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ll08 Adfournment. [ASSEMBLY.] Industrial Peace Bill. 

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY. 

TUESpAy, 17 SEPTEMBER, 1912. 

The SPEAKER (Hon. W. D. Armstrong, 
LockYer) took the chair at half-past 3 o'clock. 

PAPERS. 

'l'he following papers, laid on the table, 
were ordered to be printed:-

Regulations under the Dairy Produce 
Ads. 

Regulation under the Slaughtering Act. 

QUESTIONS. 

BREACHES OF RAILWAY BY-LAWS. 

Mr. KIRW}'-N (Brisbane) asked the Secre­
tary for Railways-

" 1. The number of prosecutions insti­
tuted by the department from 1st J anu­
ary, 1912, to 31st August, 1912, for 
breaches of the Railway By-laws with 
regard to-(a) Travelling without a 
ticket; (b) travelling on expired ticket; 
(c) travelling first-clltss on second-class 
ticket? 

" 2. The number of convictions secured 
and amount of fines recorded? 

" 3. The number of breaches of the by­
laws reported by the inspectors in which 
the department took no action and did 
not prosecute?" 

The SECRETARY FOR RAILWAYS 
(Hon. W. T. Paget, 211aclcay) replied-

" 1. (a) 94; (b) 4; (c) 3. 
"2. Ninety-eight. £125 13s. Otd. 
" 3. Three. The inspectors reported 

other cases which were investigated, but 
did not disclooe an~ fraudulent intent." 

GOVERNMENT SAVINGS BANK BRANCHES. 
Mr. RYAN (Barcoo), on behalf of the hon. 

member for Maranoa, asked the Treasurer-
" The several branches of the Govern­

ment Savings Bank opened during the 
past twelve months-(a) The towns or dis­
tricts; (b) the date of opening in each 
instance?" 

The TREASURER (Han. W. H. Barnes, 
Bulimba) replied-

" It is not convenient, at present, to 
supply the information asked for." 

INDUSTRIAL PEACE BILL. 

RESUMPTION OF COMMITTEE. 
(Mr. J. Stodart, Logan, in the chair.) 

On clause 42-'' Payment for certain holi 
days"-

Mr. ROBERTS (East Toowoomba) desired 
to have an extra holiday included in the 
clause. He mov<'d that the words " the first 
Monday in September " be inserted after the 
word " May" on line 32, page 19. A large 
part of the population of Queensland were 
members of friendly societies, and m some 
of the larger centres the first Mond.ay in 
September had been observed as a public 
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holiday by members of friendly societies, who 
had carried out various functions in aid of 
charity. In the city of Toowoomba, since 
the day had been observed, they had, year 
after year, held a carnival, and had taken a 
large number of the members of societies, 
with their wive, and children, out of the 
rnity for u picnic, and the proce'lds had been 
donated to the various charitable institutions. 
They had, in those years, received amounts 
varying from £65 to £160. The city of Bris­
bane did likewise for a number of years, but 
lately some of the shopkeepers d~cided not 
tD ob"erve the holiday, and consequentl:y the 
members of tho ''ocieties had contented them­
selves with some form of a social evening. 
The friendly soci:oties' associations of Bris­
bane and Toowoomba had asked him to 
move the amendment, and he hoped the 
Committee would accede to their request. 

Tho HOME SECRETARY (Han. J. G. 
Appel, Albert) hoped the han. member would 
not insist on the amendment, as, if carried, 
it would impore a disability on those workers 
who were paid by the day. Certain da0 hau 
been included in the clause which were in­
variably observed by every member of thH 
community, and tho han. member had admit­
ted that the first Monday in September was 
only observed as a holiday in certain locali­
ties. The inclusion of that day would not 
affect those who were paid by the week, 
and were paid for· every holiday, hut it would 
affect those who received a daily wage, because 
unc.oubtedlv, unless in cases of absolute neces­
"ity, the ornployer would not keep his work•t 
open on that day and pay time and a-half rates. 
The han. member had made out no case 
regarding the imporbmce of the proposed 
holiday, and had not shown any nece,,sity 
for placing the first Monda,y in September 
on the same footing- as New Year's Day, Good 
Friday, and Christmas Day. He trusted, 
therdore, that the han. member would nut 
press the amendment. 

Question-That the words proposed to be 
inserted ("llr. Iloberts's arnendment) be so in­
serted-put; and the Committee divided:-

Mr. Adam·-;on 
Barber 
Bebbington 
Bertram 
Coyne 
Fihelly 
Foley 
Gilday 
Grayson 
Hamilton 
Huxham 

22. 
Mr. Kirwan 

Land 
Larcombe 
Lennon 
May 
O'Sullivan 
Payne 
Roberts 
Ryan 
Theodore 
Winstanley 

Tellrrs: Mr. B< rtram and Mr. Larrmnbe. 

NOES., 27. 
Mr. Allan 

Appel 
Barne~, G. P. 
Barnes, W. H. 
Booker 
Bridges 
Caine 
Corser, B. H. 
Crawford 
Cribb 
Denham 
Fox 
Gunn 
Rudge 

l\lr. MacartnE'y 
Mackintosh 
Paget 
P&trie 
Rankin 
Somerset 
Stevens 
Swayne 
Tolmie 
Trout 
Welsby 
Wienholt 
Williams 

Tellers: Mr. Cribb and Mr. Somerset. 

PAIR. 

Aye--Mr, Murphy. No-Mr. Blair. 

Resolved in the negative. 

Mr. THEODORE (Chillagoe) did not kno;w 
whether the han. gentleman who was m 
charge of the Bill for this afternoon had 
considered the significance of clause 42. The 
clause pre&cribed the rate of payment for ce~­
tain holidays, and enacted that su~h proyt­
sion should he a condition of every mdustnal 
board award. To a certain extent, th~t 
would nullify the provisions in. cert::m 
wages boards' determinations _now: m exist­
ence. Some of the determmatwns fixed 
double-time rates for the days speci~ed, and 
those determinations would be nulltfied _by 
this clause, and the.re would be a _reductwn 
of wages as far as the persons workmg under 
the determinations in question were con­
cerned. In certain calliugs wages .boards 
had awarded double rates for workmg on 
certain holidays and on Sundays, wh<;n:e 
there was no necessity for work t? be earned 
on on holidays and Sundays, I_n ordeJ: to 
prohibit such work as far as poFstble .. There 
was a necessity for having a partiCularly 
high rate in &ome cases, because some em­
ployers, in order to take advantage of more 
scrupulous employers who preferred not to 
work on holidays, would pay the time and 
a-half, which would not be any g1:eat penal~y 
if they could get some advantage over the1r 
fellow-employers. In order to. meet those 
contingencies, it should be left m the hands , 
of any industrial board _to ~ay what ov:er­
time rate should be paid 1ll the callm~ 
that came before it. In some cases, 1t 
was nect•Bsarv to work on Sundays, as, for 
instance in the smelting process, where the 
work m'ust be carried on continuously, and 
in that case he did not suppose anyone 
wanted to harshly penalise the employers; 
but there were other businesses where there 
was no noces,ity to work on Sun~a:ys or 
other holidaye, and in order to prohibit the 
employers from working on those days, the 
higher rate should be. charged. A number of 
instances could be cited, such. as t~e m<:at 
industry, and certain other c!'llm!fs, m whiCh 
the determinations already m existence pro­
vided that if work was done on S~wday, or 
certain holidays which were mentw_ned, the 
rate of double time was to be paid. He 
hoped the Home Secretary would see the 
n~cessity of making some amendment on the 
clause. 

