in the evening to attend to the horses'/—Yes; that is another
argument why they should get off at 1. The employee, in addition to working up till 1 o'clock,
has to come back in the evening, and perhaps Sunday morning as well. Now. at present the
employer can keep his drivers hanging about for eighteen hours and a halt' a day. A shop-assistant
under the schedule which provides for bakers can be worked from 4 in the morning to half past
10 for five days in the week, and to 11 on the other Jay. and it averages aboui eighteen hours
and a half a day. 01' course, they cannot work continuously more than nine hours, but they can
work them intermittently. We ask that the hours shall be fixed by the employer in advance,
and that notice of such regulation shall be posted up in each shop and stable, ami shall not be
altered without fourteen days' notice. The drivers have entered into two agreements with the
master bakers of Wellington. In the first agreement (to be found in Vol. iii, Book of Awards,
page 212) it is provided that fifty-five hours shall be worked inclusive of everything, and the
starting-time was fixed at Bin the morning. That ran for three years, and was then superseded
by an award which provided that the hours should be regulated by the employer to suit the
requirements of his business. This meant that the hours had to be fixed by the employer in
advance. Later on we entered into another agreement with the master bakers, and this clause
taken from the award was accepted by the master bakers. This further agreement is to be found
in Vol. ix, Book of Awards, page 605. At the present time a man will come down to attend
to his horses, but when he has done the horses he is stood off till the bread is ready, tf he has
done the stable-work and is ready to go on with the other work the employer should not be able
to stand him off. If the bread does not rise the bakers have to be paid, and we do not see why
an exception should be made in the case of the carter. We ask that the hours should be fixed
in advance, and that such regulation shall be posted up in the shop and stable, and not !><■ altered
without fourteen days' notice. Section 11 :We ask that the wages shall be paid weekly. rlhere
is another week's grace given before prosecution, which means that a man can be kept out of his
wages for three weeks, and these men cannot afford to be kept out of their wages for three weeks.

4. Is there any attempt made to pay fortnightly?—No, I do not know of any. Sec-
tion 18 (a) (c) :We ask that these be struck out. They deal with holidays. On both the occa-
sions I have referred to—that master bakers entered into agreements with the Wellington drivers
—provision was made for a half-holiday even though a special holiday fell dining a particular
week. This section is really doing a man out of a half-holiday. At the present time the
ordinary carters get the full benefit of a holiday and do not work on Saturday afternoon to
make it up. In regard to sanitation, we ask that an amendment be put in providing that
where an occupier of a shop engaged in manufacture, handling or delivery of bread, meat,
milk, or other articles of human consumption requires his assistants to do any stable or other
dirty work lie shall provide proper lavatory accommodation, to include a supply of hot water,
soap, towels, &c, so that the assistant can properly wash himself before handling such articles.
At present a bread-carter lias to go and clean out a stable and wash thr heels of greasy-legged
horses, and there are no provisions other than a cold-water tap to wash himself before handling
bread, and I think that in every baker's shop proper provision should be made that the men
dhould clean themselves.

5. Would you have a compulsory clause?—l am quite prepared to say that there should be.
Section 43, relating to fifteen minutes' grace : If there were any provision that overtime is to
be paid for this I have no objection. It means increasing the already long hours of drivers.
If it is intended to pay overtime for this I have no objection, but otherwise we strongly object
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to it. Section 55 :We ask that the stable-work which is now being done for nothing shall be
paid for. We would sooner that the whole clause be struck out and that fifty-two hours should
cover everything, but in the event of the Committee not agreeing to this we ask that the next para-
graph (which provides for overtime) be applied to this, with the exception that the overtime
be at the rate of time and a half instead of time and a quarter. We strongly protest against
any driver having to work for less overtime than any other assistant gets by this Act. If a
driver is to be classed as a shop-assistant we think that drivers should get the same rate of
overtime. The work of an assistant who is a bread-carter is far harder work than the work
of an ordinary shop-assistant; they have to run up hills, collect money, and have much respon-
sibility.

6. You know that clause 43 prevents a man keeping his assistants more than fifteen minutes
after the prescribed time?—Yes, but 55 overrules that. Clause 55 provides that they can be
employed a greater number of hours for the purpose of feeding horses.

7. Your first statement was in favour of allowing the Arbitration Court to fix the hours?—
No, I did not mean it in that way. Ido not see why the Arbitration Court should not fix our
hours.

