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(REPORT OF THE) ON THE

INDUSTRIAL CONCILIATION AND ARBITRATION ACT
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TOGETHER WITH MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

(Me. ARNOLD, CHAIRMAN.)

Reeport hrought up on Tuesday, the 17th October, 1911, and ordered to be printed.

‘'ORDERS OF REFERENCE.

Eaxtracts from the Journals of the House of Representatives.

FriDAY, THE 4TH DAY oF Avugust, 1911.

Ordered, * That a Committee be appointed, consisting of ten ‘members, to whom shall be referred Bills more
particnlarly referring to labour; three to be a quorum: the Committee to consist of Mr. Arnsld, Mr. Bollard.
Mr. EN, Mr. Fraser, Mr. Glover, Mr. Hardy, Mr. Luke, Mr. McLaren, Mr. Poole, and the mover.”—(Hon. Mr,
MiLrLAR.)

TuEsDAY, THE 228D DAy oF AucusTt, 1911.

Ordered, ¢ That the Indastrial Conciliation and Arbitration Amendment Bill be referred to the Lahour Bills

Committee.”— (Hon. Mr. MILLAR.)

REPORT.

TrE Labour Bills Committee, to whom was referred the above-mentioned Bill, have the honour
1o report that they have carefuily considered the same, and have taken considerable evidence thereon,
and beg to recommend that it be allowed to proceed with the amendments as shown on the copy

annexed hereto.
J. F. ArvorD,

17th Oectober, 1911, Chairman.
1—I. 9s.



I—9s8. . 2 [G. F. REYLING.

MINUTES OF EVIDENCE.

WEDNESDAY, 13TH SEPTEMBER, 1911.
G. F. RevuiNg examined. (No. 1.)

1. The Charrman.] What are you}—Secretary of the Wellington Trades and Labour Council
and president of the Painters’ Federation.

2. You also represent the Trades and Labour Councils of the Dominion, do you not?—Well,
we have had no official authority to do so, although we received a letter asking us if we were
going to give evidence, and we wrote back to tell them we were, and they left the matter in our
hands.

3. Have the members of your council considered the Bill —Yes.

4. And you know their views?—Yes.

5. The Committee has decided, as we did in the case of the Workers’ Compensation Amend-
ment Bill, to restrict the evidence as far as may be to the four corners of this Bill#—Yes, I under-
stand that. With regard to clause 2 of the Bill, which deals with the cancellation of registration
of a union and the formation of another union not affecting an award, the council approves of
that clause as it appears in the Amendment Bill. Clause 3: ‘“ Where an industrial agreement
has been duly completed by the parties thereto, and no objection has been made to the agreement
by any of the parties affected thereby within one month of the signing of the agreement, the Court
shall, upon the application of any of the parties to the agreement, declare the same to be an award,
unless in the opinion of the Court such agreement is by reason of its provisions against the public
good.”” The council considered that the words in the clause from ‘* thereto ’’ in the 19th line down
to the word ‘ agreement ’’ in the 21st line should be deleted; and also that all words after the
word ‘“ award ”’ in the 22nd line shall be struck out and the following words inserted: ‘‘ Where
an industrial agreement has been duly completed by the parties the Court shall declare the same
to be an award.”’

6. Will you explain the reasou?—We consider that when all the parties are agreed that it
should be made an award, it should not be allowed to stand over for a month; and also that the
Court should not have the power when the parties do agree to an award or agreement to refuse
to make it an award. Clause 4: The council approves of that with the deletion of the words
‘“ any one of those,”” in the 30th line, and substituting the word ‘‘ the.”” I do not know that it
makes a lot of difference, but that is my instruction from the council. In subsection (2) of
clause 4, the council approves of that, and also subsection (3). Clause 5, ‘“ Provision for Dominion
award.”” The council approves of that. In subclause (3) of section 6 we would like the words
““ industrial agreement’’ struck out and the word ‘‘ award ’’ substituted. That would make the
clause read, ¢ If within the time aforesaid no notice of disagreement has been filed the Clerk shall
as soon as possible thereafter give notice in the prescribed form to the parties of the fact, and a
_recommendation shall, as from seven days after the date of that notice, operate and be enforceable
in the same manner as an award duly executed and filed by the parties; and the Clerk shall indorse
the recommendation accordingly. We want that, Mr. Chairman, because the award has a greater
scope and power than an industrial agreement. We agree with the clauses down to subsection (€)
of clause 11. This clause, the council think, should be left as it is in the Act. It means a lot of
work where there is a federation. Subsection (¢) in the amending Bill reads, “ As to section 107,
subsection (2): by inserting before the words ‘in manner following’ the words ‘of the union
or of each of the unions concerned’; by omitting from paragraph (a) the words ‘in the case
of .an industrial union’; by omitting the word “and’ after the word ‘minutes’ in the same
paragraph; and by omitting paragraph (6).”” Clause 107 of the principal Aect, paragraph (@)
of subsection (2), provides that after the words ‘‘ in manner following ”’ the refevence shall be
approved by the union or each of the unions concerned. _

7. Will you explain the-difference? You ask for the present wording?—We take it by the
way this reads that it means that the whole of the members of the union have to be consulted. A
ballot has to be taken by the whole of the union before a case can be referred to the Court. As it
stands at present the governing bodies can do it.

8. It can be an executive sitting in one town?—Yes. Of course, we quite understand they
would not do it without an expression of opinion from all the unions. I do not think it ever
would be done, but it entails a certain amount of expense on the federation, and there is also the
great likelihood of the whole thing becoming invalid because in the country towns they are not
so well up in the laws, and there might be some flaw in taking the ballot that would make the
whole thing invalid. We consider that that subsection and also subsection (b) of the same clause
ghould remain as it is at present in the Act. The other clauses are only machinery clauses, and
we approve of them. With regard to paragraph (b), subsection (2) of clause 11, we consider that
a very good provision giving three clear days’ notice instead of one day in regard to the appoint-
ing of assessors. I think that is practically all T desire to draw attention to. The Bill, we
consider, is in the right direction.

9. Mr. Fraser.] You have no objection to clause 33—No, we approve of that. There has been
some trouble with the Waterside Workers’ Union, and this clause, we believe, has been put in
to meet that.

10. This is a provision where the registration of a union is cancelled for the purpose of
issuing a fresh certificate, or of a union being registered under a fresh name —7Yes. .

11. What is the effect of a union voluntarily cancelling its registration under the Act?—They

go out,
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12. Does it affect the award —Nat until the award expires. : '

13. So long as the award does not expire they are liable to it?%—Yes. Mr. Justice Sim told
one of the unions here that they could cancel their registration and would not be liable.

14. I want to know whether they would be liable to the award I—I do not know. Mr. Justice
Sim said he thought that. o

15. Mr. Luke.] In reference to the Dominion award, I think you said you are thoroughly
in agreement with that?—Yes, we consider that is a thing that is needed.