Mr. GILDAY (Ithaca) opposed the clause 
as it stood, as it was one . of th~se clauses 
which would deal very unfauly Wit~ a lar~e 
number of woTkers who were (\"ettmg satis­
faction from the agreements wluch _they had 
entered into with their employers, m regard 
to the time worked on various days throll;gh­
out the year. The clause ,only granted ti~.e 
and a-half for New Years Day, Good F -.1-
daY Easter Monday, the first Monday. m 
M~y 24th May Christmas Day, and Boxmg 
Day: At the' 'present time the butchers• 
award, which was mutually agre<ed upon be­
tween employees and employers, g-ave do':lble 
time for work on Christmas D~y, Eight 
Hours Da,-, picnir day, Good Fnd.ay, and 
on Sundays, but. under this clause, It would 
be impo'oible to stipulate a wage for Sunday. 
That would mean that if there was any work 
done on Sunday, the employees :vould J:ave 
to work and be paid as for ordmary tune, 
and the same thing would apply as far as 
their annual picnic was concerne~. It waS' 
understood by the tribunal on wh10h ~e sat, 
that the majority of the ":mplo~:ers m the 
meat industry would be satisfied If the. days 
he had mentioned were made close holidays, 
rather than paid for at the double rates. 

Jfr. Gilday.] 
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Those were. the four days on which there 
was no desue to work at all. But it was 
found that if there were three or four maste~ 
butchers who were unscrupulous enough to 
keep their shops open, that would cause the 
w_hole of. the butchers, who were desirous to 
give their employees the holiday, to bring 
them back to work. He would like the clause 
to have left it to the board to decide the 
days for close holidays, on which there 
would be. no work done at all, and to fix for 
a~y partu:ular day a rate which would meet 
With the 'pp1 oval of the employers and em­
ployees. Time and a-half was now paid 
for holidays on which they were not to be 
allowed to a· ijudicate at all-that was St. 
Patrick's Day, Exhibition Day the Sove­
reign's Birthday, and Easter M~nday. 

The PRE~:·::a: Easter Monday is provided 
for here. 

Mr. GILvAY :. Those y;ere thn days on 
whwh the•· got t1me and a-half under their 
detern;Iinati;;_n-th~ other days (hey got double 
tune for. ~here was no mention of Sunday 
in the clause, which day he thou~7ht should 
be md uded more than any of the other 
days mentwned. He moved that after the 
~ords " Boxing Day," .on line 32, there be 
mserted the words "and every Sunday." 

Mr. TROUT : Are you going to encourage 
Sunday work? 

Mr. GILDAY: He ~as going to encourage 
Sunday to be a hohday. The clause at 
pre~ent would allow any employer to work 
t!'mr employees on Sunday as at any ordinary 
ttme. 

Mr. TROUT : That is illegal. 
Mr. GILDAY: If that was so it was 

all right, and there might be no necessity for 
the amendment, but, as he had moved it he 
would allow it to &tand. A good many 'em­
ployees were compelled to work on Sundays 
and he did n~t see why they should not get 
a different tm1e than 'Ordinary time for 
working on that day. 

The HOME SECRETARY : The board will 
decide that-it is left open. 

Mr. GILDAY: The clause did not give 
power to fix the rate. 

The HeME SECRETARY : That is exactly 
what the clause does do. Read the clause. 
. Mr .. GILDAY: Even if that were so, by 
msertmg the words " on every Sunday '' 
they would make it clear that evorybody 
who worked on a Sunday would get a certain. 
rate. 

Mr. BERTRAM (Maree) said that one of 
the arguments in favour of the amendmen1; 
was that it would discourage Sunday work. 
Under the Btl! as it stood it would be com­
petent for an industrial board to award any 
mte they thought. fit for Sunday work, and 
the rate should be such as to discourage 
Sunday work :tt all. He thought they could 
not do that more <'ff<;ctually than by fixing 
a rate of wa[:es so h1gh that Sundav work 
would be discour;tged, unless it could not 
possibly be avoided. 
M~. MURPHY said that, to his mind, this 

woula leave the matter in the hands of the 
industrial boar?. It was not likely that­
where the Legislature laid it down that on 
certain holidays time and a-half must be 

paid--the board would fix the rate 
[4 p.m.] of overtime on Sundays under 

the ~im~ and a-half rate; they 
would be more mclmed to make it consider­
ably higher, in order to get away from the 

fMr. (h'lda?f. 

necessity for Sunday work at all. He 
did not think that the amendment moved bl!' 
the hen. member for Ithaca, Mr. Gilday, 
wonld have the effect the hon. member anti­
cipated. 

The HOME SECRETARY said that exist­
ing determinations woutd nndoubtedly be 
affected by the provisions contained in the 
first part of section 42. As a matter of 
fact, those portions of dete,rminations wherein 
it was providt'd that holidays-outside of 
certain holidays which were generally recog­
nised-were daYs for which extra pay had 
to be givrn, we1·e nndoubtedly ultra vir<''· 
A number of determinations had been made 
in that way, and the amending measure of 
last year simply confirmed the decisions which 
had been arrived at. The necessity for that 
amending mE'asure was brought about by the 
large number of determinations which would 
have had to bn amended. because in one 
locality certain holidays had been proclaimed 
and in another localitv oth"'r holidays had 
been adopted. It was 'desirable to make the 
whole thing uniform, and this was done by 
the clause they were now diEcussing. So 
far as the amendment of the hon. member 
for Ithaca was concerned, he really felt that 
no good results could be expected fr~m it. 
There could be no doubt that the questiOn of 
the wages to be paid for Sunday work was 
left by the clause in the hands of the board 
itself, and he was inclined to think that, so 
far as Sunday work was concerned, the rate 
of pay should certainly be more than time 
and a-half, but the amendment of the han. 
member for Ithaca would simply limit it 1o 
time and a-half. 

Mr. GILDAY: I have got another amend­
ment to move-that double time should ba 
paid on Sundays. 

The HOME SECRETARY said that, per­
sonally, he thought that, so far as Sunda7 
work was concerned, three times the ordin· 
ary rate of pay should be paid; it should bo 
work that should be undertaken only under 
the most urgent and necessitous circum­
stances. The clause named certain days for 
which time and a-half must be paid. Aa 
far as Sunday was concerned, it was left 
entirely to the board to say what should be 
paid-time and a-half, double time, or treble 
time. He thought it was wise to leave the 
clause in that state, and, under these cir­
cumstances, he did not propose to accept 
the amendment of tho hon. member for 
Ithaca. 

Mr. HAMILTON (Gregory) said that, ao­
cording to the statement of the Home Secre­
tary, the clause would mean a reduction i" 
wages to those enf"Diied in certain industries, 
and who were getting double rates for the 
holidays mentioned in the clause. In the 
case of the Butchers' Union and the water­
side workers, for instance. who were paid 
double rates on tho,~e holidays, it would 
mean a great reduction. He was with those 
who believed that the observance of the 
Sunday should be enforced to the fullest 
possible extent, and he should certainly like 
to see it made clear that the wages board 
had power to fix double time, if not treble 
time, for Sunday work. He thought they 
ought to try and discourage Sunday work 
altogether. (Hear, hear!) The seventh day 
was one of the finest institutions of civilisa­
tion, and he considered that they should 
guard it as much as possible. But he was 
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not satisfied with the clause as it stood, 
·because it would lead to a reduction of 
wages in a very large number of cases, 
where the men engaged in certain industriPs 
were at pre,ent receiving double rates for 
the holidays mentioned. Instead of Cl'eat­
ing industrial peace, it would, in his opinion, 
ereate industrial unrest amongst the people, 
and he did not think the Minister wanted 
to do that. There should be no alteration 
in the clause providing that the industries 
in which the men were now being paid double 
time for the holidays mentioned should not 
be interfered with. 