8. Would you advocate the principle in all trades?—No, I would not. I would advocate
this : that where a union asks the Court to fix the hours the Court should do bo.
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OFFICES
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SUMMARY
OF

REPRESENTATIONS
MADE
BY
CORRESPONDENCE.

Date
ofLetter.

No.
ofLetter.

Name
of

Writer.

Description
and
Address
of

Writer.

Representations
made.

Section
of
Bill affected.

Remarks.

26/8/13
1

(a)

4/8/13
5

Re
Inclusion
of
Private

Boardinghouses
and
(Private
?)

Hotels
in

Bill,
Sections
26-32.

William
Grau

and
nine

Proprietors
of

boardinghouses
and

Protesting
against
their
inclusion
in
the
Bill

others

private
hotels
at

Hamilton
and

Frankton
Junction

Innea
....

Secretary,
Chamber
of

Commerce,
Chamber
of

Commerce
protests
against
the

inclusion
of
hotels
and

Rotorua

boardinghouses
in

the
Bill

Sections
2
and

26
to
32.

Ditto.

i

i

26/8/13
I

1

(6)
,

Re
Whole
Holiday
for
Hotels

and
Restaurants,

Section
27
(5).

William
Grau

and
nine

Proprietors
of

boardinghouses
and

Protesting
against
a

full
holiday
weekly

others

private
hotels
at

Hamilton
and

Frankton
Junction

R.
Galbraith

..Proprietor,
Somerset
Private
Hotel,

„

„

Ashburton

Smith
and
four
others

Boardinghouse
proprietors,
Taumarunui
„

„

F.
Casey.. ..President,

Gisborne
Branch

Auckland
Union
urgesthat
everyhotel

irrespective
of
the
number
of
hands

Hotel
and

Restaurant
Employees'
employed
be

made
to

observe
a

full
day's
holiday
perweek

Industrial
Union
of
Workers

Section
27
(5).
j

Section
27
(4)

and
(5).

3/9/13
2

12/8/13
3

13/8/13
4

Re
Gonsti

Mion
of
Combined

Districts,
for

Purpose
of

Half-holidai/
for
Shops,
Section
12
(2)
;

Re
Fixing
of
the.
Half-holiday,
Sections
13
to
16
;
a\

R.
S.

Badger..Seoretary,
Christchurch

Retailers'
Association

suggests
that
a

ten-miles
radius

from
the
General

Association

Post-office
should
b<!
made
the

boundary,
and
that
subsection
(2)

should
be
deleted

Charles
B.

King..Secretary,
Auckland

Grocers'
Indus-
Suggestion
by
the
union
that

Road
Boards
be
included
in"

cam-

trial
Union
of

Employers

binod
districts"
in
tho
suctions
mentioned

d
n>

Exemptions
fri

Section
12
(1)

and
(2).

rom
same,Section
17.

26/7/13
24
(a)

25/8/13
7
(a)

Sections
12
(2),

14

(2),
and

16(2).Sections
14

and

15.Section
13.

»

30/7/13
21
(6)

R.
French ....Auckland......Suggesting
that
annual

conference
of
members
of

contiguous
local

bodies
fix
the

statutory
closing-day
in
all

cases

J.
A.

Thompson..Bookseller
and
stationer,
Auckland..Suggesting
that
the

statutory
half-holiday
be

made
optional

(evidently
meaning
the
day
of
the
half-holiday)

Anonymous
..Auckland
......Suggesting

that
the

statutory
half-holiday
be
made
optional
for

small
shopkeepers

Alfred
Moore

..Men's
outfitter,

Auckland....Suggesting
that
shopkeepers
be
given

the
option
of
closing

on

Wednesday
or

Saturday

H.
E.

Bullen..Bootmaker,
Auckland....Ditto

...... F.
A.

Fenton..Chemist.
Auckland....Protesting
against
the
compulsory
Saturday
half-holiday

J.
H.
Hannan..Draper.

Auckland......Protesting
against

compulsory
closing
on

Saturday

J.
Livesly

....Secretary,
Dcvonport
Shopkeepers'

Association
suggests
that
shopkeepers
be
given

the
option
of

Association

closing
on

Saturday
or

Wednesday

R.French....Auckland
......Suggesting

that
Saturday
should
be
fixed
as

the
statutory

closing-

day,
with
tradesmen
having
the
option
of

substituting
Wednes-

day
by
giving

previous
notice

„

.....,Suggesting
that,
as
in

caseswhere
the
holiday
is
held

on
any
day

but
Saturday
tradesmen
have
the
option
of
observing

Saturday,

then
where
Saturday
is

compulsory
tradesmen

should
have
the

option
of
observing
anyother
day

29/7/13
12
(b) ..13

30/7/1*
14 25

29/7/13
I
f>

18/7/13
28 16

30/7/13
i

21
(a) ..!21

(,)
I

Section
13
(2).
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20/7/13 25/8/13 26/7/13 30/7/13 31/7/13 5/8/13 1/8/13 31/7/13

i

29/7/13
J

30/7/1320/7/13
21
(<■)
21
(<■)

