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1913.
NEW ZEALAND.

LABOUR BILLS COMMITTEE:

SHOPS AND OFFICHS BILL.

(Mr. BRADNEY, CHAIRMAN.)

Rejort brought wp 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 or Jovy, 1913.

Ordered, * That Standing Order No. 219 be suspended, and that a Committee be appointed, consisting of thirteen
members, to whom shall be referred Bills mora particularly referring to labour; three to be a quorum: the Committee
to consist of Mr. Andsrson, Mr. Atmore, Mr. J. Bollard, Mr. Bradney, Mr. Clark, Mr. Davey, Mr. Glover, Mr. Hind-
marsh, Hon. Mr. Millar, Mr. Okey, Mr. Veitch, Mr. Wilkinson, and the mover.” —(Hon. Mr. MassEY.)

Fripay, THE 18TH Dav oF JuUny, 1913.
Ordered, “ That the Shops and Offices Bill be referrel to the Labsur Bills Committ ee.”” —(Hon. Mr. MASSEY.)

REPORT.

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. Brapxey, Chairman.
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: MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

IFripaY, 1s7T AveusTt, 1913,

Mr. Pryor (Secretary, Emplovers’ Federation): If vou will permit me, Mr. Chairman, I
should like to say that we have three witnesses this morning—D>Mrs. Black, of the Hotel Bristol,
Wellington; Mrs, Davies, of the Hotel Federal, Christchurch; and Mr. Horsley, of the City
Buffet, Christchurch. Theyr are private-hotel keepers. Mrs. Davies and Mr. Horsley came up,
[ think, by arrangement with the Hon. Mr. Fisher, to give their cvidence to-day, and Mrs. Black
is with themi. They are here to give evidence with regard to the Bill as it affects the private-hotel
keepers and private-hoardinghouse keepers.

Mrs. Thoyas Brack, Proprietress Hotel Bristol, Wellington, examined. (No. 1.)

1. The Chairman.] We shall be glad to hear what you have to sayi—I will give you an idea
of how the Bill will affect me if it is passed. It will mean absolute ruination to me. Tt will
cost me £283 a vear 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 T have now-—all the staffi—are very well satisfied with the way in
which they are treated. I will hand you this document to prove whether they are satisfied or
not. T went to each one of the girls and explained to theni. 1 said, “I do not want you
to sign this wunless vou are absolutely satisfied with the wav vou are treated,”” and
that document shows vou what they did. Not one was forced to sign it.  With the girls |
have now 1 havc one on every afternoon and one on every evening. 1 am not allowed to keep
on any more, so the girls really have quite enough to do. As yvou know, the cost of living has
gone up so enormously that one really could not do mare than we are doing—it is utterly impos-
gible for any private-hotel keeper. If the Bill becomes law it just means that we shall all go
bankrupt. I have gone through my books and gone into the whole matter, and T find it just
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
wayv they may be. As to raising the tarifi—well, we cannot get people to pay what we ask now.
It would be no use raising the tariff on the boarders, because thev will not 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 afterncon, and one day a week from 2 o’clock, and he
comes on the next morning. The same with the cooks. I should just like some of you Com-
mitteemen to come along to my hotel and find out for vourselves what they are really doing.
the hours they are working, whether they are satisfied or not, and whether they work too hard
or not. T assure you that every one in that hotel is perfectly satisfied as things are. The Bill
would be of absolutely nb use to them. If the Bill were going to be of unyv use to any of them !
would quite agree with it, but 1 find it will not be of any use to one side or the other. T think
that is all I really have to say. It really means closing down if it is carried.

2. Mr. Okey.] How many hands do you keep +—Fifteen.

3. How many extra hands do you anticipate you would require under the Bill#—Four more.

4. What is the nature of vour trade—do families come and live at your place’—We have
some married couples, but we have a number of voung men and voung women—permanent
hoarders. Then we cater for the travelling public. My tariff is 6s. 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
of living has increased so enormously. Where I used to get 5 per cent. discount 1 now get 24 per
cent. right round. And the price of evervthing has inereased—meat, milk, everything—so
much so that if this Bill is carried it means absolute ruination. It would cost me £5 8s. a week
more—£283 per annum more to run the business. I have four flats, and when it was one girl’s
day off T could not get the girl on the flat below to do the two flats. As it is it takes her up to
2 o'clock to do hers. T know that they would not do it to begin with, and I would not expect
them. T 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: T am going from half
past 6 in the morning till 11 at night. Tt is an utter impossibility.

5. Do vou find that yvou 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 or three
oceasionally 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 off each week?
—No. 1 have looked round, but it would only mean that the girl would have to do the two flats,
and she would work from 7 in the morning till 11 at night to get finished, becausc it would mean
that two girls’ work would have to he done by one. 1 know they could not do it. In the case
of the kitchen I could not make any arrangement, unless [ went into the kitchen myself. I
should have to employ another hand. In fact I would have, as I say, to employ four more hands
to carry it through.

. Would that be for their whole time?-—Yes, hecause 1 could not get a person that would
come in and cook to-day and do « housemaid’s work to-morrow and a waitress's another day.
No one would come.

8. You would have to board those extra hands?—Yes, or if 1 have not room I have to pay
for them out.

9. Would that reduce the number of boarders vou can take?--Yes.

10. Did you take that into comsideration in making your estimate?—My estimate allowed
for the boarding-out, because 1 could not put them up. T have allowed 5s. a week each all round
for boarding-out. As it is I board thirteen in the house. They occupy six of the rooms as it is.

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

12. They are not asking for this amendment?—No, thev 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 the cook down to the porter.

Mr. Veiteh.] You made the statement that this amendment would be of no use to the
staff. Would you be good enough to explain how it is that it would not benefit the staff in any
way? If it is going to cost you £283 a year, surely it must benefit somebody —No, because they
are off every afternoon and’ every Sunday afternoon excepting one, and every Sunduy evening
from T 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 T had a day’s
holiday I would have to stay in my bedroom. T 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 Bill. 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 publie.

14. What rent do you pay?—Nearly £20 a week. My wages bill—I pay £1.170 a year in
wages, and with the increase of £283 on to that you see where I would be.

15. Mr. Anderson.] Do your employees get a day off in the week or half a day?—As [
explained to vou, one of my maids—there are four of them and four waitresses—takes it to-day,
and another one to-morrow, and another one the next day. Thev really only come on duty -
every fifth day; and one is on every Sunday, so that they only reallv 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
[ 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 Bill became operative and you had to pay the extra amount annually, you would
be in no worse position sthan 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 Lere whom I rang up said, ‘‘ It means that T 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. It ranges from 22s. 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.] I understood vou to say that your girls work fifty-two hours one week and
fifty the next?—That is so.

25. That is really considerably less than they would be asked to work under the clauses of
the Bill7—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 eircumstances?—It will.

27. The Bill provides that the hands can work so-many hours more than that per week 1-—
You are going to allow fifty-two under the Bill.

28. Fifty-eight, is it not 9—It is fifty-two, I think, in the Bill.

29. Are all your employees members of the union?—That 1 could not say. As long as they
do their work I am quite satisfied, whether they belong to the union or not. 1 never troubie
about that.
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30. Are not the wages you pay award rates?—Yes, [ 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
boardinghouse-keepers and private-hotel keepers would be the sufferers. They would all be
sufferers, every one alike.

33. 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?

34. Would they not have to?—Then they would give up travelling. 1f you ouly knew how
we have to battle somctimes to get our money irom 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 am
certain he could not. I am at the lowest fizure now.

36. I suppose landlords are not very sympathetic #—They are never sympathetic. .

37. Hon. Mr. Massey] Where is your place of business?—At the corner of Cuba Street
and Ghuznee Street.

38. What is the size of the house—how many roowms?—I think there are sixty-four bedrooms
altogether.

39. You mentioned that the price of certain coutnnodities had gone up within the last few
weeks I—Yes. :

40. Will vou give the Committee some idea of the articles vou refer to?—>Meat hus gone
up in price, milk has gone up, and butter has gone up.

41, Mr. Davey.] Has bread gone up lately I—No, not just lately. There has been a big
inerease in meat. My butcher’s bill now is enormous. And where T used to get 5 per cent.
discount T only get 24 per cent.

Mrs. EvizaBeta Davies, Hotel Federal, Christchurcﬁ, examined. (No. 2.)

L. Phe Chatrman.] 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 off. I think it is absolutely
impossible to give it. We cannot do it. I think the inecrease in wages will cost me £250 a vear
more than 1 am paying now, and it takes me all my tinie to pay my wages bill now. In view of
my tariff and the heavy rent I have to pay 1 absolutely cannot do what is asked. 1 have a staff
of eighteeu or niuveteen, und they all get a very fair wage, and they are all quite satisfied. 1
treat them well, and they have staved with e for yvears. Last vear it cost me £400 more for the
upkeep of 1y staff than it did the prevous year, on account of the incrcase 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 haunds did you say you have!—From seventeen to twenty.
The number varies. When we are busy [ take ou extra help. I cannot see how the six days a week
1s going to work. It will disorganize everything. They are thoroughly satisfied now. I think
they get a very fair thing. They are off every duy very shortly after 2 o’clock till § and half
past b and a quarter to 6, 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, and yvou dare not dictate
to them nowadays. An employer cannot say that his soul is his own; lLce simply has to do the
best he can. I do not say that all ave 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. I know there has been a bad slump in New Zealund ; there has been nothing
doing whatever this winter. The year before last I had about £32 to pay in incowme-tax; last
year I had £3, and thi§ vear I have not any. The money is not in the country, and vou cannot
do the business. I do-not want to do any injustice to iy staff, but I want to do justice to myself
and my family, which I have to support, and it takes me all my tiwe to do it. If the people who
come here to agitate and talk to you ouly had the task of running our places for a year or a
couple of years they would not come here. We do not treat our staff unkindly; they do not
agitate. I do not think that one-third of the employees in New Zealand know anything about
this Bill: they do not understand it. Kver since we have becn in Wellington we have been
visiting the private hotels, and we find that the employers do not know anything about it. 1
think it is an absolute shame when they are in such ignorance about it. I think it is
quite an injustice to a wounderful country like New Zealand. It means that we ought to close
down the whole Domiunion, [ think. and give these people a whole vear’s holiday on full pay.
As for waiters, I would rather ewploy waitresses any time, because waitresses are alwavs more
conscientious. And female chefs are more conscientious than men. As far as men chefs are con-
cerned I have nearly lbeen driven mad with them: they are never satistied; vou give them u-
good wage, and they not only want that, but they want to sell everything they can—everyvthing
they think they are entitled to. I have my paper here, signed by my staff quite voluntarily.
{Document produced. ] : ' ’

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

4. You do not think your employees are asking for this?—I am sure they are not.

5. They are quite satisfied —They are. Before T left my girls said they did not expect it
—that they are doing very well.



I.--9a. 4 "MRS. E. DAVIES.

6. Do you have your full staff on on Sundays?—Oh, no. The majority of them get off on
Sunday afterncon, 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 are 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. I do not mind if you send a man down to question them about that.

8. What class of trade do yvou do—do vou have families?—Yes, and gentlemen and lady
boarders.

9. Do you have people who have given up housekeeping —Yes.

10. Finding it cheaper to hoard than keep house themselves: vou have a good deal of that
trade 7—Yes.

11. Do you have many come to you on a Sunday from the shipping, or anything like that!
—Casual people. We have travellers arriving by the boat on Sunday, but not many—in fact.
there have not been many travelling this winter.

12. Have vou got the extra room, supposing vou had to keep three or four extra hands?—-
No; T have to sleep them out now : I am renting rooms out now for them.

13. If you had to keep four extra hands, as vou suggest, vou would have to do with fewer
boarders {—VYes.

14. So that your income would be reduced in that way i—7Yes.

15. Mr. Veitch.] 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 Aect,
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
can?—Yes, 1 give them a day off whenever 1 can. I give them a fortnight off every year, and
pay them for it. .

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

19. As you are now, more than half of your staff get a day off euch week —VYes.

20. This Bill would only require you to provide for the other half of your staff getting a day
off each week I—VYes.

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 oune day off per week for nine people: how do you account for that?—They
do not get a whole day off—only hulf a day—on Sunday. I beg your pardon: I meant half
a day.

24. Noue of your staff get a whole day of #—No, not on Sunday. It could not be done.

25. How many hours per week do your people work, then?—Iifty-two hours——not that in
slack times. My girls usually get an hour before luncheon on week-days.

26. 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 {—1It is the day off that
we object to, because you cannot cxpect 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 thirtv. An old maid
of mine here was telling me that she is working at a place where she is doing tweunty rooms, and
she is getting £1 per week and she 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. I have been where I am for fifteen years, and
I know how to run my business. I 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 be very awkward. They would leave. You would be changing your staff the
whole time. You would have fresh girls in the house alinost every day. You would never know
whom you had or what you were doing. [ think it is impossible to work it in that way.

30. 1s your place a restaurant under the Bill%—We do a very small casual business—very
sinall, because we are practically isolated; we ave right out of the town. We do not cater so
much for that.

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

32. At what hour do they come on?—At 7 in the morning.
fni h33. And work till%—I1 never worry them. if they get their work finished, what time they
nish. 3

34. As soon as they have finished their work they have done for the dav 3—VYes.

35. They have half a day off on a week-day I—Yes, and every afternoon after 2 for two or
three hours—three hours, say.

36. Half of them have half a day on Sunday?—Yes, and then every Sunday evening. The
Sunday duties are very light. :

37. Mr. Wilkinson.] You pay a rental of how much$—£1,000 a year.

38. How long‘ls vour lease f01: 1—I suppose I have got about thirteen or fourteen years to
run. I am not quite sure. I have just taken a new lease, unfortunately.

39. Do you find that the cost of provisions has increased ?-—Frightf:ﬂly.

40. What items particularly I—Everything—coals, meat, milk, flour, butter—everything.
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41. Just lately 1—No, the prices huve been gradually iucreasing. There are always a few
pounds more tacked on to my bills. A butcher told me the other day that meat was going to
be very much dearer, too.

42. You have no bills, I suppose, showing these i
with me. R

43. What is your tariff-—Permanent boarders, £1 3s. and £1 l0s.; and casuals. 8s. a
day, or £2 2s. a week.

44. How many rooms have you!—We have sixty-three bedrooms to let 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.7—Yes."

46. That makes £2 10s.7—Yes. There are many men in New Zealand who are not getting
that, and have to keep a wife and family.

47. Is the tipping system general —VYes.

48. It is getting quite a custom now—Yes, too much so.

49. Do the assistants look regularly for tips?—7Yes.

50. They expect them $—Absolutely.

Mrs. Black: Excuse my interrupting you, but one of iy maids made £2 10s. one morning
before breakfast.

Bl. Mr. Wilkinson (to witness).] You said that last year your wages increased by a certain
sum I—Yes, the upkeep and everything combined.

52. By how much did you say I—#£400. It is the increased cost of living.

53. You do not think there would be any chauce of increasing the tarifii—I do not think so.
People seem too hard up just now. There is absolutely no money.

84. Mr. Pryor.| It is proposed to exempt private hotels ciuploying less than three hands : does
thut mean 1ncreased competition for you?—Oh, yes. 1 think that if we are brought under this
provision the small boardinghouses ought to be brought under it too. The present proposal would
mean that we should have to pay so much more money, and they would get out of it altogether.
I think they ought to be brought underv it if we are. Competition is so 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 distinet advantage.

55. The Chairman.] You think there should be absolutely no exemptions?-—I think it would
be ounly 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?—VYes, the Shops Act.

57. How do you come to work under the Shops Act?—We had notice served on us that we
should. We are not under an award. Judge Sim said he thought it too ridiculous for words’
to put us under an award.

58. Are you aware that you ure not working under the Shops and Othces Act of 1910 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 19103—What am [ working under?

59. You are working under unothing#—Then I umn under a delusion. 1 have been adhering
to the law, anyhow. :

60. Mr. Davey.] Who told you that you were working under this Act?—I think it was
Mr. Hagger, the Chief Inspector of Factories. Anyhow, there is no harm done: I am better off
than 1 thought.

61. M». Pryor.] The Labour Department have put you under the Shops and Offices Act 7—VYes,
I think their officer did.

62. Mr. Davey.| Ave there many private b()«\ldlllé,h()llht‘b in Christehurch similar to your
own +—Mrs. Cook’s, “* Warwick House 7 ¢ 8t. Elmo,” *“ The lodge,”” and one or two others.

63.- They are pretty large places—Yes.

64. They would ot come under this Bill at all l——A\o, and they can accomuodate more than
I do.

65. You think that if you are put under this Bill they should be also ?-—Decidedly. I think it
is only just.

66. Mr. Pryor.| A private-hotel proprietor with a fairly large family and employing twa
outside hands would be clear of the Bill altogether, and in that w ay would be competing uufairly
with you {—Certainly, and making more money.

67. Mr. Davey.] Do these large places in Christehurch take in casuals?—I could not say.
** The Lodge,”” and ‘“ St. Elmo,” and all those places do, but I 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 Bill.

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): Are there mauny houses in Wellington competing with vou?—Oh, yes,
dozens and dozens.

70. T mean large onesi—Yes.

71. And they would not come under the operation of the Bill!—XNo. Thev are all against
it—‘¢ The Mansiouns,”” the ‘‘ Columbia,”’ ‘‘ Waitangi "’ : they do not want it. Thev s‘mliq that
it means ruination to them. ‘I could not carry on,”” one of them told me; ‘T would have to
make my place into apartments.”

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

No. T have not brought them
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RoBert CHARLES HORsSLEY, Private-hotel Keeper, Christchurch, examined. (No. 3.)

1. The Chatrman.] Will you explain to the Comunittee 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. 1t 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 duy off it means an increase of the stafi. In
my case it would run into £250 a year. 1 am 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
I am prepared to do what is proposed. But I am sure 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 I 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 cook is a very hard person to get
hold of. Even when you have a man who can cook well he is very rarvely reliable, and 1 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 off 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 emplov 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 tariffi? We Lave 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 1s. 6d. (I charge 1s. 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 month to pay the rent. 1 simply cannot afford to do it. It
is the bulk of the business that I do at ls. that enables me to manage. We are not making a lot
of money in private hotels. We have no bar. Every man gets value for his money. If he
does not we very soon hear about it. A man in a private lLotel 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. 1
have been in most of the hotels in the North Island, and I am satisfied I am putting on qulte
as good fare as the majority of places that charge 8. or 9s. 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 staff have signed a statement to the effect that they are perfectly satisfied.
[Document produced.] Not only that, but my staff saw me off when I left to come up here, and
they bade me ‘ Good luck.”” They do not want the extra time. This holiday question would
absolutely knock the bottom out of everything.

2. Hon. Mr. Massey.] How many members have you on vour 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 up-—well, this last nine years, I should sav, by
50 per cent. From the business that we used to run there, yvou could see from the returns that
are sent in to the Government every vear 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 very
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, ‘1 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. Atmore.] What rent are you paying —£34 10s. a month.

5. What articles of consumptlon have the prices increased on prineipally %—I cannot tell vou
one article that has not ircreased.

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 ls. 6d., I suppose!—I 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 vou
have nothing to pay your rent 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 louse goes
up from 7s. to 8s. a day they snnph drop down a step to the other house that is charging 1s. less.

9. What class of trade do vou get of a Sunday !—We do practically nothlng on Sunday—just
the boarders in the house. As far as I am concerned, the dining-room is shut on Sunda} It
is a private hotel pure and simple on Sunday. My housemalds 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.] 1T understood you to say that this proposed amendment of the law would
increase your expenditure in wages by £250 a yeari—I will say between £200 and £250 a vear.
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 get 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 many extra hands do you consider you would have to employ 7—Three extra hands.

14. To give ten people one day off -—Yes, to give one full day off.

15. How would three extra hands get their time in?—We do a large business in the middle
of the day and it takes a full staff to work it. And my wife and I both work in the business,
and it takes us all our time to get through. We 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 vou 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 coolk off for one day in the week 7—We
would have to engage one first-class cook for working one day a week.

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

19. Would it make any difference to you if you were allowed instead to give vour cook fourteen
days off every three months?—I have often tried to relieve my cook and give her a holiday. Tt
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 vour place for a fortnight
vou can go. In the meantime T will see what I can do.”” It has never vet come off. You cannot
engage a first-class cook for a fortnight. If a first-class 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 that it is impossible to find a servant who would act as cook for one day in
the weck and as relieving housemaid, we will say, for the other five days?—I 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 up and I had a hundred and fifty people in for lunch!

21. T am suggesting that you employ a servant to act in different capacities, to relieve each
of the staff one day in the week 7—Those servants have got to be permanents if yvou are to carry
on vour 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?—No. Have you ever seen a' woman who is capable of earning £3 a week
doing a girl’s work that vou can get done for 18s. or £1? You just tryv it—or come down and
watch me when I try it.

23. Mr. Veitch.] T only want an answer to my question 7—It is impossible, absolutely.

24. 1 understood vou to say that vour servants do not want these altered conditionsi-—My
servants are absolutely satisfied with the present conditions, and they have signed a statement to
that effect. 1 am quite willing that any of the gentlemen in this room should go down and inter-
\;ie\\' them privately, and they will tell you the same thing. 1T feel conviuced 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 T will let them off, and T say ““ Yes.”” T have a good staff, and I recognize it.

26. How many boarders are there in ‘your house?—I have only four permanent boarders.

27. Mr. Wilkinsorn.] For what term is vour lease #—I have ten vears’ lease.

28. Still to go?—About nine years and a half to go.

29. Have you any evidence of the increased price of provisions—anv documentarv evidence
that you could show us?—-I have the receipts for groceries and meat ’

30. The Chairman.] With vou?—No.

31. Mr. Long.] Are you working under an award?—No, not under an award. _

32. Are vou 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 Christchurch opposed to an
award, and it is not enforced in Christchurch, I understand.

Mrs. Davies: Judge Sim said he thought it was absolutely impossible to give an award for
private hotels.

33. Mr. Pryor.] You have some letters signed by employees in other houses, have you not?—
Yes. [Documents handed in.] These are onlv from such places as I have been able to touch up
from 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{—Thev show
that the workers are quite satigfied with the present position. '

Mr. Veiteh: 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 thev are
hotel employvees. T would attach no importance to them. T submit thev should not be accepted '

Mr. Pryor: Tf yon will allow me T should like to sav that unless these are accepted as honour-
able documents we shall be compelled to bring these people here from all over the Dominion and
keep the Committee here for weeks. T am endeavouring not to do that, but to save the time of -
the Committee as much as possible. I will guarantee to get proof of those documents if the Com-
mittee requires it.

"J['r, Ander‘sm: . Tt seems to me the documents are of very li!:tle value. We do not know how
they were obtained. Tf an emplover goes round with a list, his employees may not care about
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refusing to sign. 1 think that 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 T have no desire to rush the Bill
through the Committee I would like to remind memhers that I have two very big Bills waiting
until thls one is disposed of. So it is necessary that we should curtail the evidence, while giving
reasonable opportunities for both sides to be heard.

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

36. Mr. Pryor (to witness).]. Did you get the signatures personally from your employees?—

I got them from my emplovees. T got a voung lady to go with me o that T should have a witness
to their signatures.
' 37. What did vou say to them when vou asked them to sign: did vou explain what was in
the Bill?—TI told them what the proposition was. T said, ¢ There is another Bill coming up before
the House that will cause me to go to consider '1ble expense, in this wav: you girls are to have
a fortnight’s holiday every three months, or a whole day every week.” And thev immediately
turned round and said, ¢ How on earth are vou going to work it? How is it to be donel An
absurd idea!’ And they made other remarks of that nature. 1 said, ‘T am going up to Wel-
lington over the business and am going to try to stop it. T should be very pleased if vou would
sign a document to the effect that vou are satisfied with vour emplovment " And they one and
all said they would very gladly do so.

38. That was all the pressurc vou brought to bear on them?—Yes, as far as I was concerned.

39. With regard to the increased cost of commodities, have not wages increased during recent
vears i —We used to pay a waitress 12s. a week and could get them to do almost anvthing 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.

43. How much have cooks’ wages increased during the last few vears? When I started in
business six months ago I paid £2 10s.: 1 am now paying £3.

44. You were connected with the business three or four vears ago{—I 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 vears 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 and 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 vours are working shorter hours now in actual work
than they did a few vears ago?—Certainly.

47. You sav that if you were to raise the tariff it would simply mean that people would go
to other places I—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 hoarders themselves want more for the monev?—It comes
in in this way, that vou have got to cater in a better manner for the people hefore vou 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. Mr. Veiteh.] You stated that your waitresses do as thev like, principallv?—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 first thing vou know is that she has gone upstairs and packed
her kit and gone. Go tqg any private hotel in this country and ask the same question, and they
will tell vou it is the truth.

Frivay, 8rH Avcvsr, 1913,
GeorGe Turt examined. (No. 4.)

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

2. Will vou make a statement, Mr. Tutt?—VYes, sir. T wish to speak in support of the
petition with reference to the Saturday closing in Auckland. T am representing the shopkeepers
of Auckland City and suburbs. Now, we are strongly opposed in Auckland to the Saturday
closing. We have now had 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 diffcrence 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 T can
safelv say that it affects about eight hundred of them; and some of them it affects verv seriously
indeed. Now, I would like to say that the number of assistants that will benefit by the Saturday
closing will be somethmg like six hundred, so that vou are penalizing cight hundred shopkeepers
for the benefit of these six hundred assistants. You are penalizing them on the day of the week
that thev can take more money than they can on any two or three other davs in the week. We
oftén 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 that it is a very very great 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 present moment to see whether anything will be done; if nothing is done
thev 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 you 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 that we would get our trade back on the Fridays.
- | have taken the Fridays and Saturdays for the eight weeks, and the difierence to me—and 1
may say that I have a fairly good stand—has dropped from £3523 down to £383. Well, gentle-
men, that 1s 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 he gets done his work he does not feel
inclined to go home and get washed and dressed and come back 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
T would like to point out. We have four or five trains running from Swanson, Henderson, Wai-
kumete, New Lynn, Avondale, and Mount Albert to Auckland on Saturday afterncon. Now, as
Mr. Bollard knows, it took vou all your time to get a seat on those trains in the ordinary way
to get to town when the shops were open on Saturday afterncons; in fact, more had to stand
than those who got seats. Now, I understand from the Railway Department, it hardly pays to
run these trains on Saturday afternoons. In fact (of course, [ have not got it officially) I have
heard 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 train
at Mount Eden. That is only about a hundred vards from Symonds Street, and thev used to
do their shopping there on Saturday afternoons. Now vou take all this away. Taking it at a
small estimate von can reckon that three hundred people come to town in each of these five trains:
that is fifteen hundred. T think it would be a very small estimate 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 anv rate, we have not got it. The same thing 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 countryv trade, and it appears to be diverted into another
channel. Tt means that the large firms get the trade—the large firms like Laidlaw Leeds and
other big stores that send goods to the country. Personallv 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 go 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 vou of that. I do not think there is anything further
that I can add. T sincerely hope we will have vour entire sympathy in this matter, and that
vou 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. T do not think there is anything further.

3. T suppose vou recognize that this poll has been carried by the people. Sccing 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 7—Well, siv. 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 stated, eight hundred
shopkeepers, all of wihtom 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 dav that we can take more
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: You will know, sir, that the boundaries
have been altered during the last few weeks connecting Devonport 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 Takapuna 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, ‘“ You 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 Committes would
find itself in should it endeavour to prompt the Government to alter the existing law. Yom

2—7. 9a.
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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 could 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 bankruptey.

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. The 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?—I
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 have said no?—I do not think myself that this matter applies to Wellington
at all. They know what is best 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 locality theyv could keep open on the days which suit them
best 7—Yes, I think that would be only right. I 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. Ts 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 vou must take into
consideration that the boundaries have been altered so much since then.

13. I was thinking of the position at Christchurch. They have decided to close there by a
huge majority—two to one, 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.

156. Mr. J. Bollard.] 1 understand you suggest, Mr. Tutt, that there should be another poll,
on the grounds that the area should be extended I—The area has already heen extended.

, {16. It has not been extended to Road Boards?—No. We 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, I do 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 i—Yes.

19. Mr. Hindmarsh.] 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?—I do not know.
I could not say anything with reference to the out-districts.

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

21. The larger shops?—As 1 have explained in my evideuce, I think the trade is going to
the large shoplkeepers. T

22. But they also close on Saturday afternoons?—7Yes, that is so; but most of them have
always 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 ?—VYes, 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 other
way!—I think it goes into other channels. I think myself it goes largely to the hotels and
picture-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 say
that they go without. :
27. Mr, Clark.] Do you not think it is only fair that the majority should rule?— i

28. Was it not decided at the poll that the shopkeepers si'mulg be compelled t(z)erctl?slélyr;n
Saturday ?—That was certainly carried at the poll; but, as I have alreadv explained, there was
so many election matters to be decided on the day, and as it was such a 'teeming weé day, that
it was not really a fair decision. Since the poll was carried we havé had two other larg; dis-
tricts brought into the area, and there are more electors in these distriets than those who voted

:1: theu poll. You must remember that only ten thousand voted out of forty-five thousand on
e 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 tliose 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?—7Yes; 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 Road 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 u fine day?—VYes, 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. I am not speaking as 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 has taken place?—We have circularized members on the subject giving 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 1—1 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 Bankruptey Court.

43. You think you can state with confidence, Mr. 'Tutt, that it would be & matter of ruin to
some of these people 7—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.