16. Mr. Fraser.] In clause 4 you are striking out the word ‘‘those ’ and putting in the
word ‘ the "’ 1—It was moved in the council, but I think it is only a matter of making it definite
for one of the Commissioners. It says ““ the Commissioner in those distriets.”” 1 do not know
that it matters much.

17. 1s it not broadening the thing? Under the clause it would be confined to the two or more
industrial districts specifically in question. By taking out the word ¢‘the’ you might include
two or more?—For myself, I cannot see that it makes any difference, but I am just carrying out
the instructions of the council.

18. The (*hairman.] My attention has just been called to the fact that the idea of the clause
is that the one Commissioner should see the whole thing through, although it might affect another
district besides that he vepresents. If at the present time there is a dispute in the Wellington
District and Auckland it is practically the same thing—it would come under two Commissioners.
The Department did not think it was vight ¢-—That may be so.

TroMas SMmITH examined. (No. 2.)
1. The Chairman.] What are you?!—Secretary of the Wellington Wharf Labourers’ Union,
« 2. Are you a member of the Wellington Trades and Labour Council?—An officer of the Trades

Council. e

3. And of the executive?—Yes. We have definite instructions, but as Mr. Reyling has given
to the Cominittee the result of these instructions I do not know that I can add anything to what
he has said. He has given the purport of those instructions, and I have no authority to add to-
‘anything Mr. Reyling has stated.

WiLLiam PryoRr, Secretary of the New Zealand Employers’ Federation, examined. (No. 3.)

1. The Chairman.] You heard the statement made by the last witness, and will keep within
the four corners of the Bill?%—Yes. There are just one or two small points we would like the
Committee to consider that are not dealt with in the Bill. First of all, I should like to say that
we assume that the primary objects of the Bill are—first, to make provision for the conversion of
industrial agreements into awards; second, to make provision to secure Dominion awards; and,
third, that notice of disagreement with the Conciliation Council should be given within a certain
time. I might say that my federation approves of provision being made for these purposes. I
am sorry to say, however, that we cannot agree with the clauses put forward in the Bill. Taking
clause 2, we approve of the clause: it is simply a machinery clause in a case where a union desires
to alter its designation, so that it will not suffer any disability by doing so : it will keep its award
in operation during the time of transition notwithstanding that the name of the union has been
altered. Now, with regard to clause 3, we object to it as it is framed. We desire that simple
machinery should be provided whereby an industrial agreement can be made into an award, if
that can be done without prejudicing the interests of those who are not parties to the award. The
clause proposes that where an industrial agreement has been entered into, and no objection has
been made by any of the patties affected thereby within one month of signing the agreement, the
Court shall have power to declare the same to be an award if, in the opinion of the Court, the
provision is not against the public good. We object to an industrial agreement being made into
an award until the other employers in the district have had an opportunity of stating their views
with regard to the agreement which is being entered into. [ can give you a case—I will not
mention the town or place, but will give you the facts that have come under my own notice and
which are absolutely correct. A dispute had arisen between a certain union and certain employers
in one of our towns, and an agreement was arrived at with nine or ten out of twelve employers
who were engaged in that particular business in the town. The union came along, filed a dispute,
and demanded that the other three employers should be bound by the agreement. I happened
to be in the town when this position arose, and here was the state of things, Mr. Chairman: the
nine or ten business people who had agreed to the provision set forward by the union were those
who scarcely employed any hands at all, and the stiffer they could make the provisions of that
agreement the harder they were hitting up against those employers who were employing the larger
amount of labour, and the better for themselves. Now, under this clause it is quite conceivable
that those people could come to the Court and the three employers know nothing about the agree- .
ment that had been entered into, and the agreement be made into an award. Application would
be made for these three employers, who practically employed all the labour in the town, that they
should be added as parties, and their interests absolutely prejudiced. When the amendment of
1908 was going through we discussed this aspect of the matter with this Committee, and there was
inserted the condition that an agreement should not be made binding unless it was proved that
the parties thereto employed a majority of the workers in that industry in the district.  Section 67
of the Industrial Conciliation and Arbitration Amendment Act says, ‘‘ Whenever 1t 18 proved to
the Court that an industrial agreement (whether made before or aftet: the cqmmencement of this
Act) is binding on employers who employ a majority of the workers in the 11'.1dust.ry to which it
relates in the industrial districts in which it was made, the Court may, if it think fit, on the
application of any party to that agreement or of any person bound thereby, make an order extend-
ing the operation of that agreement to all employers who are or who at any time after the making



1.—9s. 4 [W. PRYOR.

of the said order become engaged in the said industry in the said district, and all such employers
shall thereupon be deemed to be parties to the said agreement, and shall be bound thereby so long
as it remains in force.”” You see the difference. Then the Court has power under the Act, as at
_present, to extend that awurd to other employers. You see where we are, and we submit that
there must be that safeguarding provision always in connection with the conversion of industrial
agreements into awards. Unless you have that provision, those employing labour might conceiv-
ably be ruined, and that was the reason why the proviso regarding the employment of the majority
of the workers was put into clause 67.

9. The Bill eliminates that provision {—Yes. The Trades Council ask that the words from
the word ‘‘ thereby ** in line 19 to the word ' agreement  in line 21 be deleted, and that all the
words after ““ award " in line 23 be deleted. The vesult of the proposals of the Trades and Labour
Council would be to make it compulsory on the Court to make an industrial agreement that might
be entered into into an awavrd. Now, | understand that complaint is made that the Arbitration
Court refuses, practically without reason. to make industrial agreenients into awards, and that is
the justification claimed for this clause.

3. Does the Arbitration Court reopen the whole question?-—Yes, frequently. The effect of
the Trades Council proposal would be that the Court would be absolutely compelled to make an
award even although overwhelming proof was given in evidence that it was against the public
good, and even though the Court should exceed its jurisdiction, and that award could be attacked
because the Court had exceeded its jurisdiction. Now, the Arbitration Act has not hitherto com-
pelled the Court to do either one or other of these things; and our New Zealand Arbitration
Court, as distinguished trom the Australian Courts, has never been attacked for exceeding its
jurisdiction, and I think you can add fairly that the reason it has never been attacked is because
it has never exceeded its jurisdiction. It is essential that the Court should have power, if in the
opinion of the Court it would be against the public good, to refuse to make an agreement into
an award binding on other parties. I have just had advice from the South that an industrial
agreement has been sent back to the parties for alteration, and the reason for the Court sending

. it back is that the preference clause is calculated to make a close corporation of the unions. The
union, if it liked, could charge £5, £10. £15, or £20 for admission instead of the ordinary 5s.
Surely it is essential in a case like that, and in many other cases that could be mentioned, that
the Court should have this power. Now, what we suggest in connection with clause 3 is that
section 67 of the Amendment Act should be amended by providing, besides the necessity regarding
the majority of workers, that the Court on application shall make the agreement into an award,
unless in the opinion of the Court such agreement is against the public good, or the making of
the award is beyond the jurisdiction of the Court, and that only after inquiry that those who
may be fairly expected to be affected by the award have had due notice. With regard to sec-
tions 4 and 5 of the Bill, I have to say that we desire simplification in the procedure for securing
Dominion awards; but I am sorry to say that, instead of making the procedure more simple, the
provisions of the Bill will make it nore cumbersome and less effective and more expensive than
is the case under present conditions.