Mr. THEODORE: The carrying of the 
provision uncler discussion would mean a 
reduction of ¥:ages in the case of men en­
.gaged in various industries; and he con­
sid.ered that the amendment of the hon. 
mernb-Br for Ithaca was a good one, and 
would be productive of goocl r,,,ults. Sunday 
work should be diseouragecl as much as pos­
sible, .and no hardship would be done to any­
<me by making the rat<'; payable for such 
work prohibitive 

Mr. FOLEY: Subsection (3) of section 1 
of the clause stated that "nothing in these 
provisions shall have refer·ence to Sunday 
work," which might be construed by the 
cemployers to mean that Sunday was not a 
holiday under the Bill, as happened in a case 
that once came under his notice-that was 
in connection with the Seamen's Union. 
The men, in this case, were to take labourers 
to load a big ship with sugar, at Lucinda 
Point, and the ship sailed about 11 o'clock 
.on Sunday morning for that port. The crew 
of that vesoel demanded an extra day's sea­
pay for sailing on Sunday. When he went to 
see the managers of the shipping company 
regarding the matter, they denied that they 
were liable foe an extra clay's sea-pay for 
sailing on Sunday, because Sunday was not 
included in the list of recognised holidays. 
He (Mr. Foley) pointed out that there was 
no doubt that it wa< a holiday in the 
general. acceptation of the term; that it not 
only was a holiday but a " holy" day a~ 
well-the day of rest which everybO<!y 
claimed. But, Sunday not being mentioned 
in the list of holidays, the managers held 
that they Wf·:·e not liable for the extra pay 
to the men for sailing on Sunday. Chi:ist­
mas Day, Good Friday, and Eight Hours 
Day were recognised by some employers ; 
consequently, the employees wne paid a 
larger wage for working on those days. The 
idea was to discontinue working on those 
days if possible ; and in order to do that 
the wages had been put up. He knew that 
in the Waterside Workers' Union the rate 
for working on Christmas Day, Good Friday, 
Sunday, or Eight Hours Day was 4s. 6d. an 
hour day or night, and ordinary pay at other 
times was ls. 8d. per hour for day and 2s. 2d. 
for night. In fixing. the pay for holiclays, 
they should pay a higher rate for Sunday, 
Good Friday, Christmas Day, and Eight 
Hours Day than for any other holiday. If 
the clause were carried it would mean that 
Christmas Day would be paicl for the same 
as any other ordmary holiday, and it would 
be an injustice to a good many unionists who 
were not working on that dav. He would 
even makP it imperative on the employers 
to pay treble time for those days, He in­
tended to support the amendment. 

LIEUT.-COLONEL RANKIN said he dicl not 
think that the clause would inflict hardship, 
.for the reason that the industrial boards 
would see that more than time and a-half 

was paicl. The:: had heard a good deal about 
the conshntly increasing wa,'Y,cc3, hut thev 
sometimeo foncot that it might become .an 
encumbrance if thev continued on those line<~, 
as many of their industries would simply be 
wiped out altog<:>the,-. As regarded Sund_a,11 
work he had no patience or sympathy with 
a m~n ,Nho unnccessari:y made his ·Om­
plovees work on Runday, nor ·did· he think 
that it '·' 1s done in a great many instances. 
He dicl not think that the average em­
ployer was particularly fond of Sunday work 
any more than the ,average employee. He 
liked to have the day off as well ·as the 
worker. But there were industries where 
Sunday work was absolutc:y necessary, as, 
for instance·, the mining industry. He 
thou~ht that members on the other side of 
the House would agree with him that in 
many instances in mines th~y had to keep 
the pumps going night and clay, and also on 
Sunday. 

Mr. MliRPHY: The Act provicles that only 
necessary work shall be done on Sunday. 

LIE{rT.-CoLOKEL RANKIN : The industrial 
boards would decide what· the wag"'' would 
be, He had heard hon. members say that 
Sunday work should be made prohibitive. 

Mr. LAND: So it should. · 

LIEUT. -COLONEL RANKIN: vY ere the}' going 
to throw the mines out altogether? Opposi­
tion members knew as well as he did that 
a great deal of Sunday work in mines was 
absolutely necessary. While he admitt<;d 
that men working on Sunday .should be paid 
more than on any other day o.f the w-eek, 
at the same time, he thought that they 
would be perfectly safe in leaving that to 
be settled by the industrial board, acoord­
ing- to the circumstances and conditwns that 
might govern each particular case. An 
en.<;ine-driver engaged in a mine was t<>tally 
different, for instance, from a man engag~d 
in a livery stable who might bt; emplcwed m 
takin~ out a ho;rse and carnage to take 
some,';'ne to a picnic. The conditions. were 
altogether diceimilar. If they were gomg w 
take two caseP with different conditions and 
make the pay absolutely the same, they would 
be doing an injustice. It might be a very 
popular thing outside of the House to 
be consbmtly advocating increased wage_s, 
but if they were going to incre.as~ th_em H> 
such a. way as to make it praetwally IillJ20.S· 
sible to carry on many qf the mdustries, 
instead of doing the worlnng man a. g<?od 
turn, they would be doing the very opposite. 
He thought that the clause should be left as 
it was. 

Mr. \YINSTANLEY: If he had had any 
doubt before about the amendment, it had 
been dispelled since h<e had listened to the 
ho.n. member for Bun·um. His side had 
alway, bc"n opposed to Sunday work, ~nd 
he had sbtted on more than one occaswn 
that nothing would settle the question as 
well as an increased rate of pay would do. 
The first session that he wets in the House 
he had told th~> then Minister for Mines, 
when he had waited on him with a deputa­
tion, that that would settle the . question 
quicker than any other method whwh c<>uld 
be adopted. It was a well-known fact, as 
far as mining fields were eoncerned, ~hat 
in times gone by there was very httle 
difference between Sunday and a.ny other 
day, no,t only by men · doing practically 
essential work, but also bv men domg work 
which was done every Clay in the week; 
and there was no increased rate of pay for 
that Sunday work. Apart from any other 
consideration, the mere phy:;ical aspect oi 

Mr. Winstanley.] 
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the question was enough for bim-onc day's 
rest m seven was i·he least that men could 
~ave. If there was a:ne class of individual 
:m connection . with mines that needed that 
day of rest 1t wa~ the engine·driver, on 
account of the strain that v; as put upon 
la.im .. lie was well aware of the fact that 
proviSIO? had beea made in the }linE's 
RegulatiOn ·Act in regard to Sunday work 
and _that •at the present time inspector~ 
practiCally had control as to what number 
of men should work on Sundavs. He did 
not think it was fai1 or rea ~enable that 
these men who worked on Sundays should 
be deprived of an increased rate of pay, and 
he therefore thought that Sunday should be 
:included within the purview of the clausr, 
~o that Sunday work in practically every 
mdustry would be reduced to an irre­
ducible minimum. It would be a good thing 
fur the men themselves. as well as for the 
employers. Rega~ding holiday.~, he thought 
that those spemfied would practically be 
close holidays, and would have to be kept, 
but b· 'on tended tha.t Sunday should be• 
kept as a holi-:hy, even above those which 
were included. For that reason he was in 
favour of the amendment. 