46. You add that on to the forty-five thousand I—Yes.

47. And that gives you fifty-seven thousand —VYes.

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 7—7VYes. ’

50. The Chairman.] You are supporting this petition which represents some fifteen thousand
people 3—Yes.

61. 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 7—I do, sir, because one large shopkeeper in particular
would 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?—In 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).

Georet TUuTT re-examined.

Witness: 1 would like to answer that question from Mr. Anderson. He asked Mr. Coates
whether we did not try and oppose the Saturday half-holiday at the poll. We did, sir. The
shopkeepers of Auckland spent about £175, but Mr. Coates, being exempt, and a number of other
shopkeepers, 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 have
fallen in just as badly as we have. You will understand the trouble we had. We spent- the
money, but we could not get the people out to vote, because it was such a wet day.
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C. Dantox examined. (No. 5.)

1. The Chairman.] Your full nume, Mr. Dalton?—Cyril Harley 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 I—Yes.

8. Mr. Glover.] The 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. IFrom Monday to Friday I usually took £50, and
then another £50 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. Tt
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 occurredi—I
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 1bs. in the pound. I will give you his figures: During the eight weeks
of June and July in 1912 his takings were £312 2s. 8d., 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 vears 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. The 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. Tt 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 eniployees point of view? I am speaking of the employees in the shops. Has there
been any reduction in the number of employces?—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 generallyi—
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 people
18 reduced owing to the Saturday half-holiday —Yes.

20. In what way?—I 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 say 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?—I 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 & 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 the
‘whole thing. ’
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H. A. Coares examined. (No. 6.)

1. The Chairman.] Your name}—Harry Aylmer Coates.

2. You wish to speak in support of the petition I—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?—VYes, I am exempt. 1 am speaking now, of course, as representing
the shopkeepers generally. Later on, when giving evidence on the Amendment Bill, 1 will speak
as a representative of the pork-butchering trade. Well, I :can honestly endorse my friends’
remarks as to the general effect of the Saturday half-holiday; but I can go further, and T 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 15s. 5d. 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 dowr to £315 14s. 5d. Then the Saturday half-holiday was
in full swing. Now we 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 3s. 8d. 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 Junec and July takings of 1912 were £850 1s., and the June and July takings
for 1913 were £635 2s. 3d. During April and May of 1913 the takings were £836 17s. 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. 11d. as compared with April and 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 are 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; uand if persons cannot get out
to the shops, when they have an opportunity they must take advantage of a firin 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. out of which the small shopkeepers are being squeezed, and it
is all run with the one set of expenses. No doubt if this sort of thing is allowed to go on it will
squeeze out a great dedl of labour in Auckland. In our own case we have alrcady 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 vet 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, bv a few
““sports”’ and one or two of the larger firms to enable them to reup a benefit from it—and
practically ruins them. Tt 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, taking
them 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, T 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 mav. 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. 1
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would like to say, on behalf of the pork-butchers of Auckland, that that clause i1s 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
u 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 say.

5. Mr. Davey.] 1 understand that you are running a small-goods trade -—Yes.

6. Do I understand that your takings have practically dropped through the Saturday hali-
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 I—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 thiok more money is spent at the hotels and picture-shows than there was before?
—Certainly. I am sure of it—as regards picture-shows, at uny rate.

11. You do not think, then, that this mmay mean greater thrift on the part of the peoplel—
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. I am 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.] 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 poll1—Well,
if it was put before them I 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 7—VYes, 1
am positive of it.

17. It has been alleged that the money is going to the large shopkeepers?—7Yes, 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 myse!f that T 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 absoldtely no interest in it{—DNo.

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

JamMEs SaMUEL Dickson, M.P., examined. (No. 7.)

1. The Chawrman.] 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. T 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.
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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. 1t
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 Saturdayv 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 closmg came 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 he has a right to keep open, and is naturally
doing a roaring business. Go a little further down and vou 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 thev
have to close. That is why we would like to see FEden 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 :cross 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 ?—7Yes; they have to close.

4. That extends eight miles from Auckland?—Practically. But the old Act provides that
you can go up to fifty or a hundred miles 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 I—Well, I may say that the

" Saturday night before I came down here I went to Newmarket, in my own electorate, and 1 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 hought some biscuits.
and 1 then went along to a fish-shop a little further along the road in Newmarket, and 1 got
all sorts of pickles. Then I went into a pork-butcher’s shop and got some other things there. 1
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 thev sell nothing but fish. That is really
what we want to get. .

6. Mr. Davey.] 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 gxist 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 done 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 we 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 it we get a new poll. He says that he 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?—VYes. 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 anv 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 up 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 that we 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 Aect,
is it not—You cannot compare the Licensing Aect with the labour laws,

E. STewarT examined. (No. 8.)

1. The Chairman.] Your full name?!—REdward Stewart.

2. You wish to give evidence on the Shops and Offices Billl—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. @ would like to make a statement. I have
just come back from Sydney after being absent from New Zealand for two years, and 1 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 for them to get
along and still allow their employees a day and a half off per week. It applies to all
the emplovees in hoth hotels and restaurants. 1 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 Café 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 off.

5. Mr. Lang (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 offi—that is, I finished up on Friday
night and started again on Monday morning, and I also used to get an additional half a day
a week. When my long week was on I took the half-day on the Mondays, and 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 Café we
only worked five and a half days a week, and worked eight 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 vou explain to the Committee what staff a hotel
like Warner’s would require to give the day and a half per week?—I think T 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. They 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. 'The 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 Chairman.] What hours per week do vou say vou worked —Sixty honrs 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?—VYes. I have worked at
Warner’s in Christchurch, at the Star Hotel in Auckland, and at numerous other places doing
relieving-work. T 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 #—I can safely sayv that.

11. When you had yvour holidays and when the chief cook had his holidays while you were
in Australia, was it neccssary to hring in any outside assistance to do the relieving-work +—No.
It was never necessary to bring in a stranger except when the three davs ov 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
no 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. Tt 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 }— Yes.

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 the award came into force%—No. T 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 helieve, made a little bit of u fuss at first, but they find
now that it works very satisfactorily. I found that in Svdney it was very hard to get a billet,
because since the employees have been able to get this time off they Jo not change’so much, and
the employer is getting better results, as the emplovee is studving the employer’s interests more.

20. Have you had any experience of similar places where, say, not more than six are employed
outside the kitchen, and where there is only one cook und the necessary assistance I—I have had
to relieve at one or two such places when looking for a hillet, heeanse the employers themselves
do not want to do the work, and they have said. *“ Verv well, vou can come in and do a day here.”
Where there were two hands, when the cook usced to get the day off the second cook used to do
the work and the useful man used to come in and do the kitchen-work.

21. Have you had any experience where there has heen only ore cook 2—No: but 1 know
that it works all right.

22. You have had no cxperience where there has been only one cook t—Nao,

23. Have you any idea as to how it is done when there is only one cook 7—Simply this: the
mistress of the house comes in and does the work ; or they might get outside assistance. A woman
might, for instance, have five or six such houses to go to, and would do the rvelieving, 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 thev have only one cook %—Where there is only one cook emploved, as a
rule they generally have a housemaid or a waitress there that does the cooking in such cases.
The housemaids and waitresses arve generally engaged on that understanding wherever possible,
and they are paid proportionately for the relieving-work they do. Thev go into the kitchen and
do the relieving-work, and it works very satis{actorvily.

25. Mr. Glover.] How long were vou in Warner’s Hotel in Christchureh -1 was at Warner s
Hotel on two eccasions. Eighteen months was the last period. On the first occasion I was there
two years and five months.

26. If this system were to corae into operation here do vou think it would be carried out
satisfactorily without increasing the expenditure to the employer {—It 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?—Ome useful. They would have to get a porter
who could be useful for relieving in the dining-room or for relicving 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 ciployer and the employee?
~—Yes. It has been found to work satisfactorily in a place 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 vet thev get their day
and a half off. )

29. Hon, Mr. Millar.] 1 understood you to say that 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 be compared with the general run of hotels. It is an extremely large
place. I think it is one of the largest places in Australasin. Only one man extra is employed
in the kitchen and one housemaid extra, and there wax 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 i—Yes.

31. Tt does not apply to the country districts at all?—The day off is allowed in certain parts.
Of course, I am speaking of the award which has been brought into operation in Sydney. It
has been brought about purelv between employer and emplovee 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 Sonuth Wales. Now they are bringing it about so that every place is to be brought
under the award, giving the emplovee a full dav 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 anvthing about that.

33. It does not apply to every district ?—The half-day does. .

34. The half-day applies to the whole of New South Wales ?—Yes.

35. Mr. Okey.] Have vou had any experience with regard to country hotels? How do they
get on with respect to this Sunday work?—I have worked at different places during my travels,
and T have been in the country districts. Sunday in the country hotels is not by any means a
busy day. As a rule they are hardly doing anvthing in most places. There was no difficulty
in getting the day off—no difficulty whatever. )

36. 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 that he cannot do that? Can the second cook do the chef’s work ?
—If you are engaged as a second cook you can make that arrangement, 1 think, by agreement.

38. Where there is this housework, washing-up, &ec., to be done, would difficulty arise in
such cases7—At the large places in Australia there is a kitchenman. 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 ther: is nothing to say that a cook cannot wash up. There is nothing to stop

8—1I. 9a.



I.—9a. | 18 'E. STEWART.

a cook washing up. Of course, they have to do it. They do it in New Zealand in dozens of
places, and they are only too glad to do it. I would not stand back from washing a few pla.tes
and things like that. 1 am always ready to study the interests of my employer.

39. Hon. Mr. Massey.] What hours did vou say were worked in Australia 7—Sixty hours fm
cooks, sixty-three for l\1tchenmen, and fifty- ewht for all other employees.

40. What are the hours in New Zealand ©—1T think sixty-two.

41. Sixty-two for all men ? -—Yes.

42. You think that, on the whole, conditions ave easier in Australia than in New Zealand—
I am speaking from the point of view of the emplovee 1—Yes, thev are.

43. How long were you in Australia %—Over two years.

44. The Chairman.] You spoke of the third hand as being a competent man, although he is
not actually a cook. Do you suggest that he should receive the same wages as a cook ?——\To but
under present conditions the wages paid to the third hand in the kitchen are not really sufficient.
He does not get sufficiently well paid, because he has to do the second cook’s work when the second
cook has got to do the chef’s work, and when the second cook is off the kitchenman 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 emplovers 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. I found
the greatest difficulty in gettiug 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 vou suggest really is, then, that if the man i< unfit for anything else than washing
dishes he should be thrown out altogether I—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 moruing 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 wor ked in conjunction.

49. You worked sixty hours one week $—7Yes.

50. How many the next week 9—I started on the Monday, and T finished up on the Saturday
night, and had a half-day off as well during the week. T worked sixty hours.

51. And the next week you started on Monday morning and vou knocked off on Friday night?
—Yes; and I also had a half-holiday.

52. That is fifty-five hours?—VYes.

53. How did you put vour sixty hours in in that week !—I had also worked on the previous
Sunday.

54. Mr. Anderson.] Before the award was brought in in Australia did the Hotel Australia
give the day off I—Yes, thev alwavs gave time off at the Hotel Australia.

55. Did they alwavs work the emplovees six davs a week ?—VYes, that is why they got it
adopted there.

56. In answer to Mr. Millar just now I understood vou to sav that vou worked sixty hours
a week. Did T understand vou to sav that vour work started on the Sundav and ended on the
Saturday —Yes.

57. You started on Mondayv and finished off on Friday night : that is one week 9—7VYes.

58. Then vou had two dayvs off, Saturday and Sunday?—VYes.

59. Then you started the following week on the Monday morning and went on till the Satur-
day night 2—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 9—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 Tiabour Bills Committee on the 12th dav of August, 1913, re the manner of working
the daily hours in the Hotel Australia in Svdney, that the details of iuch working are as follows :—-

First Week. Second Week.
Sunday .. .. Whole holiday .. .. 104 hours’ work.
Monday .. .. 10% hours’ work .. T3 " (half-holiday).
Tuesday .. .. 73 ' (half-holiday) 104 ’
Wednesday. . .. 10} . .. .. 10% "
Thursday .. .. 10} ’ .. .. 10% ”
Friday .. .. 10} . .. .. 103
Saturday .. .. 104 » .. .. Whole hohday
Total (less time off 60 hours. 60 hours.
for meals)

And 1 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 dav of August, one thousand nine hundred
and thirteen—Arthur Rosser, J.P.
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J. W. CoLenan examined. (No. 9.)

L. The Chairman.| Your full namef—Jonathan Willium Coleman, tobacconist and bair-
dresser, Auckland.

2. You wish to give evidence on the Shops and Offices Bill I—Yes. »

3. Will you make a statementi-—We see by the new Bill that tobaccounists 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 want 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 ave. Tt iv hardly fair that thev should be allowed to sell from 6 to 12
at night, as some of them do. Iailing total cxemption 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 tob.cconists’ 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. 1
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
ig raising our rent all the time. Our landlords do not reduce our rent, but Parliament reduces
our hours. I think that is all 1 have to say on the matter. Here are the requisitions, the hair-
dressers’ requisition and the tobacconists’ requisition. [kxhibits put in.] These reguisitions
were decided upon at a large meeting of both trades, and the result has 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 fromn that of Wellington or Christchurch. 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 that there should be no exemptions at
all—that tobacconistsy hairdressers, hotels, and everybody should close vn the same dayi—We
did not come here with the idea of closing up anvbody. 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. 1 do not know what suits drapers or hotelkeepers, but T know what suits
our trade, and that is what I am speaking about.

5. Do you not think that the people who require tobucco and cigurettes, &ec., could get them
on the Friday night %—The position is this: we have a fair anount of outside trade, men working
at Otahuhu and such outside places where there are large works. Thev would not comne into town
on a Friday night. Again, the casual smoker would not come into town on the Friday night
ag he does now on the Saturday just to get his tobacco. When he passes the shop on the Satur-
day night and thinks he would like a smoke he will go in and get it. The casual smoker means
a very large proportion of the business. The regular sinoker very often gets his tobacco from
the stores. As a rule he smokes plug tobacco.

6. Mr. Okey.] What is your business '—Huirdresser and tobacconist. Our real business starts
at 5 o’clock and lasts till 9 at night.

7. It would mean you would lose u good deal by closing from 8 to 99—VYes.

8. Hon. Mr. Massey.] What vou want, I think, Mr. Coleman, is that, in the event of Satur-
day being chosen as the half-holiday. vou should. if so inclined, take another dav instead of
Saturday ?—That is so.

9. Do I understand you to say that at present yvou ave 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 genevally a fair numnber of people in town, and there is a good
deal of business to be done in that extra hour during those two months. I think if some of you
gentlemen were tobacconists, as we are, you would say the same as we do, and you would drop
the proposed Bill as quickly as you would drop anything.

10. You mean thesprovision that affects vou?—Yes. What 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. Bouitao 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 1 would like to bring under your-
attention 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 and a private hoardinghouse 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.”” 1
would like to know what that reallv 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.”” 1 would like to know what that covers. Does it cover hotels, or
restaurants, or both of them?
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4. Hon. Mr. Massey.] Does it not cover restaurants only #—No, it does not do that. It comnes
under the definition of ‘‘ hotel.”’ )

5. 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 {—7Yes.

7. The Chairman.] How about the man who sells furniture—VYes, if he sellx 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 cau sell at certain times, the license will carry.
© 9. There has heen at least one decixion 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,”” he need not stop
there at all, and yet he can purchase goods there.

11. 1 will read the definition of ‘‘restaurant ™’ as it appeurs 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.”” Tt is exactly the same?—Well, according to that a lodger, vr 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 guods are kept or exposed or offered for sale, or
in which any part 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 3, ‘“ Every shop shall be registered with an Iuspector 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 very drastic one. It is making it a personal matter with the Inspector. Inspectors
do not have all the same opinions and 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 is taken sick at his home, how is he going to get hold of the Inspector?

12. Mr. Davey.] Is not there a place where you can register in Auckland 9--Yes; but if you
are away from your business for twenty-four hours you are liable to be fined. You cannot leave
anyvbody in charge without going along to the Registrar.

13. Hon. Mv. Massey.] That has been in force?—I know it has been in force. I would be
liable to be fined for being down here. 1 was fined once.

14. That is practically the law now ?—Practically ; but it wants altering in a new Shop Hours
Bill, and T think it should be altered. 1 think there should be a limit of 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 twentv-four hours that ought to cover it.
I do 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
notifving the Inspector!—Yes, that is vight. Then, under clause 5, subclause (4), re hours of
employment, read in conjunction with the definition of ‘‘ chemists ’’ under subclause (5), should
it not 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 issthe item ‘‘toilet requisites’” included. Then when vou 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.”” T would like to know where the line
can be drawn.

16. It seems to me they overlap. There is some overlapping there. | think ¢—There would
appear to be. Then, with reference to clause 17, subeclause (@), vou will notice that book-stall
keepers ave 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 the Act any business without defining the same. Next I come to clause 18,
with respect to holidays. Under this clause no provision is made for parlianmentary by-elections.
When the election of Auckland City East for a member to take the place of the iate 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 be lawful for the occupier of anv 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. Umngler 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
any man who may ‘‘ desire to lodge therein ’’ after those hours.

17. Mr. Davey.] Will you explain 9—A man whose intention is to lodge there can be 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 he proposes to lodge
therein that they can sell tobacco to him or anything else?—VYes.

19. Hon. Mr. Massey.] I do not think that is so. ‘¢ Restaurant’ means any premises
(other than a hotel) in which meals are provided,”’ &c. That does not give the right to the
proprietor to sell goods?—Well, in that requisition of ours it distinctly stutes 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 cigar or cigarettes, but if the pro-
prietor sells to an outsider he 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 prove that he is not a lodger?
Who is going to turn himself into an informer? I do not think there is anything more I have
to add, but I would like to endorse what Mr. Coleman has 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. "Therve is another matter
[ had forgotten. T hope that chemists will not he 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 Bill it is not
mentioned.

In my evidence this morning T overlooked to mention an item not provided for in the pro-
posed- Shops and Offices Bill. The item in question is fishing tackle. I intended to state that

" fishing tackle was stocked in great numbers of tobacconists’ shops in localities where fishing was
carried on, and was sold practically for only three months of the vear. So with the consent of
the Chairman and members of the Labour Bills Committee 1 should like the suggestion that speclal
privileges should be allowed the sale of fishing tackle.

Trespay, 127 Avguse, 1913.
WiLLiam GaLnoway examined. (No. L))

I. Mr. Davey (Acting-Chaivman).| 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—I have
been chef at the People’s Palace for two years. The staff there consists of twenty-one altogether.
Since 1910 the females have been getting one day off per week, and the men have been getting
one day off per week since last November. In the kitchen 1 work my sculleryman fiye days and
s half every week. The third cook I work six days a week. The second cook I work six days
one week and five days and ahalf the next week. And the sume with myself—I work
five days and a half one week and six days the next. There are four of us in the kitchen, and
if 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. :

3. 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.

4. 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 ?—I 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. Ave 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 I—Sixty-two hours per week.

8. What has happened has been really a reduction of four hours{—VYes.

9. Mr. Veitch.] The People’s Palace is not a licensed house, is it?%—It is a private hotel.

10. A temperance hotel 7—VYes.

11. How do vou arrange for the days off¢—I arrange in this way: Take myself——the even-
ing before my day off I generally prepare little things that T can get ready for the second cook,
and the second cook takes myv 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, vou have been able to
compete and carry on your business successfully ?--That is so.

13. Hon. Mr. Massey.] How are the wages as compared with those paid at other establish-
ments —I1 get £3 15s.; the second codk gets £2 5s.; the third cook £1 7s. 6d.; and the scullery-
man £1 5s.

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

16. 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.
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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, 8ccording to the number of hands in the kitchen.

17. What is the tariff therei—5bs. a day.

18. You were there prior to the giving of the fuli day off —Yes

19. How many hands did you have in the kitchen then ¢—Four.

20. There has been no 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 has afiected any other part
of the hotel—say, the housemaids, &c.? 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.

ALEXANDER CRrOSKERY, Secvetary, Wellington Drapers’ Union, made a statement and was
examined. (No. 12.)

Witness: 1 am secretary 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
Oftices Act should come into force on the lst January, 1914, instead of the 1st April, 1914,

1. Mr. Davey (Acting-Chairman).] Dves your evidence affect the drapery trade generally i—
Yes; the whole of the drapers’ assistants in Wellington and Wanganui. With regard to clause I,
subclause (¢), ‘‘ 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
agking for a similar thing so that we shall know the hours we are working. Then | 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 commissions paid to him in respect of ¢ach week.” 1 should
like to explain the reason why we are usking for the words ** premiums, bonuses, and connnissions ™
to be put in. Last November the soft-goods assistants in Wellington got an award of the Arbitra-
tiou Court relating to wages, &c., and since that has come in one house in Wellington that was
paying men £2 3s. per week prior to the award coming inte force is still paying the £2 3s.,
though the Arbitration Court awurd says that the nen shall receive £2 13s. These men are
receiving premiums on goods sold. If the premium comes to 10s. u week that premium is added
to the wages of £2 5s. to make up the minimum wage of £2 15s. So these men have not received
any increase. They have had their premiums deducted and shifted on to the wages they were
being paid at the time they guve evidence—#£2 5s.—to make up the £2 15s. If they make 15s.
in premiums the extra ds. is put on to the next week. It is shifted about from one week to the
other, so that they never receive the premiums at all; these are put on to wake 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 ut present. We think it would be perfectly fair if the
words ‘¢ premiums, bonuses, and commissions ' were put in, and then we should know where we
stood : our men would get their mininmum wage as prescribed by the award, plus the premiums
or bonuses, which the einployers would not be allowed to interfere witl.

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 words deleted after ‘“ wages’ in the second line of the subclause.
Our contention is that no assistant should be held responsible for the correctness of the employer’s
statements in his book. IFemales and juveniles especially would be very reluctant to dispute or
refuse to sign an incorreet staternent. 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 the
employer made the one to certify to the correctness of the statements in his own books. Besides.
it leaves it open for unprineipled people to conspire to defeat the Act. Clause 5, subclause (),
‘“ after half past nine o’clock in the evening »’: This is un extension of half an hour on the pre-
sent Shops and Offices Act. For what reason it is made 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 ave only speaking on behalf of the
shop-assistants’ industrial unions.

5. You are speaking unofficially 7—VYes, on that score. There is one point [ find I have missed.
Clause b, 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 had
power to award hours, &c., in some 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 eonsequently
lIonger from the time of starting to the time of finishing. I 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—‘‘In the event of an industrial union of workers applving to



A. CROSKERY. | 23 I.—9a.

the Court for an award, if such union request the Court to provide hours, overtinie, holidays,
payment of wages, &c., in its award, the Court shall award such conditions, provided that they
do not permit a shop-assistant to be employed in any one week, or in any one dayv, a greater
number of hours than is preseribed in this Act "—in clause 5 (4) and clause 8 (). ** 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 =0 far as the award provides.””  There ix just
one matter here. 1 do not know whether it really has much reference to the Shops and Offices
Act or not. I suppose it is obvious to members that there is nothing in the Industrial Conciliation
and Arbitration Aet which allows the Court the privilege of providing for fair conditions between
employers. [ refer to this matter particularly to point out what I mean. Some of the drapery
shops in Wellington having as many as seven and eight assistants remain open evervy night of
the week till 9 p.m. Now, the other shopkeepers—Kirkcaldie and Stains, the D.I.C., and those
big houses—are compelled to eomply with the conditions of an award of the Court and pay the
wages, and they are unable to keep open till 9 o’clock, mainly ‘'on account of the size of their
premises. Yet another cmplover keeps open, and he, 1 contend, ought to close if he can afford
to emplov eight assistants. If we could vegulate the hours when a shop should open and when
it should close in an award of the Avbitration Court, that would be a regulation as between
employer and employver, 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 honrs and that certain shops mav open at certain hours. But if an industrial organiza-
tion is getting benefits from the emplovers, it seems to me to be fair that the employers should
all be put on the same footing, provided that that foohng 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 syvstem we have no such power. Clause b,
subclause (8): Our union discussed this matter verv fullvy. and Mr. Humphreys and 1 have
been sent here to ask that ““one o’clock ”’ he deleted and ‘‘twelve o’clock ”’ substituted, thus
making the half-holidav commence at 12 o’clock. We submit that 12 o’clock is the time in all
other trades. Wanganui shopkeepers have for some vears been closing at 12 o’clock.

6. Mr. Vettch.] 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. -1 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 emplovers and the employees alike.

7. Mr. Davey.] You say the emplovers 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. T 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 easilv 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., simplv because they know
that the shops close at 9 o’clock. If 8 o’clock were 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 matter 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 awav from home for fifteen hours at a
stretch. I 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 thev left home in the morning till thev got back
at night. But, as I said to him, that was mainly due to the place where they lived; thev lived
out at Upper or Lower Hutt, and could not catch the trains.

9. Mr. Veitch.] Apart from that altogether, what is the total stretch of time from when they
go on in the morning till when thev come off at night 7—Thirteen hours, with the time offi—that
is, on the late dav. Subclause (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,” &e. We wish to ask that
the words ‘“ and the members of his or her familv ”’ be deleted. We do not ohject to a struggling
shopkeeper or his wife being allowed to serve in order to carry on their business if thev 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, T think, who has three daughters back at night-time.
He carries on a biz husiness every night of the week. and the other shopkeepers, who are mmpelled
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 thev keep open after 6 o’clock 9—They keep open till 9 every night
in the week. Tf we could fix conditions between emplover and emplove1 in the Arhitration Court
we would he able to settle that business,
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11. Mr. Hindmarsh.] How would the clause read if vou 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 vestrictions?-—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. [ thought that it was the original clause that Mr. Seddon
brought in some vears ago, and all the dispute was over, but they tell me 1t is not—that it exempts
these people.

13. Hon. Mr. Massey.] That is so, but it is the law now. We are not ultermg anything
here?—That is so.  We simply ask that *° and the members of his or her family ’’ be struck out.
Now, with regard to clause 7, we wish to have added hele ““ Provided that no shop-assistant shall
be called upon to work two late nights in one weel.’ Should New Yew’s Eve or Christmas Day
fall on Monday and the late night be observed on the Saturduy preceding ‘“ till 11 p.m.,”” then
on the Monday the assistants should get away at 6 p.m., otherwise they are compelled to work
two late nights in the one week, with only Sunday in between. T think the Committee will see
that this is a pretty stiff stretch, especiallv for females. Thev work up till 11 o’clock on the
Saturdayv night precedlng Christmas Eve. They get away for Sunday. On the Monday they
work again till 11 o’clo¢k at night, and they get 10 overtime—no compensation at all for these
extra hours. And they work till 11 o’clock aguin the following Saturday.

14. Mr. Hindmarsh.] 1{ they had worked late on the Monday would they?—Yes. Here is
the position: If Mondayv is Christmas Eve. on the Saturday before the Monday thev work till
11 o’clock. Then they work on the Monday as well till 11 o’clock

15. But thev work late on the following Saturdav?—VYes. till 11 o’clock ; it is the Saturday
before New Year’s Day. Then they work on New Year’s FEve till 11 o'clock.. We say that it is
an injustice to these men and women shop-assistants that thev should be called upon to work
two late nights till 11 o’clock. The emplovers 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. Massey.] You start with Christmas Dav: that is a holiday, is it not7—VYes.

17. And Boxing Day is a holiday #—VYes.

18. And is not the dayv after Boxing Day « holiday as well I—No.

19. You are speaking of Wellington. T 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 draperv emplovers to work on the Saturdav preceding Christmas Eve
till 11 o’clock, provided the employvers would give them the day after New Year’s Dayv off,
-and they did so; but we could not get it here. We got nothing extra here at all.

20. T am pretty certain that they get the dav after New Year’s Dav in Auckland?%—I am
sure they do.

21. Mr. Davey.] There is no law on the subJect’l——No It is custom. If the Committee do
not think fit to alter this and thev put in the extra holidavs, 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. Anderson.] Would this extra day meet all vour requirements?—I 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 (@): ‘‘ For more than fiftv-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-holiday. If the Committee are unable to see their way
to récommend 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 I am 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 dmmg some portion of
the day. We would much prefer to see 12-0’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 \\1thout notice, as in many cases arrangements have previouslv bern made to go out for
the evening, and so on. _

23. Mr. Hindmarsh.] They can bring the assistants back for thirtv days, T 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 4 p.m.. which means that
we get two hours’ notice. It means that we get notice at 4 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 vear 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 .1s. tea-money. T am referring to the tailoresses’ award. T may say that the
employels assessors in the drapery-trade dispute in this city agreed in the Conciliation Couneil
to give their emplovees two hours’ notice at the very least. This was an agreement with the
employers when our dispute was before the Conciliation Council. We asked for twenty-four
hours’ notice of overtime. Thev agreed that thev 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 appomtments
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20, Hon. Mr. Massey.] You say therce is un altevation here in subclause (3) as compared
with the present law{—That is so. ,

26. Will you kindly point it out again?—The alteration is this: under this Bill they do
not have to get the written consent of the Inspector of Factories.

27. T think you are making a mistake. Are you not 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
u person was in receipt of, they had to apply to the Labour Departinent 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. .

38. Mr. Davey.] The provision has been omitted from this Bill —Yes.

29. Does 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 that
we shall get two hours’ notice.

30. Mr. HIindmarsh.] Wonld it not be better if vou said that two hours’ notice shall be
given I—It would be better if vou 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 notifv
them now?