4. Mr. Luke.] You are mot in favour of the principle?—VYes, and will make a suggestion
before I finish. The scheme is that where there is an industrial association comprising industrial
unions in more than one industrial district it may make application to a Conciliation Commis-
sioner in order to get a Dominion award, that Commissioner to have power to exercise his juris-
diction over the districts in which it is proposed the award shall apply. Provision is made that
each of the Clerks in the other districts shall be supplied with a copy of notifications, recom-
mendations, and other documents; and it further provides that the Commissioner may at any
time during the hearing of the dispute increase the number of assessors to be appointed to repre-
sent each side to six on each side.  We may take it for granted that in practically every Dominion
dispute there are to be six on each side. Now, under these provisions all that would be necessary
for an industrial council to do would be to cite a few employers, say, in Wellington. The Com-
missioner would be compelled to set up the Council, and all that the other employers would know
of it would be what might appear in the public Press, or what might be conveyed to them by
those interested. Then, in connection with the hearing, it is quite conceivable that we could have
three Dominion disputes being considered at one time by the three different Commissioners—
three Courts of thirteen men each careering up and down the country at the country’s expense;
and our view of the thing is that we shall probably see a good many of these extended picnics.
When the recommendations are made, all that is required by these provisions is that a sihgle copy
of the recommendations should be sent to the Clerk of Awards in each of the industrial districts
in which it is proposed the award shall apply. The individual employers are not to be provided
with these recommendations, and in many cases it is quite conceivable that they would not know
at all what was going on. I assume that it is proposed to make the decision binding on all the
employers in the industry affected in each of the industrial districts in connection with which
these claims are made. We have to take section 5 in conjunction with section 4, which provides
that the Court may, ‘‘ on the application of any party to an award, extend the award so as to
join and bind as parties thereto all trade-unions, industrial unigns, industriz_ﬂ associations, and
employers in New Zealand who are connected with or engaged in the same industry as that to
which the award applies’’; with the proviso that *‘ the Court shall not act under this section
unless it is satisfied that the conditions of employment or of trade are such as make it equitable
to do 80.”” I want to point out here that, after all this machinery has to be observed, and after
an extended picnic of, say, four or gix months, there is no provision made in the Bill to carry
that dispute on to the Court, because the provisions of the Act applying to ordinary Conciliation
Councils do not apply to these Coneiliation Counecils. Speaking as one who has had very consider-

jon with Arbitration Court work, and in dealing with conferences which

able experience in connectl ) w
thav be called Dominion conferences. I am perfectly satisfied that the provisions as set forth here
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will be found to be utterly impracticable, and will break down of their own weight in a very short
time indeed. As I said at the outset, my federation wants provisions for Dominion awards, but
these provisions must be simple, and as simple as possible. Our experience is this: that when
vou come to discuss Dominion awards, or awards covering more than one industrial distriet,
vou have an organization on each side. That is a state of things you frequently do not have in
simply local disputes it regard to the towns or cities, or even one industrial district. That has
been my experience. In every case in connection with Dominion awards before the reference is
filed to the Conciliation Council there are always conferences of the parties—generally several
conferences. That is before any action is taken under the Act at all. Take, for instance; the
woollen-mills dispute, which has now been referred to the Court both in Christchurch and Wel-
lington. It started in Christchurch, and before any reference was filed at all there were two
conferences of the parties, when there was an amicable agreement arrived at that there should
be a Dominion award. The arrangements, however, broke down somewhat, and the matter was
then referred to the Comciliation Council. We practically confirmed before the Conciliation
Council in Christchurch what had been agreed upon in the private conference, and before the
Conciliation Council in Wellington we simply approved what had been done in Christchurch, and
the matter has gone to the Arbitration Court. My point is this: that there is no necessity whait-
ever for this cumbersome Conciliation Council machinery in connection with Dominion awards.
Dominion awards are brought about by reason of the fact that there is organization on both
sides, and that induces the conferences between the parties. If those conferences fail, then all
the Conciliation Councils can do is to pass them on to the Arbitration Court. We had another
conference just recently in Wellington extending over nearly three days in connection with a
typographical dispute—a joint conference consisting of Dominion representatives of the Typo-
graphical Association and master printers, who met and discussed the thing for two days and
part of the third day, and then they were not able to arrive at an agreement. Now both sides
realize that the case has to go hefore the Arbitration Court, and, of course, according to the
present law we lLave to file disputes in each of the centres, and finally to have the matter put on
to the Court. Our suggestion is that Dominion industrial disputes should be referred direct to
the Court. You may, if you desire it, make a proviso that there should be a conference of the
parties—that either a couference should be held or refused. It will be found that in very few
cases they will be refused by either side. But there must be definite legislation to provide that
all persons whom it is proposed to make parties to the dispute shall be cited and be served with
full copies of the claims. The suggestion of the federation is that the Bill should provide that
industrial associations should file references direct to the Court, citing all parties in the districts
to which the award is to apply, and give the Court power to make an award applying to one or
more industrial districts, after hearing such evidence as it deems necessary at such centre or
centres in the Dominion as the parties may agree upon, or in default of such agreement as the
Court may direct. The practical result of our suggestion would be a conference of representatives
of the parties in some centre of the Dominion, and failing a settlement there, there would be an
agreement in nine cases out of ten to hear the case before the Court in one centre. In the woollen-
inills dispute we have agreed that the dispute shall be heard at either Christchurch or Wellington,
as the union desires. That is how it works out in practice even under the present law—and in
the typographical dispute I expect within the next day or two to arrange with the typographical
federation in a similar way: You see, in connection with these industrial disputes there are
wide and varied interests—interests of different classes of employers, interests of one part of
the Dominion differing from another—and unless vou have a hearing in one centre, or at the
outside two centres, you get your evidence spread over and do not get your case put before any
tribunal in concrete form. Ilu my opinion, it was the power that the Conciliation Board had in
connection with the Canterbury farm labourers’ dispute to travel up and down and in and out,
and to take all sorts of evidence right through the Canterbury District, that caused so much trouble
and expense. That Conciliation Board was engaged for months at that one dispute alone, and it
cost a good many hundreds of pounds, and what was the result? The result was such a mixture,
such a conglomeration of ewidence for one side and the other, that neither the Board nor the
Court could make head or tail of it. It cost hundreds of pounds for the typewriting alone. That
is giving point to my argument: if that happened to a Conciliation Board in one district, how
much move likely in a case like this, where it has as a field the whole of the Dominion to spread
itself over. You are offering a premium for that sort of thing. And after all that is done, in
ninety-nine cases out of a hundred it will go to the Arbitration Court and be heard in one centre,
so that the evidence can be put forward in a precise and useful form by each side and be summed
up by the Court. Speaking as one with very large experience of Arbitration Court work, I am
convinced that any other system but the one suggested has no chance of permanency or success.
Section 6 of the Bill deals with what the parties have to do in connection with the filing of a
recommendation by the Conciliation Council. It provides, first, for one month’s notice to be
given of disagreement with the recommendations. We agree that one month’s notice should be
given. It is desirable that there should be a limit, and that the party objecting should give notice
of its disagreement, but we cannot possibly agree with the provision in subsection (2), that ‘‘ any
party that has not within the time aforesaid signified his disagreement with the recommendation
shall be deemed to have concurred in the same.”” It will be absolutely impossible in the great’
majority of cases—under present conditions, at any rate, and I take it that the Bill provides for
present conditions to continue—for the employers in many disputes to ascertain what the recom-
mendations are. In many of the disputes by far the greater proportion of those who are cited
are hardly affected by the dispute at all, or any of the recommendations that might be made,
because of the fact that they employ little or no labour. Now, the provision is that those who
disagree should notify their disagreement, and in the event of their failing to do so it shall be
taken that they concur in the same. Here I have the Wellington shearers’ award. On this fist