1J:r. FfHELLY: Any depr.ivation of the 
holidays given' by existing wages board enact­
ments. would be a distinct breach of faith. 
He drd not know how it could be honestly 
contended that several days paid for at time 
and a·half now should be excluded from this 
Bill, which laid down certain provisions for 
ihe wages board to adopt. With rPIY'1rd to 
Sunday work, the situation was that Sun­
day was regarded the same as anv ordinary 
day. It was le~t entirely for the wages 
board to deal with, and there was nothing 
to prevent the board giving exactlv the same 
award fa:r Sunday work as for work on any 

othe~ ?ay. He thought that some 
(4.30 p.m.] proviSIOn should be made similar 

to that in tho Customs A~t under 
whic~ the, 'Yaterside labourers got four' rates. 
In hiS opmwn, the day suggested by the hon. 
member for Toowoomba would be infinitely 
hotter than the 24th May. 

. Question-That the words proposed to be 
mserted !.~£1'. Gilday's amendment) be so in­
serted..-put anc', negatived. 

¥:· T~EODORE asked the opinion of the 
Mmister m charge of the Bill as to whether 
the clau~e would have the effect of reducing 
wages, m cert~in . industries where wages 
board~ detern:matwns were in force, which 
prescribed a h1gher rate of pay than "time 
and a·half." 

The HOME SECRETARY: It will not. 

Mr .. GILDAY sai? that as the clause now 
tltood It was not gomg to deal fairly with a 
large number of determinations of wages 
b_oards that were in existence at the present 
t1me. Under some of those determinations 
the men were paid for certain holiday> tim~ 
and a.·ha)f, and for other holidays they got 
double time, and he thought that provision 
should be made for the higher rate. It 
~ould be .more be:'eficial ~o the employers 
if double time was mserted m place of "time 
~nd !1-hB;lf," and he moved an amendment 
*hat I? !me ?5 the words " time and a· half " 

f>l; on;;tt~d \';Ith the view of inserting " double 
time m hen thereof. If that were done 
there was n,o doubt tho higher rate would 
be more. satisf":ctory to tho men working in 
any partiC_nlar mdustry. Moreover, it would 
be. m'?re m accord with the various deter­
:anmatwns that were in existence, and it 

[Mr. Winstanley. 

would not have the tendency of reducing the 
work done on those particular days. He 
hoped the Minister would see the wisdom 
of accepting the amendment. Ho regretted. 
the omission of St. Patrick's Day from the 
clau<e, as St. Patrick's Day was observed 
throughout the whole of Queensland, and 
was one of the bigge~t holidays of the year. 

Mr. THEODORE thought the amendment 
only asked for a fair thing, and that the 
Minister should give reasons for not accept­
ing it. At present there were certain indus­
tries which had higher rates for overtime 
than those prescribed in the Bill. If the 
hon. gentleman who was in charge of the 
measure thought that double time applied to 
every industry in all callings would prove 
an unbearable burden, surely he should do 
som,thing to make it optional with the 
wages boards to give a higher rate where 
they considered it necessary in the interests 
of both partieF. If the Minister would indi­
cate that he would accept an amendment 
which would make it optional for any board 
to give a higher rate to meet such oases as­
had been mentioned, then a distinct im· 
provement would be made in the clause. 

Mr. BERTRA;)1 supported the amend­
ment, and said that if the provision was­
passed as it stood the employees in a great 
number of industries would be deprived of 
overtime payment for three or four holidays 
in the year. The wages boards had fixed' 
from nine to eleven holidays for which the 
overtime rates should be paid. Therefore, 
if the clame was not amended, it would 
deprive emplovees of overtime for three or 
four days pe; annum, as it provided f?r 
overtime payments for only seven days I'1 
the year. In many determinations provi­
sion was made for overtime rates on St. 
Patrick's Day, the Sovereign's Birthday, and: 
Easter Saturday, and if the clause was car­
ried as it stood it would deprive employees 
of overtime rates for those days. The Home 
Secretary should accept the amendment, as 
it simply made the rates of overtime double 
the rates for ordinary days. It would not 
affect the employers to any great extent, 
because they would not need to pay over­
time for four days on which many were now 
paying overtime. He regretted exceedingly 
that some of the days for which overtime· 
payments were now being made were to be 
cut out. 

Mr. CRAWFORD thought the clause as it 
stood provided a very fair thing by estab­
lishing a minimum. The clause said the rate­
paid should be time and a-half. He had 
recently been at Mount Morgan explaining 
the Bill, and had pointed out that the Bi!I 
arranged that on holidays time and a-half 
should be paid as a minimum. Someone had 
interjected that it ought to be double time, 
and he had replied that was left to organisa­
tions to enter into a mutual arrangement 
with the employers for the payment of a 
higher rate. It was the duty of such bodies 
to get more if they considered it desirable. 
The clause did not say that more than time 
and a·half should not be paid, but it fixed 
that amount as a minimum, and there was 
no prohibition against organisations en­
deavom:ing to secure a higher rate. 

Mr. O'SULLIVAN: Then it should read "not 
less than." 

Mr. CRAWFORD said he was quite willing 
to add the words " at least" at the end of 
the paragraph. 
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Mr. LENNON: "Why not make it read "or 
d. auch higher rate as the board may deter­
B:l.lne"? 

. M;r. CRA yv"FO~D . said they wm:e estab­
Tr,hmg a !arr thmg m fixing the minimum 
rate ':'t ~rme and a-half, and it was for 
orgamsatwns to work for more. If they were 
dissatisfied with time and a-half they should 
try and secure a higher rate. 

¥r. GILDAY: The Bill will prevent that 
bemg done. 

Mr CRAWFORD : It would not, because 
ihe wages boards would be free to say that 
such and-such a thin,- should be done. The 
wages boards arrived at their determinations 
by compromise, and if a better rate was 
decided upon as a result of a conferer<ce then 
11h<;re was no reason why it should not be 
pard. 

Mr. THEODORE : You think it should be left 
~ the employees to go on strike for a higher 
u.te? 

Mr. CRAWFORD said they should not 
paralyse !he hands of organisations. The 
elause sard ~hat was the minimum that 
should be pard, and if organisations could 
get more, there was no reason why they 
should not. 

Mr. MURPHY: Have you not read this 
elause wrongly? Does it not definitely fix 
time and a-half. 

Mr CRAWFORD: He took it that they 
must pay at least time and a-half. 

Mr. MURPHY: Read "it again. 

¥r·. CRA W~ORD : They established the 
pr~nmple that tr;ne _and a-half rates should be 
pard, but orgamsatwns might bv mutual ar­
rangement arrive at a higiJer rate. 

Mr. KIRWAN said that when rt wo.s ~ug. 
gested. to put Sunday in the list of h:Jl;Liay<;; 
the ob]ectwn was rarsed that Sunday wa~ to 
count for more than time and a-half. He 
could no~ fol}ow the han. member for Mount 
Morgan m hrs remarks. That member might 
be. right or h.e might be wrong, but he (Mr. 
Krrwan) consrdered, from the views expressed 
by the Home Secretary when it was sug­
gested that Sunday was to be included that 
Sunday was to be paid at a higher rat~ than 
any of the other holidays. He thought the 
proper course to pursue, in view of the fact 
ih:>t t!1e majori.ty of the wages board deter­
mmatwns provrded for higher :r;ates of pay 
for the days mentioned and also for days not 
mcluded here than was provided in the 
clause, was to accept the a.meadment, hs 

there was no doubt ·chat a c::>nsiderable 
amoun~ of disaffection would result from the 
operatiOn of such a provision. Instances had 
been quoted of awards in which as much as 
4s. 6d. per hour was provided for overtime. 