32. What T mean is this: an emplover finds late in the day that it is necessary for him to
have his emplovees hack at night, and he gets the consent of the Inspector. Under those cir-
cutnstances how can he give them twelve hours’ notice 7—T have worked in drapery shops all my
life, aned I can state that the emplover does not find out late in the day that he will require to
liave his assistants back at night-time. I know employers in this town who have come to assist-
ants at five minutes to 6 and put work on to them which they could not reasonably do in half
an hour, and kept them there till twenty minutes past 6. That is where they dodge it. We
are not up against the good emplover : 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 Departiment nothing was done. It is men-
tioned in the memorandum that this clause is for the purpose of bringing the law into line with
the corresponding provisions in section 24, subsection (1) of the Factories Act, 1903. 1 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-
clanse (3) of clause &, ‘‘ Every shop-assistant employed during extended houvs shall be paid
therefor at half as much again as the ordinary rate, but the overtime rate shall not be less than
sixpence an hour 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 cases 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 he is getting 45s. a week—that gives 1s. an hour. If he is away sick that Is.
per hour is deducted from his salary for the time he is away. Now, if that same man works
three hours overtime, to assess the overtime that 45s. 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 vou 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
he the basis for deduction from his wages.

33. Mr. Davey.] Is hat 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 preseribed by
our award—£2 15s. If he were away he would have 1s. 2§d. an hour deducted from his salary,
the £2 15s. being divided by forty-five. But if he were required to work overtime his £2 15s. would
he divided by fifty-two—the number of hours allowed to be worked by the Act—and this would
make his overtime rate 1s. 04d. an hour. In other words, he would lose, roughly, 3d. 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 hased on,
and what hours sick or absent deduection should be based on.

34. Hon. Mr. Massey.] 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 (5) of clause 8, ‘“ Provided
that no payment for such extended lours as aforesaid shall be made to any shop-assistant whose
wages ave or exceed two hundred pounds per annum,’’ we contend that this is grossly unfair,
as sinee 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 engincering, when men are paid as
much as the higher-salaried people in the drapery houses.

35. Mr. Hindmarsh.] What rate of overtime do yvou suggest!—Time and a half, the same as
the others receive. We submit that this proviso should be deleted. It is a fair thing that if an
emf)loyee is required to work overtime he should receive something extra for the extended hours,

4—1. 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?—I think it would nced to be a new clause.  Provision should
be made that each cmplover should allow his female assistants to obtain refreshment morning
and attex noon.

What sort of refreshment could they get in five minutes?—One of the juniors can go
and b011 a kettle and they can go and have a cup of tea. It does not take five minutes to drink
a cup of tea. | proposed to one of the employers here that he should allow his female assistants
to have a certain time off in which to get sowmething warm to drink, and he said he would be
very pleased to discuss the matter with me and he thoucrht we could fix it up satisfactorily. These
wnls 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. .

38. Tt is only for women that vou want it?—VYes, for women. If such provision is not made
females dining between 12 and 1 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, subelause (a):
We wish to ask vou to delete this provision and substitute the following words: ‘A seat shall
be provided for cach female employed.” It is most necessary that this subclause should be
altered, otherwise it is quite useless. This 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 be provided with a seat. Quite
recently when T 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 is 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 Departinent and not of the Act?—It says, ‘“ to the satis-
faction of the Inspector.”” You cannot get these Inspectors to do anvthing: that is the trouble.
I have been in communication with the Labour Department now for several months. 1 got a
reply the other day to say that the seating-accommodation in Wellington is to the satisfaction
of the Inspector, and I defv the Lahour 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 Bros., Smith and Caughey, Milne and
Choyce, John Court—all have permanent seats for each girl—permanent fixtures. And the
Wanganui emplovers have all provided seats for every girl. 1 pointed out to the Labour Depart-
ment some time ago that the employers turn round and say, ‘° The girls can take the seats from
the front of the counter.”” I leave it to vou to say whether anv 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 yon doing there?’ TUnless seats are provided the pro-
vision is no good at all.

40. You are seriouslv indicting the Labour Department?—I cannot help that. T am not
saying anything against the Depaltment I dave say they are doing what is required according
to their way of thinking. In Wunnauul the Inspector savs to the shopl\eeperb, “You have got
to provide a seat for these girls.’ Ho“ is it that the Wellington men will not do it? The «ru]\
come along to me and ask, ““ What is the good of this union? We cannot get seats. Our bosses
will not let us sit down.”” 1 go to the Inspector and he says, ““T went into the house that vou
told me about and asked the girls, and they said that they get plentv of seats.”” Of course, they
say this hecause the boss is there. The same girls come to me and say, ‘“ This is a rotten show.
How is it vou cannot get the Inspector to do it?”’ We have the evidence of a number of male and
female assistants from Home, who state that at Home it is absolutely compulsory to supply feniales
with seats. When it is compulson 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 be paid weekly or fortnightly: T want to put it to the Comumittee in this wav: 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 shali he paid weekly or fortnightly. Then there was another clause
lower down which said that if an emplover makes default for fourteen davs, &e. Here is the
position : Our employers pay in the majority of cases fortnightly, bhut if one of those emplovers
liked he could pay mouthlv. You will probably sav, No. 1 have suid No. But the Labour
Department say Yes. Mr. Justice Sim in the Arbitration Court savs No. So that we are hetween
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 emplover mav make a slip, and that this
subclause (d) vroviding for seven days’ default was put in so that if the emplover did make a
slip it would allow him sufficient time to get over it without heing summoned. We are not
out to summon people. There is only one firm in Wellington, and that is Kirkealdie and Stains.
that takes advantage of this provision regarding default in the Act. We sav that if von will
make that first clamo to read that payment shall be made in full weekly, and then vou leave the
other, it permits of their paving fmtnwht]v Either that, or take out the default’ altogether.
In Kirkcaldie and Stains’s the assistants onlx wet paid once every three wecks. This is probably
an attempt on the nart of the Labour Department to rectifv the matter. I have, T think. sub-
mitted the matter to Mr. Rowlev many times. The position we are in is this: we write to the
Department that Kirkealdie and Stains arve committing a breach of the Aet. The Department
write back and say that accarding ta the Crown Law Office’s apinion they are not,  We wo along
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to the Conciliation Council and get the emplovers to agree that wages shall be paid weekly or
fortnightly, and we go to the Court to get thut agrecment made into an award of the Court, and
Mr. Justice Sim turns round and says, ‘* What have vou got this in here for? I cannot allow
you to put anyvthing in here that is in the Shops and Offices Act.”” We say to him, ‘“ We are
in this position : you tell us that vou interpret the Shops and Offices Act tu 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 that these people do not commit a breach, and we are between
the devil and the deep blue sea.””  The Labour Departulent on the oue 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 cmplovers agree to it. We think it is
unfair and unveasonable, and can be altered without doing any injustice to the other side.

41. Mr. Clark.] You say that Kirkealdie aud Stains pay every three weeks?—VYes.

42. Supposing a man starts on the Ist of the month: his wages would be due on the 14th?
—VYes.

43. And they take another seven days?—VYes.

44. It would be the 21st when he got paid?—Yes.

45. When would he get the next pavment !—They take it as a fortnight, and theun thev say
that between cach fortuight they have fourteen days’ grace. Take the question vou have asked
me: the first fortnight would be to the l4th; then scven days’ grace.  After that seven days
another fortnight, and then seven days’ grace.

16. Mr. Veitch.] It would be three wecks' wages at one time?—Three weeks' wuges at one
time.

47. Mr. Davey.] They always puy three weeksi—VYes.

48. Then they can do it?-—Accordinug to the Labour Depurtment thev can. This is what we
ask with regard to clause 11 wages shall be paid weeklyv or fortnightly, us agreed upon in writing,
and that subelause () be deleted altogether. ‘

149, You do not want to delete the penalty altogether i—We want something put in lere that
will not allow them to evade the provision requiring payment at uot more than fortnightly
intervals. We leave it to the Committee to make it so that no hardship will be inflicted on the
cuiployer or the employee, but that we shall get our wages weekly or fortnightly, and that there
shall be no getting over it.

350. Hon. Mr. Massey.] Arve the employees as a whole satisfied with fortnightly pavmentsi—
Yes, employees and employers. The D.L.C., which is a big house, pay all their hands weekly.
There is no hardship on the employers.  We submit that it is fair that Kirkealdie and Stains
should be asked to puay fortnightly.

51. Mr. Anderson.] Why do not all of them pay weckly #—Because the Legislature allows them
to do what they like. If you put a clause in providing that they shall pay weeklv. they will
pay weekly without auvy hother.  As long as ever this thing woes on they will not do it. What 1
have just explained proves that some emiployers will take ndvantage of anvthing that is in the Act.

32, Some emiplovers ?—Yes, cxactly.

33. Mr. Davey.] Arve there any other houses that pay once a week besides the D.I.C. 7—Te Aro
House puy their staff half one week and half another. Veitelh and Allan pay once a week, T think.
George and Kersley pay fortuightly. We wish to ask the Committee to insert a clause to prevent
employvers from holding any wages in hand.

54. How do you mean? Holding wages in hand would be avoided if they paid weekly, would
it not?-—Yes. T have explained the Kirkcaldie and Stains incident—how they get over the fort-
nightl_\j pavmeut. Other cmployers get over it i precisely the same mauner. A man starts on
the 1st of the month and works till the I4th, but he does not get paid till the 21st. Then he
receives a fortnight’s salary—that is, pay {rom the Ist to the 14th.  Pay for the week from the
14th to the 21st is kept in hand.  They keep a weck’s wages in hand.

39, They alwavs have a week’s pay in hand +—Yes.

36. Mr. Hlindmarsk.] 1f you allow an employer seven davs’ grace he will alwavs have a week's
'puy iu hand 2—Well, make it weeklv, and that will settle the whole matter. [t does net matter
what vou put in so long as yvou insert something to provide that no employver shall be entitled to
keep any of his assistants’ wages. Then he will not he able to do it, because the Departnient will
zee to it then.  We have perfect faith in the Department so long as the thing is plain.  We object -
to an assistant working and a week’s wages being kept in hand all the time. When I was in
George and Kersley’s they started a new system of paying, and they kept three davs' pav in
hand. With regard to clause 14, subclause (2), we consider that 3 per cent. of the electors should
be ample, and we think that all the words after ““ persons ” in the sixth line should he deleted
and these words added @ whose names are on the miain and supplementary rvells which are to
he used at the clection 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 vear. We
object to any proposal which will further hamper the obtaining of the requived number of signa-
tures, which at the present tinme is quite difficult enough to secure. 1 did a good deal in connec-
tion with it the last time, when we were defeated. We secured seven thousand signatures. This
question is wrapped up with the Municipal Corporations Act. There was the old voll. The old
roll had thirty-three thousand names on it, and off that old voll they struck seveu thousand
electors. and the Mayor certified to that roll as being the new roll for that coming election.  Now.
that had seven thousand names struck off it for some 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 talen. We enrolled about three or four thousand peovple for the municipal election here
last vear. Is it not a fair proposition that if a man signs his signature to an enrolment form
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to vote at an clection that man’s signature should be valid on a requisition for a poll to be tukeun,
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 huve 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 persous 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 ?—Therc
is no supplementary roll.

58. How are you going to get it if it is not issued —We only want it for the check. We do

not want it for the issue. When we come along with our petition we say, ‘“ Here are our seven
thousand signatures.”” They remain with the Town Clerk until he has time to check them. How
long has the supplementary roll got tu be out before the election !
59. Mr. Hindmarsk.] A month, I think?—If it has got to be out a mouth before, we submit
it will be fair if you make it thuat the signatures shall be checked on the main roll, which is the
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 wayv to put it is this: if one-seventh of the people entitled to vote-—actually on the
roll—sign the petition !—It is not sufticient, for this reason: that was very similar last time,
and they contended that our petition had to be in thirty days before the pell 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 Act as to which roll these names should he 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 !—Iive per cent..
we say. Clause 17: I have asked previously for 12 o’clock to be the hour of closing on the half-
holiday. I would just mmake 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 has 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 heliday has taken place in the same week.
Under the Saturday Half-holiday Act in' Sydney the shop-assistants still retain their regular hali-
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 anv inconvenience, ux
no business is ever done when the shops are open on the ordinavy 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 therce
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 arc prepared to-morrow to accept
the Saturday half-holiday if vou can get them all into line; but they will not accept it on their
own initiative. When our dispute cue 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 thev could reasonably
give it; but, unfortunately, we could not come to an understanding, and the thing was thrown
out. Yesterday I 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 used to get off on Saturday just the same. The pros
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 43: We wish to enter our most vigorous protest against the clause bein;,:
ingerted 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 ». Le Cren, April issue of Labour Journal, 1912. This has caused no incon-
venience to employers in this city, as very few 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 witl those that
were closing. But if this clause ix inserted it will lead to a generval application of the use of the
fifteen minutes, as the shopkeepers who close at 6 p.m. and 9 p.m. will be compelled for self-
protection to cxtend their closing-time. If it is thought necessaryv to have a clause of this descrip-
tion inserted we have no objection, provided that it specifies that the extra fifteen minutes shall
only be made use of to 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?—It does not read in that way.
The old Act respecting the half-hour was used in Wellington by George and George—Mr. Rowley
will bear me out in this—for half past 9 elosing for nine long years. The girls and men worked
till 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 savs, ‘“I have got the right to
keep yvou fifteen minutes’? We say, ‘‘Let us attend to the customers we arc serving, but if
we have no customers to serve let us go home.””  We do not want to evade any work that is put
upon us, hut we do not want an employer to be in a position to sav, ‘ You must stay behind for
fifteen minutes. 1 have the right to keep vou.” And thev have said thut fo us bhefore to-dav
under the old Act—until the Archer - L.e Cren judgment. ‘
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64. Mr. dnderson.] Is not this put in rather for grocers who lhave 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-ussistant may be emwployed for fifteen minutes after the prescribed time of elosing.” 1 ask
vou, is that definite or is it not? The present provision allows for an extension of half an hour,
but 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 Dunedin mentioned to me that under the Act his delivery-
vans could 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. Davey.] This provision in the Bill applies to people in the shop 'I—l‘hele 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 {inish serving a customer at closing-time, and we arc
with you; Dut 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 onc
thing, and then I shall have finished. There is provision in the Factories Aet that dining-room
acconunodation should be provided for females; but there is no provision in the Shops and Offices
Act that dining-room accommodation shall be provided for femmales. The females in drapery
houses in Wellington—according to the house they work in—have to eat their lunch wherever
they can get it. The men in the drapery houses in Wellington have to eat their lunch wherever
they can get it—Dbehind a stack of drapery goods or anywhere. Theve is no provision; yet most
of the drapery houses in Wellington have dining-room accommodation’ for their dressmakers.
There is a Jdifference 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
were 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. Hindmarsh.] At what number of employees would you require it?—I would leave
it the same as under the Factories Act. Once we get the provision in the Shops and Offices Act
the girls will say, ‘“ We have a right to use this rocin, the same as you have.”’

68. I 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.

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

Sir,— Wellington, 2nd September, 1913.

. On Tuesday, 12th August, last I made a statement in connection with the Shops and
Oftices Act on behalf of the Wellington and Wanganui Drapers’ Unions. 1 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.

1 desire to draw vour attention to page 4 of my stutement, commmencing at the 8th line, with
reference to the extra work at Christmas and New Year. I had pointed out to vour Committec
that the Wanganui assistants had received the day after New Year’s Day as an extra holiday.
In answer to a question by Mr. Anderson I stated that the extra holiday would suit our require-
ments. | was referring at the time to the extra holiday at Christmas and New Year in lieu of
the extra work rendered, as follows: Saturday preceding Christmas Eve, two hours; Christmas
Eve, five hours; Saturday preceding New Year’s Eve, two hours; New Year’s Eve, five hours:
total, fourteen hours. It will be seen that these fourtcen 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 thmk it would mect the case: ‘° Would these extra holidays meet your requirements?’”’

Trusting this will meet with the Committec’s approval.

I remain, &c.,
ALEX. W. CROBKERY,
Secretary, Wellington Retail Soft-goods Employvees’ Union.

The Chairman, Labour Bills Committee, Wellington.
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Aupkrt JosEpn Heowrureys examined.  (No. 13.)

Mr. Davey (Acting-Chairman).| What are vou?—President of the Drapers’ Union here.

2. Do vou wish to give evidence!—-In caxe any evidence is requived in substantiation of any
of the facts that Mr. Croskery Lrought up 1 am able to endovse his evidence with respect to the
absence of seating-accomnmodation for females in Wellington and with respect to the three-weekly
payment of wages at Kirkcaldie and Stains’s. 1 was ¢mployed there for about four years and
a half, and during the whole of that time wages were pald regularly at three-weekly intervals.
Three weeks is still the space of time that elapses between cach payment.

M. Hindmarsh.| You get u fortnight’s wagex-—No; three weeks’, fully paid up.

4. They keep nothing in hand?—No.

5. llon, Mr. Massey.] Do the employees vbject to the threc-weekly systeni!—They object—
to us; of course, they do not object to the tirm. For obviocus reasons they prefer getting their
money three-weekly ruther than not get it at all.  Theve is one matter in reference to this Shops
and Offices Bill that Mr. Croskery has not spoken of, aud that has always appealed to me as
inflicting an injustice uvn a certain class of labour in New Zealand; it is the exemption of the
wholesale houses from the operution of the Shops and Oftices Act.  Iactories ave dealt with regard-
ing hours and general conditions of employment, &e., in the Factories Act; shops and offices are
dealt with in the Shops and Offices Act: practically every class of labour reeeives some atten-
tion with the exception of the assistunts in the wholesale houses.

6. I suppose you know the reason?—VYes, I believe it is because there was considerable agita-
tion at the time tlne\' were proposed to be, owing to the fact that their trade is supposed to be
a season trade and a great deal of overtime is necessary—so it was contended—at certain periods
of the vear. But the way their exemption operates is this: they work a considerable amount of
overtime all through the vear. [ have spoken to numerous shopkeepers about it. 1 was speaking
to the mwanager of (wom‘e and Kersley’s about it the other day, and he said, *‘ I cannot for the
life of me see why the assistants in the wholesale should be exeluded from the operations of the
Shops and Offices Act.”

7. Do vou speak on behulf of the warchouse assistants?—Yes.

8. Hon. Mr. Massey.] 1 was in Pavliament when the matter came up on a previous oceasion,
and we were given to understand, by deputations that came along and by petitions forwarded
to Parliament, that nearly the whole of the men emploved in warehouses were dead against coming
under the Shops and Offices Act 7—That is so.

Mr. Davey.] You have no authority to speak on their behalf. I take it!—T am taking the
opinions that have been cxpressed to me by wholesale nien, and to some extent T believe T am
justified in speaking here on their hehalf, as wholesale men ave qualified now to hecome members
of our union, which exists now for the henefit of wholesale men as well as retail.

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

Mr. Davey.] Have you any other evidence to give!—No; but if any endorsement is
wanted of the facts the seeretary brought up I shall be quite willing to answer anv question.

Fripay, 15te Avcevse, 1913,

Winttam Epwarp Sitn. representing the Auckland Butchers’ Industrial Union of Workers, made
a statement and was examined. (No. 14.)

Witness: The principal items I wish to mention in connection with the Act ave, firstly :  Last
vear 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 LO"‘]\thll)Q Therefore we are left with
the Shops and Offices Act at present., and it does not come near what we were wetting undev the
award. The hours have not veally been increased——we were working fifty-six hours a week—
but the times fixed for starting and knoeking off work wre far wider than we had previously when
we had practically uniform hours of work. The time for starting work was 6 a.an., and for leav-
ing off 3 p.on. Now the Act provides that the hours shall be from 4 aum. till 6 pan. The new Act
permits hutchers to connnence work at 6 a.m. on ordinary days, 4 to I p.m. on the half-hodiday.
and up to 10 p.m. gn the late night. The meal-hours under the Act provide for a meal every
five hours. That is very unsultable for the butchering trade, and T may say there is not a
butcher in Auckland at the present time keeping the present Act in reference to meal-hours. 1t
is simply impossible for them to do so0, and the union never presses the point, because to a certain
extent it is at least verv irksome. Really what my union snggests is that our late hours shall
be given back to us, hut if vou cannot see vour way to concede that we ask for something to give
us lmltmnnt\' of hours as near as pOinblC to the old award. Where the five hours d()o\ not
nperate is pr n-updll\' in the morning. At the present time the butchers start at 6 a.mm. or 6.30.
That is sll])l)usul to be the hour of starting. but we have already got into the practice of starting
carlier in some establishwients, and they give three-quarters of an hour for breakfast in some
establishments and half an hounr in others.  The peint is that if they start at 6.30 thev must
give an hour fm dinner or a meal at 11.30, but very often thev do not get their meal till 1, and
very often it is 2 or 3 o'clock.  What T w ant to suggcst is this: that a meal- time of half an hour
bhe fixed for those who start work hefore 6.30 a.m. As T say. we are not subjeet to an award of
the Arbitration Court in regard to hours. and it was owing to a certain clause heing strueck out
of ‘the last amendment of the Shops and Offices Act that put us where we are, and. although I sce
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that vou are reinserting it, it is questionable whether we will ever get the question of hours back
into the awmd. 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 vight and proper that a man should have to wait so long.
[t is not so bad in the case of a wman, but very often hoys have to wait long hours for breakfast.
It is simply through (lism'ganiz:\tion and want of system that this sort of thing is allowed to
oceur. T have been in the butchering trade for t\\(nt\ -five vears. and know something of
its working when 1 anake that vemark. Now. as regards Christmas and New Year's Eve, the
Act gpecifies that the shops can be kept open until 11 p.m. The union thinks it is nceessary
to put a limit on these hours. Ordinary shops do not open until & aum. Butehers on these
days start at the usual time, 6 a.m.; very probably, owing to the rush. it may be carlier. If
they are going to work till 11 p.m., even giving the Christmas holidays in, it is too long for any
man to work, and is not necessary with proper organization. Butchering husiness is done in
the morning—that is the time when people do their meat-buying; and cven if other establish-
ments keep open it is not necessary for the hutchers to keep open. At the commencement of
1912 the butchers voluntarily closed their establishments at 6 p.m. on Saturday. No one butcher
in Auckland would go back to the old system of keeping open till 9. That speaks for itself that
Saturdayv-night trade, as far as the hutcher is conecerned. is not required.  The unfortunate
part of it is that several of the butehers are keeping their men too long a time clearing up.
There is a paragraph here which I do not think sufficiently explicit. T refer to clause 8, sub-
section (2): ‘“ The provisions of the last preceding subsection relating to the hours of emplov-
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 heing within three miles of any
horough or within any area in which an award of the Court of A)l)m,mnn is in foree.”” Now,
there is an award of the Court of Arbitration operating in Auckland which only relates to wages.
.This clanse presumably means hours. It does not say so. T have had some rvather foreible
cxperiences lately in respeet of interpretations, especially by the Court of Arbitration, though
I suppose the Judge would not he asked for an interpretation of an Act the same as he is of an
award. If the Judge had the interpreting of that clause he would simply say an award was in
foree in Auckland, but 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 cvery case the first shopman is registered as the occupier. That
registration practically excludes the first shopman from the benefit of the Act. He seldom getr
more than the minimum, £3 10s,, ¢xcept in one or two cases. Now, there is a provision in the
Act which provides that overtime shall not he paid to men in receipt of over £200 a vear. These
men are not getting that, and my union thinks they should not be deprived of the henefits regard-
ing hours to which thev are entitled under the Shops and Offices Act. They have a certain amount
of responsihility, but they are simply shop-assistants—working-men: but by this system of
registration they are deprived of the benefits of this Act.  There is one other matter in connec-
tion with hours, and that is the Wednesday hours. Tf vou read the hours as provided by the
Act the inference is that on Wednesday they shall work five hours. The present Act and the
proposed amending Act do not state that definitely, hut practically leave ninc working-hours
before 1 p.m. In Auckland the hutchers stavt at 6 a.m. at present. Thev close at 12, but fre-
quently some of the emplovers keep them there till 1. They are not evading the law so long as
thev do not exceed the number of hours to he worked in each week. T suggest that the hours
for the half-heliday should not cxeeed four and a half or five hours on the half-day, otherwise
it is not a half-holiday at all. Clause 9 (@) of the new Act savs, ‘‘ The shop-assistant shall not
be emploved 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 T wn doubtful about is wlether the man gets his meals at all.  There is anather' clause
which says, ¢ All work done for the ocenpier of the shop by the assistant clsewhere than in the
shop (whether the work is or is not in connection with the business of the shop) shall be deemorl
to be done while the shop- assistant is in the shop. and the time shall be eounted accordingly.’
Well, the question is, is the time the man ix out on the cart to he counted as a meal-time or in
the work of his emplover? Tt would be better if a mare explicit elause were made in order that
we could deteymine what the position wax,  In the proposed Act there are several exemptions
where the Saturday half-holiday is carried. My instructions are to ask vou that in cases where
the poll is carried by the whole of the clectors the butchers should he included in the general
holidav. T am spe.lkmg from experience when T say that there is no reason why this could nat
be done if the electors understand there are to he no exemptists when thev vote. The butcher’s
trade is a morning trade, more =0 on Saturday than on any other day. Tn Auckland nine-tenths
of the trading isx done on Saturday morning. 1 can give you an instance. 1 know of one shop
which has a cash trade. Tt takes £17 before 12,30 and £4 afterwards. T know of another case
in which the total cash takings are £40, and £33 is tuken before 12.30. These figures speak for
themselves.  On the first Q.mnd.u of the Saturday half-holiday in Anckland there was absolutely
nothing done in the afternoon.” People thought the shops were shut. Now a few stragglers
come. I von kept open until mldmght somehody would come along. 1 hope the (‘nmmittﬂ*
will see its way to includ: butchers. even if thev cannot include pork-butchers.  There is a diffi-
culty here hecause of the Saturday night cash trade, and that is a difficulty to be overcome. Tn
reference to clanse 43, ¢ Tf any xhop -assistant ix employed in any work in any shop or in con-
nection with the husiness of any shop later than fiftcen minutes after the plmcnlwd time, the
employer commits an ofience in vespeet of each shop-assistant so employed *”: In the first place,
my union objeets to it altogether. The Act provides for nine hours’ work. Either thisx clause
should be str uck out altogether or the extra quarter of an hour added to the day’s work. Why
cannot the emplover (-lmo 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 emplovment allowed by this Act, provided that such emplovment 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 great improvenient 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 43. 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 437 Going back for a moment
to the question of occupicr, the clause savs, ‘ For the purpose of this section the wife or husband
of this person and the members of his or her family shall he deemed to be 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 emplover mayv
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 vears the Auck-
land butchers have been governed by an award under which the starting-time is 6 a.m. Now,
according to the Act we have gone back to 4 a.n. I have left this clause 4 to the last although
it was an earlier clause in the Act. Clause 4 deals with the records to he kept. The words we
take exception to are these: ‘‘ The entry of the particulars hereinbefore referred to shall he 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 pavment, 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 myv union would have been taken; bhecause, though
clause 42 provides a penaltv for false entries, Inspectors must take records as correct which have
heen signed by an assistant, and cannot go anv further. T will give vou an instance in point :
Some time ago a man came to me and said his employer had treated him badlv. That was a
matter of opinion. He said, “ Anvywav. he has only been paving me £2 bs. instead of £2 11s.”
T 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 emplover’s. T rang up the emplover and he said he
would come and sec 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 5s.”’
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-hook was never kept properly. Very often a man will sign a wages-
book in a hurrv to get his wages, and the<book will be filled in afterwards. 1 think the words
‘“ certificate of correctness of the particulars entered with respect to that assistant,”’ &c., should
be struck out entirelv. Thev will have exactly the opposite effect to what is intended. Clause 25
makes the driver of a hawking-cart an occupier. Tt says, ‘“ Everv such person shall be deemed
to be the occunier of a shop, and everv assistant emploved by him in or about such business shall
he deemed to be a shop-assistant within the meaning of the Act.”” That does not applv 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 exempting a person who should not be e‘:empted He is simply retallmg meat for an employer
as in a butcher’s shop, and I 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 mav be cited as the Shops and
Offices Act, 1913, and shall commence on the first dav of April, nineteen hundred and fourteen.’’
We submit that the date should have been made the Ist Januarv. Surely emplovers should he
in a position to comply with the Act by that time. )

1. To Mr. Bollard.] T represent the butchers’ emplovees. T am not a working memher of
the union; T am a paid secretarv. T was a butclier for over twenty vears bhefore T took that
position. T was working in New Zealand in the trade for seven vears, and during that time was
in charge of shops in Auckland—the Meat Company and Hellabv’s. Butchers deal in nerishable
goods, but that makes no difference. In the event of Saturdav being made a half- holiday thev
should close the same as other people in summer as well as winter. Thev have Saturdav closing
in Melbourne and Brisbane where it is far hotter than here. At present, such a thing as a loin
of beef is got in in a small shop on Tuesday. and is kept for sale on Saturdav—that is nearlv
a week. Weather has nothing to do with the question. In 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 Saturdav
afternoon —Thev are not .-Y(.nng to make two shoppmg e\pedmons Half the trade. or more
than that, is delivered at the door. The custom is to give the Saturdav and Sunday order on
Friday.

3. What about the other half —Thev get their meat in the morning. Saturdav afternocon
was never a busv time for the butchers. When the evening trade was in existence before the Satur-
day half-holidav the rush was always hetween 8 and 9. In the Old Country the evening rush
venerally lasted two hours. Now thev have closed there is no rush in the afternoon. You have
wot 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 sixtv in the town, but two butchers in the town have thirtv votes
between them, and thev are agamqt it, Hellabv s are not in the association. Tt is no use doing
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anything without Hellaby’s consent. The small butchers are desirous of Saturday; the large
ones are not. They give you the reasons always given against curtailing the hours of business.
I advocated the Saturday evening closing for vears. They would not do it, but now they find
they are better off with it.