I.—9s. 6 [W. PRYOR.

there are the names of 2,284 employers. 1 venture to say-—and 1 know something about that
which I am speaking of—mnot one-fourth of those employers are seriously affected by the award;
and yet it is asked that we should agree to the award that the 75 per cent. of employers who are
seriously affected, and who will not take the trouble to send in notice of disagreement, shall be
deemed to concur in the recommendation. You see how impossible it is. Why, there are hundreds
of employers in this list that we could not get at. And so you will see that this proposal is im-
practicable. It is unfair, and it would be a cruel thing to impose that condition. Then, let me
explain to you how a dispute like this is conducted. 1 represented the employers both before the
Conciliation Board and Arbitration Court in connection with the Wellington shearers’ dispute
and the other district disputes. This is one of the disputes in which a Dominion award has been
secured, and it finally boiled itself down to this: that evidence was called in Wellington from all
over the Dominion, and the Arbitration Court made its award on the Wellington award. There
were a number of conferences. 1f our suggestion is adopted, the conferences between the parties
would be open, and in a great many of them the Conciliation Commissioner would be asked to
take the chair. But, despite the fact that there are over two thousand employers, the whole of
the proceedings were carried through by a committee of about ten gentlemen and myself. These
were appointed by the different farmers’ organizations throughout the district. They had the
particulars, and were able to put the case and claims after that. We submit this: that if notice
of disagreement is given by any one whomsoever within one month, the case should go right on
to the Arbitration Court; any other provision than that is impracticable. 1 have shown you an
extreme case—I admit that—but take the labourers’ award: there is a great number of employers
attached to it, a considerable portion of them not cuploying any considerable number of labourers.
What we suggest, then, is that subsection (2) of clause 6 should be deleted. Then you would have
the provision that a month’s notice must be given, aud subsection (3) would then provide that
if within the time no notice had been filed the recommendation should begin to operate. There
is just the difficulty about its beginning to operate as an industrial agreement. As a federation
we are opposed to industrial agreements, and personally 1 will undertake to ride through any
industrial agreement that is on the award books. These agreements are only in operation so long
as they are against the employers.

_ 5. Are they of no good to the unions?—Only to this extent, when the employers honourably
observe them. I have gone through most of the agrecments and will undertake to ride through any
one of them. You mav put it that it will operate as an industrial agreement, but the machinery
of the Act will prevent that coming into forece. It would not do to say that an industrial agree-
ment would operate in the same manner as an award, because you must have the oversight of the
Court to see that none of the provisions should be against the public good. 1 do not know that
there is any harm in having it as it is, because we could always have it sent on to the Court.
Although we think there is a weakness there, we are prepaved to accept clause 6 if subscetion (2) is
put out. Subsection (4) of clause 6 says, ‘‘ If any party to the dispute duly signifies his disagree-
ment to the recommendation, the dispute shall be referred by the Clerk to the Court fov settlement,
and therenpon the dispute shall be before the Court.”” We ask that the words after the word
““ Court ”’ in the second line should be deleted, and for this veason : Supposing the recommenda-
tion of the Conciliation Council goes in and there is notification of disagreement.  In accordance
with the Act the Court hears the dispute and is satisfied that the recommendations require altera-
tion and desires to alter them. Under the clause as printed the Court has no power to alter these
recommendations; its only power is to incorporate the terms of the recommendations in an award.
I judge that this suggestion is in the interests of the workers quite as much ax in the interests of
the employers. As far as my cxperience goes, I have not had a section of emplovers that hasx
objected to the recommendations of the Conciliation Counecil, but I have had two unions that have
objected to them, and if this clause had been in forece—in each case theyv got an alteration—all
that the unions could have got would have been the recommendations they were objecting to.  Sub-
section (3) appears to us to be absolutely ununecessary, and, being unnecessary. we think it should
not be in the Bill. Section 81 of the consolidated Act makes all necessary provision to give the
Court power to throw anything out; it says, *‘ The Court shall in all matters before it have full and
exclusive jurisdiction to deterniine the same in such manner in all respects as in equity and good
conscience it thinks fit.”” We think subsection (5) should not be in, because when you have a similar
provision in that way there is always the danger of a turn in a sentence or a twist in a word causing
one clause to clash with the other. I do not mean that we are complaining of that subsection.
hecause there is nothing to object to; but we say that, as there is ample provision for that in sec-
tion 81 of the consolidated Act, there is no necessity for it, and it should not go in.  Section 8 of the
Bill provides for the right of appeal from the Magistrate to the Arbitration Court. Now, this is a
mz#tter that requires close investigation by the Committee. The experience of not only employers.
but I am sure also of the Labour Department officials, is that Magistrates’ decisions in connection
with breach-of-award cases are so varied, and at times so much against precedents laid down by the
Arbitration Court and established by custom and practice, that it is a cruel shame that there
should be any bar put upon appeal to the Avbitration Court—the only bpd_v that has a real prac-
tical working knowledge of these awards and industrial agreements. We have all along objected
to these breach-of-award cases being taken by the Magistrates. ~ We pointed out in the first
instance, when it was proposed at first that we would have a Magistrate, say in Auckland, dis-
missing a. case for an offence that another Magistrate in another centre might convict for and
impose a fine of £5, £8, or £10, we would have Magistrates in one centre fining lightly for a
serious offence.and another in a different centre fining heavily for a similar offence. We do not as
an employers’. association want. to shield those employers who endeavour to get the better of their
workers and fellow-employers; we do not want to get them out of the consequences of their own
dcts ‘when there is a bad breach; but where, as we have seen, a serious case of breach of award

b ..