K.
French.. ..Auckland......Suggesting
that
in
caseswhere

main
thoroughfares

traverse
areas

governed
by

morethan
one

local
body
the

statutory
half-

holiday
shall
be
the

same
throughout
the
length
of
such

thoroughfare

7(6)
Charles
B.
King..Secretary,

Auckland
Grocers'

Indue-
Suggestion
by
the
union
that
all
exemptions
from
dosing
for
half-
Section
17
(1)

trial
Union
of

Employer-

holiday
except

fishmongers
be
struck
out

(a).

2+(r)
R.
S.
Badger

..Secretary,
Ohristchurch

Retailers'
Association

suggests
that
all
exemptions
from
half-holiday
except

Section
14.

Association

chemists
be

abolished

8

I'.

Fielding. .Secretary,
Auckland
Hairdressers
and
Stating
that
Auckland

tobacconists
and
hairdressers
arc

strongly
Section
17
(1)

Tobacconists'
Industrial

Union
of

protesting
against
not

being
included
in
list
of

exemptions
(6).

Employers

!)

Ekman.. ..Tobacconist,
Cambridge....Stating
that
Cambridge

tobacconists
are

protesting
against
not

Ditto..The'"
exemptions"

referred

being
included
in
list
of

exemptions

to
are
not

exemptions-

10

George
fCnox

..Tobacconist,
Auckland

....
Protesting
against

tobacconists
and
hairdressers
not

being
included

....from
closing

altogether
at

in
list
of

exemptions

V

in
section
17
(1)
(a),

bue

1
1

(«)
E.
8.
Wilson

..Secretary,
Tobacconists'
Association,
Association
strongly

protests
against

hairdressers
and

tobacconists
,,. .merely

the
right
to

changt

Dunedin

not
baing
included
in
list
of

exemptions

the
day
to

some
otheT

>

23
(o)

F.
E.
Hilliker..President,

Dunedin
Hairdressers'
As-
Stating
that

Dunedin
hairdressers
and

tobacconists
are

strongly.. . .day
than

Saturday.

sociation

oppDsed
to
not
being
included
in
the
list
of

exemptions

12
(c)

J.
A.

Thompson..Bookseller
and
stationer,
Auckland..Suggesting
that
the
number
of

exemptions
bo

reduced.. ..Suction
17
(1)

(a)
and
(6).

J

21
(d)

B.French....Auckland
....
..Suggesting

that
in
the

caseof

exempted
shops
the
majority
of
the

Section
17
(1).

shopkeepers
in
the

sameline
of

(exempted)
business

may
apply

for
the

removal
of
the
exemption

25/8/13
7
(6)

26/7/13
2+
(c)

30/7/13
8

31/7/13
9

5/8/13
10

1/8/13
II
(o)

31/7/13
J

23
(a)

29/7/13
J

12
(o)

30/7/13
I

21
(d)

29/7/1326/7/13 1/8/13 31/7/13 1/8/13 31/7/13 22/7/1319/7/1316/7/13 1/8/13 1/7/13

Ke
Proposed
8
and
10

o'clock
p.m.

Closing
for
Shops
in
the

Four
Chief
Centres,
Sections
23
and
51.

12
(a)

J.A.Thompson..Bookseller
and
stationer,
Auckland..Suggesting
that
section
23
be
struck
out

......Section
23.

24
(b)

R.
S.

Badger
..Secretary,

Christchurch
Retailers'

As-
Association

suggests
that
7

p.m.
should
be

mad"
the
hour
for

sociation

olosing

11
(b)

E.
S.
Wilson

..Secretary,
Tobacconists'
Association,
~)

Association
strongly
protests

against
the
closing-hour
being
fixed

,.

See
"definitions,"
section
5,

and

Dnnedin

I

for
all
hairdressers
and

tobacconists
while
other
tradesmen
in

which
should
do
awaywith

23
{d)

K.
E.

Hilliker
..President,

Tobacconists'
Association,
f

the
vicinity
are

allowed
to
sell
tobacconists'
goods

and
keep

this
objection.