4. Well, your statement is directly opposite to my information about the butchers’ anxiety to
keep open till at least 9 o'clock on Saturday?—I1 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 vou kicking about here.”” Other emnployers would
not give any concession, and kept theiv men till closing-time. That does not say it is required.

5. Do you positively state that the majority of the butchers in Auckland are anxious te
close?—1 do. The majority of butchers I ask say, “ You have only the big 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 Chasrman.] Where is the shop located ?—In the Doniinion Road, Mount Eden Borough.

8. Mr. (lark.] Does the proprietor want to close Saturday afternoons{—No.

9. Did you get your information from the employer or an employee ?—From an employee.

10. Do vou think it a fair thing to get the information and make it publiel—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 kept very seeret: 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?—I 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 5.30?—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 uuder 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 fov thirteen years must surely be all right.

15. 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 he 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 caser home.  You ought to make it as easy as possible to get evidence. Of conrse,
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, I do 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. Glover.] 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 ahout the pork-butchers because the emplover makes them his excuse. He
says, ‘“ You close the pork-butchers, we will close too.”” That is their strongest objection. I
sympathize to some cxtent. The pork-butcher, an the other hand, says, 1 do a large trade on
Saturday night.”” Still, it must be remembered that the other butchers give the pork-butchers
four hours every evening and five hours on Saturday night. Tt shows they ean 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 th8 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 heing 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 4 in 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 47—None that 1 know of. The trade is gradually
becoming a cash trade, because the butchers charge a halfpenny a pound for delivering. It is
very ditticult under the present system for men to get breakfast, and unless a shop is doing a
trade employing three or four hands they never get breakfast. Very few butchers are keeping
the Act and getting a meal every five hours.

20. Would it not be better to make it 6 o’clock in the summer months and 7 in the winter?
—VNo, I do 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 people—would they have to elose right up? Would you favour that?—VYes, I would. It
is the habit of the public to come at the last minute. The sooner they get out of it the better,

5—T. 9a,
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22. How is it possible for a butcher to get his breakfast 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 for him to get it if he did not start too early #—1 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 7—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 —VYes.

26. Do you not think it would be better to have the districts in which the poll is taken made
much larger 9—Yes, 1 do.

27. What area do you suggest?—LFifteen miles. In Auckland you have to go outside that
area some distance before you strike a stopping distriet.

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 I—No, if nobody wants it altered I do not see why they should have a poll every three years.

30. Do vou favour 6 o’clock to start with being placed in a general Act?—No, in a general
Act I would say 5 to 3, 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 1—If 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 vou 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 vou aware that the principal pork-butcher in Auckland, although exempt under the
Act, lost £300 in diminished takings in two months after the Saturday half-heliday 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.

35. His principal business was in Sydney Street. Therc 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 vou 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 vou 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 I—I"or morve 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 simiply what
his employer asks him to sign simply because of his job.

38. Not a very high standard for the men?—I 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 theSj 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 emplover may open his shop to supply shipping. That wmeets the objection
you have,

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

42. Do you not see the same conditions of things in Wellington? The shop you quoted is u
suburban shop, not a catch trade at all. You admit that a lot of the populaiion go out for
recreation on Saturday afternocon?i—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 go
round to look for evidence and stir up trouble?—The Inspector will not go nnless he gets a com-
plaint from me, and T will not go to the Inspector uunless I have been to the employer and given
him a warning. Mr. Kettle, 8.M., once said I was guilty of aiding an evasion of the law when
he heard that, but the fact remains that an emplover generally gets three or four warnings hefore
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 —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 Satmda) afternoons; Saturday evening is the time.

46. Is it not a fact that Hellaby's provide meals for their employees I—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-titne on four days of
the week was 5 p.m., 1 p.m. on the half-holiday, and 9 p.m. on Saturday. 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 of 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 ix what you are asking the Committee : that they will give you the advantages
aud shelter of an Act of Parliament and 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
does not turn out disadvantageous under the scheme as they work it.

31. 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 herel—Better condltlonb

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 comes to this: you prefer Arbitration Court conditions to Act conditions?—VYes.

55. We agree to that; we say it was better regulated under arbitration?—It 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 and upset the whole of the couditions, 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 suy that the
breakfast-hour should be provided under the Aect where a man has to start early. Fancy a boy
being kept until midday for his breakfast!

57. You describe vourself as a practical butcher. Would it be possible for a man to go back
to the shop four or five miles away I—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 eannot get their proper meal-hours. Carters start their meals any time
after half past 7; go us much as five miles out—a couple of miles at least. In Auckland labour
is 8o 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—1I 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 6 in Auckland and Waihi. There is no reason why it should
not be done everywhere.

Mr. Hindmarsh :, This has been voluntary, I understand, and attended by good results.

Mr. Prior: That'is not the experience in Gisborne.

Waitness: I know what took place at Gishorne.

SaTurpaY. l6TH Avcust, 1913.
Joux Neir, McLean examined. (No. 15.)

1. To Mr. Pryor.| 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 is 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- elght 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 Lad 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 opimon that no hard-and-fast Act of Parliament can possibly meet
the whole of the conditions of locality, circulstances, and different conditions pertaining to the
trade. Our suggestion is that the Arbitration Court would make full inquiries and give an
award on the merits of each case. We are asking that private boardinghouses should be excmpted
from the provisious 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 salue 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 cases in Rotorua where
daughters are engaged in housework, and where two or three servants are also employed. [ say
from the business point of view the whole-holiday proposal is unworkable and impracticable.

2. You lLave made an estimate as to the loss that would be entailed if the Bill comes into
law I—I1t is only an estimate, and I 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.  Iu my own case it will mean an increase of
£270 17s. 6d., -and twelve Louses on the same footing as myself will pay £3,000 to £3,330. One
house, ldlgel than the others, will pay from £450 to £3500 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 assuinption 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 employved 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 cuok’s holiday is on a Monday : he leaves his work on Sunday and
does not return till Tuesday morning. 1 put the question, Who is going to do the cocking on
Mounday? The kitchenman has no time to do it. If he had the time he has 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 1t. 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 pernianent extra hand
could do the work. I say one permanent extra hand cannot be 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-
wmanent 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. 1t means that for four days of the week
two of the 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 hous where six were employed you would have one going uway every
fortnight and one coming back. The Act suys these arrangements 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 holiduys? That is yuite against common usage.
As far as Rotorua is concerned, when a servant went away for a cumulative holidav we should
never see him again.  We 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 Bill is introduced dealing with people in
all occupations where work has to be done on seven days per week. It will probably be suggested
that we can recoup ourselves by putting on an extra tarifi. That is not practicable at Rotorua.
The extra cost on the estimate I 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 boardinghouse-keepers 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 cven without the proposition
now facing us, and we think our trade may be very seriously aflected. We have introduced most
people to Rotorua by the reasonableness of owr tarifi, and to increase the expense is likely to
seriously interfere with the trade.

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

4. You are not in favour of exémptions for boardinghouse-keepers under the Shops and
Offices Act?—1 have alrcady 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 simaller which did not come under the Act. I have given some of
my staff a day off in slack times. [ have never given my chef a day off. When I had a per-
manent chef 1 gave him a fortnight's Loliday every vear. 1 have never made a practice of giving
a day off. Tt 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 5s. 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 servauts 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 circumstances. 1 certainly do not make a practice of
working my servants sixty-five hours per week. I did not say before the Arbitration Court that
I did, and uy time-sheets do not show it. With the approval of the Inspector all my staff keep
their own time, aud I book up the time according to them. It ix not iu the award to pay servants
their fure when cngaged; it is a practice. We are not opposing the concession simply as o
mmatter of pounds shillings and pence. We keenly feel the inconvenience and trouble that would
be caused. Take my own case. 1 would require an extra kitchen haud, £2 a week i the full
vear, £104; two housemaids apd waitvesses at 17s. 6d. for the busy season, £54 15s.; one house-
wald, twenty-one weeks, £18 175, 6d. ; board and lodging—one covk, 13s. a week, £39; one house-
maid-waitress, £39; one housemaid-waitress, £23 5s.: or a total altogether of £277 17s. 6d. a
vear.

5. Will you explain to the Cominittee why it is necessary to euguge another cook i—I have a
cook and a kitchenman. It would require another mau capable of cooking. The difference
between granting lLalf and whole holidays is this: on the half-day the cook gets the breakfast and
dinner through and gets the cxtra sweets ready for tea in the evening——

6. 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-duys would you say that was unwork-
iable I—The point would be this: that we would be giving our people cold tea on four evenings of
the week.

3. 1f the other boardinghouse-keepers were doing the same it would not matter #—Supposing
we all kept the holiday and said, ** Nobody shall have anvthing to eat.™

9. That is absurd. What is the difference between the Lours now worked and those provided
in the Bill?*—Three hours for men and seven for wowen. I have paid as much as ten hours’
overtime in one week.

10. Did you have to iuncrease your staff after the first award came in providing for a half-
holiday and a reduction of hours{—I cannot say if I did or not.

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

12. Mr. Hindmarsh.] 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.

Mr. Clark.] Do you say this Bill 1s class legislation?—1 say the effect of it will be dis-
tinetly in favour of certain clusses, because it gives preferential treatiment to certain employees
a8 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. |
shiould say it is almost certain to be carried. It will amount to Is. a day and 5s. a week.

15. You say vou cater for eleven hundred or fifteen huudrved people. That will pay the
extra cost of living and a good deual of profit if yvou have no more wages to pay—That was dis-
cussed before this Bill was known anything about. That was tu meet the increase in the cost of
living, wages, provisions, and the general increase all round. It has been mounting up for the
last five years. Most of the other districts have already increased theirs.

16. What is the average rate pat —6s., 7s., and 8s. 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{-—-No, you
have not allowed for fluctuations. There were not fifty visitors in the town when we left.

18. How much a week would vou require to reconipense yourselves for the extra cost imposed
by this Bill -—If monetary cost were the only consideration it would take 3s. or 4s. a week, but
even if we put this on to pay for the inereased wages we still say it is absolutely unworkable.

19. Mr. Okey.| Do you not think it would be preferable te allow each particular district to
make their own agrangements 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
vou must carry on for seven days a week.

20. You have no suggestion to make as to how the Act can be cotuplied with without emploving
extra hands 7—I lhave asked all the people in the business that 1 have cone in contact with, and
evelbbod\ admits that there are no weans by which it can be carried out. The union secretary
in Rotorua admitted it was unworkable when 1 said 1 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 vour girls to go out if vou have any slack time?—As long as the work is done thev
can go away if they like. The majority of my girls finish at 2 o’clock in the afternoon, and do
not come on till 5 or 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.

Mr. Okey.] Are the employees asking for the Aet?—I huve not heard anything about it.
I ]ll&llltdll] that the employees as a whole are not asking for it.

23. To the Chatrman.] 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 emplovee under exceptional cirouinstances
if he asked for it.

24. Mr. Thompson.] How would vou fix the definition different from what it is in the Bill
to differentiate hetween a widow keeping a boardinghouse and larger places?—We sav it is not
right for private hotels and boardinghouses to be included in the Bill at all.

Mr. Loug.] Would you be surprised to know vour ewmnployees signed the requisition sup-
pmtmg this Bill%—I am quite awarve that during the last week or two petitions have been hawked
round and they have signed them. If the requisition were for threc holidays a week they would
all sign it.
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Henry ALEXANDER PEAROE, representing the Rotorua Boardiughouse-keepers’ Association,
’ examined. (No. 16.)

Watness: I have heard the evidence of Mr. MeLean, and am able to bear him out in most of
iis objections. The only thing I would propose to touch on is section 27, clause 2: ‘‘Such
working-hours may be extended tu not more than three hours in any one day, nor more than
ninety hours in any one year. Written notice of the cxtended time is to be given to the Inspector
within twenty-four hours thereof.”” We would ask that the limit of ninety hours be eliminated
from the Bill. Altogether it works out at a quarter of an hour per day, and we think the workers
are protected by 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
for the half or whole holiday of each assistant. The rvecord shail at all times be open for inspec-
tion by auy assistant employed by the oceupier, or by au Inspector, and shall be signed by each
assistant before entering on 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 tond 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’ it once in half a dozen
times. 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 suy we do not work six hours I would not contradiet you. I do not say because my
husiness does not vequire it other people’s business does not require it. There is no Inspector
in many distriets. I originally conducted ‘‘ Thurwell,”” which had a tariff of 6s. a day, or
£1 158. a week. I have since taken over ‘‘ Grand Vue,”” which has a tarviff of 8. and £2 9s.—a
better-class 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.

3. Have you given any of them a day off#—I cunnot say; [ have been away. Sinee the
award we have increased the stafi—two at Thurwell House, a porter- kltcheuman and a walitress.
The present proprietary kept them in busy times.

4. Mr. Veiteh.] In the event of it being decided that bouardinghouses shall come under the
Shops Act, can you suggest a better definition than we have here now in section 2?7—We have
nothing to ‘“sell,”” as it seems to mean in that clause. We have nothing ‘‘ exposed for sale.” 1
do not know whether we “‘ offer "’ anything. The only improvement we suggest is that private
hotels and boardinghouses be excluded.

5. To Mr. Okey.] 1 employ ten hands in the summer, and four of these just at occasional
times.

6. What extra stafl will you require if the Bill is put through?—We run a chef, and kitchen-
man, and porter. We should require one extra man to work three davs 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?—That would be inad-
visable, because he would hecome couversaut with the business arrangements of the difierent
proprietors.

8. To Mr. Okey.] There is no dissatisfaction among my employees. 1 do not know whether
they signed the requisition. The petition was brought under my notice last Monday 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 wani a whole holiday.

RoserT BREEN, representing the Otago Hotel, Restaurant, and Boardinghouse Emplovees’ 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 [ was secretary of the wnion. I have heen requested
hy 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.
1 do not know personally what hours the employees work, but from inforimation 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, hut the application was
refused, so the employees have no protection whatever. = There are several large hoardinghouses
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 are worked
excessive hours. During the time I was secretary of the union 1 Lad repeated complaints from
girls, some of whom were members of the union, about the long hours worked and the low wages
paid, but we could not help them». The union made several attempts to 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. If 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 distriet 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 has been restricted, but if they are covered by the Shops and
Offices Act the hours of employees will be reduced, and ax these ciployees are mostly girls und
women who are unable to fight for themselves we think they arve 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 any 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 cases
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 on 365 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. Long] I have attended several annual conferences of the hotel workers’ federa-
tion, and the most important matter that has been discussed has heen the hours of work and
holidays, and especially the weekly day of rest. An application was made to Mr. Justice Sim
to -add certain boardinghouse-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 0s. to 10s. a
day, but no discrimination was made as to the wages paid to the employees in those hotels. I
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. Hindmarsh.] So vou 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. 1 am not going to say Mr. Justice Sim struck them out, but
he suggested that we should.

3. Mr. Long.] How 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 yvou any knowledge of the nuinher of people excluded from the henefits of the
Arbitration Act?—They would run to some hundreds, I suppose. In our case we only picked
the ones doing the ldrgest boardinghouse 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
were many other places in whicl 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, su the operations of the union were
very much restricted. However, we consider that if these people can he brought within the
bCOpe of this Act it will be something.

. You do not think that these matters can be sately left to the Arbitration Court? You
~p1efe1 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 Mr. 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 adJudlcates 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 thonsand—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 nake 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 thesc powers are exercised
detrimentally -—No; and yet I believe the object of Mr. Justice Sim was to be fair. I believe
he considered that by joining these people to an award they would be driven out of business.

9. Mr. Hindmarsh.] 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 heing 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 supposel—I 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 Court.
They did so, and 1 was left with only one witness, and I could not prove what the tariff was.

11. 7o 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, hut while I 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 staff, but experience
has proved, so far as Dunedin is concerned, that they did not have to increase theiv staff. They
cither rearranged the hours of the staffs so as to give time off, or they did not comply with
the award. The whole of the employees could not take a lmhday 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 1 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 aré practically unanimous, but I could not say they are wholly
unanimous, because there ave 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 clse 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 ]om these people to the award in Dunedin. The Court did the
same thing in Christchurch as in Auckland.

17. In regard to the ruindus effect alleged this-is a fair assumption—that the only ones
likely to he ruined are those under the award: they are likely to be worse off than those left
out —Yes, hecause 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 Act
ave free to pay what wages they like.

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

19. Mr. Wilkinson.] Would two half-days be practicable?—I do not think two half-days are
as advantageous as one whole day. A half-day is not a half-day when vou start at 6 or 7 in the
morning and finish at 2 in the afternocon. 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 ifethis Act were brought into operation. Do vou think it is practicable
for them to do so?—One can only answer that as the result of experience. The hest 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 carry on

- successfully if what vou 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 mude us in these things we are
asking. They have been tried and have not failed in other parts of the world. “ hen the
half-holiday was introduced the same argument was used, and I feel almost sure that when
the employers are reconciled to it thev will he able to r(-m'gm]ize their staffs so that there will
not be difficulties and great expense.

22. Witnesses this morning have prophesied that their business will be destroyed 3—In
Dunedin, before the union was formed, girls were working eighty hours a week for 12s. 6d. and
15s. To dav they are getting 22s., and the hours are mwuch 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 ?-—Ves.

24. Mr. Okey.] Do vou know anything about the wages thev 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 \vages’!—The\ 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{—
I do 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, 1 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
publie,

31. We have had several lists put in by witnesses signed by employees that they are not
asking for this measure of working six days a week, and are satisfied with the present position?—
I am not surprised at that. Every attempt to bring the warehouses under the Shops and Offices
Act has been met with huge petiticns 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 some 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.

32. The Chairman.] Would vou consider, if an award went against your demands in an
Arbitration Court, that vou were 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?—I 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. GQlover.] 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, &oc.?—
I think it should bhe possible for evervbodv to get it, hut even if there are those who cannot
that is no reason why hotel workers should not get 1t. 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.

Tuespay, 19TH AveusTt, 1913,

ArTHUR ROSSER, representing the Grocers’ Assistants’ Industrial Union of Workers, Auckland,
examined. (No. 18.)

Witness: The Auekland 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 vears. 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. Tn the eleven months of the vear 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.
[ 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 Act, 1910, was regarded by
the Grocers’ Union as a distinct advance, and now by the award which came into operation in
October last vear the hours are not mentioned. We are governed by the Shops and Offices Act,
so it intimately affects the men I represent. T 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 agent, 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

8 —1. 9a.
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working manager.”” The definition of ‘‘ occupier '’ is a very wide one. 1 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 casc in which one firm has four shops, and the shops would be
registered not in the owner’s name but in the 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 several
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 suech payments,
but also as a certificate of correctness, and the particulars entered with respect to that assistant.’’
That qualifies subsection (1) of clause 4. 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 compelled 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 the Act 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
emploved in or about any shop in whiech 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 time of the wnrkers by clause 43 :
““If any shop-assistant is employed at any work in any shop later than fifteen minutes after
the preseribed 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 (2) of that section we
agree with.

1. Mr. Davey.] Do you agree with subsection (3), clause 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 mayv be, shall. while the shop is open for business, be deemed to be a shop-assistant »’ 9—
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 right. 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 tilt eleven o’clock at night on Christmas Eve and New Year’s Eve, or, when Christmas
Day gnd 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. 1 have seen
numbers of my union as limp as worn-out rags, unable to use 1t. 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 vegulation 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. The 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 :
The 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: 1t 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. I 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 (@): ‘‘ Provided that the provisions of this paragraph shall not he 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 for the purpose of supplying dona 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 ‘‘ bona fide passengers’’ on the ferry steamers where families are
carried for £5 a year.

Mr. Davey: Well, we can take a note of the objection.

Waitness: Then, page 12, clause 18, subclause (¢)—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 g person is the occupier of both a shop and a factory, and employs any
person partly in one establishment and partly in the other. such last-mentioned person shall
for the purpose of the Act be deemed to be 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 vegard 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 ugencies,
cable companies or telegraph companies’ offices, or offices of freezing companies, or offices of for-
warding agencies, 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 exempi the
iners’ unions more than other trade-unions? We say, if it applies to the miners’ unions, it
should apply to all offices. Take my office: T am not allowed to have a girl back. Why should
miners’ unions be allowed to bring back their emplovees? T do 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. 1
have conducted every hairdressers’ dispute before the Council and Court in Auckland, and 1
consider some attempt should be made to bring the hours for hairdressers into conformity in
the four chief centres. In Auckland the closing-tine is 9.40, in Dunedin 9.15, Christchurch
about the same, Wellington 9.15.

5. Mr. Bollurd.] You say Sunday trading is carried on now in Auckland: who carries on
the Sunday trading 7—Lollie-shops and confectioners’ shops. T amn not saying wuch about the
refreshment-shops, although I never patronize them. The confectioners’ shops are a source ot
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. 1 object to a child going
to Sunday school with 3d. or 1d. 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 vou
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
emplovees 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
locked 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 conmon
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. QOur 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.] 1f they are serving a customer would vou allow them to complete the
sale 7—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-holidav
to save the men from wasting their earnings?—I am a lifelong abstainer and a Prohibitionist. 1
would close the hotels altogether if I had my way.

17. Mr, Grenfell.] You are aware that the case Archer v. Le Cren was only decided last
vear, 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 9—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{—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 suflicient 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 themselvesi—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 desirve to bring before you the recomimendation that there should be ineluded in
the Shops and Offices Bill a new clause—subsection (3) to section 13, 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 equallv important that those
who labour in the bar should have a settled dav 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 can 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. ~o 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 during the vear. We think, at any rate
for barmaids, the hours should be shortened. We urge that the emplovees should have one day’s
rest of twenty-four hours in every seven davs. 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 the bar 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: 1 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 nrge this amendment to section 13 be 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 pell? 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 !—It is not confined to Auckland: it prevails in Wellington.

Rev. Mr. CoMRiE, representing the New Zealand Alliance, examined. (No. 20.)

Witness: 1 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 deat 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
algo 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 1—Hotel-bars, sir.

The Chairman ruled the question out of order and did not allow any further reply.

WiLniam StewarT Warpacs, Chemnist, Wellington, examined. (No. 21.)

Witness: The chief point we want to draw attention to is paragraph (iv), subsection (¢),
clause (1), section 17, re half-holiday: ‘* Notwithstanding auything in this Aect, 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.| Do you mean ordinary stock —We mean everything in the shop.

2. Supposing chemists stocked tobacco and cigars: 1 am talking about country chemists?—
By doing that they are 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 cannot 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 earry 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.

4. Mr. Okey.] Have you any objection to chemists being rung up in case of emergeuncy /—No;
we treat it as a duty. We are actuated by sentimental motives, I suppose. We have no wish to
stop that.

Fripay, 22xp Aveust, 1913.
RoBerT MavaLL examined. (No. 22.)

1. The Chairman,] Whom do vou 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 thev want.
Now, if this witness were to read it over and say that this is all 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, lst April, 1914. Date suggested, lst January,
1914. ’

‘“Clause 3: 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 & 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 the book, which is afterwards found to be incorrect.
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‘“ Clause b : 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 88 should be amended so as to limit hours on hali-holiday to five, and clause 8¢
amended to provide for a breakfast-time before 8.30 a.m.

‘“ Clause 178 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—:¢.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 vears. 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
18 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.

Witrram 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 1—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.

b. Will you please state vour views as brieflv as possible?—The only point I wish to speak
about is the hours of employment for males.

6. Mr. Davey.] What particular clause?—The schedule at the end, providing for 10.30 on
week-nights and 11 o’clock on Saturday night. 1 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 T do. I emplov 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 11.30 for the late-closing night?—Yes. With regard to clause 5, 1 should like
an extension till 10 o’clock for female labour. With reference to emploving 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-shops should come under the same heading as restaurants.
In Sydney under the last labour laws thev allow the fruit-shops to keep open on Sundays. As
vou know, fruit is a catch line. I think we ought 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 sav that the number of male emplovees 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
emploved therein—how would vou pav them?—Ther 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 vour employees?—VYes. We are not asking for Sundav trading. I am simply telling you
of the liberty they have in Sydney.

10. Mr. Glover.] Do vou agree to fortv-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 right. Do vou think that would be detrimental to the travelling public who
go home by the trains at 11.207 And the people travelling by the ferries would be inconvenienced?
—1I could not serve them if T had to be in the shop alone.

12. Youa could have no assistants there whatever 7—I might bring my daughter along, but
she would not like it. Anywav, 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 I am 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?
—7VYes.

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 the present Bill 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 vou 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 vour 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 3—VYes.

26. You are not asking for something additional to what yeu have already got?—It has not
been enforced.

27. You have been working up till 11.30. and vou are asking for that right to be prescribed
by law?—Yes.

Mr. Davey : That is 11.30 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. Davey.] 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 Inspector
tor keeping open after hours?—No. There has been no interference whatever in the fruit business.

Frank MariN WHITEHEAD examined. (No. 24.)

1. The Chairman.] What are you?—Restaurateur and fruiterer and confectioner.

2. At Auckland 9—Yes, Queen Strect.

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-héliday 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, T think, is in the Bill. T 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
the 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.

6. There is no difficulty about holding it for two years, is therei—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
1 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 emplovees, 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 absclutely 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 days a week. Then she has a dav 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 cook could not take over the dinner. If yon
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. I do
not anticipate any objection as far as I am personally concerned.

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

11. Do vou anticipate anyv objection from them if the law allows them to work a further
half-hour #—No. I am speaking of the shop. It is only for the females that we ask it.

12. Mr. Pryor.] What about the male emplovees: do vou 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 coming 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. Tt 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 vou?—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 10.309%—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 T should have to stay in the shop by myself, and T would be behind the counter, and people
would walk out without paying. And there is the shop : it is very busyv, 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. Tt is absolutely essential, in order to enable you to carrv on the business, that you
should have the right to work vour male emplovees for an hour later than is provided in the
schedule?—Yes; and I would have to come down everv 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 emploved, 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-dav the big dinner is over, and the second
cook can carry on then.

24. Is not the Cafe Cecil open to supplv 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-dav, to take charge of the kitchen?
—TYes, after the big dinner is over.

26. Have vou 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 thev 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 some particular day. What clause in the
Bill is that?—1I only know that one of the hotelkeepers was fined in Auckland two or three weeks
ago because he did not give the regular day. So I was told—1I 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 vou can make it
changeable in the week 9—VYes.

30. But clause 30, you are afraid, will compel you to give a certain fixed day for each
emplovee #-—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 %-—Tt is an under-
stood thing in Auckland that we are to do it, but they have not been to me personally.

T—1I, 9a.
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FreEDERICK 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 top 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 inecon-
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 distinetly 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 %I think it is the sanie in this Bill.

5. But extra provision is made that restaurant-keepers shall give one whole holiday in
every week I—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 vou have a dinner after that it is
where the second cook cannot come in, and in such a case I maintain that if vou 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 prescribed 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 bottomn 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 vour 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 I 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 T say to one of these midday waitresses, ‘‘ Miss Smith, Miss Jones is not here; T want vou
to come back to serve the tea for two hours,”” T have to payv her 3s. an hour for it. The union
might say, ‘“ Well, vou 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 emplov 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 vou to run vour business
with your employees that vou know. However good a casual hand might be she is strange. We
agk for the privilege of bringing these midday waitresses back, and T think we are justly entitled
to it. We have been allowed to do_it until about three months ago. We paid these girls for
the time we brought them back 1s. an hour. We know that the wages a middayv waitress gets
are not sufficient to keep a girl, but thev help. One of mv 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 get a living. Then,
other women get hold of a husband who is a ‘“ waster ” and will not keep them, and ther 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, ‘“ Al proceedings in
respect of offences against this Act shall be taken in a summary wav on the information or com-
plaint of an Inspector, and shall be heard hefore 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. T 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 myv place at about 3 o’clock
in the afternoon. He asked for me, and my wife told him I was out. He said, “A complaint
has been lodged with the Department about the dirty state of vour premises; vour kitchen-tables
are never scrubbed; your floors have never had a scraper on them.” She said, “ You can go
through and see yourself.”’ He went down and saw the kitchen and came back and said, 1
cannot find any fault, and, to tell you the truth. I would not mind having mv tea off the tables,”’
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We have other similar cases. Perhaps for some reason or another you have to discharge an
employvee, 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 the\ have no business to be there.

6. Mr. Davey.] Did vou say that an Inspeetor told vou in Aucl\ldnd that vou could not
give any of your employees any half- holiday you liked under the old Actl1—VYes.

. 'He told vou pelsonall_v 1—Yes.

8 Mr. Hindmarsh.] Did you act on that—Yes.

9. On the statutory half-holiday did vou, when vour restaurant was open, give all your
servants a half-holiday ?- —I‘hes all get a half- holiday.

10. But on this particular (]a}? You say the Inspector told yvou in Auckland that you
must give vour emplovees a half-holiday on the half-holiday that the shops closed upon?—No,
that is not right. The Inspector came along and said, ‘1 would like to see your wages and
overtime books.”” I produced both books.

11. What did he say. then, about the half-holiday1—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, ‘T see vou have changed the day here.”” 1 said, *“ We can do that, can
we not?’’ and he said, ‘“ No, you cannot.”” And since then I have not.