Mr. TROUT: There is no uniformity. 

Mr_. K~RW AN: They could not have uni­
formrty m the wages for all trades. In· the 
trade in which the hon. member for 
Enoggera was interested both the ;Jmployees 
and the employe;:s agreed upon a certain 
rate, but that rate did not apnly to other 
trades. If the rates for Sunday work could 
be left. to the wages boards, then the sam(} 
authorr~y could determine the rates payable 
for. Chrrstmas Day,_ Good Friday, and other 
holidays. . Days hke Christmas Day and 
Good Frrday were recognised by a vast 

majority of the people to be in the same· 
position, as far as religious obligations were· 
concerned, as Sunday . 

::Yir. LENNON: The Licensing Aci recognises 
that, too. 

11r. KIRWAN: That was so. It had been. 
pointed out b~:·ond all question that con­
siderable trouble was likolv to arise if the 
clam0 was pass~d as intr;due··d, and they 
had been assured bv members of tho Govern­
ment, on more than one occa,,ion, that their 
desrre was to have industrial pea~·. If they 
stood by the clause they were out for in­
dustrial strife; and they would get it. 

Mr. RYAN: The Home Secretary had. 
specifically stated, and rightly so, that the 
passmg of that clause wou2d mean a lo\Yer­
ing of the wages that "• ·re now paid under 
certain awards. Alroadv certain boards had 
given sp;,,:::iiic a\varc~s 3:t higher rates than 
were specified in the clause. What reason 
had the Government for introduc:ng a Bill 
that would neutralise those awards and pre­
scribe a lower wage than that alr~,dy fixed 
by the boards? The han. member for Mount 
Morgan claimed that organisation might lead 
to higher wages being paid than were pre­
scribed in the clause. He (Mr. Ryan) 
thought not. The clause specifically provided 
that every award should be deemed to con­
tain provisions to the following effect :-

" (1) All work done by any employees 
on the following holidays, namely :-Now 
YPar's Day, Good Friday, Easter Mon­
day, the first Monday in May, the· 
twenty-fourth day of May, Christmas­
Day, and Boxing Day, or on any day 
proclaimed to be kept in the place of 
any such holiday, shall be deemed over­
time work, and shall be paid for at the 
rate of time and a-hal£." 

That was specific, and neither the court nor 
any board had jurisdiction. to vary what 
Parliament enacted. Clause 30 provided for 
the making of industrial agreements which 
might be registered as awards if they were 
approved by the court. Those agreements 
might only be made within the jurisdiction of 
the Act, and, cons' quently, if an employer 
had agreed with his employees to pay double 
rate,-; on particular days, it would be invalid 
and could not be rcgi& Ned as an award, 
because the court had no jurisdiction to make· 
such an award. Employers and employees­
had no power, under clause 30, to make sucb· 
an agreement. The Committee were asked 
to prescribe that time and a-half, and time· 
and . a-half only, should be paid on thosE> 
partrcular days, although han. members on 
both sides of the House had admitted that at 
the prr.sent time there were awards, which 
were apparently working satisfactorily, which 
allowed a higher rate that that prescribed 
by the clause. Hon. members would be wise 
if they hesitated before voting for the clause­
as it stood. He was in favour of the amend­
ment, and if there was to be a rate fixed as. 
the standard rate, by all means let it be at 
least as high as that fixed under existing 
awards: that was a double rate. 

The HOME SECRETARY: The average of 
existing agreements is time and a-half. That 
is what I have ascertained. 

Mr. RYAN: Why reduce the rate that 
boards had already decided should be paid in 
certain callings? What reasons conid he· 
advanced why members of the Committee 
should step in and nullify those a. w.ards ?· 

Mr. Ryan.] 
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He saw no reason why that clau e simuld he 
in the Bill at all. Whv was it. not left in the 
hands of the boards t,; decide? There could 
only be one rea>Jon for mcluuing ouch ''· 
clause, an.] that was to reduc" the number 
of holidays, and the boards would not have 
the power to award higher rates on other 
days than was specified for the day" men­
tioned in the clause, and on those par­
ticular (L:. s the employers were only allowed 
to pay time and a-half. The Home Secre­
tary said time and a-half was the average 
award, but were members of the Committee 
to usurp the jurisdiction of the boards, and 
say they were going to average them up? 
Those boards ''ere the most competent to 
judge what should be the rate of wage, and 
he, for one, was not going to alter their 
a'\vards, unless some better reasons were 
brought for" ard for doing so. The clause 
was unnecessary, unler":. it was meant to 
reduce the number of holidays and to alter 
existing awards in a way that was detri­
mental to the employees. It was not detri­
mental to the employer; it was aimed at the 
workers. Was it not meant to keep wages 
downY It seemed to him to be one of those 
clauses-and there were several in the Bill­
that stood out and gave members of the 
Opposition an opportunity of practically illus­
trating to the workers of Queensland that 
the Bill was aimed against the workers. The 
Home Secretary would at least see that his 
position was not logical, unless he took up a 
position inimical and hostile to the workers 
<Of Queenslan<;l. 

Mr. WIENHOLT: There was no doubt 
at would be an excellent thing to have 
the holidays defined, because where there 
were many different callings in an industry, 
it would b0. absurd for them to have different 
holidavs, but it would be better if the Com­
mittee" did not fix what amount shoul.d be 
paid for overtime. The clause would have been 
better if it had stopped at the words " over­
time work." They should provide that those 
days should be holidays, and that any work 
done on them should be regarded as over­
time, and leave the. actual rate to be fixed 
by the employers and employees themselves. 
That would do away with all confusion. The 
han. member for Marco pointed out that 
some wages boards had given awards which 
included three or four extra holidays, and 
that the rate of pay on tho•e days was fixed 
at a higer rate than was fixed by the clause. 
It was unfair in those cases for the Com­
mittee to interfere; not that he thought the 
employers were likely to pay a reduced rate. 

Mr. BEBBINGTON: It would be very 
much better to leave the rate of wage~ to be 
fixed by the board. It was ju "t possible that 
within a very short time tho dairying and 
other similar industries might wish to come 
under the Biii, and in those industries the 
workers were compelled to work on holidays 
and Sundays. For his own part, he would 
not allow a man to work seven days a week 
at all, because if a man worked long hours 
for seven days, he could not do efficient work. 
Where they wen· compelled to work on Sun­
days and holidays it was not necessary that 
such a high rate should be paid. For in­
stance, in the cheese factories, they insisted 
that the men should take a holiday, and they 
very often got off for the afternoon on two or 
three days in the week. The work very often 
did not keep the men above six or seven 
hours, and if they could possibly arrange for 
the men to get off two afternoons a week, 

[Mr. Ryan. 

they liked it very much better, and if it was 
left open for the wages board to fix ~he rate 
of wage on holidays it would be an rmpove­
ment. 

Question-That the words proposed to be 
omitted {11£r. Gilday's amendment) stand part 
of the clause-put; and the Committee 
divided:-

AYES, 30. 
Mr. Allan Mr. Macartney 

Appel Macldntosla. 
Barnes, G. P. Morgim 

Paget Barnes, w. 
Bebbington 
Booker 
Bridges 
Caine 
Crawford 
Cribb 
Denham 
.!lox 
Grayson 
Gunn 
Hodge 

Tellet·s: Mr. 