Dunedin

J

open

11
(c)

E.S.Wilson
..Secretary,

Tobacconists'
Association,]

and

Dunedin

I

Suggesting
that

provision
be
made
for
closing
at
10
p.m.
during

,,

23
(c)

F.
E.
Hilliker..President,

Tobacconist.-'
Association,
j

Mid-winter
Show
Week
asat

present
provided
in
the

requisition

Dunedin

26
(h)

H.
Bolitho

....Viee-President,
Tobacconists'
Associa-
Suggesting
that
the
section
be

amended
to

allow
the
Minister
Section
23
(2).

tion,
Auckland

somediscretion
in
an
urgent
casesuch
as

the
American
fleet's

visit

1/8/13 1/7/13 12/7/13 24/7/13 31/7/13 31/7/13

Re
Hours
of

renting
W'nrk
for

Females
(9.30
p.m. —Section
5

(&)),
and
for
Assistants

generally,
under
Section
5

and
Schedule
I.

18
(a)
C.
E.
Statham,
M.P...

Dunedin......Suggesting
on

behalf
of
a

Dunedin
fruiterer
and
confectioner
that,
Section
5
(1)
(a).

in
the
event
of
the
hour-limit
of
9.30
p.m.for

females
(which
is

an
inconvenience
to

fruiterers)
not

being
removed

or
extended

to
a

later
hour,
then
that
the
time
be
extended

onthe
condition

that
all
time
worked
after
9.30
p.m.should
count
as,
say,time

and
a

half

19
(e)

J.
Fisher
and
J.
Nan-
For
the
fruiterers
and
confectioners
of

Suggesting
that
the
word"
exclusively"
in
line
47
be
omitted..Section
5
(a).

carrow

Ohristehurc.h

19
(a)

Ditto
..

.,
Ditto

....
...,

Desiring
that
florists
should
observe
the

samehours
for

assistants
First

Schedule.

as
fruiterers,
as

their
trades
overlap

1/7/13
1»(«)

1/7/13
19
(a)
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SUMMARY
OF

REPRESENTATIONS
MADE
BY
CORRESPONDENCE—
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Date
of

No.
of

Letter.
Letter.

Name
of

Writer.

Description
and

Address
of

Writer.

Representations
made.

Section
of
Billaffected.

Remarks.

Re
Hours
of
censing
Work
for

Females,
tkc. —continued.

31/7/13
j

19(6)
J.

Fisher
and
J.
Nan-

For
the
fruiterers
and
confectioners
of

Proposing
that
the

closing-time
for
fruiterers
be
extended
half
an

carrow

Christchurch

hour
during
the

warmweather
(from
October
to

April)

20
(g)

Arundale
and

Boreham
Fishmongers,

Dunedin ....Suggesting
that
the
hours
for
fishmongers'

assistants
should
be

ex-

tended
by
half

an
hour

31/7/13
19

(d)
J.

Fisher
and
J.
Nan-
For
the
fruiterers
and
confectioners
of

Suggesting
that
the

definition
of

"shop-assistants"
should
not

carrow

Christchurch

include
female
members
of
the
occupier's
family
who
do
not

work
morethan

fifty-two
hours
perweek

31/7/13
19(6) 20

(?)

First
Schedule. Section

2..See
section
5

(3),
which

already
exempts
them
from

section
5.

31/7/13
19

(d)

Miscellaneous.

28/7/13
6

J.
R.
Ross
and
Co.

..Hairdressers
and

tobacconists,
Napier

Protesting
against
the
thirty
minutes'

gracehitherto
allowed
being

reduced
to

fifteen
minutes

26/7/13
24
(/)

R.
S.

Badger
..Secretary,

Christchurch
Retailers'

As-
Ditto

sociation

20
(e)

Arundale
and

Boreham
;

Fishmongers,
Dunedin

....
Suggesting
that
subsection
(a)
should
be
made
to

ooverrestaurants

and
(6)
should
be
omitted

20
(6)

..

.,

.,....Suggesting
that
the
words"
or

public
holiday"
be
added
after

"
working-day"
in
line
38

..20
(/)

„

..•„....Suggesting
that
written
notice
of
extended
time
worked
should
not

have
to
be
given

..20
(a)

,,

,.