is'met with-a nominal fine of Bs., and at the same time in another centre a trivial breach met with
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a fine of £5 or £10, you will see our reason for objecting to Magistrates’ decisions. But, realiz-
ing that we arc compelled to go before the Magistrates in connection with these matters, we say,
Give us a free right of appeal to the Arbitration Court beyond the Magistrate. We do not approve
or agree that a Magistrate should take these cases, but evidently we have to submit, and while
making our protest we say that we should have a free right of appeal to the Arbitration Court in
all these cases. Many a case is a small thing in itself, but it may have, and such have had, far-
reaching effects. To-day, in almost any case of importance, you can turn up the Magistrate’s-
decision and get a different decision from the Court, mainly through the peculiar ideas and pro-
clivities of the Magistrates.

6. Mr. Glover.] You can do the same with the Judgest-—But the Judges are trained in the
particular business in which they are engaged, and the Magistrates are not trained in connection
with Arbitration awards. They do not like the work themselves, and naturally, if they are not
taking an interest in them, their decisions are not so carefully thought out as they otherwise would
be. But, whatever the cause and reason, there is the position, and 1 am perfectly satisfied that
what we say would be backed by the experience of the departmental officials, and T believe, in some
of the cases, by the represcntatives of the unions. This clause 8 of the Bill provides that where
the amount of the claim is not less than £10 there shall be the right of appeal to the Arbitration
Court against the Magistrate; but the amount of the claim Las to be £10. What is to hinder
the appellant in any sction, be it un employer citing a union or an employee viting an employer,
or be it the Labour Department prosecuting an emplover or a union official prosecuting an em-
ployer, feeling that he has a good chance with the Magistrate, sayving, < We will not claim £10 for
fear of an appeal, xo we will claim £5 777 Tn such « ease we have not the right of appeal. Is
that a fair position to pat us in? In very many cases the wmount of the claim or the amount of
the fine is not of very great importance—it in the decision that is the trouble; and we want,
where we are satisfied that the decision ix wrong, to be able to zo to the Arbitration Court and
ask that Court to say which is right and which is wrong. Then we shall get Avbitration Court
precedents, and in that way we shall be able to bring the Magistrates into line as we cannot do at
the present time. If we cunnot get a free vight of appeal, we do ask that the amount of the claim
that we shall have the right of appeal against be veduced to £35-—that is, that the word ““ ten ’’ shall
he altered to “* five.”” Then, in line 25 it has beer. pointed out to us that there is just the fear
that the Arbitration Court may not have the right to hear a case unless there is a provision put
in to deal with the question of claims exceeding £50. There is some limitation in regard to it.
hut we ask that the matter should be Jooked into. It is suggested that after the words ‘‘ Magis-
trate’s Court’’ there should be some provision regarding claims exceeding £50. We want the
Crown Law Office to look into it and see if that is vight. Clause 9, T might say, has caused just
a little amusement among our people. It says, ““ No award of the Court shall contain any pro-
vision that is inconsistent with any statute which makes special provision for any of the matters
hefore the Court.”” We say that this clause is quite unnecessary, because if the Court made any
provision inconsistent with any statute that provision would be ultra vires—and probably the
whole award. Earlier I said that the New Zealand Arbitration Court had never been attacked
for exceeding its jurisdiction, but if it went outside the law it would exceed its jurisdiction and
could be attacked if it made provisions inconsistent with any statute, and those provisions would
be ultra vires, and, as I say, we are pretty sure the whole of the award would fall to the ground.
You therefore see how unnecessary is the clause, and we always object to unnecessary provisions
being put in. With regard to section 10, 1 would point out to the Committee that that might,
coneeivably, be quite impracticable. I have information from Auckland to the effect that, although
it is five months since the Court sat there, there has been a request sent by a number of workers'
unions asking that the Court should not sit there on its present circuit.

7. The Chairman.] Why!—They are evidently not ready, in some way, to go on with their
cases. Then, again, the Court may be engaged on some very important case. For instance, when
the Blackball strike took place the Court and the country saw the necessity of its going right
over to Blackball to fix the thing up. They were, fortunately, able to sit there. But suppose the
time for the quarterly sitting had gone by, it would have been impracticable, say, in Christ-
church, to take up the cases. Not so long ago the Court had to pass over its sittings in one of
these places because there was no husiness to go on with. Then 1 ask, how it is proposed to compel
compliance with thix clause if the Arbitration Court makes a breach of the Act? Can any fine
be imposed? We think the clause is impracticable, that it is not desirable, and that the matter
must be left to the good sense of the Court itself. We approve of clause 11-—at least, there is
nothing in it that we take exception to, because niany of the things in it do not affect us. But
Mr. Reyling stated that the Trades and Labour Council objected to paragraph (e) of clause 11,
which proposes, first, to amend section 107, subsection (2), of the Consolidated Aet, which pro-
vides, ‘‘ An industrial dispute shall not be referred for settlement to a Board by an industrial
union or association, nor shall any application be made to the Court by any such union or
association for the enforcement of any industrial agreement or award or order of the Court,
unless and until the proposed reference or application has been approved by the members in
manmner following, that is to say—(a) In the case of an industrial union, by resolution passed at
a special meeting of the union and confirmed by subsequent ballot of the members, a majority of
the votes recorded being in favour thereof, the result of such ballot to be recorded on the minutes;
and (b) In the case of an industrial association, by resolution passed at a special meeting of ?he
members of the governing body of the association, and confirmed at special meetings of a majority
of the unions represented by the association.”” We take it that the intention of that part of sub-
section (2) of section 107 which says that the reference of application must be approved by the
members before these nther things are done means that all must be approved by all the members.
It will read now, ‘“ nnless and nntil the proposed reference or application has heen approved by
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the members of the union, or of each of the unions concerned, in manner following.”” Surely,
when the Act said a reference or an application should be approved by the members, it meant
all the members of the unions.

8. Mr. MclLaren.] In the ordinary way of business}—Surely you can take it that way, but
“that has been dodged. It seems to me that in any disputes the minds of the members of the unions
should be got at, and our friends of the Trades Council object to that being done. We say it is
absolutely essential. So far as I can gather, the other alterations are consequential.