12. Mr. Veitch.] With regard to the casuals, I do not quite understand your statement.
Do you suggest that vou might have a race dav on which three of vour waitresses have a half-
holiday, and that ar accident might happen to another, and so yvou would be short of four girls:
is that it?%—Yes, in regard to the half-holiday, and T 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 vou are permitted to change the day from one day to another in the week on special
occasions, will that meet vour 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 9 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 mldda‘» 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 mght

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. The 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 time—only on special occasions.

17. How many such special occasions do vou think would happen in a yvear?—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 i1s 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 vour employees off a hali-
day within each week 9—Yes, one half-day.

20. Do vou object to the whole day f—Yes.

21. With regard to this signed affidavit, can vou show us that vou suffered in any way from
the fact that this complaint was made ?—Not in that particular case.

22. In what case could you suffer 9—In another case.

23. Only if you are in the wrong, surely?—It is like this: if vou discharge a girl that girl
always gets a certain amount of sympathy from the customers, and in that way you lose custom.

24. Mr. Glover.] 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 hehalf of the people who do.

25. But vou will admit that girls who are emploved in anv particular establishment are
entitled to get their day off!—Yes. It could be done in this wayv: thev could have two half-
days. I do not think there would be any objection. It would certainly work better than their
having one whole dav. 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 anv business at all.

26. Mr. Okey.] About changing the day: would vou 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, T cannot give
you a hIohdav to-day; you must have it to-morrow ”’9—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’
glrl but you want to be able to change it just in case of emergency \\heh ‘vou are in a fix 9—VYes.
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31. Dealing with this question of the midday waitresses, the position is that under the first
award vou 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 ratesi—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, *“ No breach,”” and since then we have been going on.

392. Then the new award came into force}—VYes.

33. By which the Court put you under the strict law of the Shops and Offices Act ?—VYes.

34. Then for some time after that you still continued to do the same with your midday
waitresses as you had done previously i—Yes.

’ 35. But some little time ago you were stopped and told you could not do that?i—7Yes.

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 1 was not fined.

38. What you want is to get back into the position that you were in under the first award?
—Yes.

39. And vou are quite prepared to pay overtime rutes}—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.

41. 1t 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 I—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 ?—VYes.

44. You are quite prepared to accept the limitation #—Yes.

43. 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 I—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 aslked 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 9—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?—I do not know anything about it. I know it is very
much wanted in Auckland.

50. Can you tell us how you came to get it in the first instance}—By an agreement between
vou people and vurselves at the Conciliation Council.

51. Are you president of the Restaurant-keepers’ Association in Auckland?—Yes.

52.1 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 2—Not that I know of.

4. 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?—I do not think he has. 1 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 i—
No. We have those as well. We had the Health Inspector there ubout a fortnight ago, and he
gave us a very good report.

58. You said that action was taken against you some time ago?—7VYes.

59. Was that action taken under the Shops and Offices 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.

9. Where-—Symonds Street, Auckland—*‘ Stonehurst.”’

3. Yours is a private boardinghouse I—Yes.

4. 1 will ask vou to make your statement as briefly as possible’—I may say that I have
been thirteen and a half years in business. We represent directly thirty boardinghouses, and
indirectly this Shops and Offices Bill would affect about one hundred and fifty houses in :&uck-
land. The thirty houses I mention will accommodate, roughly, about two thousand five hundred
people, and at exhibition time might cater for three thousand five hundred. The thirty houses
would employ about 184 hands all the year round. The increased cost to me if this Bill became
law would be about £285 per annum. We have increased our tariff 1s. a day per head as from
the 1st Jgne, 1913, and we find that it has made a reduction in the number of our customers
very-copmderqbl)n 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 & week would be out of all reason, considering the easy times the staff have at present.
My stafi 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 comifortable sleeping-accommodation,
food—the same as my guests—ad libitum, and they take their own time at work so long as it is
done satisfactorily. 1 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 I have no sympathy with the demands of the union. If there were
I would be the first to be up in arms against it in the interests of fair play. I have been pre-
sident of the Boardinghouse-keepers' Association for four years. 1 want to endeavour to show
good reasons why the private-hotel keepers and boardinghouse-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 1 have made a close study of matters affecting the mewmbers of our association
and their numerous employees, and I have always endeavoured to bring about, in a broad-minded
way, a friendly feeling between the boardinghouse-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 conditious 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 stafis 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
seotion 71 of the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act, 1908, had made it clear that the
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bulk of domestic workers were 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 dismisced.
Last time we eame up before Judge Sim in Aucklund he spoke very strongly agaiust the waste of
time and money in bringing such cases into Court unless the union had some very good reasons
for doing so, and said that they could not 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. Thev contended that it wus 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
¢ (3lenalvon,”” and demanded to come iu and have his lunch there in the same dining-room as
the Chief Justice of the Dominion aud 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 vou 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 thau is necessary on the seventh day.

6. Mr. Veitch.] Do vou believe in each individual deciding the point for himself 1—Yes,
according to how his business affects him.

7. Mr. Glover.] You said something about general tyranny to the staff: what was it?—I 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. Okey.] What is your tariff -—It varies from 7s. to 9s. a day.

9. You have raised that 1s., vou sayv?—We were charging 7s. and 8s.; we now really are
charging 8s. and 9s.

10. Have vou any difficulty at all with your employees?—No, not the slightest.

11. How do vou treat them? Do you tie them down to the half-holiday a week, or do you
allow them out extra davs?-—We give them all the freedom we can. At the present time my cooks
get two half-davs a week—every Wednesday afternoon and every Sunday afternoon. I was the
first to introduce Wednesday early dinner, and that enables them to get 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 that an Inspector has just as much right to enter a private house where a
servant is kept as to enter vour 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 7—Yes, especially in the suburbs, where they cannot get help.

14. Mr. Veitch.] You are the president of your organization 3—Yes.

15. Can you give the Committee a fair idea of the increases that have taken place in your
tarifis recently +—An all-round rise of 1s. a day from the 1st 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.

17. How long were you at the point of 1s. a day less than you have been charging from the
1st June?—That T 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 8s. 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 8s. 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 vears ago in one small
house. .

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

21. Now you are up to 8s. 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 T understand you to say that yvou give some of vour hands two
half-days a week —Yes. my cook and second cook.

23. And did you say that some of them have a whole day on Sunday?—XNo. 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, I do not think we have ever varied it.

24. You find no difficulty in giving your cook two half-days in the week 7—What took away
the difficulty was having early dinner on Wednesday instead of late dinner.

25. The Charrman.] You put up your tariff owing to the increased cost of living{—VYes; 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 11d. 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 I—7VYes.

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, I 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



A. A. BROWN.] 55 I.—9a.

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 #—VYes.

30. Mr. Long.] 1 understand you to say that you represent the Auckland boardinghouse-
proprietors 9—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 T were to say that she did not, could vou say of your own knowledge that I was not
stating what was correct 7—I could not declare that, because 1 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 boardingliouse servants getting protection of any kind?—I do not
say that.

Y 36. As one of the assessors before the Conciliation Council did vou 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 Shups and Offices Act7—1I 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.

CuariLEs GROSVENOR made a statement and was examined. (No. 27.)

Witness: 1 am secretary of the Auckland Provincial Emplovers’ Association, and also secre-
tary of the Anckland 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 Mr. Prior, president, and Mr. White-
head, one of the exccutive, of the Restaurateurs’ Association. I, as having been secretary for
a number of vears, hereby certify that the evidence given by them 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) (5): ‘“ The kind of work on which he is from time to time em-
ployed.”” The butchers desire that that should be put back again to “‘ the kind of work on which he
is usually emploved.”” The alteration of the wording will mean very considerable nuisance and
impraeticability. A butcher’s assistant may be 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 imnpossible to keep a record. With reference to subclause (3) of the
same clause, the Bill provides for the preserving of the old time and wages hooks for a period of
two years. I submit that that is not at all necessary, because under the Arhitration 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, subclause (1), (c):
‘“ A shop-assistant shall not be emploved 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.”” T 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 mutunally agreed upon between
each emplover and his individual workers to suit the exigencies of the trade.”” The reason for
bringing this so pointedly before vou is that, if the clause as it stands becomes law. on everv
working-dayv in every part of the Dominion butchers must commit a hreach of the Act. I have
had the privilege of occupving the position of secretary of the Master Butchers for ten vears,
and know what T am speaking about. The custom obtaining during all myv time as secretary,
and long before that, is that the workers start, and must start, at about 6 o’clock in the mornin;z,

1. Mr. Veitch.] Have you not the right to start them before?—We have, but we never no.
We are desirous to have the hours of the Act retained, because there are occasions when we mav
want them to work earlier, as when a ship comes in. Tt might be done. hut it is not the rule
by any means; 6 o’clock is the usual starting-time, and to myv knowledge is observed. The men
work on from 6, and are allowed half an hour off for breakfast at about 8 or half past. Those men
then continue right on till, it mayv be, 12 or 1 o’clock. when thev have their middav 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 hutchers 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 emplover 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 5 in 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.

b. 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 1
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. [ think that is all it is necessary for me to sav 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 (I)—and in the Bill in
the clause here referred to—nainely, section 24, subsection (1)—it is prohibitive for 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.)

-

TuespaY, 26TH Avaust, 1913.
ANpREw M. LoasBY examined. (No. 28.)

. The Chairman.] What are you by occupation?—A chemist.

. Whom do you represent 7—The Christchurch Retailers’ Association.

. Have you an authority with you?—No, except that I wrote up telling you I would come.

. You wish to speak on the Shops and Offices Bill I—Yes.

. 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 doing
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 he
able to go down there and get their provisions on the Saturday.
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6. Hon. Mr. Massey.] Sumner and New Brightou are exempt now, are they not}—Yes, and
-we wish them to remain exempt.

7. Mr. Davey.] The ten-mile radius would not touch Kaiapoi, would it1~-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 husiness 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, T 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 make
that day binding on that district for a certain time. The Retailers’ Association of Christchurch
want rest. They do not want this constant turmnil and fight. Whether it is to be Thursday
or Saturdayv 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, but 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
that, the usage of many vears 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 perfectlv satisfied
with Saturday. Mr. Kincaid, a large grocer, who put up £2b 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. 1 could enumerate many more. Theyv 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 wonld be diverted to
the suburban shops. Now they find that it has not made the difference thev 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?—It is the dayv for the horse-sale too, but that is a
small thing compared with the cattle-sale. We find that Wednesday has come up very materially.
The country people come in on Wednesday. Friday has not taken its place; it is becoming a
verv much better day. Thursday has turned into a good business dav. Taking the week all
through Saturdav 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 fizhting every
two vears. There is another thing that we think should be clearly defined, and thav 1s 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 and kept open on Saturday. But they are
still carrving on their old business as well. They have come under the exemption clause, and
are keeping open on Saturday. That creates friction.

11. Do thev sell other things as well as tobaccol—They are selling their old class of goods—
books, periodicals, and newspapers. They use the tobacco as a means of getting over the Saturday
half-holidav. The position the Inspector has taken up in Christchurch has been this: If a
reasonable amount of that stock is earried a man has a perfect right to call himself a tobacconist.
These men have laid in that reasonable amount of stock, and thev are calling themselves tobac-
conists, but thev 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. &c. Those are not pork-
butchers’ lines, surely; vet thev have a right to keep open. T 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 coused. 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 vour veply to the secretarv vou mentioned that
if the pork-butcher sold pickles he could not claim to he purely a pork-butcher. As long as
that is so we are prepared to accept it. Then there is the questicn 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 five fireplaces in his shop, 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 10 ft. 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 9 or later. We feel that there ought to be some provision
made whereby, if we have to keep our men. we should pay overtime. We ought to have the right
to get through our work without breaking the law. T do 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 preseriptions to dispense, and it is impossible to get through those in a quarter
of an hour.

12. Mr. Davey.] 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. T 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 vour 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 T know
you have had them all put before you.

13. What about other exemptions: are they all right I—VYes.

14. The Chairman.] Dealing with that stocktaking question: therc 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 (¢) provides that a chemist may reopen his shop on the statutory
closing-day after the prescribed time of closing, ‘‘ solely for the purpose of supplyving 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 supplving medicines and surgical
appliances) between the hours of seven and nine o’clack 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 and asks for a preserip-
tion to be made up, and then he savs, ‘1 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 1 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 I—No.

21. You think he is not dealing in perishable goods?—The retail butchers of Christchurch
thought they were going to be ruined when thev 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; I do 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.

TuoMas SMITH examined. (No. 29.)

l. The Chairman.] What are you?—Tobacconist and hairdresser, Christchurch.

2. Do you represent anv association?—I represent the trade. I am secretary of the
Tobaceconists’ Association in Christchureh, containing about fifty-five or fifty-seven members. T
was deputed by the association to come here.

3. Have you your authority with you #—No, | have not got a written authority.

4. Mr. Veiteh.] Is it an association for the whole of New Zealand?—No, purely s local
association.

5. The Chairman.| You wish to give evidence on the Shops and Offices Bill# —Yes.

6. Will vou make your statement, as briefly as possible, please—We have a decided objection
to our exemnption being 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 ovn Saturday. A
number of people find it not only inconvenient but impossible to come in and get either a hair-cut
or a shave if we are closed on Saturday afternoon. 1 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-roows, 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 I 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.”’” T said, ‘“ Do vou mean to tell me that you do not close this department down at
any particular time?’’ He said, ‘* No.”” I said, ‘“Do vou not know that you are breaking
the law?” ‘“No,”” he said, ‘“1 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 obscrve 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 saume 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--advertising to sell goods when we are compelled to close.

7. Mr. Davey.| 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. Hindmarsh.] 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 legltlmate
tobaceconists in New Zealand, and 1 personally was prepared to pay £10 a year license.
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11. The fee is a matter of detail. You think the principle is a good onel---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 businessi—Yes.

13. So that the billiard-saloon keeper would not be able to get u license to sell tobacco, and
if he sold it he would be breaking the law I—Just so.

14. T believe that licensing is in operation in some parts of the world in order to keep a
cheek on the shopkeepers?—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 1t has been the law.

15. The Chairman.] What, in your opinion, has been the efiect of Saturday closing with
regard to other trades in Christchurchi—Generally speaking, I believe it has been detrimental.
[t suits a few of the larger houses; but, generally speaking, 1 an: 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 foll, and the town depends a lot on them,
which is not so, perhaps, in Wellington here. 1 think the greater part of the takings in the
Christchurch shops on Saturday were from country folk, but they do not come to Christchurch
now on Saturday.

16. Hon. Mr. Massey.}] Do they come on any day in particulari—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 understund 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!
—-There is no doubt about that. I have had several instances of it.

Subsequently wituess said—--Fhere is one point | iwissed with regard to clubs. [ could
instance one club in Christchurch that stocks as many varieties of tobacco as I 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 members, but I kuow for a fact that other people get their
supplies of tobacco from there when we are closed. Tobacco is purchased there—on Sunday if
you like. It is unfair cowpetition. There are teu-roowms also in Christchurch—Mr. Woodward
wag at tea-rooms in Hereford Street yesterday where there is a huge placard up, ¢ Tobacco and
cigarettes sold here.”” They do not observe any half-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 representi—In conjunction with Mr. Smith I am repre-
senting the tobacconists. I amn 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 hairdressing 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. Thut 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 Bs. 3d. per annum—and they find that the system works admirably there.
Every one who sells tobacco has to pay that fee. I 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. Hindmarsh.] You sell a good many things, do you not, that are not strictly hair-
dresser’s goods—for instgnce, 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.

JonN BEVERIDGE examined. (No. 31.)

1. The Chairman.] Whom do you represent!—I am proprietor of the Grand Hotel. Wel-
lington, and T am president of the Licensed Victuallers’ Association of New Zealand.

2. You gave evidence on this Bill last vear?—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 91—
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 (b) 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 T remember aright we had some controversy over this before, and
the word ‘‘substantially’’ was proposed to be inserted, but we compromised on the word
““ysual.”” Then T 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
of 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. [ go on to clause 9: ‘‘ Ir 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-ussistant shall be deemed to be employed in the shop if
he in fact does any 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 9 is not iucluded with the excep-
tions. Clause 26 says, ‘‘ Except as otherwise specially provided, sections five to eight, section
ten, sections twelve to nineteen,”’ &ec., ‘‘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 stafis
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.”” 1
will pass over clause 30 in the meantime. Clause 28: ‘‘(1.) In lieu of allowing a half-holiday
or a whole holiday as aforesaid, it shall be lawful for the occupier of a hotel or restaurant to
allow to any assistant, by mutual agreement, leave of abseuce ou 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 rhonths in the case of assistants to whom subsection five of
that section applies.”” That means that in a vear those of the staff who care to take accuinulated
holidays will get two months on full pay. I do not know if any professipnal man in the city
gets two months on full pay. Accumulated holidays are of more valne than a holiday once a
week, and therefore the accumulated time should be lessened. 1 think a reduction to fourteen
days in every twelve months would be a reasonable thing, because there is no 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 be some substantial reduc-
tion in the accumulated holidays, say to fourteen days a yea:.

5.- Mr. Veitch.] Does that mean instead of the six-days-work-a-week proposali-—Instead 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
he 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 vign the record ax 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 emplovee; before it was
on the emplover. I am glad to note that alteration. Now I should like to vefer 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 hotgl 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 evervbody 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 last preceding
section applies "’ #—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.1-—-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—thev 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 be bound
to comply with this regulation; yet not far 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. Massey.] What other industries are vou thinking of—You have your Police
service, your ferry services, tramway service, aud your dairying industry. Those in these
industries are all seven-dav workers, aud 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. Veitch.] You want to be the last brought into iine}—No; we will all start together
if you like; but we do not want to be the first. We have 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. [ have here figures which show that it will cost me £717 a year if
this Bill becomes law. 1 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 cun be worked without augminenting the stafis
to any appreciable extent. That is all very well. The staffs may say that at the present time. If
vou 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 afteruoon that man would say, ‘1 have worked iy full hours already, and I will not
work any more.”” You will have to get another man. I can assure vou that these extra staffs
would be required. 1 have a list here that [ made out. 1 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 I would have to pay per
vear, 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 un extra expenditure of £364 per annum.
In the case of the City Buffet Hotel, where the tariff is 6s. 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
vear; 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. Hon. Mr. Massey.] What is the term of vour 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"exempted 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 vou 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. T 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 emplovees 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 seratch 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. i everybody else is brought in we will come in too.

13. Others have not the monopoly you havel’—We have to pay for a license which others do
uot pay.

p14. 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 vour employees one day’s
holiday a week 9—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,
| might say that we do not desire to keep our staffs hanging about 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 husiness. We are
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 #—If the Legislature would 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
asgistants, do you think his family should be counted?--No, I do not. If he employed three
he 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, vou 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 employce—they might take advantage of that to get the
benefit of the exemptinn, and yet be in direct competition with others.

25. Yon 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 off1—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}—VYes, that is
so. Let them all start off scratch.

28. In the case of those who have got a day a week off, would vou make them work seven days
till everybody gets the concession —Who gets one day a week off7 -

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 vou are going to be logical
vou must bring them all in together.

31. Mr. Veitch.) You remarked that you would be agreeable to closing the hotel: what do
vou mean }—In closing « 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?—VYes.
so that there would be no meals or anything else to get.

33. How can vou 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 vou can afford the loss by closing the whole hotel for one day, but you cannot
afford to give the emplovees a whole holiday each weelt?—The position is quite different. If we
have to grant a holidav to every one of the staff for n whole day it weans 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 dav there is no extra expense.

35. You must lose the same in the profits if you closed the whole hotel for one day 1-—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 de 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 I—VYes.

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 a
reduction in the rent, of course, you could get over that difficulty 7—Decidedly.

39. Showing clearly that 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 thev ought to work six?—It is a
question of custom.

40. How have you estimated your extra cost would be £717%—I can show it clearly. I would
require an extra cook at £2 15s., two waiters at £1 12s. 6d., a hall-porter at £1 bs., one ‘‘ useful ”’
at £1 5s., and a housemaid at 16s. Then, allowance for board and residence, six at 1bs. 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 emplov waitresses. The waiters are paid £1 12s. 6d. and upwards, and
waitresses are paid very much less. It has been the custom to employv waiters in the first-class
hotels, but there is a tendencv 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 emplovs waitresses, which has proved a great success, but T 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. If 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 prineiple.

43. You think it would be unfair if the small hotelkeepers or boardinghouse-keepers were not
compelled to do the same as vou were?—Certainly, because the principle is there if it is the prin-
ciple vou 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 are fifty employces and thev are already
safeguarded, but what about the domestic servant emploved from daylight to dark? Is it not
as logical to sayv she should be protected?

44. You believe every man and woman should have one day a week holiday —7Yes.

45. And vou believe in & Fair Rent Bill, too?—Yes, certainly. It is the only thing that
is going to put us on a better footing. The hotel trade is not what the people of this Dominion
think it is. 1 know hotelkcepers sitting tight to-day who a lot of people think are making
money, and vet they are hoping some one will come and buy them out.

46. Hon. Mr. Massey.] Do yvou know anvthing about the working of the six-davs-a-week law
in New South Wales7—Yes, 1 made inquiries when I was there.

47. 1 understand it only applies to Sydney and suburbs, and not to the whole of New South
Wales 7—Sydney principally, I think. 1 only made inquiries in Sydney.

48. Is it a hard-and-fast law?—The position is somewhat different in Sydney, for this
reason : They have got a big population, and they can send out 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 anvthing else but te
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 as
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 themf?—Are vou 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
ag any one else. It does not follow because I employv fifty hands that myv staff has a worse time
than a staff of three. We have got our worries just the same.

51. 1 am speuking 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 increasel—It 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
may 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 get a day off.”” Those people are going to be boycotted to a certain extent.

54. 1 suppose the increased cost will, after a time, come back on the public?—It is a ques-
tion. If we do not get some velief in other directions we will have to do so. 1 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 accommmoda-
tion. There is no question about it.
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55, The Chairman.] You do give a holiduy a week to those engaged in selling liguori—7Yes,
they Lave Sunday off and a half-holiday besides.

56. Those employed in the part of the hotel that is governed by the license get the privilege
of a day and a half a week off I—Yes.

d7. Now, referring to the closing of the hotel wbsolutely on Sunday, if it were possible,
there would not be any loss in closing the remainder of the hotel on the Sunday i—There would
be a slight loss, but not the loss there would be if wec had to put on an cxtra staff, To close the
whole hotel would be the least evil.

58. What limit do you suggest with regard to the exemptions?—I would not have any limit
at all.

59. What about the people who have a swall place like a private hoardinghouse wheve there
is 1 widow and children 7—You ave bringing up the widow again.

60. They exist?—Yes, that is so, and that is an unfortunate condition. [ would not like
to venture to suggest any remedy. hecause if we are going to make exemptions that is where
the trouble will come in.

61. Hon. Mr. Massey.] It is a fact that a number of widows keep boardinghouses in order
to enable them to make a living 7—Yes, hut 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 boardinghouse with thirteen
boarders 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 £1
per week at the very outside. Unless a place has got over a maxinnun nunber of guests it is
hard for them to make it pay.

62. Then, would it not be a hardship to make the provisions of this Bill apply to them ?-—
Yes, but we all have to be considered.

63. Mr. Grenfell.] Your idea is that all those who employ assistants should come under the
provisions of the Bill 7—Yes.

64. That would not affect widows?—No.

65. Mr. Carey.] The fifty hands vou employ are cruployved towards promoting the profit of
the business ?—Certainly.

66. The 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 Bill is not dealing with profits.

67. Is a girl in that case doing so?—No.

68. You say you want all people to he brought under the same conditions as this Bill pro-
poses to bring hotelkeepers I—VYes.

69. Are vou prepared yourself to be brought under the same conditions—the fiftv-two hours
per week 9—Iet them all be brought under the same scope as this Bill proposes, and we will agree
to come in on the same conditions.

70. Then I understand you to say that if this Bill will bhring all workers to six days a week
voun will agree with it I—VYes.

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 io 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 be kept open the assistants must he ciuploved longer than
any of the shop-assistants?—7Yes.

74. Who owns the Grand Hotel —Hamilton Giliner.

75. What rent do you pay?—I do not think that is a fair yuestion. If there was a Fair
Rent Bill brought in that would help us considerably. I amn prepared, if necessary, to answer
the question. 1 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 be left to the Arbitration Court?—Yes.

78. Would vou oppose the concession of giving one day a week holiday if the matter was
considered by the Arbitration Court?—Well, 1 do not know. I do not think I would.

79. Did you oppose the giving of the half-holiday when we asked for it?—Certainly, and
the Judge would not grant it.

80. The award in Sydnev is a Wages Board award?—The cmplovees get half a day under
one Act and half under another.

81. But a whole holiday is given by the Board?—Yes, it is hy agreement.

82. There are no casual waiters in Wellington hecause there is not enongh work to keep
them casually cmploved 7—I do not know the reason.

83. How often would you want a casual waiter?—Not often. My staff has stuck pretty
close to me. ’

84. You duv not expect a waiter to remain about for casual work to suit your business?—No.
[ would not expect that.

85. None of vour bar-assistants are employed on the Sunday?-—No, except the one barman.

86. You are interested in the Clarendon Hotel in Christchurch 7—Yes.

87. Has the management there been in the habit of giving one fnll day a fortnight instead
of half a day a week !—Yes, prior to my taking it over.

88. Has it worked all right?—No, it did not.

89. Mr. Davey.] Does the amount you pay for rent cover rates too?—No, I pay rates and
taxes, which amount to nearly £400 a vear in addition, '

9-—I, 9a,
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90. Hon. Mr. Masscy.] Have vou any idea what the hotel cost to build i—No, that is the
troublé. 1 am payving 6 per cent. on the estimated cost of the hotel, and as it was bu‘llt by day
labour and by the proprietor it is very hard to find out the exact cost. The cost of the hotel
and land is reckoned at £63,000—that was seven vears ago. [ reckoned it really at £45,000.

91. Mr. Davey.] Six per cent. is not out of the way?—-No, not if that is the actual cost of
the land and building. )

92. And you pay what in rates and taxes!—£373, and also repairs and maintenanee.

93. You have to pay for the renovation of wall-paper which may be damaged?—VYes: that
is where the hardship comes in.  We are not getting all the cream of it. _

91. Hon. Mr. Massey.] Have vou looked into the question of the feasibility of a Fair Rent
Bill for hotels?—We have discussed it on various oeccasions, but it is hardly a subject for the
licensees. You have a Tied House Bill which is inoperative.

95. Mr. Hindmarsh.] They can determine your lease at any moment?—VYes, one conviction
for any offence is sufficient to terminate your lease.

96. Mr. Davey.] And vou 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 vent would be
£85, but it is £75 if T take my beer from Staples.

98, Hon. Mr. Massey.] Is Mr. Gilmer Staples and Co. I—Yes.

99. Mr. Atmore.] You evidently think that if the Governweut bring in legislation that
increases vour cost of management the Government xhould also look into the question of the
rent i—Exactlv. That is what the Arbitration Court would do. If they inereased 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 vour expenditure, then
they should in fairness overhaul the whole transaction —Yes.

101. In other words, bring in a Fair Rent Bill?7—Yes. that would relieve us to a certain
extent. There are certain things which we cannot put on to the public. If you put 3d. on to
a hogshead of beer it would stick with the hotelkeeper all the time and not with the public.

102. Mr. Hindmarsh.] It would have to he done or wipe out the trade altogether!—That
would be more serious still.

Ernest Norvon examined. (No. 32.)

1. The Chairman.}] What are you!—I awm secvetary to the Canterbury Licensed Victuallers’
Association, consisting of 126 hotelkeepers spread over eight electoral distriets, including the
City of Christchnrch. I do not propose, Mr. Chairman, to weary the Committee by reiterating
what has already been said, but I desire to endorse the 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 he entailed upon hotelkeepers by the passing of this Bill. In the case of the Zetland Hotel.
Christehurel, the tariff of which is 3s. a dayv. Mr. O'Malley savs it will cost him £4 175, 6d. per
weel in the event of this Bill providingfor six days a week hecoming law, and in that estimate
he has not included the cost of board for the extra servants. In the case of Warner's Hotel.
where there is a staff of thirty-five emiployees, the extra hands required to enable the cmployees
to have a full dayv off each week would cost £611 per annun.  For the Clarendon Hotel, Christ-
chureh, the tariff of which is 10s, 6d. per day, the annual extra cost would be £513 10s. For
the White Hart Hotel, £300 per annum, and Excelsior Hotel, Christchurch, over £300 per annum,
The various hotelkeepers have asked me to place this information before the Committee. because,
owing to the short notice, they have not heen able to attend personally and give evidence. So
far as the Bill is concerned, on hehalf of the people T represent I desive to say that we very
strongly object to any exemptions whatever. The question of widows was raised, and so long
as these exemptions arg allowed on sentimental grounds it is decidedly unfair. So far as Christ-
church is concerned it would be distinetly wrong to legislate against licensed hotels and exempt
certain private hotels and boardinghouses, hecause vou 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 T do not think there is a
hotelkeeper who would not agree with what T say, that they do not think anything of that excln-
sive right. It is the State that hax created the monopoly by refusing to increase the number
of licenses and hy prohibiting free trade in liquor. and if there was more freedom in the matter
vou would very soon do away with the monopoly. It is a privilege that the hotelkeepers do not
think wmuch of. The State calmly takes 16s. per gallon duty on all spirits consumed in this
Dominion, and it profits very largely out of the liquor traffic. Then I want to draw the atten-
tion of the Committee to elubs. Tt is very fashionable nowadays to attack the liquor traffic, and
if any experiment is to be made to start off with the licensed house, but there are clubs, among
themn 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 hest to
see them carried cut. Speaking for the hotelkeepers as a body, we are all in favour of six
days' 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 will suggest that the tarifis should be raised, but T would point out that it is not
fair to ask us to put up the tarifis in licensed hotels if you are going to cxempt private hotels
and give them a chance to continue under the old conditions. That would give a handle to the
people to go from the licensed house to the private hotel. I want particularly to refer to clubs,
beecause if this legislation is to 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. 1
would like to point out to the Committee—and I would like to say that if DParliawent is honest
it eannot uxclude this point—that the dowestic servant is the most overworked worker in
the community.,  If there is a desire to protect the workers of the Dominion, well,
do wnot take ouf ouc particular section, but treat them all alike. There are many
domestic servanuts in this Dominion who are working all hours, and if it is necessary
to legislate for the benetit of servants then all sevvants, including domestics, should be
included. [ would also like to reiterate what Mr. Beveridge said in regard to the workers
emploved by the State getting six days a week. 1 would point out particularly the Police Foree.
According to the newspaper reports even conscrvative old England has just passed a law which
gives the members of the Police Foree in England a full day’s lwluld\ in every weck. It Pavlia-
ment is honest and wants to give all the workers decent treatment. then \\h) not start off with
vour own emplovees ?