Mr. Adamson 
Barber 
Bertram 
Coyne 
Fihelly 
Foley 
Gilday 
Hamilton 
Hardacre 
Hunter 
Huxham 

H. 
Petrie 
Rankin 
Roberts 
Somerset 
Stevens 
Swayne 
Tol1nie 
Trout 
Welsby 
Wienholt 
Williams 

Gunn and Mr. Wienholt. 

NoKo_. 21. 
:\lr. Kirwan 

Land 
Larcom be 
Lennon 
May 
O'Sullivan 
Payne 
Ryan 
Theodore 
Winstanley 

Tellers: ~ir. Huxhanl and l\ir. Kirwan. 

PAm. 

Aye-Mr. Blair. No-Mr. Murphy. 

Resolved in the affirmative 

Mr. THEODORE said it would perhaps 
prove acceptable to members i~ they_ mserted 
certain words, so ,as to _leave 1~ optwnal f<;>:r 
individual boards t<J grve a h1g:her rate Ut 

certain callings if they thought r~, n~es•aryd 
He moved the addition, after trme an 
a-half," on line 35, of-

" but nothing herein shall prevent the 
0ourt or any board from. awar~ing ,*' 
higher rate than that herem specrfie<l. 

That would meet the objection o~ the water­
side workers and the ell'!ployees m the meat 
industrv and other callings who were now 
enjoyin"g a higher rate than that fixed by the 
clause. The am<,codrn<:mt was a reasonable 
one, and he hoped the Minister would acoept 
it. 

Mr. RYAN: Surely the Minister was not 
going to allow the proposed amendment to 
go without some ,answer ! Fro~n the _re·­
marks of some han. members srttrng behrnd 
him he should have imagined that th~ 
Minister would be quite prepared to aooept 
the amendment. They wanted sp<e<;rfioally to 
give the boards power ~o allow a lirg~~r rate 
than .trme and a-half, 1£ they s~ desned-to 
allow, for instance, the rates whrch had been 
mentioned bv the bon. member for Ithaoa. 
There were "certain boards which awarde-d 
double rates on those particular days, and 
on other days. The an:e_ndment ;va~ of suffi­
cient importance to elrcrt a repJy rrom the 
Minister. If the Government had not oon­
fidence in the boards, or thought they had 
not been giviri"' justice in the past, he could 
understand why the Minister wished to take 
this power from them; but, so far, the 
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<tTidence from the other side had been that 
ihe boards had given satisfaction, and that 
where they did not give satisfaction the 
Minister took the matter into his own hands, 
l!!nd altered the awards or suspended them. 
'The amendment was one which should appeal 
lib .Jl reasonable--minded members. 

Mr. ADAMSON (Rockhampton): It w.as 
T<>ry peculiar that the Minister in charge of 
iohe Bill would accept none of the amend­
ments proposed in this clause, as they were 
all exceedingly reasonable amendments. The 
ttmendment to bring Sunday under the nro­

Tisions of the clause was a very desirable one. 

Th<> PREMIER : This has no reference to 
Sunday. 

Mr. AD_,\.MSON: He knew that; but it 
was a pity they r·efused to bring Sunday 
under the clause. There seemed to be an 
.attempt to prevent people having holidays. 
Holidays provided means of recreation to 
break the monotony of life, and as many 
"'" possible should be able to avail them­
aelves of them, and if they provided double 
time for holidays it would make it unnrofit­
a.ble for employers to work their employBes 
on those days. The amendment proposed 
that there should be nothing to prevent the 
·court fixing a higher rate than time and 
lit-half for holidays. The Home Secretary 
himself said there were some callings in 
which the employe<'s were paid treble as 
much as was provided in the clause. They 
wanted to safeguard those callings in which 
ttt the present time the employees were 
:receiving more than time and a-half, and in 
which, if the clause was passed as it stood 
there would be reduction as far as possible: 
l!tnd that there should be no reduction of 
wages when the Bill came into operation. 
'Overtime should be .avoided, as it was not 
a good thing for the men, and they should 
make it hard for overtime to be worked 
.and give to those who wanted their holiday th~ 
chance of .enjoying it, and make it unprofit­
able for the employer to work his hands. 

The HO:\IE SECRETARY a.ro:reed with 
the ho,n. member that it was not desir·able, 
where it could be prevented, that overtime 
l'lhould be worked. The object in speci­
fying time and a-haJ.f was that there 
·~hould be umformity as to the wage which 
was to be paid on certain specific days. 
They all knew that, save on special occa­
sions, no employer desired or had any 
object in working on those days which had 
been specifiad, but, as pointed out by the 
hon. m<ember for Bm·rum. there were cer­
tain industries in which rt was absolutely 
neceesary that c·ertain wm·k should be car­
ried on during every day in the week. lie 
referred particule.rl.v to mines. where pump­
in~< operations had to be carried on in order 
·to keep them fre.c of VI ater. 

Mr. THEODORE: The amendment leaves it 
·optional for the board to give higher wages 
if they like. 

The HOME SECRETARY: It was desir­
.able that the rates should be uniform, and 
he had already pointed out that, acco.rding 
:to the records, the mean rate of overtime 
paid on these days was time and a-half. 
When han. members talked about employers 
·desiring to work their men upon Christmas 
Day or Good Friday, they must admit that 
they were not saying what they believed to 
'be a fact. 

Mr. WINSTANLEY: But it is a f•act. 

The HOME SECRETARY: They all knew 
that no one desired to work on those days. 
unless it was absolutely necessary for some 
operations to be carried out. As far as 
Sunday was concerned, they recogmsc;d that, 
even in those necessary o.p~ratwns whrch had 
been indicated, it lay w1th the board or 
the judge to say what the r~tes should be on 
that day. There was no limrt to the amount 
which could be paid on Sundays. 

Mr. RYAN: \Vhy should it not be so on 
these particular days 1 

The HOME SECRETARY: The whole 
policy o.f the clause was that, as far as Sun­
day was concerned, there shoul? be . no 
climit placed upon the amount whwh mrght 
be paid on that day, but that so far as the 
other days were concerned there should be 
some uniformity. That umformrty _ha~ been 
arrived •at in the way he had mdwated. 
The whole policy of the Bill was that there 
should be uniformit.v throughout the wh?le 
of the districts of the State. -The rate whrch 
had been stated was a fairly equitable one. 
He admitted that if they knew the employers 
would take advantage of th?se days and keep 
their csralilishments open, rt would not be a 
8ufficient one. On those particular days 
which were indicated there was no member 
of the community wl;to desi~ed to carry on 
the operations of hrs particular trade or 
business. 

Mr. HuxHAM: Suppose he is e~ploymg 
his own children, he can keep hrs shop 
open. 

The HOME SECRETARY said that _that 
under other legislation was. not possrble. 
The days upon which estahhsh~ents. cou)d 
ba kept open were limited. Thrs ~rll drd 
not affect that particular matter, whrch was 
alreadv the law of the land. He c<:mld not 
see that by specifying the days whwh were 
tu be kept abso1utely as_ holidays they would 
be imposing a reductiOn of wages, and 
therefore he could no.t see any reaso~ to 
alter the decision which had been arnved 
at when that particular clause was draft~d, 
and could not accept the amendment whwh 
had been proposed. 