9. You do not suggest that there should be an absolutely unanimous decision in every case I—
No, the vote of the employees does not mean a unanimous decision, it means the decision of the
majority. There are only a couple of matters on which I should like to go outside the four corners
of the Bill. The first is in connection with the warehousemen’s dispute, where we find ourselves in
a very difficult position. Shortly put, we ask first that provision should be made to provide for
publication in the public Press of application for the registration of unions, so that notice of
protest against registration may be given if necessary. [ feel perfectly satisfied that if that had
been the law in connection with the warehousemen’s union a different condition would prevail, and
which 1 believe would have been in the interests of all the parties concerned. It is not in the
interests of that union that there should be this strife and turmeil in connection with their applica-
tion; and [ believe in that case such good evidence would have been put before the Registrar
that the scope of the unton, while it would have been restricted, would have made for strength in
itself. It is desirable also, from the point of view of the employers, that they should know what
unions it is proposed to connect with their industries. Secondly, we ask that provision should
be made to give the right to definite sections of workers to register notwithstanding that they are
provided for in another and more comprehensive union. In this connection 1 am advised—I do
not know personally how true it is, but Mr. Grenfell, the secretary of the employvers’ association
is my informant—that inquiry was made to ascertain if ike salesmeu and those who compose the
storemen und packers in the warehouses could register notwithstanding the registration of the
general uuion. They were informed that they could not register. Well, it may be desirable in
a case such as the present that they should be allowed to register. In any case, the Registrar has
discretion.

10. Mr Lauke.] Is that apart from the clerical side}—Well, although there has been all this
trouble, T have taken little or no interest in it. It is (uite conceivable that with the clerical
staff and salesinen, and distinctly warehouse people as against storenien and packers, there will
not be any community of interest. In a case like thut we think that there should be machinery
by which the Registrar might register those sections of workers sepavatelv.  The only other thing
I want now to mention, and that briefly, to the Committee is this: that laymen should be allowed
to appear in the Magistrate’s Court. We ask that permission should be made to permit the secre-
taries of recognized employers’ organizations to appear in the Magistrate’s Court. The astonishing
thing is that we are permitted to appear in the superior Court bat not in the lower Court. The
peculiar point of unfairness is that the industrial unions can appear by their secretaries, but the
secretary of recognized emplovers’ associations, which caunot register under the Industrial Conecilia-
tion and Arbitration Act cannot appear. Our emplovers’ associations cannot register, but there
are some of us recognized as employers’ servants und know the conditions of the awards in the
same way as the secretaries of workers’ unions. We are recognized officials of the employers,
the same as the officials of the workers’ unions, and we think that it is onlv fair that we should
have the same privilege. :

11. As to clause 3, what means do vou suggest to get these people to take any action or to be
made parties to an industrial agreement, because under the Act they are included #—I suggest
that you provide that unless it is proved the employers who wre parties to an industrial agreement
employ a majority of workers in the district, there should be wn arrangement by which we should
be able to go on to the Arbitration Court, and then the other eaployers could be brought in by
citation before the Court and there get an opportunity of defending thenmselves.

12. You admit at the present time that there is a difticulty in getting some of these people
to take any action at all?—There is not so much when they are actually cited, because then they
will take action. Our trouble is this, that in the example [ gave you nine or ten employers who
might be emnploying little or no labour to speak of, when an industrial agrecment is entered into
there is no means of those who do not employ labour knowing anything about it. Under Mr.
Reyling’s suggestion they could go into Court while those who were seriously affected would know
nothing about it. ) ) ) )

13. What steps do vou take to get them interested and able to say Yes or No to an industrial
agreement !—The only way is by filing a veference attaching them to the award.

14. Is it not vour experience that it all devolves upon a few active employers to deal with
the question as against others who may he employving more men?---Yes, frequently.

15, What do voun suggest to make these people active in the matter I--Well, vou understand
that clause 67 of the Act is not ours. It was agrecd to as a sort of compromise.  We say that it
should be amended a little so as to give power for the parties to have the agrecinent made into
an award, if all who are engaged in the industry in the partienlar district or part of the district
affected are cited. _ A

16. 11 it were proved that the people represented a majority of the workers in any agreement.
would you be willing that the agreement shiould be filed and wo to the Court?—Only if the Court
has power to ascertain that the parties who should be cited are cited.

17. An industrial agreement might be entered into for the purpose of going to the Court to
make it a Dominion award : that is conceivable, is it not I —Quite.

18. We had a case the other day in Dunedin in connection with the hoiler-workers, and my
experience in the iron trade is that the fighting involved has been with two or three firms. The
firms in Hawke’s Bay, West Coast, and Taranaki, take very little interest in a case and leave the
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parties in the centre to deal with it. We find just as much difficulty in dealing with the matter,
and would like to know what steps you propose to alter that state of things? Our suggestion is
that in turning an indutrial agreement into an award every employer should first be served with
a copy of the demands. That would remove a good deal of the apathy on the part of the em-
ployers. When you entered into that agreement in Dunedin the probability is that only those in
the centres knew anything about it.

19. What do you suggest in areas that have no organization to meet the difficulty? Would
you suggest any initiation from the Department? These outside people are bound to be parties
to a Dominion award and yet they have no organization%—Under a Dominion award by the pro-
vision we propose they would be brought in. It is only necessary that industrial associations
shall be in existence, and an industrial association can cvonsist of Two unions—- -

20. They can only be brought in after being cited hy some specific means?—VYes.

21. If they did not comply with that citation would they be brought in?—Yes, as long as
they got notice.

22. You say there is no appeal from the decision of a Magistrate?-—Yes, we have under cer-
tain conditions, but which in certain cases are blocked in the Bill. What we want is the free
right of appeal. .

23. You want it more as a matter of principle than as a matter of amount?—Yes, the matter
of pounds, shillings, and pence does not enter into it at all.

24. Mr. Fraser.] In one part of your evidence you laid stress upon the necessity of notifying
every one concerned in regard to a disagreement - —Yes.

25. What I want to know is this: under clause 6, assuming it to be passed into law, to
whom does the clerk send notice—to the associations?—No, it says that the Clerk shall send notice
only to Clerks of Awards in the other districts iffected. We say the individuals should have
notice. ’

26. Who are the parties, the asvciations or individuals{—Individuals. There is a provision
in the Act at present, and that is being done by publication in the local Press. It is deemed to be
sufficient by the Department of Labour, but we say that every party should get a copy. I showed
that in connection with the shearers’ dispute there were two thousand emplovers. If there had
been any publication, all that we should have had would have been a résumé of the award in the
local papers—nowhere else—and unfortunately the newspapers seem to have the faculty of leaving
out the most important points. They do not understand the conditions, and we say the present
custom is utterly inadequate and should be altered, especially if this thing is going through. We
want notice sent to each of the parties and the association.

27. What do you mean by the party }—Each employer and the employees’ union on the other
side.

28. You do not suggest that the Clerk should have to send the notice to each member of the
union—it is not practicable?—I say that if you are going to insist upon 2,824 people being cited
it is only fair that you should give them notice so that they may disagree if they desire to. We
suggest that any one notice of disagreement should be sufficient to send the case on to Court.