„.. ..Suggesting
that
wage-book
should
kept
for
six
months
instead

of
two
years

20
(c)

,,

.,

„

....Suggesting
that
section
19

should
read
"but
where
the
shop,

restaurant,
and
factory
have
a
commonentrance"

..20
(d)

,,

,,

,,

... .Suggesting
that
the
word"

restaurant"
be
added
after"
shop"
in

the
first
line

1/8/13
II
(c)

E.
S.
Wilfion

..Secretary,
Tobacconists'
Association.

and

Duneilin

I

Suggesting
that
Good

Friday
evebe

added
to
the
list
of
late
nights

31/7/13
2:i
(6)

F.
E.
Hilliker

..President,
Tobacconists'
Association,'insection
7,

and
the
closing-time

on
that
night
be
10

Duncdiu

23/7/13
21
(t>)

F.
S

Hethorington..Wanganui
....
..Pointing

out
that
during
Christmas
and
New
Year

week
assistants

maybe
employed
four
hours
extra

irrespective
of
the
hours
that

they
may

otherwise
have
worked

1/8/13
11
(d)

E.S.Wilson..Secretary,
Tobacconists'
Association,
")

and

Dunedin

that
it
be
the
duty
of
the
palice
in

addition
to

that
of

31/7/13
23
(e)

P.
E.
Hilliker

..President,
Tobacconists'
Association.
the

Inspectors
to

sec
that
the
Act
is
carried
out

Dunedin

21/7/13
17

J.
Coo
mbe....Editor,

Evening
Standard,

Palmerston
Suggesting
that
the
proviso
to
section
66
be
struck
out.
.

North

24/7/13
j

18(6)
C.
and
W.
Hayward

Dunedin,........Suggesting
that

retailers
having

nolate
night
in
the
week
should
be

(Limited)

allowed
to
work
their
employees
a

week
or
ten

days
for
stock-

taking
purposesoncea

yearwithout
extra

remuneration.
(Whol

taking,
and
contend
that
this
is
fair

because
their

omployees
hav

28/7/13

Section
43.

Section
27,
sub-

section
(o)
and

(6). Section
17(1)

(a)
This
is
quite

unnecessary,as

the
public
holidays
arenot

compulsory
(see
section
18).

Section
27
(2).

Section
4
(3).

Section
19

..Unnecessary,
as

"restau-
rant"
is

already
a

shop.

Section
20

..Ditto.

Section
7.

Section
7.

Section
52.

Section
56.

Section
8
(5).

lesale
houses
do
not

have
to
payextra

for
stock

ve
no
late

night
in
the
week)

26/7/13
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31/7/U
19
(c)

5/9/13
;

2219
(c)

J.
b'isher
ami
.T.
Nan-
For
the
fruiterers
and

confectioners
of

Pointing
out

that
no

provision
is

made
re.

closing-hours
for

coin-

..This
might
be
met
by
pro-

carrow

Christchurch

bined
fruiterer
and

tea-room
businesses

viding
that
an

assistant

employed
in

both
should
be

deemed
to
be

exclusively
employed
in

that
in

which
she
is

principally
engaged
as
certified
by

Inspector,

in
same
wayas
in
section
20.

8.
T.
Mirame

..Secretary,
Dunedin

Master
Butchers'

Resolution
of
union

protesting
against
inclusion
of
section
55
in

Section
55.

Industrial
Union
of

Employers
its

present
form

It.
iS.

Badger. .Secretary,
Retailers'

Association,
Association

suggests
that
in
the

caseof
shops
in
a

certain
line
of

Section
24
(7)

This
would
be

very
drastic

Christchureh

business
closing
by

requisition
all
other
shops
that
sell
any

Section
24
(7)
and
(8)

are

articles
peculiar
to
that
line
of

business
be
also

required
to
close

inserted
in
the
Bill
to
meet

this
difficulty
as

far
as

possible.

2fi,
7/13
24
(A)

22/7/13
2()
(a)

1C.
Bolitho

....
Vice-President,
Tobacconists'
Associa-
'

Pointing
out

that
it
is

impossible
to

control
the
sale
of

cigarettes
Sections
24
(8)
|

tion,
Auckland

and
tobacco
in

restaurantsand
hotels
when
the

proprietors
arc

'.VI.

allowed
t"

sell
to
persons
living

on
the

premises

,,
....Ditto
....
....

Suggesting
that
hotels
should
not
be

allowed
to

have
cigarettes
Section
32
(1).

and
tobacco
in
orabout

the
bar

on
the

statutory
half-holiday,

and
that
it
should
not
be

necessaryto
have
to
provea

sale ■!.S.

Badger
..Secretary,

Retailers'
Association.
Association
suggests
that
the

appliances
to

which
employees
areto

Section
37
(1).