Mr. LENJ'\ON: lJniformity mi!)ht _be a 
vc-rv good thino- if it dealt out JUstJce to 
tho~'" 'who wc•re"' affected by it. ThP . clause 
meant, beyond all ques~ion, a red;wtron . of 
pay in many cases m connectron wrth 
several industries. It was well known th!lt 
double pay had been allowed on eert~m 
holidays and in tiie case of the watersrde 
v;orkers,' in Townsville, treble pay w.rs fixGd 
for cert•ain davs This claus' would "ffect 
uniformity on 'a verv low standar·1. If the 
clause were pass•'d ther2 could be no altera­
tion· it had tD be time and a-half-no more 
and 'no lege, He s,gg-est.Pd that the whole 
thing- might be left 'to the hoard. If th_e 
clause incr01sorl the rate of pay on hob­
days with the o"iect of restrictin<r, ,as far as 
po".sihle, all Snndav work, he _cou1d unde~­
stand and anpreciak ih<' desire. for um­
forfYlitv, hut in this casE> the proVI'lOll was. 
as far- as he could see. designed and drafted 
for the purpose of injurino; workers. 

Mr. PAYNE said thnt the Bill provided 
for seven holidays, wherGas the ,,_-ag-es board 
determinations provided for eleven. If t.he 
clau~'l was carried in its present form. m­
st.ead o,f havins;r a tendency to h~ing about 
!Jflace. it would have the opposite effect; 
because. even if there were only two or 
three industries which, according to the 

Mr. Payne.] 
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wages board decisions, had been getting 
double pay, one£ the Bill became law they 
would get only time and a-half. That in 
itself was going to create discontent. 

The PRE:IIIER: Some of the workers do 
not want as many holida.ys as at present. 

:Mr. PAYNE : There was no legitimate 
worker who dc>ired less holida•>s if he was 
being paid according to the work which he 
produced. Those who did object were being 
paid such mi,crabfe wages that they were 
glad of a day to pick up. No matter what 
the employers o.r employees who con,tituted 
the board decided, employers could not, once 
the Bill was passed, pay more than time 
and a.-half. The coard should have the 
power to award double pay if they con­
sidered it right to do so, and the J'.linister 
would be wise if he accepted the amend­
ment, and left it to the board to do a fair 
thing. 

Mr. GILDAY:. Ther:J was a largB number 
of workers '"ho would be penalioed if thPy 
had to accept time and a-half. In 'ome 
cases ¥-~here there was Oil""'· union there miglJ.L 
be four different bom·do, so that if tWE·ive 
unions were affected, that would mean forty­
eight coards which would suffer U~>dcr the 
clau,e. The hutchBrs had four boards operat­
ing in Queensland, and they comprised 3,000 
empk>yee, . There 1-vcro n1en in the capacity 
of employers \tho W£>re unscrupulous onorJgh 
to take advantage of ho:idays, owing ro thn 
fact thnt they had not much to pay as over­
time. He remembered a case occurring on the 
butchers' baaed when the employees made 
what at that time was a prohibitive wage, 
~n orde~· to prevent the employers work­
Ing then men on two particular davs­
Good Friday and the day of the butchers' 
picnic. They were dr-·:irous of making it a 
compulsory close holiday, on which no work 
was to be done at all. Some master butchers 
opene-d up their business and caused .an 
amount of dissension in the trade, because 
.a re•:o!ution had previously been passed bY 
the emp:oyers to keep the davs as clos;, 
holidays, and some of them thereby lost thB 
trade of restaurants. It worked very un­
fairly with those who were desirous on that 
particular occasion of keeping those days 
close holid::ys. Under this particular clause 
much dis:ension would be caused between the 
employee; and employers. "Were one em­
ployer to take .advantage of such a provision, 
other employers would naturally ask their 
employees to work, because the other fellows 
were taking advantage of the clause. Dis-

sen.,ion would be rife amongst 
[5.30 p.m.] them, and there would be indus-

trial turmoil in connection with 
that particular industry. Was it the object 
of the GovBrnment to bring about such a 
oondition of affairs? He was under the im­
pression that there was no desirB whatever 
on the part of the Governm,mt to bring about 
industrial peace. ·was it because the Em­
ployers' Federation junta had got them in 
such a way that they could not accept a 
reasonable amendment? He felt somewhat 
disappointed that the GovBrnmcnt still con­
tinued to give no evidenoo of any intention 
to accept any reasonable amendment, which 
would prevent the lowering of rates for over­
time and which would protect reputable 
e_mployers. They now found that none of 
the arguments that had been adduced could 
alter the attitude of the Government, whose 
object was to get the Bill through exactly 
as printed. He regretted that a reasonable 

r.iYb. Payne. 

amendment of the kind submitted was not 
acceptable to the Gov!'rnme~t, and he -._vas 
afraid that insbead of mdustnal peace _bemg 
brought about, there was going to be INdus­
trial unheaval in the near future. 

Mr. , TROUT : :;\[early every spcak<::r on 
the other side of the House had mentwned 
the dread of .an industrial upheaval, and 
nearlv every speaker had loo them to _be­
lievB "that the Biil was not gomg ~o brmg 
about industrial peace. But the acho~s and 
remarks of those hon. members, b?th m t~e 
House and outside, wBre unquestiOnably Ill 
the direction of creating as much clas_s feel­
in" as th~Y nossiblv could. He took It that 
th~ fraw;,:s of the .Bill had been gu_idBd by 
past experience, and they had gone Into th<> 
matter thoroughly, and had found that t~e 
prBsent diffBrenceS b<Jtween the rates _paid 
for overtime had not worked out _satisfac­
torily, and that it would be more sat!sfactory 
to have a uniform system. Assummg .t~at 
the GovBrnment had brought in the J?rovisio.n 
so that double time should be pa1d, the1r 
friends on the Opposition benches would not 
have been satisfied, but would have wanted 
to -doub:e that again. 

Mr. GILDAY: Do you object to double 
time? 

Mr. TROUT: It was not that which he 
objected to. There had _been rathe_r too 
much "shop" introduced mto the Bill :-II 
throuo-h the piece. Thor£ we_re other m­
dustri~9 to satisi:y besidBs the mdustry that 
his friend the hon. member _for Ithaca and 
he himself were connected WI~h. They were 
not there to legislate for special sectwns. 

Mr GILDAY: You know this clause ·affects 
the b;_,tchering industry more than any other. 

Mr. TROUT: He took it, when a '':a!l"es 
board met for the purpose of determmmg 
the rates of pay for the future, they would 
know the lines on which they would haw: to 
fix the ordinary rates of pay and overtime 
rates. 

Mr. O'SULI.IVAN: They will have to do 
what the Biil tells them. 

Mr. TROUT : They would know that time 
and a-half was all that would be allowed on 
certain holidays. Knowing that1 they would 
consider the desirability of makmg the rates. 
of pay generally such as would compen~ate 
the employees for anythin15 over the time 
and a-half which they might lose. They 
would know that they could not get. any­
thipg above time and a-half for holidays, 
and hence the employer woul~ have to pay •a. 
higher rate in another dir:'ctJO;"· Aga~n, he 
desiroo to draw the Committee s at~ent10n to 
the fact that there was o:r:e. con~mual cry 
with regard to the cost of hvi:r:g m Queens­
land .at that time, and that If they. were 
going to continue at every _opportumty te> 
make the BXpense of worb_ng a bu.smess 
higher, then the genNal public would Ill the 
end have to meet that extra cost. 

Mr. KIRWAN: You are reducing it under 
this cia use. 