2. Mr. Davey.] In regard to the payment of the housemaid, you quoted 17s. 6d. as the
wages paid in Christehurch %—7Yes. it ix 175, 6d. in Christchureh and 16s. in Wellington.

3. Mr. Hindmarsh.] You know that legislation is a inatter of compromise, do vou not!?--
Well, it should be a matter of principle.

4. What about old-age pensivns—why hegin at sixty-tive ?—That is a question.

This principle you ave harping on now 1x like clause 9—you remember that 7-—Yes.  Par-
liament would not have elause 9, although it was a fair and just proposal.

6. Your concern for the domestic servant is to block this Bill, is it not?—No. [ tuke up
the same position that Mr. Beveridge took up. I say that if you allow the licensed lotelkeeper
to close his hotel entirely, and give the hotelkeeper a chance to have a holiday as well ax the
employvee, then I am quite in favour of thix six days a week.

7. I do not see how it would ease vour pomtlon at all if we were to enact a law that every
domestic servant should get a whole dav's holiday per week I—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 vemember the
internal managetent 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 nnl\ hotels suchi as Mr. B(‘\’C)ld"e ;, but therce
are re\ulentml hotels charging 3. and 6x. a day whicli are going to be affected consldel ably.

& Ur. Clark.] You think there should be no sentiment in legislation at all?—I do not believe
in sentiment in these business thnes.  This is a utilitarian age.

9. You do not helieve in the widow —That is another question of sentiment. These widows
have two or three daughters, and they arce probably in a better position than the widow who
has not got a daughter"

10. Mr. dtmore.] Do vou think that a man or woman working in a hotel where there ave
less than three workers employed has just as much right to once dax’s holiday per weck as one
who is one of a staff of sixty or seventy #—You mean the exempted places?

11. Do yvou think that every man and woman is entitled to one day’s holiday in a weck -—
Theovetically, yes; but, as T pointed out, the internal working of the residential portion of a
hotel makes it so different to other elasses of business that it is not always practical to give thad
one day.

12. Do you helieve in the principle of every man and woman having one day’s holiday a
week—it is not the theory we are talking about i—You cannot put it into practice and l\eep up
the efficiency of the hotels as at present.

13. You are againse every man and woman getting one day’s holiday every week I—No. 1
say every man and woman should have one day’s holiday, but it is not possible in the lotel
business if vou want to keep up the cfliciency as at present.

14. Do you helieve .in the principle that cvery man and woman should have one day ofi in
vach week !—I must qualify the answer.

15. You are fencing it?'—I am not.

16. You heard Mr. Beveridge say that he believed in every mun and woman having one dav
off, and he did not quallfv it?—And T have said the same thing.

Do you believe in every man and womau in New Zealand having one day off cvery
week I——-Yes, undoubtedlv

18. Do you bhelieve in every tenant having his rent fixed by a Fair Rent Court -1 woull
riot like to express an opinion on that point. T am not a hotelkeeper.

19. But you ave representing them and are supposed to know about the internal economy
of a hotel t—T suppose 1t is part of the internal cconomy of a hotel.  As a general prineiple b
may say Lo in favour of a fair rent being charged for a hotel, but T have never thought of the
machinery to he set np.

20. But vou are representing 126 hotelkeepers?-—1 might say that the assoctation T happen
to represent is perhaps different from some other assoeiations in the Dominion. Tt consists of
hoth wholesalers and retailers. and wine and ~p111t merchants, The conditions in the trade in
Christehurch are not perhaps so bad as thev are in other parts of the Dominion with regard to
rents,
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21. Mr. Carey.| Do you employ a domestic servanti—I am a lone bachelor. :

22. Do the people who employ domestic servants compete with each other ¢—The boarding-
huuse-keepers that employ domestic servants do.

23. Supposing Parliament wants to muke sure that the widow and daughter keeping a
boardinglouse shall not be affected by the hours regulation in this Bill, what better definition
than the one proposed in the Bill can vou suggest!—The only definition T could suggest is to
leave out all the exemptions which | understood you were in favour of.

24, You say the hotelkeepers in Christchurelh want no exemptions in the Bill at alll--
Preciscly.

23. Do vou know that thie licensev of the Clarendon Hotel in Christchurch gave the employees
oue whole day a fortnight for some time ?—Yes, under Mr. Collius’s managemecut.

26. And it worked all vight?—No, it worked badly. It was his intention it he remuined
in the lotel to give up the system.

27. Who stopped the practice I—Mr. Price, I believe.

28, You spoke about board and lodging for cmplovees. As a matter of fact, board and
lodging under the award is part of the wages, is it not 7—Well, T suppose it is.

Joux Hrxry Paonr examined. (No. 33.)

1. The Chairman.] What are vou?l—l am sceretary of the Auckland Liceused Vietuallers’
Association, which comprises as near as possible eighty hotels, and I am also licensee of the British
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 ques-
tion of cxemptions, and they hold that there should be no exemptions whatsoever. If there are
exemptious made in the case of an employer who has three assistants or less that emplover will
find that he will not he able to obtain any labour at all, because no one would work therc when
he could get employment at another place for six days a week instead of seven. It would bhe
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 last that this matter was coming up so soon, so |
managed to visit some hotelkeepers and get statements from them as to the extra cost which would
be entailed if this Bill were put into force. In the case of the Star Hotel 1 obtained a statement
which shows that the extra cost would amount to £8 23. 6d. per week, or £422 10s. per annum;
for the Albert Hotel the extra cost would be £6 12s. 6d. per week, or £344 10s. per annum; and
in the case of the Roval Hotel £9 10s. per week, or £494 per annum. Then, taking my own
hotel, which is somewhat small, if the present Bill becomes law 1 would have to engage two extra
hands, which would mean an extra cost of £237 per annum. Regarding the question of the
suggested amendments in the Bill, the Auckland association considers that something should be
done by Parliament on the lines indicated by Mr. Beveridge.

2. Mr. Hindmarsh.| Your trade resists cvery change in regard to the conditions of the
einploymeunt of servants I—Somewhat.

3. Now, is not your opposition to this Bill very much of the same class as vour opposition
to the Bill relating to the cinployiment of barmaids?—Not necessarily.

4. You kunow that public sentiment in New Zealand is opposed to the enployment of women
in bars?—I do not think so.

5. Parlimment has tried twice to bring it about#—That does not prove anything.

6. Your association in Auckland has fought thix 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. e hold she ix just as much entitled to earn a living as anvbody else.

8. The sawe kind of vpposition i shown to this Bill as to the Bill relating to the employiment
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 emplovees. We ure on duty practically from the 1st January
till the 31st December, and if we get away for half an hour or half & day and semething happens
we are held responsible. Take my place in Auckland: I am responsible for everything whilst
here giving evidence.

9. You are opposed to this Bill on principle, you sayt—I say 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 wowen in bars uvn principle I—Quite so.

11, And we may take it that a similar prineiple 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 !—1 do not think so. [f
vou remove the restrictions against the trade probably we might be able to, but with the restric-
tions placed upon the trade since the local-option poll has been in existence we cannot call our
souls our own,

13. Are vou not going to increase the tavifi at exhibition time?—It has heen suggested. but
no one has done vo. You cannot put it iuto operation.

14, Mr. Grenfell.}] With regard to engaging additional hands to provide for the holiday, iu
the employment of an extra man in the kitchen vou would have vour other wages affected by the
fact of there being an extra man there 7—Quite so. ‘ '

15. Would not that mean that the wages of the other men in the kitchen would go up I—Yex.
Under the present award in Auckland, which is applicable pretty well throughout the Dominion.
if you have three or four hands the wages go up. '

16. With an extra man in the kitchen it would mean that the wages of the man above him
would go up 9—VYes.
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[Te Mr. Vewteh.] That is governed by the award, is 1t not }—Yes.

18. But is it not a fact that that award gues out of existence if vou get other legislation i—
It would now, because really it has expired. but we are working under it until superseded by a
fresh award.

19. Is there not a clause that takes it out of operation?—No. It has a protective clause at
present. In Auckland we are supposed to work sixty-five hours a week, but 1 can assure von we
do not. We cannot see that we should be compelled to do a certain thing which we do voluntarily
hecause the exigencies of the trade do not permit us. The internal arrangements are so peculiar
and are not identical with any other trade.

20. Then there is not a clause in the award that you are workiug under providing that if
fresh legislation is brought in with regard to service conditions that the award will go out of
existence I—In our present award there is a clause safeguarding that particular position.

21. Does it say vou go back to freedom of contract I—No; it protects us in the case of legisla-
tion being passed.

22. It fresh legislation is carried it will mean you will go back to freedom of contract{- -
Not so far as wages are concerned. The point raised was whether by increasing the number of
hands in the kitchen 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 the hours are concerned, but not the wages.

24. Mr. Long.] You heard the evidence given by Mr. Nordon $—Yes.

26. Do you agree with it?—Not in its entirety.

26. You heard him say that if this Bill comes into operation it strikes at the efficiency of
management in hotels: do vou agree with him in that?—I really do not know what conditions
exist in Christechurch. 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{--~Not
necessarily. .

29. Is it not a matter of cost, according to the statements vou have put in?—It is a matter
of cost in a way, but it is not uarrowed to pounds shillings and pence.

30. Is not that vour chief objection 9—That is one of the objections. The other objection
is that we want to enjoy a holidayv as well as anybody else by allowing us to shut the whole place
down.

31. You kunow that is sbsurd. Have vou got any members of vour association who employ
three or less hands —Yes.

32. Do they agree that there should be no exemptionsi—Theyv sav there should be no
cxemptions whatsoever, and that everybody should be included.

33. And the men who would have the right of elaiming excmption do not want the exemption?
—Quite so. They are fighting for a principle.

34. How long ago is it since vour association met and discussed the question of increased
tariffs during exhibition time?—It would be three or four months ago. -

35. And did vou not distinetly decide then that there should be an increase in the tarifi!
~—It was decided to increase the tariff owing to the increased cost of commodities.

36. For how long I—They did not say for how long—I presume during exhibition time.

37. And do vou think yvou 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 i—They proposed to increase it by ls. per day, but
it has not yet been done. Theyv could not do it—people would not stand it. On the other hand,
they are asking for reduction.

39. Mr. Grenfell.] You said there were certain people in Auckland who do not desire the
cxemption I—VYes.

40. Was it not because they recognized that they would be boycotted by the workers if thev
endeavoured to work them seven days a week while others worked them six davs?—Quite so. The
position would be that eny one having a hotel where thev emploved three or less assistants could
not get auy one to work for them because of the extra dav per week as cotmpared with another
hotel where they would only work six davs. The man emploving three or less assistants, to my
mind, would be boycotted.

Frivpay, 29t Avceuse, 1913,
Jonx Howarp Hixtox cxamined. (No. 31.)

1. The Chairman.| What are you 9—A master grocer in business in Dunedin.

2. Do vou represent any association I—We represent the Muaster Grocers’ Associations of New
Zealand. This would be reallv a Doininion deputation were it not for the fact that we have
no representatives from Auckland, but all the other principal centres are represented.

3. Will vou make a statement to the Committee?—Well, gentlemen, as an association we
lhlave 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-hook. We are quite satisfied that the provision in regard to the signing
by the employees as well 2s 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 feel that it is reallv not necessary that we should be called upon to keep
mtr wages-books for two vears, because the Act specifies that any action which is to be taken in
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reference to the short-paviment of wages must be taken within six months, and we think # ‘° six
months ** was iuserted in liew of ““two vears’ it would answer the purpose just as well. The
most important objection we raise to this Bill is in connection with ~lause 8. In our deputation
to the Minister of Labour, and also when before this Conunittee last year. we emphasized the
necessity for the award of the Court of Arbitration in connection with hours being paramount
to and not subject to the Shops and Offices Act, for the reasom that the Court of Arbitration
is established for the purpuse of dealing with special civeumstances and special conditions in
particular trades, and the members of the Court hear evidence on both sides and are qualified
to give a proper and correct interpretation of what the hours should be as agreed upon between
the parties. Whilst in this Bill vou have given us what we asked for, in subsection (6) of clause 8
it says, ‘‘ This section shall operate subject to the provisions of this Aet, and to any award of
the Court of Avbitration.”” By the one elause vou give us what we want, but vou take it awav
from us in that vou say., ‘‘ Provided that an award shall not permit a shop-assistant to be
emploved in any one week or in any one day a greater number of hours than is preseribed by
subsections one and two hereof.”” It is a little puzzling to us to understand where the advan-
tage is in giving us this tirst part of clause 6 and taking it away in the second part. In Dunedin
within the last few months we have agreed upon an award with the shop-assistants which did
not coine before the Avbitration Court. It wux a matter we werce able to arrange amongst our-
selves, and the following clause was agreed upon as fair: ** The following provisious shall come
into force if and whenever the law shall be amended o that it shall be lawful to iusert in any
award the provision contained in paragraph (@) hereef: (@) Any employer may require his
assistants or any of them to work without additional pay for two hours ecach 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.”” That provision came into force on the lst
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 then the 2nd January as well, and it has become the unwritten law,
although not in the award, that they get Easter Saturday as well. It is recognized as a public
holiday now. The assistants get from Baster Saturday to the ‘Tuesday, so they reckon some
quid pro quo is a fair thing. That is what we consider our main poiut.  We consider the Bill
stultifies itself in taking away what it has alveady given in a previous clause. Another point we
desire to emphasize is in connection with avertime. The Minister, in formmulating this Bill, has
recognized our contention of last year by providing that the consent of the Inspector only shall
be required for vouths 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 ax overtime is councerned, so that
it seems to us that the vestriction 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 cuployment in subsection (3)-—° Kvery shop-assistant employved during extended hours shall
be paid therefor at half asx mueh again asx the ordinary vate.””  After providing that overtime
may be worked by shop-assistants without the written consent of the Inspector vou bind us down
in this way: “‘ For the purposes of stocktaking, or other special work not being the actual sale
or delivery of goods, such working-hours may, notwithstanding anything in scction five hereof,
be extended, but not for more than threc hours in any one day, nor more than ninety hours in
any one vear, nor on any half-holiday.””  Of course, 1t ix a fair thing that it should not be for
more than three hours in any one day. By the time a wan has worked his day and three hours
heyond we recoghize that he has done quite enough. and, of course, we do not object to paying
him for those three hours in any one day except as provided for in this clause of our award.
hut we do think that there is no necessity to bind the employers and employees down to ninety
hours for the vear. Whilst in many cases it may not be necessary to work uinety hours in the
vear, we maintain that we ought to have the same right as the emplovers under the Factories
Act of baving their male. adult assistants back when they want them for the purpuse of work
which has to be done.  Now, this applies to our trade very particularly, and vou can see this,
sir, that the employers arc not going to take any undue advantage of any liberty which is granted
them in this respeet ax far as emploving 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 employver if the work
can be done during the legitimate and recognized hours of trading, and therefore, unless the
emplovers absolutely nced 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 specifving
that they are to reccive overtime for all the work they do after a certain time without binding
us down to any specified number of hours per annum. The Factories Act does not recognize any
such necessity, and the work in shops is even lighter than the work done 1 a very large number
of factories. This also applies with special force to cavters who deliver goods.  As vou know, under
the old Act, the Act which this one is supposed to supersede, we had to apply for the written cou-
sent of an Tnspector for a man to be out delivering goods after 6 o’clock at night. Now, unfore-
seen circumstances, such as wet weather or a breakdown, positively prolibit an employer getting
the consent of the Tnspector, as the office closes before the necessity of working overtime is recog-
nized, and in such an cvent the fiasco is perpetrated of having to ask the Inspector next morning
for his consent to work a wman the previous night.  That is making a faree of the law of the
country, and it wax a clause as to which really no shopkeeper could depend upon keeping within
the strict letter of the law.  He was really compelled by 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 and to worry him in the wayv that clause did. While on the
point of the payment of overtime, there is another question in counection with attention to
Liorses.  We maintain that so far as attention to horses is conecerned there is no necessity for the
Shops and Oftices Bill to legislate for that at all, because the awards throughout the whole country
apply. Tt is rvecoguized that every man who drives a horse has to give that horse a certain amount
of attention not only duriug 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 horsex have to be attended to just
the same as human beings have to be attended to on Sundays, and we object to the restriction
binding us down to giving a man a certain wage for driving hisx horses and then that we should
be 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 @ week, and vou might as well fix
that man’s wages at £3 Js. instead of £2 10s. It is recoguized as part and parvcel of a driver's
work. Those arve cur principal objections to the Bill, aud the principal amenduments we desire
introduced into it.  There arc one or two smaller ones.  The provision in clause 11 (d) regarding
default in pavment of wages, fixing a tine of 3s. a day while the default continues, seems to us
to press rather hardly, because in nine cases out of ten the default of an employer in paying his
assistant’s wages is the fault of the employee himwself. It is mostly with the junior employees.
The employer is not aware of the fact when the boy's birthday is. The boy forgets to mention
it, and thus an unintentional breach of the award is comuitted. We think that we should have
a little longer time to make good that default. 5s. 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 itsell specifies fortnightly payment of wages, and the wage could be made up at the next
fortnightly payment immediately thereafter. The Christchureh representatives are going to deal
with the points regarding closing-hours. As to heating, if fou werc familiar with the conditions
under which the various trades are carried on you would recognize that whilst heating, particularly
in draughty sheps where women are emploved, would be a very great advantage, there are circuin-
stances under which it would not be either convenient or advisable. We do not think that the
grocery trade is one which really requives any consideration as vegarvds heating. A good deal
of the worls is heavy work, and if a mau feels cold there is plenty of work he can find to do to
bring up his circulation. We consider that if this clause does retiain in the Bill some more
elaborate provision should be 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 \\'illiuglv 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 wman wha way bhe inclined to be a little
antankerous or to take a *‘set "—we have known it happen—on any partieular emplover iu
any branch of trade. 1t gives him an iinmense power for putting that shopkeeper to expense.
He might demand that luatlng-dpplmnces 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 vour
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 43, vou give us fifteen winutes’ grace after the closing of the shop. There are many
civemnstances under which this fifteen minutes’ grace might press very hardly. T 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 arc allowed us after the actual closing of the %hop But 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 perishuble products. Mauy of them have their cash to balance. Most of
the shops now are run on the cash-register system, under which each man is rvesponsible for the
money in lis own till, and that man cannot get away from the shop until the cash has heen proved
to be corveet 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 bhe 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. 1f it is 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 trade would take a ean advantage of thirty minutes’ grace in the way of
making a practice of it. [ think vou may well give us thirty minutes there in case we should
need it. Clanse 49 (a): ** With respect to proceedings by an 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 thice, because that gives an employer the feeling
that ancient history is not going to he raked up against him, and that he can conduet his business
without fear of undne persecution.

Mr. Darey.] Wik regard to that last remark, have you ever been unduly or unfairly
perseented I—We have known cases where we have been unduly persecuted—certain individuals,
not as a trade. T am not going to say that it was not through their own fault. They may per-
haps have treated the Inspector a little cavalicrly and thus got him down upon them. But we
know there are circumstauces under which Inspectors are inclined to make a personal matter of
their grievances and be pretty severe on certain individuals in the trade.

You commented upon the clause in the Bill which gives vou fifteen minutes' grace. Assumn-
ing that the shop was full at the proper time of closing, would you be satisfied if you had tc
close vour doovs utd simply serve those customers: would not that he sufficient7—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.” Fven after the assistants have served those people who are in the
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shop they have still their cuash to balance. You cannot start balancing vour cash while the shop
is full. '

6. How long does it usually take to balance the cash $—-1t may take anvthing from ten minutes
to half an hour. It depends whether it pans out correctly.

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 anyv 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 tax his memory until he can give some account.

8. Is it worth while extending the tiine for the sake of instances which may happen only
once in three mionths according to your own admission?—You are not legislating really for
everyday work—you are legislating really, I take it, for particular eircumstances; 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 I say, we do not propose to take any mean advantage
of any coneession that is given in that way. 1 question very much whether the fifteen minutes’
grace is used except under necessitous eircumstances. I know that my employees are often away
within three minutes of the hour when there has been a slack spell just before closing-time, an
they have been able to put up the shutters and get all their stuff fastened up before 6 o’clock.
But we want protection for special cases—for cases when we may need the ¢xtra fifteen minutes.

9. Would vou be agreeable to iuserting a clause in the Bill that wages must be paid weekly?
-~1 do not think there is any objection. Personally I pay my wages weekly. I think the genecral
rule is to pay weekly.

10. With regard to clause 11 (d) and this default for seven days, is not that long enougl
in vour opinion, especially if vou pay once a week +—The point I endeavoured to mnake was this:
it i1s very often the fault of the employee himself that he does not get his full wages, because where
a man is emploving a considerable number of younger hands their birthdays come round su
quickly that an emplover may not really he aware of it unless he has got them all scheduled.
The onus, to my mind, lies on the employce to inform his master when he reaches the age which
entitles him to a rise. It is only fair that he should.

11. With regard to clause 4, vou say vou helieve in the addition to the clause providing
that when an emplovee signs the hook for his wages he shall also sign it as a certificate of correct-
ness 7—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 hix age
and the wage that he ought to be getting is, 1 take it, the man himself. Therefore, if he makes
default in claiming any deficiency in his pay, it is surelv a fair thing that he should stand, at all
events, a part of the responsibility. )

13. That would entirely absolve the emplover from blame if the emnployee made a mistake in
signing that book #—I think so. I do not think there wonlid be any chance of its being very long
perpetuated.

14. But there is no bringing the employer ‘‘ up to the seratch ’ if a mistake is made !—The
trouble has been hitherto that all the respounsibility has been thrown on to the employer, and this,
we take it, is a very fair wayv of sharing the responsibility.

15. I do not sce 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 woney is the man who should sec that
the amount is correct. We regarded this provision in the Bill as a safeguard which we welcomed.
as we had not had it before.

16. 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 I am with vou?
—We would be quite prepared to consider and give our opinion on anyv suggestion vou niight
make dealing with a safeguard on the other side.

17. Mr. J. Bollard.] You say that the quarter-hour’s gracé after closing-time is not suffi-
cient on many occasions to serve the customers in the shop and balance the cash. Would vou
agree to close a quarter .of an hour earlier so as to give vou half an hour?—There would be a
little difficulty in that, in that people recognize the complete hour as the time of closing. and
I dv not see that the difficulty would be really got over. 1 did not say that the half-hour would
be needed on many oceasions.  What we claim is protection for ourselves in case of the half-hour
being needed. T suppose that on eight davs out of ten our emplovees get off within five minutes
of the hour having struck.

18. Mr. Veiteh.] You say that the drivers alwavs have to attend to the horses that thev
drive: are vou quite sure that is corrcet?—In a hig firm where they have quite a number of
vans and horses it is quite possible that thev may have a stablemaan who would do that work.
but in a small husiness where there is only one or, perhaps, two horses the man who drives the
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 without
making 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 the age of twenty-two anil
upwards shall be £2 10s. per week.”’ '

20. That 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. 1 do not think so. I think it is meant that
the driver shall do his work and attend to hix horse for £2 10s. a week. That ix the under.
standing.

21. Mr. Davey.| There is no provision in the award to that effect —There is no provision to
any other effect.

3 )
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22. Mr. Veztch] 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 sc.

23. Would not that really amount to a lengthening of the hours without increasing the
remuneration I—Yes, but the——

24. What remuneration would you propose to give to these men under the circumstances —
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
day, 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.”” I know that I would if I were an employee,
hecause 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 1f 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!—It 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 shculd 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 1s not to be regarded as final?

Mr. Okey.] In signing this book is not the dlfﬁculty with the overtime? If there are a
few shillings overtime is not that where there is difficulty rather than with wages proper 1—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 birthday 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,
with a load that will teke two hours to deliver —Under present civcumstances 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
be 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—VYes. -
_ 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 to
keep within the limit, have you not ?—I do not think that those few minutes’ grace count.

35. In any case you are not asking any more riow 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 I—
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 9—VYes.

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: T think T am correct in stating that it was held that that half-hour only applied
to outside.

41. Mr. Pryor.] That is so, but it has never been put into operation against vou in Dunedin,
has it, Mr. Hinton 9—It is positively the first I have heard of it. v

Mr Davey: That is the point; that is why it is in the Bill now, T presume, hecause of that
Supreme Court decision.

Mr. Pryor: When I give evidence I will deal with that.

"42. Mr. A. Rosser (Secretary, Auckland Grocers’ Assistants’ Union).] Do T understand you
to say that you consider that under the present Act vou have thirty minutes’ grace allowed with
respect to all the assistants in the shop? Is that the way the Act has heen administered in
Dunedin —Yes, to the best of my belief. Really I cannot tell vou that the half-hour’s grace
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 rot 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 half-hour been generally availed of in Dunedin?—As I said, I am not aware
of any circumstances under which it has been availed of. 1 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
niy attention entirely.

46. So when you said that you are 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, has done, and if he is finished at 5 ¢’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 has 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 be
more !—As I said, these minutes of grace are 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 1 or half past 6. 1 do not think it would really amount to half an hour a week.

50. Do you not think that the shop could be ¢leared, say, ten minutes before closing-time
instead of ten minutes afterwards? Have you ever noticed the general clearing 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
ingside the shop must be outside the door at a minute past 11

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 after the offence has been committed. Do you think that that is too long
altogether 7—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 I, 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 unserupulous man may commit a hreach and then,
by reason of the month’s limitation, not be reached —It should not be allowed.

54. That being so, can vou not give commendation to the extension to three months? It is
the same under hreaches of award?—We do not very often have breach-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.

55. Mr. Davey.] In glancing through the award you quoted from I see there are no hours of
labour given in the groecers’ 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 Bill 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. 85.)

1. The Chairman.] What are vou?—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 #—I have no desire to go over the same ground
as Mr. Hinton. T 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. That 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 emplover 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 trving 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 he 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
it.  With everything else Mr, Hinton has said T am in full accord,



J. G. LAURENSON. ] 5 1.—9a.

4. Mr. Anderson.] The Bill allows a quarter of an hour’s grace: do you think it is a fair
thing to leave the door open for that quarter-hour?—XNo. So far as we are concerned in Dunedin
it is not done.

3. Do you shut your door at the hour t—VYes. :

6. Do I understand that this quarter-lour’s grace is in order to serve the customers inside
the shop I—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 7—If it became a regular thing I take it we should have to give them time off so as to make
the time worked come within the fifty-two hours, but it is a thing that is not done except in
very cxceptional cases. It might not be done twice in a year.

8. Do you gauge your emplovees’ wages on fifty-two Lours a week I—Yes.

9. And if they worked this extra quarter-hour would that be more than the fifty-two hours?
—Yes, it would, T 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 be saved from prosecution on every occasion when in cases of emergency we may have
to do so.

11. Would vou be prepared for your etuplovees to count up all these quarter-hours that they
work during the week, and pay them for them at the end of the week 7—Quite prepared.

12. Mr. Okey.] That quarter-hour, I take it, is not supposed to be paid for: it is a kind
of give-and-take between employver and emplovee !—I should say so,

13. If a man works a quarter-hour it is not entered in the book really 7---No,

. 14. If a man is a quarter of an hour late in the morning do you not deduct a quarter-hour’s
pay?—No. If a man is off sick for a day we do not deduct anvthing. A wman wmay be off the
best part of a week. I do not know anybody in Dunedin that deducts for that. Why should
an emplovee not be prepured to have a little give-and-take? If vou pin us down to what is sug-
gested no doubt we shall have to deduct. That will become the custow.

15. Mr, Pryor.] Prior to this 1911 Act coming into force you were working under the pro-
visions of an Arbitration Court award, were you not —VYes. ' ’

16. And it was that that controlled the hours of work 7—VYes. . )

17. You had several different awards in Dunedin, did you not ?—Yes. g

18. You always had the right to work your hands overtime on payviment of overtime rates?—
Yes. ‘

19. The Act came into force and took that right away from you, excepting in special cir-
cumstances and with the consent of the Inspector 9—Yes.

20. The exigencies of your business make it absolutely” impossible at times for vou to get
the consent of the Inspector =—VYes, it is a perfect farce.

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 vour
business requires it. :

22. And you ask now that the law should be so altered as to make it practicable, and vou
“are quite prepared to pay overtime rates for work done ?—VYes. ’

Davip Maix examined. (No. 36.)