29. Should not also the question of citation be confined to representative bodies?—It could
not be in the case of employers. Our representative bodies are the employers’ associations. The
condition under which we work necessitates our having just one representative body in the Welling-
ton District. There are few industrial unions of the employers, and the employers’ associations
cannot register under the Act.

30. Mr. Glover.] 1 understood you to say that the Arbitration Court exceeded its jurisdic-
tion1—No. What we want is that there should be nothing put into the Act to compel the Court
to exceed ifs jurisdietion. The Trades and Labour Council’s suggestion in section 3 is that the
Court should be compelled to make an award whether the award is or is not, in the opinion of
the Court, for the public good. I said that the Court had never exceeded its jurisdietion.

31. Has the Judge of the Arbitration Court ever made comments from the Bench with regard
to people who had no right of reply?—I have always had the right of reply when I thought he
made remarks he should not have made; but I do not want to discuss the Arbitration Court Bench.

32. You said something about Dominion disputes being held in one centre: do you think it
would be advisable?—We--are not suggesting that all the Dominion disputes should be held in
one centre, but in such centre or centres as the parties may agree upon, or, in the event of no
agreement, as the Court may direct. We think it is cheaper to bring the witnesses to one centre.
In connection with the woollen-mills dispute, we have already arranged to have the matter decided
in eittier Christchurch or Wellington; and in connection with the Typographical Association it
will, I think, be by agrecment of the parties in Wellington.

33. Would it not apply to people in Auckland coming down here?—It is a very simple thing
for Auckland pecple to visit Wellington. It is all a matter of convenience.

34. You surprised me by stating that workers’ representatives in Auckland have stated that
the Court should not sit there although it is five months since it went to Auckland ?-—I said that
was my advice from Auckland.

‘35, Mr. McLaren.] With regard to subclause (2) of clause 6 of the Bill, vou recognize that
it .is to prevent parties who disagree sending their case on to the Court?—No; but you send
them on to the Court without the parties being notified.

36. Does that not apply to the officials of the employers not notifying the employers?—No;
the majority of those generally cited are not affected by the award. They are not employers of
Iabour, and we have to carry that weight all the time.

37. You sketched the process by which a Dominion award would be arrived at from the stage
of conference to the Arbitration Court proceedings: in that process are not the body of employers
represented really by delegates or representativesf—VYes, the same as the unions are.

2-—1. 9.
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38. In this conference on both sides, do you not expect the parties concerned to be bound by
whatever decision is arrived at?—1If they arrive at an agreement, certainly. Of course, very often
in big disputes you give way tentatively on one point while you discuss another point, and make
agreement on these points dependent upon a full settlement being reached.

39. You expect the respective parties of employers and workers to be bound by their represen-
tatives in the agreement they arrive at?—Yes, I would not take part in a conference unless that
was the understanding.

_ 40. If that is so, should not the employers who neglect any notice be bound —You have not
got a full representation of the parties. You must not tangle me up with a conference of the
parties with those who are compelled to go before a Court of law. They are two different things.

41. Take the case you particularly adduced—that of the shearers: you say that was dealt
with by ten gentlemen with yourself —Yes.

42. Did you not represent the interests of hundreds of employers whom you had never met
or discussed the matter with—is that so ?—Yes.

43. And you expected as a result of that conference that they would be bound by their repre-
sentative?—Yes, not that they should be bound by the recommendations of the Coaciliation
Council. You know better than that. You are either purposely confusing the matter or doing
it in ignorance of the state of affairs. 1 do not think you are speaking in ignorance.

44. You have said that you expected these employers, hundreds of whom you say were never
consulted 1—1 did not say ‘‘ hundreds of whom were never consulted.”

45. You expected the decisions of the representatives in agreement to be binding ?—If you
mean by that, any agreement that was arrived at by the representatives of the employers and the
representatives of the unions in private conference, then Yes; but if you mean by that, any recom-
mendations that the Conciliation Council might make, then No.

46. That is what I wished to arrive at. Why should not the recommendations of a Concilia-
tion Council, where there ave practical assessors representing the parties on each side, not be
binding as the decision of representatives in conference ?—Because you are compelled to appoint
assessors to start with by the process of law, and you may not at that time be able to get the
assessors you want. In the great majority of cases there are ten or a dozen different classes of
businesses, and you have only three representatives, and therefore only representative of three
businesser out of that ten or a dozen. I heard it said that in the warehousemen’s case there are
twenty-one sections. )

47. There would be thirteen on each side representing euch Conciliation Council : you referred
to that as being a picnic?-—Yes.

48. Would that number not be ample to make a recommendation a binding decision on all
the parties—Never will we agree to bind all the employers in an industry where it is a case of
compulsion to appoint assessors.

49. You do not suggest that they are compelled to appoint any particular persons?—They will
be compelled to appoint these assessors whether they desire to do so or not. The difference between
a conference—an amicable arrangement between the parties—and the Conciliation Council is that
when a conference is amicably arranged between the parties—those who go there are repre-
sentatives of all the interests affected, and they go there with a definite power from their people
to agree or not to agree, as the case may be. They know how far they may go. There is no
compulsion. The people themselves are not being sent there at all, but are there in a representa-
tive way. In that case their decision should be binding as a matter of honour. But if you have
» Council set up by proecess of law, whether you want to or not, and whether you think that is
the best thing or not, you are compellzd to appoint three or six people who do not represent you
probably, and that they should be able to bind you through the recommendations is opposed to a
British sense of fair play.

50. In what sense can they be said not to represent the bodies any more than the men
appointed to a conference?—In a conference everything is done in a fricndly way. You can either
refuse that conference or accept 4t. If you accept it it is very different to attending a Conciliation
Council where you are practically compelled to attend.

51. Under subclause (2) of clause 4 is it not contemplated that the dispute should be really
dealt with in a district in which a dispute has arisen—‘ the districts to which the dispute relates
ghall be deemed for the purpose of the dispute to be one district.”” Does that not invalidate your
suggestion of a roving cominission $—You see there is a provision }xladf: for a Commissioner to
visit the other districts. The proposed amendmeut to section 29, I think it is, puts your argument
right out. Section 29 of the 1908 amendment restricts the Commissioner to his own (_iistrict,
while the preposed amendment in section 4, subsection (2), expressly removes that restriction and
gives the Commissioner and the Council power to sit and take evidence in oth.er dlstr}cts. Subsec-
tion (3), it seems to me, is framed in order to give himn the power to go outside of ];118 distt:ict, 80
that the Bill is designed with the intention of giving these Councillors power to visit the different
districts over which the award is to apply : and it is quite necessary.

52. It does not bind either Couneil or Court to travel %—I am only judging it from the point
of view of human nature. Our experience is that where the opportunity is given of Government
expenditure it is taken advantage of. .