Christchurch

have
accessshould
be
specified
and
not
left
to
the

discretion
of

the
Inspector

H.
Bilitho....Vice-President,

Tobacconists'
Associa

Protesting
against

auctioneers
being
allowed
to
sell
second-hand
Section
13..Auctioneers
are

already
pre-

ti'm,
Auckland

furniture
on

statutory
closing-day
whilst
second-hand
dealers
,

vented
by
several
Court

have
t"

close

,

decisions.

„
....Ditto
....
....

Suggesting
that
a
definition

be
inserted

providing
that
a

whole-
Section
2..Definition
of"
shop"

seems

sale
warehouse
is

onowhere
goods
aresold
only
to

retailers

sufficient.

„........
Suggesting
that

provision
be
made

so
that
in

easesof

temporary
Section:!..Can
do
so
now

(eee
sections
6

indisposition
a

shopkocper
be

allowed
to

employ
an

assistant

and
8).
In
any
event
in

for
at
least

ono
night
without
having
to

change
the

nameof

caseof

indisposition
the
In-

the
registered

occupier

spector
would
change

name

(see
section
3).

Pointing
out

that
chemists

canstill
sell
cigarettes
as

asthma
cure
Section
5
(4)..See

definitions
in
section
5
(5),

„..............
Pointing

out
that
chemists

canstill
sell
toilet

requisites,
and
that
Section
5
(5)..,.•itisverydifficult

to
draw
the
line

between
toilet

requisites
and

hairdressers'
requisites

,,
....
,,
........Pointing

out■that
it
is
unfair
to

allow
bookstall-keepers

on
railway-

Section
17
(a).

stations
and
wharves
to
sell
to

people
wh
i

are
travelling
only
to

the
suburbs

F.
S.

Hetherington..Wanganui......Suggesting
that
the
holidays
under
section
19

should
be
made
Section
19.

compulsory
holidays
and
that
the
ordinary
weekly
half-holiday

should
be

observed
in

addition

T.
H.

Bellamy..Secretary.
Kaipara

Chamber
of
Com-
i

Resolution
of

Chamber
of
Commerce
that

permission
be
given
to

merce

storekeepers
in

places
where
there
arcno

chemists
to
sell
patent

medicines
without
making
themselves
liable
to
a

penalty
under

the
Act

J.
L.
8.
Wright

..Secretary,
Dunedin

Expansion
League

Resolution
of
committee
urging

careful
consideration
of

amend-

ments

22/7/13
211
(k)

26
7/13
I

24
(«)

22/7/13
20
(6)

■12
7

13

26
(«)

22/7/13
26
(d)

22/7/13
26
(<■)

22/7/13
26
(/)

26
(e)

26
(/)

22/7/13
26
(,j)
26
(?)

23/7/13
27
(a)
27
(a)

10/9/13
I

202n

16/9/13
3030
I
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SHOPS AND OFFICES BILL: SUMMARY OF CORRESPONDENCE OBJECTING TO THE COMPULSORY
SATURDAY CLOSING IN AUCKLAND.

Authority: John Mackay. (Jovermnent Printer, Wellington.—lol3.

Date of
Letter. Letter N"ne of Writer- Descriptionand Address of Writer. Summary of Contents.

2/8/13
1/8/13

31/7/13
2/8/13
2/8/13
1/8/13

■2 7 13
2/8/13

30/7/13
1/8/13
2/8/1331 7 13

1 \V. W'iiui .. .. Grocer, Auckland .. .'. Stating thatcompulsory Saturday closin;
is a failure.

2 E. S. Gribble .. MenVDutifitter, Auckland .. Ditto.
3 G. and L. Tomlinson.. Stationers. Auckland
4 F. Gregson .. .. Storekeeper, Auckland
."i \V. H. Sniari .. Pork-biiioher, Auckland
(> H. and J. Harrison .. .. .. ....
7 C. l<:. Webster .. .. .. . . „
s .1. Beloher .. .. Bootmaker, Auckland
(.l J. (janliner. . .. Baker, Auckland

l<1 E. A. Lucas .. Auckland ..
II J. E. Walker .. Stationer, Auckland

L. Slierwin .. .. .Milliner. Auckland .. .. „
13 J. H. Greenwood .. Fancy-goods dealer, Auckland
14 — Parker .... .. .. Statement of weekly takings.
Iβ F. H. Dyer .. Auckland ..
Hi H. A. Coatee .. Pork-butcher, Auckland
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