1. The Chairman.] What are you?—A grocer.

2. Where 2—At Christchurch.

3. Will you state your views as briefly as possible, avoiding repetition of what has already
been said 7—I represent the Christchurch master grocers. With your permission T will just run
through my notes. Conmmmencing with clause 4, subclause (3), keeping book for two vears: we
consider this to be an unnecessary stipulation, as the Arbitration Aet provides that action should
be taken in six months, which should be a reasonable stipulation in this clause. As you are
aware, we in Christchurch are now closing on Saturday afternoon. Clause 3, subeclause (3),
under ‘‘ daivy-produce seller ”’ we wish vou to strike out ‘‘eggs and butter,” as thev are unot
extremely perishable, and as these form a large part of a grocer’s stock. In the sawe clause, under
‘“ pork-butcher,”” we suggest that this should only cover fresh pork and fresh small-goods, as pork-
butchers sell a lot of the component parts of a gracer’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.
[ may say that at the present time therve is a shop being started under those conditions in Christ-
church. Clause 8, subclause (3), overtime for stocktaking and 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 be no more restricted than in the case, sav, of a brick-
layer or an cngineer, who can work any overtime provided he gets paid for it. 1 should like
to say, with regard to this clause 8, that there secuis to be nothing outside this clause to make it
clear that delivery outside the hours is not an offence it 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 proviaed overtime
is paid. Clause 12, subclause (2), regarding the half-holiday: we do not think it is right to
exempt New Brighton and Sumner. We object to this as not fair to city emplovers, who have
to pay higher wages than in those two seaside boroughs. We would suggest that a ten-mile
radius from the Chief Post-office, 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 the 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 fall 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 1s 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 no
objection to the heating-appliances, but we do object to the powers given Inspectors. Clause 43:
I think there has been a good deal of misconception with regard to the fifteen minutes’ grace.
From my experience in Christchureh I 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
saying 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 agrec
with this, but we consider that it would be better if the hours were fixed at 7 and Y. 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 tol—It would take in Lyttelton, Summner, 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 shops 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
satisficd witl 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 & 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 have not had any experience of it, and I am not prepared to pass an opinion
on it.

13. Do you think it is fair to the shopkeepers generally that a firm like Kirkcaldie and
‘Stains in Wellington should earry on a drapery business and should also sell boots, and furni-
ture, and tea, and run a restaurant, and try and monopolize ¢very kind of business?—7Yes.
Is it not the same in the Old Country? TProvided we are all working under the same conditions I
do not see any objection to that. .

14. Mr. Veitch.] 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 area,

- and the moment you do that you bring in another difficulty. Would it not be far better to have
-4 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 ix
vour opinion? Supposing the Province of Canterbury had the opportunity of voting, would
that suit?—1I consider it would be very much better than the conditions we are working under
at the present time.

16. In the Bill it provides that you can vote for any day in the week: would it not be

- better to narrow that down to, say, Wednesday as against Saturday, in place of allowing people

- to vote for any day they chose?—If you limited the choice to Wednesday and Saturday it would
not 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 Dominion
generally keep Wednesday, I understand.
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18.- You would be quite satisfied, then, if provineial polls were taken and the two alternative
days were offercd to the people to vute upon?—I1 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?—I should be in favour of leaving it as it 1s.

20. That is to say, a fresh poll could only be taken by requisition of 10 per cent. of the
people +—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.] 1f 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.?—I should say that if the people were satistied -
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 I—VYes.

26. The Chairman.] When you say you are in favour of a universal half-holiday you mean
a universal shop holiday 7—I mean a universal Saturday half-holiday.

27. Do you mean for all people concerned in all trades?—Yes.

28. Would you 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 9—Yes, I would be in favour of closing everybody.

The Chairman: 1 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: 1 mean a universal Saturday half-holiday as we know it at the present time. It
would hardly include trams or trains, would it?

30. The Charrman.] 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?—It 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, T take it, aware of the conditions when
they enter it, .

32. Mr. Anderson.] You have got the Saturday half-holiday in Christchurch now ?—We have.

33. Does that apply to pork-butchers—No, they are exempt.

34. Is your business a Inrge business—VYes.

35. Do the small grocers approve of the Saturday half-holiday !—I think the majority of
them do.

36. Do you know for a fact that they do?—VYes, I should say that they do.

37. There are n¢ 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 be ruined—businesses on the outskirts. Have vou
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 ulready stated, some of the strongest oppounents of Saturdav in
Christchurch arve gradually coming round, and are beginning to think that it is uot 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, T 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.

1. Arc those grocers in Sydenhaw, and Papanui, and Richmond, and 21l round, are they
in your association ?—Some of them are. We have one of the principal grocers in Richmond.

42. T am not talking of principal grocers, I amn talking now of the small men?—This one
is only a small man, and he expressed himself to me in favour of the Saturday Lalf-holiday. He
said he was perfectly satisfied.

43. The Chairman.] 1 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 ?-—I am only representing the association, as far as that goes.

Fravg Coorsr examined. (No. 37.)

1. The Chairman.] What are you?—Secretary of the Christchurch Grocers’ Association. 1
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 avrive at in connection with this Bill, and want te try to help
you to arrive at, is something that will prevent them from having to conmit offences against the
law. I inay 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 the-feeling that they are breaking the law, and they
would like to get away from it, but they cannot do so under the present vonditions. With regard
to the question that was asked Mr. Main, I may say that 1 have had conversations with a good
many of the suburban grecers, including grocers at Richmond, Papanui, and Sydenham, and a
good many of these people who thought theyv were going to be ruined when the Saturday half-
holiday was brought in now confess that they would not -go back upon it. .
9. Mr. Hindmarsh.] There:is often a baseless lot of oppousition to changes)—People think
they are right, I suppose, at the time thev oppose these reforms, but experience and adaptation
prove that it was not so serious as they thought. : :
" 3., And adaptation does not tuke long to come about?—Iu this case it has taken a very short
time. '

HeNry WarDELL examined. (No. 38.)

1. The Chairman.] What are youl—A grocer at Wellington.

2. Representing whom?—I am not representing any association. There is only one thing
that I wish to bring forward. 1 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 counter-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. oL .

3. It lras been already ruled, I understand, that for the purposes of the requisition a man
must state his principal trade?—I thought perhaps it would be well to make it more definite in
the Act.

4. Mr. Wilkinson.] What is your opinion about the provineial holiday suggested by me this
worning : would you favour the boundaries being enlarged to cover provinces instead of indi-
vidual boroughs ?—Yes, I think so. :

5. And that two days—Thursday or Wednesday and Saturday—-be submitted to the people?
—In the Wairarapa, I 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 rate, 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 éxemptions
are granted. T1rades are all allied to a certain extent. We sell goods 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 be a want for fruiterers and confectioners, and
50 on—people may want to buy goods of that description—but with regard to all provisions and

- catables of that description I really cannot see why there should be any exemptions if Saturday
afternoon is the holiday. 1 understand that in Svdney 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
uestion? 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 in extensively !—Yes.

9. Where towns depend solely, practically, upon the farming community?—Yes. And I
think a provineial vote would do away with a lot of friction, because under the present law
Wellington might cleseon Saturday afid Hutt and Petone be open on that day.

10. Mr. Okey.] Having once agreed upon the half-holiday by taking a vote, would you
favour that day remaining until a 10-per-cent. requisition is obtained, or taking a vote auto-
matically every two vears?—Tt would be better to have a requisition, because there mav- not be
any neeessity to take a vote. The requisition gives an indication of feeling. It there is dissatis-
“faction on one side or the other they have a right to get the requisition, if thev can, and have

_apoll. If there is-only & small section desiring a change-they are not able to et sufficient signa-
“tures to'the requisition for a poll. '

11, Mr. Rosser.] Clause 5 commniences in this way— Subject to the provisions of this Act ’;
~-and then you will notice a few words have been inserted, namely, ““ and to anv 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?—Yes. I do not see anv
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 uno authority to extend them. The Court
however, has authority to fix the wages, and every trade is different. The grocerv trade is
carried on under quite different conditions from the drapery trade; what suits the drapery
trade would not suit the grocevy. 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 anv control of the conditions
of 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 fiftv-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 Leglslatme that passes the Act or
the Arbitration Court ?—The Arbitration Court, certamlv . :

RoBERT ALFRED ScorT examined. (No. 39.)

1. The Chairman.] What arve you?—A grocer. 1 am managing the Wairarapa Farmery’
Co-operative Association, Wellington. 1 wish to endorse the opinions that have been expressed
by the previcus 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 I think a certificate of correctness should be obtained from
the employee. Probably some of you here will remémber that some years ago there was a case
in Welliugton 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 age 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 vears of age. He had informed the Inspector.of this later on, and he confessed that he
had misinformed his employer. The fault was as much hLis as the employer’s. The employer
was unfontuuately fined, because 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 .1ttendm,g to horses and the insertion in clause 55 of the provision that overtime shall
be paid for such work when hours are 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, aund, 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, hecause he is away from the shop.

2. Mr. Hindmarsh.] Are you in favour of Saturday afternoon for the holiday or not?—We
ohserve Saturday afternoon here. We are the only grocers who do.

3. You have not lost anything by it, I suppose?—No; it suits us. )

4. Mr. Okey.] Do you believe in Mr. Hindmarsh’s suggestion that you should be licensed to
sell certam goods—No, thanks.

. Mr. Pryor .] You had experience of the grocery trade under the Axblttatlon Court awards
\\hen a proviso was in the Act similar to the one it is proposed to put in now Sub]ect to any
award of the Arbitration Court '’ %—VYes. A

6. And when that was taken out and von were brought under the p10v1sxons of the Shops
and Offices Act ?—VYes.

7. You found a great clashing, did you not, as between the two—the leglslatlon and the
Arbitration Court award9—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 theyv had had, and it was very similar to the awards in Auckland,
Dunedin, and Christchurch. It has already been stated that we had a great deal of latitude
regarding overtime, and as a quid pro quo 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 vour business abso-
lutely demand that you shall do it, law or no law: is that the position—That is about the
position as far as the cgrters are concerned. , '

9. Tt is not only confined tq the carters, is it7—No. We have gone to the Department the
night before the holiday, nd 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 vou, like others, been compelled to break the law in spite of your desire to obey it?
—Yes.

12. The Chmrman] You were referring just now to the carters: how mam horses doeq 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. Wﬂkmsrm] I understand that you are an extensxve emplovel in the grocery line :
is that right 7—That is so.

17. In regard to holidays, have you any arrangement with the men \\herebw they have a few
days off during the vear?—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 holldavs to their employvees every year,
and I do not think that sickness is deducted for anywhere in Wellington,
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TuEsDAY, 2ND SEPTEMBER, 1913.
ELisan Jouny CAREY examined. (No 40.)

1. The Chairman.] We will take your evidence, Mr. am authorized to give evidence
on behalf of the Wellington District Council, on behalf of the New Zealand Federated Hotel and
Restaurant 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. I am also instructed to give evidence on behalf of the Wellington Grocers’ Union.
But 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 unsatlsiactm)
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 brought within the scope
of the provisions of the existing Act. Al other existing hardships of workers in the trade ave
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 has 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 has 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 foree or promised. It is no experiment that we are asking the Gavern-
nient to make. New Zealand, with all its boasted progressiveness, is much behind other countries
in this reform. 1 will give some instances for the information of the Committee. Take France:
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 dayv 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 rest 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. T have the Act with me.
The essential clause of the French Act is as follows : ‘“ No employee or workman shall be emiploved
more than six days a week in an industrial or commereial establishment whatever its nature,
lay or religious, or even if it exists for the purpose of professional mshuctlon in benevolence.
The above holds good of all branches of establishments. The weekly d ay 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 are a few exemptions,
hut 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 are 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 depnta-
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. [ have a copv 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 tllere 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 busmesses 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 holldav
It grants hotels and restaurants the privilege of allowing their emp]mees 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 restaurant workers, ‘' The Legislature, recognizing the necessity for and the great
value of Sunday rest from the social, hygienic, aud moral point of view, laid down the prin-
ciple of the prohibition of industrial work on Sundays as early as the Act of 8th March, 18835
(R.G.B1, No. 22), and expressly confivined it in the Act of 15th January, 1395 (R.G.B1, No. 21).
The Legislature was certainly awaresthat 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 employved for more than three hours on Sunday shall be allowed a com-
pensatory period of twentv-four hours’ rest on the following Sunday or a week-dayv, 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
emploved for more than three hours they shall be allowed as a compensatory period of rest an
c¢ntire 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. T 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 ‘emplovee’ 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 twenty-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 1911. Now, [ want to give further instances of legislative applications of the principle. About
two vears ago a Weekly Day of Rest Bill was introduced in the House of Lords as a private Bill,
It was svmpathetically 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 the 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
Tibrary. 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 the 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-
nment. 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

11—I. 9a.
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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 be 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 Sydnew It definitely fixes a five-and-a-halif-
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 fiftv-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 dayv’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 prineiple 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 the same trade as a licensed
hotel does except that it does not sell liquor or cigars. The tariff is bs. 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 preseribes
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 '’ has 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 has enjoyed a full day’s holi-
day weekly since 1910. 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 camec in the hours, fifty-two per
week, necessitated the employment of one extra girl, and that he was then able to fix on the
gix-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 got busy last summier 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 1s. each, the tariff only Bs. 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 Saturday half-holiday and all day Sunday off. In the KFood
Café only five days a weck 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 admittingethe 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. 1 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. Gilmer 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 Bayv,
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. Gilmer 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 vear goodwill. Several hotels have
been bought at that price in Wellington lately. The expense argument should not weigh. with
this Committee. The 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 oue woid 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 got 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 labout
in Wellington. Lahour 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 heen before the House in Bill formn. Mr. Fisher introduced a Sunday
Labour Bill in 1907. He reintroduced it in 1909. ILengthy 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 1913 further evidence was taken
on the Bill, and here we are still asking for the holiday. Twice now this Conunittee has recon-
mended to the House that the Bill be passed. There 1s just one other objection that is being
stated by opponents of the six-day week clause—it is to the effect that it is impossible in places
where only one cook is cmploved. It is the same old objection that was raised when first the
lialf-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
cmploying only one cook, like the Thistle Inn in Wellington. As a plain matter of fact, for a
vear 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 wifc. 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 thé 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: 1t 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 dnring 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 2 of the present Act. It reads, *“ < Hotel ’ means any premises in
respect of which a publican’s license is grunted under the Licensing Act, 1908; 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
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 Aet. 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 Inuspectors 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 be 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 vestaurant business carried on, and that
unless the private hotel regularly engaged in serving meals to outsiders other than boarders it
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 stay there. Mr. Allen and
Mr. Herries stay there during the session. The tarilf is 10s. a day. About seven workers ave
smployed there, and yet there is no regulation of hours and holidays. The place competes with
the hotels of the city for accommodation of visitors to Wellington. Large hoardinghouses are
tovered by the Act in Victoria. I do not think the Committee can draw the line in a better
way thdn the Bill proposes—that is, by excluding all boardinghouses where less than three
workers are emploved. The point that the clause does not go far enough in is in respect to clubs.
We ask for the inclusion of clubs in the ““ hotel ’ definition. The Wellington Club does the same
business as the Grand Hotel. The Working-men’s Club lives by the retail of liquor. Warkers
in these places should be granted the same protection as workers in hotels doing similar business.
1 would just like te add that the Factories Act has been extended in Victoria so as to permit of
boardinghouses accommodating thirty or more hoarders being governed by a Wages Board 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 and
restaurants.”” As the clause stands it might afterwards be held that a housemaid or cook is not
an assistant because she is not cngaged 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 shap-
assistants, and that cooks and housemaids were not within the Act. We want the position made
clear. Clause 4 is 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 emplover 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 emplovment the girl is
asked to sign for her wages. If she questioned her hours she would get the ‘“sack.” We lave
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 had signed
for fifty-two. In the suksequent 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 for 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 lLas 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 hotelkecpers?
Clause 27, hours of labour: This is the most retrograde clause in the Bill. Tt is an apostasy on
the boasted eight-hours principle supposcd to be given gencral effect to in New Zealand. More-
over, it proposes to increase the hours of women workers in private hotels by six per week. No
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 Pcople’s Palace, and other large private
hotels now doing a restaurant business the working-week is fifty-two hours. TIf this Bill passes
the girls’ working-week will be increased to fifty-eight hours. No 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. 1 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 Bill so as to fix the hours at fifty-
two. Surely this Labour Bills Committec is not going to recommend that the already long
working-week of fifty-two hours shall be increased by another six hours! Tt will be an action
unprecedented in any Parliament of the world. Mr. Millar, then Minister of Labour, said that no
Parliament in New Zealand would ever agree to a Bill increasing the hours of women workers
in this country. I am certain this Committee will not rccomutend that it should be done now
that I have pointed out what is proposed. Otherwise the hours proposed in the Bill, sixtyv-two
and fifty-eight for men and women in hotels, and sixtv-two and fiftv-two for men and wonen
in restaurants, are the same as in the existing statute. The only alteration is to limit the dailv
hours to eleven instead of ten. 1 will deal with that later. Why should we be asked to work
longer hours than other shop-assistants? The succceding sections propose to extend the holidavs,
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 sixtv-two hours are to be worked in six
days. What sort of a holiday concession is that? Tf we ave to have an extra Lalf-Lolidav whyv
not make it a real one by lessening the hours? We ave here to ask the Conmiittee to fix the
working-week in hotels and restaurants alike at fifty-six for wmen and fiftv for women. Manv
trades work u forty-five-hours week; some only forty-two, and others fortyv-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 for 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 restaurant? Sub-
clause (c) is altered from ‘‘ten’’ in the existing Act to ‘‘ eleven.”” This is done merely to make
sure that the full 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 I want to make
before the Committee in this connection: Our working-day is never done straight off. In most
cases it i 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 u
stretch of sixteen hours out of twenty-four. There has been some tallkk of hotel workers getting
off duty everv afterncon. It they did not get off some time in the day they would work on the
average thirteen hours a day—from, say, 6 to 7 a.m. to 7 or 8 p.m. The ordinary shop opens
at 8 or 9 a.m. and closes at 6 p.m. 1t 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:
New 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; Quecnsland—sixty hours for bharmen;
South Australia—(?); 7Tasmania—fifty-four for barmaids. There are one or two facts about
these hours that T wish to mention to the Committee. The New South Wales hours have been
obtaining since 1899. The Government has promised a Bill to fix them at fifty-four. The Vic-
torian hours have been fixed since 1905. Here is a case where the hotelke:pers 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 tco 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 vestaurant workers, fifty-eight for iwen, fifty- two
for women; tea-roomn wcrkers, forty- -eight hours : Tasmanla—ﬁftv elght 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, for a certainty not more than fifty-cight for
men and ﬁft\ -six for women; restaur ants, ﬁfty-eight hours for men, fifty-six for women. The
hotel award is now being fixed. T cau assure this Committee that the liours 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 of women
workers. If this Committee would do so it could get medical evidence to show that it is harmful
for the motherhood of this ecountry 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 efiect. The continuous rush-
ing round on their feet predisposes them to falling of the womb, brings on varicose veins, and
makes for other ph}swﬂl irregularities. It unfits them for motherhood and makes them subject
to ill health generally.in after-years. If anybody néeds a full day’s hOllddV in a week it is the
women workers. At certain perlods the rich woman takes to her bed and gets everyv attention
possible. The working-girl in a hotel does not cven 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 be resting. The hotel trade is rich enough to payv £40 a weck for 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, and
that this Conmittee will make that recommendation. Our special appeal is that the Government
will give a square deal to the women workers in hotels and vestaurants. 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 be 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
‘gatisfied that that is what the Minister of Labour intended. But a careful reading of the subsec-
tion will show that such is not the case. T wish to cxplain the existing conditions first. There
are many restaurants, such as Kirkcaldie and Stains’, the D.I.C., and Godber’s, that close up
absolutely on Sundays. There is not a hotel-bar in Wellington where the barmaid is cinployed
on qundavs These workers already get a weekly half-holidav. Their fear has been that if
the six-day week is grunted they w ill 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. I 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 five-and-a-
half-days week we would prefer the dvopping 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. 1 wish also to mention Lere 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 tuke 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 cuse 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.n.
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 sub-
section we suggest the following wording: ‘‘ Every assistant who is substantiallv employed in
or about a bar or private bar of a hotel, or who iy emploved in a vestaurant which does 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 anyv other assistant, on such working-dav in each week as the
oceupier 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 emploved ”’
be struck out. The hotelkeepers say this means unfair competition, and are opposed to it. Tt
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. It kills 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. 1 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 davs missed. The hotel-
keepers will offer money payment instead of the holiday. I wunt 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 3s. a week instead of £1—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 ou 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 not 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 holidav-book is kept and the
eimployer always has the choice of the day. Section 31: This section is looselv 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 Decemmber, 1910, was made will have
expired. We ask for the delction 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 Bill before making any further awards in the trade. We arc 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, 1Ist July, 1913; Auckland restaurants award,
16th October, 1913; 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 lhotels award, 1st August, 1913; Christchurch
hotels award, 30th April, 1914; Christchurch restaurants award, expired; Timaru restaurants
award, 28th February, 1915; Dunedin hotels award, lst May, 1914; Dunedin restaurants award,
29th May, 1913; Dunedin private hotels award, Ist May, 1914; Rotorua boardinghouses,
13th October, 1915. Thus it happens that if the Act were to come into operation on the 1st
January, 1914, as we suggest, of the fifteen awards now operating, the titne for which the follow-
ing eight were made will have expired : Auckland hotels, Gisborne 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, 1914: Auckland
country hotels, Christchurch hotels, Dunedin hotels, Dunedin private hotels. lLeaving these threc:
Rotorua hotels award, expiring 31st December, 1914; Rotorua boardinghouses award, expiring
25th October, 1915; Timaru hotels award, expiring 28th February, 191 But there are two
other important points: First, by virtue of a clause inserted by the (‘oult 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 thrce remaining, Timaru and Christechurch 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 (31) in this
Bill 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 right
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 vears 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 prineciple, and after lengthy
sparring and delay in the end Parliament had to clearly lay down that no matter what the Court
awarded the principle must be given effect to. See the (‘oal-mines Amendment Act, section 2.
It reads, ‘‘Section 38 [the “bank 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 e¢ight hours, and shall be pavable
notwithstanding the prowisions of any award or industrial agreement now or hereafter to he 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 Comrt 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 au 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 01gam7ed Mr. Millar, the Minister of Labour, xmhzed the injustice of the situation. He
sought to remedy it by section T4 of the 1908 Arbitration Act; Dbut 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—11—was purposely inserted to circumvent a provision in our
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awards. The position was made even clearer in the 1911 amendwent to the Arbitration Act—
section 10. That amendment prohibited the Court from putting provisions in any award incon-
sistent with the statute. All these amendiments were made by Parliament because the Court was
making awards which in effect deprived the wovkers of the benefits of the Legislature. It was
a case of move and counter-move. We appeal to this Committee to make the position clear and
to strike out section 31 altogether. There may be soume 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 recom-
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 Court’s
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 with 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 were 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. T stated a case for his opinion as follows, and T also put in
Sir John's full answer :— :

WeLLINGTON DisTRIoT HOTEL, CLUB, AND RESTAURANT WORKERS' UNION INDUSTRIAL UNION OF WORKERS.

To Sir John Findlay, K.C. Registered Office, Tratles Hall,

SIR,— Wellington, 17th September, 1912.

Questions have arisen as to the continuance of our award above referred to. The following matters have led up
to the creation of those questions :—

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 the award, the award shall continue in force until
a new award has been duly made, or an industrial agreement entered into, except where, pursuant to the provisions
of seotion 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., thac
awards of the Court run on for ever unless superceded by a fresh award or agreement, or destroyed by reason of tht
cancellation of the unjon. Section 74 of the amended Act, 1908, reads,—

““'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 indus-
trial agreement is made by any Act passed after the commencement of this Act, unless in that Act the contrary is
oxpressly 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 enasctments
containing provisions inconsistent with extant award provisions. Indeed, it was framed for the purpose of prchibiting
award conditions in excess of statute stipulations. In practice it was found that the section did not prevent the Conrt
awarding conditions in oxcess of statute conditions, where the 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 Arbitration Court test cases on the point—TI.e 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. Ou the 15th July, 1910, the Court of Arbitration made an award in answer to our application (Book
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.  Alteralion of Award by Legislation.—14. 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 the 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
employer 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 rhall not exceed
sixty-five hours,”

On the 3rd December, 1910, roughly four months after the making of our award, the Shops and Offices Amendment
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 where award regulations are in existence, but only during the period for which the then current awards were
made. This section was purposely inserted 8o as to counteract clause 14 of the award, with the thought that if the
award and its provisions could be maintained inviolate for the term for which it was made, then section 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 the date of expiry of the term for which our award was made. As out-
lincd above, the case for the continuance of our award, notwithstanding clause 14 thereof, was rubmitted to the Labonr
Department. Unofficially we are informed that the Department has been advised by the Solicitor-General that clause 14
of the 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 the position an interpretation of clause 14 of our award was sought from the Court itself. The
Court has filed the following answer, dated 16th September, 1912 :—

““The effect of the Shops and Offices Act, 1910, was to alter the hours of work fixed by the award. So far, how-
over, as related to hotels and restaurants governed by any award then in force, section 11 suspended the operation of
the Act until the expiration of the period for which such award was made. On the expiration of that period the altera-
tion in hours took effect ; then clause 14 of the award came into operation, and the other provisions ceased to operate.
The position, therefore, is that, subject to legislative provisions on the subject, the hours of work, wages, and other
conditions of work of the workers coming within the scope of the award have to be fixed by agreement between each
employer and the individual workers employed by him.”

We take this answer to mean the Court of Arbitration holds that we have now an award the single provision of
which is the second paragraph only of clause 14 of our interfered-with and apparently riddled award. Paragraph (b)
of clause 14 (the single provision of the award) grants to workers under the award not one solitary working restriction
other than would otherwise obtain in the trade were there 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 varied conditions of labour than obtains in hotels on the west coast
where there is no industrial union of botel workers in existence.

Has the Court acted within the ambit of its jurisdietion ? 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 the scheme and spirit of the Arbitration Act, as set out in sections 90 (d) and T4
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 the judgment as an award within the Act ? If a union applied to the Court of Arbitration for
an award in regulation of labour conditions in its trade and the Court gave 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 work of all workers coming within the scope of this award shall be fixed by agree-
ment between each employer and the individual workers employed by him ’—would that be 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 therefore 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 the conditions fixed 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 thereafter during the term of the 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 coming within the scope of this award shall be fixed by agreement between each employer and the
individual workers employed by him.”

Now, I think it is olear that the effect of this clause (assuming it to be 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 the negation of the purposes of an award. If, therefore, clause 14 bas any legal effect at all, it is to qualify clause 15,
determining the currency of the award, and to make the continuance of the award conditional upon another contin-
gency—viz., that expressed 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 been 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 effeet of
gection 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 Act had 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)
mean either (a) the period specified in an award, (b) the period specified plus the period until a new award has been
entered into. The expressidn is the same as that contained in subsection (1) of section 74 of the Industrial Conciliation
and Arbitration Act, 1908.

T 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
Act, 1910, in conjunction with the said proviso to section 90 (d) of the Consolidation Act, is this : that the legislative
provisions took effect on the 2nd day of August, 1912 (that is, the day after the expiry of the specified period of the
award—namely, the 1st day of August, 1912). But by virtue of section 90 (d) the award continued in force after that
expiry, and therefore there was & change made by legislation in the conditions of the award of that date. 8till, assuming
the validity of clause 14, the effect therefore would be to determine the award in toto as from tho 2nd day of August,
1912, and consequently to negative the effect 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 Auvgust, 1912.

The 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
andJeffect 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 the currency of the award : and if it was intended to
qualify thisin 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 before 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 or refuse an award (vide the Agricultural and Pastoral Workers’ case). But if
clause 14 is not to have the effect T 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 infinitum. I do 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 decline to decide between parties and declare that its
determination of the suit shall be such agreement as the parties shall come to. Clearly the Court of Arbitration cannot
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abrogate to itself tho powers of the Legislaturc. Tt 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 to 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
Aot 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 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 no doubt enacted to provide for much the same thing as the Arbitration Court has in view in
inserting clanse 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 to be modified in aceordance
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 framework which waits for a picture to frame—it shall cease 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 are suspended till that time, and
therefore it may be said that the matter is not of moment, as the parties can in any event at such period proceed to
obtain another award. There is, however, in my opinion, a direct conflict botween section 74 and clause 14. I think
it is an attempt on the part of the Arbitration Court to circumvent the operation of a statutory provision. The Act
says the award shall subsist for a period after the expiration of its “ currency  ; the award says it shall not.

T am therefore of opinion that clause 14 has no legal effect. It is repugnant to the statutory provisions, and in
any event attempts to declare by award that the 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 that 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
were & nullity.

The further question remains as to what remedy (if any) is open in the event of the 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 (27 N.Z.
L.R. 905) that, however erroneous in fact and in law the decisions of the Court of Arbitration might be, so long as it
purported to be acting in pursuance of the Act creating it, and confined jtself to the subject-matter of the Act, the effect
of section 96 of the Act of 1905, analagous to section 96 of the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Act, 1908, was
to place it absolutely beyond the control of or interference by the Supreme Court. In the circumstances of that case
the Court decided that as a matter of fact the 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 pewer to issue certjoran to
bring up the proceedings of an inferior Court, and to quash the adjudicaticn upon the ground of a manifest want of
jurisdiction in the tribunal whioh made it. And althovgh it is true that in such a case a Judge having general jurisdic-
tion over the matter found a fact which, though essential to his jurisdiction, he 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 may 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 deperds, clothe
itself with a jurisdiction which it does not possess.