53. In the case of disputes this year, has there been a tendency to extravagance in that way?
——There has not been the opportunity. . .

54. With reference to your suggestion about advertising notice of appeal for registration and
the right of protest 7 —Not appeal—notice of application. o . ] .

55. Do you suggest that the law should be amended in this direction as affecting all indus-
tries7—It would have to be general if at all.
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56. Would that not lead to nullification of another part of the Act which is directed against
the multiplicity of unions and subdivisions of unions?—It might have that effect but for the fact
that the Registrar has power to refuse registration if he deems fit.

57. Would it not have the tendency to multiply the unions in ome industry$—No, I think
not, if you mean an industry in its restricted sense. 1 think most of the employers engaged in
our industries would welcome one union covering the whole of their hands in most cases. In many
cases they are struggling under eight, ten, or twelve awards.

58. You suggest that the right be given to definite sections of workers to register notwith-
standing the unions in that industry. Would not that mean the splitting-up of organization —
That might be necessary in some cases. We have in mind a union that has tackled a whole lot
of industries and is putting them all under its wing—wool, frain, hardware, cycle agents, and
others, and calling themselves the Wholesale Assistants’ Union, and roping in all they can get
hold of.

59. Your suggestion is that there should be an amendment of the law which would apply
generally to this registration of sections?—Just to give the Registrar power to do so. Our point
18 that he is prevented, even where he deems it desirable, to register a union in such a connection
as the Warehousemen’s Union. What we wish is that power should be given to the Registrar, if
he thinks fit, to register a sectional union.

60. You stated that your federation considered it a wise thing to aim at the settlement of
disputes on a Dominion basis?-—In certain cases that is so. We desire simple machinery. We
can get Dominion awards now, but the process is cumbersome.

61. Would not that policy of dealing with industries as a whole be defeated by the regis-
tration of sectional unions—I do not think so. v

62. The Chairman.] With regard to subclause (2) of clause 6—‘ Any party that has not with-
in the time aforesaid signified his disagreement with a recommendation shall be deemed to have con-
curred in the same ’—is it not a fact that when the employer is cited before the Conciliation
Council every employer is served with a notice, and he has the right to appear and state his
views, and also ask to appoint assessors! Has the employer not a say in appointing the assessors
on the Conciliation Council?—If there are a hundred employers and they each nominated a
different assessor only three could be appointed, so that there would be ninety-seven of the em-
ployers who could not have a voice in the appointment. No employer has the right to appear
who is not cited.

63. Mr. Mclaren.] 1f there were a thousand in a union they could only appemnt three
assessors : why should not the employers meet and do the same?—We have not got the organi-
zation that you have.” I am not saying that the assessors should be bound by the Conciliation
Council’s reccmmendation for the unions any more than for the employers. We¢ think we should
not he bound on either side, but have a free right to go to the Court.

64. Mr. Luke.] In the matter of the warehonsemen’s dispute, you said you considered there
should be facility for sectional representation in the matter of industrial agreements: is that so?
—Yes. .

656. And yet you said in reference to other industries you thought there should be an award
covering the whole of the sections in those industries. Do you differentiate between the mechanical
and commercial sides of our life—No. What I imagine would be a convenience to the engineers is
that there should be cne award covering all the branches in one shop, and in the soft-goods busi-
ness there might be one award or agreement covering certain sections. Tt is 'quite conceivable
that in one of the large warehouses some of the sections have no community of interest with the
gtoremen—none at all—and in that case we say that the Registrar should have power to register.
say, the clerk, separately from the sale-room hands, or the sale-room hands from the storemen
and packers. The Registrar would have to be the judge, and there would have to be strong
reasons put forward to split up the various scctions.

APPENDIX.

Canterbury I'rades and Labour Council, Trades Hall,
Christchurch, 14th September, 1911.
As it is impossible for us to send any one to give evidence before the Labour Bills Coin-
mittec re the proposed amendments to the Conciliation and Arbitration Act, I am directed to
place before you the following amendments we desire to sec wade :— . _

In the proposed amending Act: That section 4 (3) he u.mgnded by deleting ‘‘ six persons’’
and inserting ‘“one additional assessor for each additional industrial district.”” We are of
opinion that when a Dominion dispute is being heard by the Council of Conciliation each indus-
trial district interested should be represented on the Council.

We would also urge upon you that the following amendments should be made to the Act :—

““ That any section of an award agreed to by the Conciliation Council shall not be altered
by the Court of Avbitration, except xo far as is necessary to correct legal techni-
calities or to prevent the nullification of other portions of an award.”

““ Phat where employers arc filing counter-proposals to a union’s demands the same shall
be in the hands of the union not later than seven days previous to the date of the

hearing of the application.”

Sir,—
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‘ That the following be added to section 100 of the principal Act: ‘ That Inspectors of
Factories shall, on application being made by a union concerned in that industry,
furnish a list of apprentices working in that industry to the said union within.
fourteen days after the application has been made.’ ”’

Strike out subsections, (11) and (12) of section 35 of the Industrial Conciliation and’
Arbitration Amendment, 1908, and insert the following :—

‘“(11.) No person shall be bound at any inquiry before the Council to give
evidence with regard to trade secrets.
‘“(12.) It any person desires to give such evidence as is mentioned in the
~ last preceding subsection he shall, if the Commissioner thinks fit, do so in the
presence of the Commissioner alone, sitting without the assessors, and in such case
the Commissioner shall not disclose to the assessors or to any other person the
particulars of ;the evidence so given, but may inform the assessors whether or not’
in his opinion any claim or allegation made by the applicants or respondents in.
the inquiry is substantiated by the said evidence. All books relating to finance
shall be produced before the assessors by either party.”

That section 47 of the amending Act, 19083, be struck out and the following inserted :
‘““ When an industrial dlspute has been referred to the Court the Court shall
make an uward covering wages and conditions of labour in connectlon with that
industry.”’ '

That the following addition be made to section 93, subsection (2), of the original Act:
‘“ Any trade-union, industrial union, industrial association, or employer cited to’
appear before the Court of Arbitration to show cause why they should not be added
as partics to any award shall, if they have any objections to lodge against the appli-
cation made to so add them, file their objection in writing at least five days before’

' the date fixed for the hearing of the appllcatlon

In section 107, subsection (2), strike out the words ‘‘ for the enforcement of any industrial
agreement or award or order of the Court,” and add to paragraph (a) of the same
section, ‘“The management committee of an industrial union or association may
instruct the secretary to apply in the prescribed form to the Court for enforce-

‘ ment of any industrial agreement or award or order of the Court.”

'Iruqtmg these matters will receive your attention,
I have, &c.,
JaxEes Youna,
- - Secretary, Canterbury Trades and Labour Council.
¢ J. . Arnold, Esq., M. P Chairman, Labour Bills Committee, Wellington.
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