There 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: Ez parte Bradlaugh (39 B.D. 509), Cotton ». Hawkins (15 N.Z. L.R. 496. 5 Cl.), and
see Privy Council decision in the Colonial Bank ». Millar (L.R. 5 P.C. 417).

I am of opinion that the view taken by Mr. Justice Edwards ou these headsis correct. Doubtless the other members
of the Court considered section 96 went a good deal further than this. The Chief Justice and Mr. Justice Willisms did
not decide the Blackball Miners’ case on their view of section 96, but the Chief Justice expressed an opinion that section 96
absolutely prohibited any interference. It is probable, therefore, the Court of Appeel as at present constituted would
follow the Blackball Miners’ decision so far as to say that the circumstances of this case are not distinguishable. Still,
in my opinion the ruling of the Court of Arbitration in clause 14 of the award would be impeachable on two grounds
—(a) That the nature o% 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 ; () that the defect of jurisdiction apparent in clanse 14 is a defect
appearing on the face of the ‘proceedings. '

My opinion may therefore be summarized as follows :—

{a.) If clause 14 be 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 cperation on that date of the
Shops and Offices Amendment Act, 1910. ’

(¢.) The Court of Arbitration had no jurisdiction to declare clause 14 to be part of the award, and on 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 state a case for the opinion of the Court of Appeal. (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 s *“ a matter before the
Court.” Proceedings, however, 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 on these proceedings His Honour would then in ell pro-
b?.bility state & case 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. FIvpLAY,

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 systemn. We have -always dissociated ourselves from the personal attacks made
on the President of the Court. Yet merely because Parliament reduced our hours from sixty-
five to sixty-two the Court itself, the ceutre-piece of the arbitration system, purposely puts in
its awards a clause to defeat the very Arbitration Act itself. It has gone further: since the
1910 Shops and Otfices Act it has refiused 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 &hall be deemed to be modified accordingly.”” There is this point I wish to inform
the Comiittee 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. I 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. I am bound to say, however, that in view of
the Court’s receut intimation I 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 shops 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 Parliamments have never made the initial nistake 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 themi. 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 deletiou of the section.

That finishes my evidence in the hotel and restaurant sections. Summarized, I 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; (0) that it is practicable and
workable, as shown by its actual operation in Perth and Sydney, and at the People’s Palace
Hotel here; (¢) that the hours proposed are longer than fixed by any Australian Act, wnd lenger
than fixed by any Australian 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 and Offices Bill suggested by the Hotel Workers' Unions’ Representatives
before the Committee.

Section 1: By substituting “ January ** for  April.”’

Section 2: 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’ means any premises in which meals, or lodging, or accommodation,
or liquor is provided or sold to guests, customers, or members.”” (Nore.—‘ Restanrant’’ detini-
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 (¢); 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 cause 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 (@) and (b) 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 (¢) 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.”” (Nore.—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

Seotion 29 : By adding the words, ' Ou some 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.’’

9. Hon. Mr. Millar.] 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?—I 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 prineiple, and the Court should be made to conform to the
conditions laid down by the statute. .

5. Is it the usual custom for Parliament to fix the hours of labour —Yes, it is growing every-
where. It is bheing done in all the Australian States, and there has never been any couflict
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 precinets of the metropolitan area of
Sydney. I know of no legislation that is not of general effect.

&. 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 half-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. 1 know a
hotel in your district, Mr. Okey, where seven or cight members of a family are employed—Ingle-
wood. Here would be the position: The Inglewood hotel emnploying 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 5s. a day tariff, and they
adopted the same conditions as you ask for i—7VYes.

15. You think it is possible that any private hotel could prosper under a bs.-a-day tariff 9—
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. ?—In 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 & 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?—I 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, I 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 vou 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 & 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?—I 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 unionism9—I 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 preseribed, 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 9—1I1 do not.

24. Mr. Glover.] Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask Mr. Carey as to the Act in regard to
fruiterers I—It may be necessary in the fruit trade for the trading-hours to extend over the
eight-hour day. It may Dbe 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 has 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 to
have my assistants working all that time.”’

26. The Chairman.] So tar as any particular day?—The section 30 is no different except
that the workers shall conform to the existing luw and that the hotelkeeper shall say which of
his assistants shall have the half-holiday and on which day.

26. Mr. Okey.] I understand that there is a manager put in the People’s Palace Hotel, and
that it is worked by the Salvation Army uand 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 the Salvation Army organization.

27. But do you know if it is rent-free I—No, he pays rent.

28. What amount does he pay?-—I cannot say. In the last thrvee vears he tells me he has
been able to pay up all his back rent.

29. He is paying a fair rent?—TVYes.

30. Mr. Anderson.] Do you know what percentage he is paying on the capitul invested ?—I
do not know; the manager told me it was a business proposition. You can understand my
position : it would not be the thing for me to ask an employer to comne 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—1I 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 %—VYes.

33. Do you think it is possible in country hotels to give the same privileges to employees
that are given in cities?—VYes, easily. It only wneans 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—No, we want the whole day.

35. I may as well say I am 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!—It may be that
they think it is impracticable, but the fact that it has been done is surely sufficient evidence that
it can be done. If it is done in a place like [taly it can be done here.

36. Would you like to live in Italy?—No, hut I want to bring New Zealand up to ltaly
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 1—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 grant 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 i—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 thats 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 hatels, would not that be a proof that the workers in establishments other
than the People’s Palace are 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. Tf 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 their health.

42. 1f 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. %—It was only an assertion.

45. Hon. Mr. Millar.) Just one point about Chile: are the majority of hotel employees
coloured I—I cannot say. Even if they are they are deemed worthy of legislative protection.

46. The Chairman.] 1 think it is a case of distant pastures looking green?—No, it is a case
of cold facts.
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47. Mr. Grenfell.] Now, as to the results of your going to the Arbitration Courti—I 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?—I repeat it again, word for word: 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 Westport.
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 I—Hansard.

50. Can you mention some of the speakers?—No, I 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 stould 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 be 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 be five hours and a half or four hours
and a half. We would lose all the benefits of the Arbitration Aect, and lose our 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 awardi—I say
this: there are five specific legislative sections each one tryving 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 alterdtion 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 cntirely leave all reference to the Court out, the
same as is done in Australia.

55. Mr. Carey, 1 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 7—The Court’s awards are hased on a weekly wage.

56. T ask you as a man, is it an equitable provision for the Court to muke?—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 thev would have to wait all that time before
they get the benefit of it?—Well, Sir John Findlay says the Court’s clause means oue 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-
queéntly 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 years—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 O/jices Ball, 1913.
Schedule of objections to the Bill, with alterations, amendments, and additions desired by

the Federation :— '
Clause 2 (interpretation clause): Object to inclusion of private hotels and boardinghouses.
If included; object to exemption of those where less thau 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) (b)—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 to 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 (&) 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 nuilifies 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 thls 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 1
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 b (2).

Clause 24 (1) (closing by requlsltlon) Delete the words ‘‘ in the evening of,”’ and insert the
word ‘““on.” (3.) ‘“ Particular trade’’ should be defined 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 te 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 (b): 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 te fifty-six days off in the year, being more for accu-
mulated holidays than for separate weekly holidays, when they should be 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 (¢) (sanitation, &ec.): 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.

(X3

FripaY, 5TH SEPTEMBER, 1913.
James GODBER examined. (No. 42.)

1. The Chairman] What are you, and whom do you represent?—I am a pastrycook and
confectioner in Wellington ; I represent my own firm of J. Godber and Co. (lelted) 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 ?—I 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. T wish, in
the first place, to draw attention to the definition of bakers and confectlonels 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 line 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. 1
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 & 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 niore 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 customr always that the shop and the restaurant should be comn:-
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 conmection 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 be 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
are 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 mnust 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 restaurantf—
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. Veutch.] Mr. Godber explains that he wishes his restaurant to be treated as a shop?—
Not the shop as a restaurant.

10. Now, in connedtion with that particular matter, would you agree that all your assistants
be covered by the restaurant workers’ award —Yes, we observe that now.

11. Mr. Glover.] You stated that your employees were not to work in the shop after half
past 97—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 ?—7Yes.

13. If that was carried out would not the shopman put a little restaurant in the back of his
business I—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?—7Yes.

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?—I 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 sufliciently restricted in regard to the actual hours worked by your
assistants—clause 27 (b)?—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 girls heing emploved after
half past 9. Your girls are not employed on Sunday !—No, they are not.

TaoMas Lowng, 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. ¥. 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. 1 stated my case very cavefully, but His Honour Judge Simn 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 vet expressed their desite 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 olaims that the circumstances relative to the private hotels cited in this dispute are such that the Court
can make an award, and for the following reasons : Care has been taken to cite the proprietors of only those businesses
which come clearly within the definition of a *“ private hotel,” meaning by that term a business catering for all the
business of & hotel without a license ; and if an award be made 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
are those which can fairly be put in a class by themselves apart from all other boardinghouses in the City of
Auckland, because they command a higher tariff, and are, in the manner in which they conduct their business,
exactly similar to hotels in the city, with the sole exception that the latter businesses hold a publican’s
license, In any of the businesses cited a single meal is supplied at any time, and the services are exactly the
same as those of a number of hotels in the vicinity, each of which cater for the same class of business. In
premises such as the Grand Hotel, the Star Hotel, the Central Hotel, and the Royal Hotel the publican’s license is
a mere auxiliary to the business of the proprietor, which is partioularly 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 & matter of common knowledge, so that there is no need to point out the large 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 the 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 the Canterbury District of the 28th July, 1909, gave as one of its reasons for refusing an award that
classification of boardinghouses would be very difficult, if not impossible. In the Auckland case, however, the classi-
fication can be made, and the union contends it has made one, because, in each and all of the business cited, labour,
outside of the labour provided by the members of the owner’s family, is employed, and, as stated above, theso houses
do compete, and compete successfully, with hotels of the same standing ; and the conditions, as will be shown, are
such that it is highly desirable that an award should be made to regulate the same. . Since the decision mentioned, the
[Lagislature has considered the question of regulation of private hotels, as witness its enactment of the Shops and Offices
Amendmont Act, 1910, in which section 2 clearly contemplates a private 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 understand why the term * private hotel ”* could be used if it is synonymous with boardinghouses, and we contend
that the words * private 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 liguor. The Court on the 11th March, 1911,
showed that it drew distinction between private hotels and boardinghouses, and this application is to join private hotels
only. Tt 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 be made. If these businesses are allowed to compete, unfettered with
any conditions, with hotels carrying on similar businesses, then an injustice iz done to the latter businesses in having
to pay higher wages than those which are paid in private hotels mentioned, and to restrict 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 the individual case. It is contended
by the union in the case of every business cited in this dispute that every worker employed therein is employed for the
pecuniary gain of the employer, and the prohibition in section 71 of the Amendment Act does not apply. The 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 11th April, 1910. All the businesses here cater for the same class of traffic in Auckland. They have
a recognized tariff, and they carry on business in very similar conditions. No doubt the Court will, if it makes an award
in this case, exercise a discretion with regard to the proyisions of subsection (3) of section 90 of the principal Act.

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 am. 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.: oxtra duty, 2} hours: total, 10} hours. Monday, 13 hours; Tuesday, 10} hours;
Wednesday, 114 hours (relieving waitress); Thursday, 7 hours (half-holiday) ; Friday, 10} hours; Saturday,10} hours :
total, 63 hours: Sunday, 13} hours: grand total, 76} hours. Sunday: 7 a.m. to 9 a.m.; 9 a.m. to 9.30 a.m., break-
fast; 9.30 am. 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 10 p.m.: total, 134 hours. (Long Sunday: One wook 71}, and next week, being a long Sunday, 763.)

Mr. F. Carter, employed at ‘ Glenalvon ” as portor : Start at 5.15 a.m. and work till 8 p.m. and 10 p.m. alternately.
Monday, 11} hours ; Tuesday, 133 hours ; Wednesday, 11} hours ; Thursday, 14 hours ; Friday, 133 hours ; Saturday,
113 hours : total, 753 hours: Sunday, 114 hours: grand total, 86.

Mr Charles Carman, employed at *° Glenalvon  as waiter at £1 5s. per week : Start 6 a.m. to 9 a.m.; 9.30 a.m.
t012.45 p.m.; 1 p.m.to3 p.m.; 5 p.m.to 8.30 p.m. Monday, 11§ hours ; Tuesday, 113 hours ; Wednesday, 13} honrs
Thursday, 13} hours; Friday, 11§ hours; Saturday, 13} hours: total, 75 hours : Sunday, 11§ hours: grand total, 8t}
hours. Neither half-holiday nor a Sunday off.

Miss E. Sutton, employed at “ Glenalvon ” as head housemaid at £1 per week : Start 6.30 a.m. to 5 p.m. (5 p.m. to
6 p.m. off) ; 6 p.m. till 10 p.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 sccond Sunday from 2 p.m. Monday, 16 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 the Sunday off the number of hours worked are 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 Royval 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 2.30 p.m. ;
4.30 p.m. to 8 p.m.—11 hours: total, 75 hours. Sunday: Start 7.30 a.m. to 2 p.m.; 4.30 p.m. to 8 p.m. Some weeks
worked 75 hours and other weeks 723 hours. Wages : Chef, £2 12s. 6d. ; second, £2 ; third, £1 7s. 6d. Average to cook
for, 70. Staff, 9 hands—4 housemaids (15s.), 3 waitresses (15s.), 1 pantrymaid (15s.), 1 porter (£1). Done two balls and
no pay.

pMyr. W. Knight, whilst at ““ Cargen ” : "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. The 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, 66 hours : Sunday, 7 hours: grand total, 73 hours for an easy week. Total of hours
worked for a heavy week would be 834, at the rate of 114 hours per day. No half-holiday. 40 guests—7 of a staff and
3 of a family = 50. 2 housemaids, 2 pantrymen, 1 waiter, chef, and a youth 8s. 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 Awckland 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 *“ Kingscourt > : 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, 114 hours. Monday, 11} hours; Tuesday, 11} hours; Wednesday, 11} hours ;
Thursday, 113 hours; Friday, 11} hours; Saturday, 114 hours: total, 69 hours: Sunday, 11} hours: grand total,
80} hours. One week’s working-hours total 804 hours. No half-holiday.
- v Miss M. Brown, employed at *“ Glanalvon ”’ as housomaid-waitress, at the wage of 17s. 6d. per weck : 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 10 p.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 Sundaysin the month. Off one Sunday
in the month from the hour of 1.45 p.m. Monday, 10 hours; Tuesday, 10 hours; Wednesday, 10 hours ; Thursday,
14} hours ; Friday, 10 hours ; Saturday, 10 hours : total, 644 hours : Sunday, 10} hours : grand total, 75 hours worked
on & Sunday on, and on a Sunday off 71 hours. Sundays on, from 7.15 a.m. to 10 p.m. without a break.

Miss Edith Flowers, whilst employed at ‘‘ Cumarvo *’ as waitress at a wage of 17s. 6d. per week : Start 6 a.m. to
9 am.; 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 McRorie and Miss Christie, employed at * Cargen ™ as waitress at £]1 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 10 p.m. : total, 10 hours. Monday, 10 hours; Tuesday, 8} hours ; Wednesday,
8 hours ; Thursday, 94 hours ; Friday, 84 hours ; Saturday, 8 hours : total, 52} hours : Sunday, 7 hours: grand tota!
59} hours. Sunday start”7.30. 2 waitresscs, | pantrymaid, 3 housemaids, I porter, 1 pantryman, 2 cooks: total
staff, 10. .

Miss Isabel Adams, late of *“ Glenalvon,” employed there three weeks as waitress at the wage of 17s. 6d. per week :
Start 7a.m. to 9.15a.m.; 9.30 am.tol p.m.; 1 p.m.to 3 pm.; 6p.m.to 8p.m.: total, 9 hours 45 minutes. Monday,
9% hours ; Tuesday, 93 hours; Wednesday, 143 hours; Thursday, 9§ hours; Friday, 93 hours ; Saturday, 93 hours :
total, 634 hours: Sunday, 9} hours: grand total, 73} hours. Got one half-holiday on a Sunday from 2 p.m. once a
month. Staff, 18. =Y

Miss Amy Hill, whilst employed at ‘* Glenalvon ™ ag kitchenmaid at the wage of 10s. por weck : 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 8.m. till3 p.m. without a break ; 4 p.m. to 7.30 p.m., excepting 15 minutes foreach meal. Monday, 11§ hours ; Tuesday,
114 hours; Wednesday, 11§ hours; Thursday. 11§ hours; Friday, 114 hours ; Saturday, 114 hours : total, 703 hours :
Sunday, 10} hours: grand total, 81 hours.

Mr. E. J. Casby, employed at * Glenalvon ” as kitchenman, at the wage of £1 5s. per weck : 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, 11 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 anv
kind. = After citing these eases to the Court (and, as T said before, these cases were very carefully
prepared) 1 endeavoured to show to the Court that these establishnients were in direct competitio}l
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with the licensed hotels. Notwithstanding that fact the Court vefused 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 of New Zealand, Northern Industrail District.—In the matter of an industrial dispute
between the Auckland Hotel and Restaurant Employcos’ Industrial Union of Workers and E. F. Black and
others, omployers.—Hoaring, Auckland, 29th September and 4th October, 1911. :

JUDGMENT OF THE COURT, DELIVERED BY SIM, J. .

1N this case the union has selected fourteen out of a large number of boardinghouses in the City of Auckland, and has
asked the Court to make an award in respect of them. The ground on which the application is basod is that these
fourteen houses are private hotels, and constitute, it is claimed, a separate and distinct cless by themselves  As pointed
outin 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 boardinghouses, if it is established that the class can bo clearly defined, and that it is necessary or desirable to
make an award with regard to that particular class, [t 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 treatcd as not having been proved.

In the case of the Rotorue boardinghouses (Book of Awards, Vol. xi, p. 149) the Court was able to make an award
with respect to them, becauso 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. Tt is difficult to believe that any such distinct
class of boardinghousc can be found in a city like Auckland, and probably the reason why the union did not attempt
oven to prove the cxistence of such a class was the fact that it did not exist. 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 long hours of work in some of the 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 (Book of Awards, Vol. x, p. 149). Since, however, that award was made the Legislature
has dealt, apparently, with the hours of work in private hotels by the Shops and Offices Act, 1910. We say apparently
hocause, according to Mr. Long’s statoment, the Labour Dopartment has been advised that the Act docs not apply to
privato hotels. Mr. Long complains that although his union has disputed the soundness of this vicw, the Labour
Department has refused to take proceedings to have the question determined by a Court of law.

Whatever be 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 toa-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 the hours of work in these places of business.

Mr. McCullough does not concur in this judgment. He has expressed his view in a separate memorandum.

Dated this 4th day of October, 1911. ) W. A. Sim, Judge.

MR. McCULLOUGH'S DISSENT.

The present is not the first time the Court has refused to make an award for employeos engaged in private hotels.
On the first occasion the Court rofused I recorded my dissent from that finding (Book of Awards, Vol. x, p. 50). 1 am
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 Offices Act, 1910, dealing with the hours worked by employees in private hotels.
If this were done it would certainly remove the reproach that can now be made of sweating the employees engaged in
private hotels.

Tt was shown in evidence, and not denied, that quite young girls were engaged on duty from seventy-five to ninety
hours por week, with a half-holiday on only one day of the fortnight from 3 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, T 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 stated lere-that natters of this kind should be left to the Court. The
Court on this particular occasion lays it down emphatically that it declines to interfere in the
yuestion of helidays, or workmg-hours, or matters of that kind, becanse 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 Siin I got into communication with the Labour Depart-
ment and requested them to take action against the proprietress of the Glenalvon Private Hotel
for employing their staff longer thau the hours provided for in the Shops and Offices Amendment
Aect, 1910. 'The case was heard Lefore 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 Labour Journal, No. 230, page 248 :—

The defendant is chargpd, on the information of the Inspector of Factories, that ¢ being the occtipier of a shop within
the meaning of the Shops and Offices Amendmont Act, 1910—to wit, Glenalvon Private Hotel—she did fail to keep at
all times a wages and time book as required by the said Act.”

The following statement of facts was agreed on by counsel : (1.) The defendant is the proprietress of a large first-
class hoardinghouse in the City of Auckland, known as ““ Glenalvon.” (2.) The said boardinghouse has & weekly and a
daily tariff. (3.) The defendant does not cater for lodgers or customers who will remain in the house for less than two
days, but aceasionally a lodger may remain for less than two whole days. (4.) Tho defendant does not sell meals to
persons who are not lodgers, but occasionally provides meals for guests of lodgers, in which case the meal supplied to
the guest iz charged to and paid for by the lodger.  (5.) The defendant does not now, ner has she ever, kept & * wages and
time book * as defined by the said Act.

1t 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 the Shops and Offices Amendment Act, 1910, the word * hotel ’ is defined as meaning “ any premises
in respect of which a publican’s license is granted under the Licensing Act, 1908 ; while the word * restaurant > means
“ any promisos (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 3 extends the definition of a “shop ™ so as
to apply to hotels and restaurants as defined by section 2, and section 12 requires the occupier of every *“ thop ”’ in which
one or more assistants are employed to keep a ‘ wages and time book.”

It is first necessary to consider the effect of the concluding words of section 2—* and includes a private hotel, tea-
room, and an oyster-saloon.” The question was raised whether this part of the section was to read exclusively or
inclusivoly. I have read the judgments of the Court of Appeal and of the Privy Council in Commissioner of Stamps v.
DNilworth’s Trustees (N.Z. L.R. xiv, 729 ; 1899 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 ”’ is not limited to the three olasses of premises covered by the general
wonds 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 meals, but only light refreshments of a particular kind, and therefore would not come within the 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 the inclusive reading were correct. The meaning of the general words of the definition must be con-
sidered, and if an establishment of the description of ** Glenalvon ” does not come within their meaning it will be necessary
to congider the exact meaning of the term * private hotel ”’ as used in section 2. The admitted facts of the case are
sufficiently clear to remove any difficulty in deciding whether or not ‘“ Glenalvon ”’ comes within the meaning of the
definition. The proprietress does not, to use the words of section 2, * provide and sell meals to the general public.”
Moeals are provided for lodgers and their guests, but there is nothing in the nature of a restaurant. trade. Casual lodgers
who do not intend to remain for two days in the house are not catoered for, and it cannot be contended that the provision
of meals for lodgers and their guests is equivalont to providing meals for the general public—that is, for anybody who
may wish to enter the house and ask for & msal. In any case tho meals supplied to lodgers’ guests aro in point of fact
sold to the lodgers, not to the guests themselves. I do not consider that the existence of a daily and a weekly tariff
affscts the position, such an arrangement being intended merely for simplifying the calculation of charges in the case
of parsons making & comparatively short stay, and also as a concession to those who wish t5 remain for a longer period.
I am satisfied 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
boen exhaustively defined by the Court. In the case of the Duke of Davonshire ». Simmons (39 Solicitors’ Journal, 1894,
p- 60), Stirling, J., spoaks of a “ private hotel ” as a dwellinghouse for persons who wish to dwell there, but does not
attempt a further definition. In New Zsaland ‘ private hotels’ have been referred to by the Arbitration Court as
‘ boardinghouses under another name ”’ (Book of Awards, Vol. X, p. 508). In the judgment in which this passage occurs
His Honour Mr. Justice Sim laid stress on the difficulty of classifying boarding establishments other than licensed hotels.
In dslivering the judgment of the Court in the Auckland private hntels dispute, en the 4th October, 1911, the same Judge
reiterated his remarks made in the former case, and stated that the Uourt could not make an award unless it was shown
that a distinet class of private hotels existed to which an award could be fairly applied.

Has the Logislature, then, attempted by the Act of 1910 to make a distinction betwoen the different kinds of
bsarding establishments ? When we find ths terms *“ hotel " and *‘ private hotel  contained in the same section of
the Act, the former being defined as *‘ any premises in respact of which a publican’s license is granted under the Licensing
Act, 1908,” it would appoaar reasonable to assume that by the term *‘ private hotel ”’ is meant an ostablishment similar
to a hotel, but without the privileges and obligations which attach to the holding of a license under the Licensing Aect.
Thsre are to be found in most parts of New 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 beds for a single night, and generally fulfil all the functions of a hotel apart from the sale
of intoxicants. If this bs not the meaning of * privato hotel ”’ for the purposes of the Shops and Offices Act, it is strange
that that term should have boen used in section 2 following on (and apparently in contrast to) “ hotel ”’ ; for if the
Logislature had intended to bring all boarding establishments within the scops of tho Act some word of more general
application—** boardinghouses,” for instance—would have been chosen in preference to a term which is not usually
applied to ordinary boardinghouses. 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—thatis,
places whore *‘ goods are kept or exposed or offered for sale.”” 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 sensc 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 forit. That constitutes
a shop trade, and is accordingly within the meaning of the Shops and Offices Acts.

The judgments of Collins, M.R., and Mathews and Cozens-Hardy, L.JJ., in Simpson v. Ebbw Vale Steel, Iron,
and Coal Company (1905, I.K.B., 453) are in point. Again, it is laid down in Maxwell on Statutes (4th ed., 1905,
p- 491) 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 the others—noscuntur a sociis. 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 cardinal feature
commnn 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 section 2, in my opinion, must ba, by analogy,
any premises in which & business similar to that of a licensed hotel (with the excoption 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 overy boardinghousc 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 1s. costs to the defendant.

There was an appeal taken, and it was heard before Mr. Justice Edwards, and the appeal
was dismissed without calling upon respondent in the case.

Shortly after this a case was tauken by the Labour Department in Wanganui against
Mr. McVicars, 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 case in Wanganui. The Magistrates dismissed
the case, and the appeal was heard before Mr. Justice Cooper. That cuse was even stronger
than the ‘“ Glenalvon ’’ case. The judgment in the McViears case is as follows :—

This is an appeal from the decision of W. Kerr, Esq., Stipendiary Magistratc at Wanganui, dismissing an information
by the appollant 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 the hearing proved that the defendant did not go in for supplying meals to the public.
He gave meals to visitors coming in with boarders at 1s. 6d. or s, par head : also that parsons 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
oceasions and paid 1s. 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 the 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 privato
boardinghouse. As the Magistrate’s finding * that the defendant did not go in for supplying meals to the public ”* was
ambiguous, I referred the case 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 where single meals could be got as of course.”
In the * Glenalvon ”’ case recently decided in Auckland by Mr. Justice Edwards, His Honour held that a private boarding
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eatablishment does not come within the provisions of section 5 of the Shops and Offices Aot, 1910, unless meals are provided
and sold to the general public for consumption on the premises. 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 be part
of the business of the establishment to provide and sell meals to the public on the premises before the Act applies. In
tho present case 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 he has supplied meals to strangers for payment does not constitute him a restaurant-keeper
within ths ‘meaning of the statute, in the face of the finding of the 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 come within the statute unless meals are provided and sold to the * general public ” for consumption on the premises.
The faots found by the Magistrate do not support a conclusion that the respondent provides and sells meals upon his
premises to the ‘‘ general public ” for consumption there, and the appeal must be dismissed, with £5 5s. costs. -

His Honour held that because- a major portion of the business was not a 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 restanrant business in conjunction with his hotel business, and just as sovon
as ever this was the case they immediately came within the scope of the Act as it applies to
restaurants, tea-roomns, and ovster-saloons, so that the beneficial effect of the Act was practically
nil. We were someéwhat 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.
My. Millar that he was advised by the Law Draftsman that it meant evervthing 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 more than any other at present
is perpetuating the sweating evil, a condition of affairs which should not for one moment longer
be 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 Aect, there is no federation of workers in New Zealand, and no unions affiliated
to a federation, so consistently loyal to the principle of arbitration for the settlement of indus-
trial disputes as the officers and the men and women of the rank and file of our federation, and
almost everv 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, 1908), and the only protection that the workers in clubs can expect to get at
present is that of the benefits of such a Bill 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 (¢) 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 inconsisteut 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 labout. I might be permitted to remind the Committee that there is no limit
in this Bill betwixt avhich this eleven hours daily should be worked, and therefore the worker
is at the beck and call of the emplover during the full twentv-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 be worked—as, for instance, subclause (¢), 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 9 p.n. and 9 a.m.”” There are similar clauses dealing with
the limitation of The hours in the case of cooks, waiters, &c. It will therefore readily be seen
how essential it is for vour Committee to provide for the daily hours to be worked within reason-
able limitations. The hotelkeepers agreed with me, when 1 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
6 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 His Honour the Judge, it would
probably be cut out. T waut 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 har 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 wore thun 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 of each assistant
thinks fit.”” Also subsection (B), section 27: ‘‘ Everyv 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 fit.”” I shall content
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). Now, I desire
to draw your attention to the fact that several hotelkeepers have been giving the full day a
week and over. Yor 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 is it confirmed by the staff themselves,
but I hiave 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 320, 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 servauts could get a Sunday afternoon off. Aecting 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 arrvived at between the Auckland Hotel and Restaurant Ewmployees’ 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 2 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 1st Decem-
ber and ending 30th April in each year duriug the curvency 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. I inay mention this particular fact:
it has not been responsible in this case for any increase in the staff getting the full day ofi.
It will be seen by the agreement that once a fortnight every servant bad 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 niostly imaginary, as provision is made in the most of our awards which
will to-a very large extent overcome the difficulties so graphically described. Clause 22 of the
Auckland Hotel Employees’ award (Vol. xi, p. 319) reads as follows: ‘‘All hotel employees
shall have u half-holiday from the hour of 2 o’clock in the afternoon of some working-day in
cach week. On that day of the 