Mr. TROUT : The ratBs of wages .would 
not be reduced, because the who!~ mrc~m­
stances would be taken into consideratiOn, 
and the men sitting on the ~oard would J:>e 
sufficiently intelligent to realise that certam 
days would not be paid for at more than 
time and a-half and they would conse­
quently sBe that 'men got a higher rate for 
davs other than holidays. They had no 
power to alter what was ~ be paid for 
particular days, but, assummg that there 



Industnal Peace Bill. (17 8EPTEMBER.j industrial Peace Bill .. 1117 

were a few days in the year on which they 
had not the power to fix the rate of wages 
it was to be remembered that they had th~ 
power of fixing the rates for all the other 
days. 

The HOME SECRETARY would like to 
say a further word in explanation of what 
had been saicl concerning the desirability of 
securing uniformity. A very large number 
of the boards, and consequently the workers 
under those boards, would be consi-derably 
benefited by the establishment of uniformity. 
For instance, in connection with New Year's 
Day, the employees under twenty-two boards 
would be benefited, for the reason that the 
determinations of those boards had made no 
provision whatever for New Year's DaY. 
Then, in the case of Good Friday, tli.e 
workers und·'r fourteen boards would be 
benefited by the operations of the section 
which was being objected to. 

Mr. THEODORE: How many will be injured? 
The HOME SECRETARY said that thirty­

five boards had made no provision for extra 
pay on Easter Monday, while the same re­
mark applied to fifty-three boards and Em­
pire Day, to twelve boards and Christma~ 
Day, to thirty-five boards and Boxing Day. 
"The workers under all those boards would 
he benefited by the provision made to secure 
unifonnity. ..._\. far greater nun1ber of worker;;, 
would be benefited than might be penalised 
by the clause as it stood. 

Mr. Hli:'ITER: The ple:c for uniformity 
was hardly justified when a maximum In­
stead of a minimum rate was fixed. The 
.same advantages which the Home Secretary 
had claimed for the various boards through 
.uniformity would be attained if the hon. 
gentleman accepted a minimum. The Go­
wrHm·'nt had fixed a maximum., but mem­
bers on his side of the House considered 
that it was a minimum that should be fixed. 
If wages boards could be trusted to fix the 
wages for 300 days in the year, surely they 
<Jould be trusted to fix overtime rates for a 
few extra days. 

The HOME SECRETARY: They have not 
hitherto done so, and we desire that they 
ehould. 

Mr. HUNTER: That did not answer his 
argument. They could still insist on the 
boards dealing with the matter. The pro­
vision of a minimum instead of a maximum 
would not alter the situation, nor would it 
stop the boards from giving more than the 
rate specified. The boards should certainly 
not give less than the minimum, and if they 
did not give a fair rate for overtime, then 
the Governme1;1t should come down and insist 
on their giving it. When the late Minister 
for Railways, the Han. George Kerr, decided 
to give overtime to the railway employees 
he said the only desire of the Government 
was to fix the overtime at such a high rate 
that it would not pay the Government to 
pay overtime; that more men would be 
employed; and that it would be 1nore 
economical to run the railways with a bigger 
staff, than to pay exorbitant overtime. What 
·the hon. member for Drayton stated vvas 
perfectly true-that by working men seven 
days a week you would not get efficient 
work. If the Government really desired to 
put down the system of workin'g overtime 
they should fix as high a minimum as pos: 
·sible, and allow the boards, who were dis­
posed to say that overtime should not be 
·worked, to 'fix the rate as high as they 

pleased. The clause gave a wages board the 
opportunity to fix a rate lower than tha 
maximum-they could fix it at the ordinary 
rate. The Government were usurping cer­
tain of the responsibilities of wages board• 
by fixing the rate of overtime to be paid on 
holidays, and he hoped the Home Secretary 
would exercise a little bit of common sense 
on that occasion and accept the amendment, 
because it would be a decided improvement 
to the clause. 

Mr. WIENHOLT thought that it wDulc', be 
better to leave the whole question to the 
wages boards, but, as a result of the last 
division, that could not be done, and he wa! 
inclined to support the amendment so that 
they should not have a hard-and-fast rule. 
The Minister had told them very clearly 
that on an average there would be no reduc­
tion in wages at all. On the other hand, 
he could not see why a few people, who hap­
pened to be getting a higher rate for over­
time, should be penalised to bring up the 
average. Hon. members opposite, who be­
lieved in socialism, had probably shown go-:d 
common sense, but bad socialism, in -rating 
against a general uniformity. 

Mr. THEODORE : The list the Horne Sec­
retary had quoted in apparent support of his 
contention was, to a certain extent, mislead­
ing. The hon. gentleman quoted a list show­
mg the number of callings that would be 
benefited by the adoption of the clause, but 
he omitted to quote a list showing the nu)n­
ber which would be iujured. He (Mr. 
Theodore) claimed that there would be as 
many injured as would be benefited. The 
hou.. gentlen1an quoteJ thirty-five \;<, nges 
boards' determinations, which would be im­
proved. 

The HoME SECRETARY: Fifty-three m one 
instance. 

Mr. THEODORE: That was not oonect. 
The HOME SECRETARY: It is the oflicial 

record. 
Mr. THEODORE: He would show how it 

was not correct. The list quoted included 
the Sugar Workers' ·wages Board deter­
mination, which was not operative. The em­
ployees in the sugar industry had a private 
agreement with their employers, and they 
were working under much more advan­
tageous conditions than was laid down in the 
wages board determination, and the conten­
tion of the hon. gentleman did not apply in 
that case; nor did it apply to the iron­
moulders' calling, nor in regard to the coal 
workers. The coal workers had a private 
agreement, which was recognised by both 
parties, and that agreement gave better con­
ditions than was fixed by the wages board 
dete~mina tion. 

Mr. GILDAY: The same thing applies to 
meatworks employees and bavon factory 
employees. 

Mr. THEODORE: There was probably a 
number of other instanees which could be 
quoted. Han. members were in error in 
thinking that the wages boards' determina­
tions had been put into force with the.i r nre­
scribcd conditions in all mstances. J\ot vJI 
the determinations were in existence, ao some 
of •he callin6s were working unuer printte 
agreements. It had been proved that the 
employees in certain callings would be in­
jured, unless the amendment were agreed to. 
The amendment did not affect the position of 
uniformity. It merely made provision to 
meet a contingency in those callings where a 

Ilf r. Theodore] 
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much bett-er rate of overtime was provided 
for, and on those grounds the amendment 
should be accepted. 

Mr. RYAN: The Minister might give 
some more satisfactory explanation for in­
troducing that restriction, which was really 
the fixing of a maximum rate for overtime. 
He had not heard any argument adduced 
why the award of a board, which fixed over­
time, say, at double rates, should be altered. 
·what necm sity was there for uniformity? 
Had those awards ever been complained of? 
Had employers complained when double 
:r.ates were awarded for overtime in any par­
ticular industry? If the amendment were 
carried it would only confer upon the boards 
the right of a warding a higher rate, if they 
thought fit, than time and a-half. And those 
who were receiving double pay for overtime 
would remain as at present. If they made it 
hard and 'a·.• that tune ar:d a-h::lf only 
should be paid, they would take away the 
discretion of the court and tlw. discretion of 
the boards. The court and boards were to be 
appointed because they were independent 
tribun~b. because they were competent to 
weigh evidence, and because they !lad an 
opportunity of making all the necessary in­
quiries into a particular trade or industry 
to enable them to arrive at a just and proper 
conclusion as to the rate of wage which 
should be paid. If that were so, why were 
they not competent to fix what rate should 
be paid for overtime in thooe callings? The 
hon. gentleman said he anted uniformity. 
\Vhere was the special advantage in having 
unifor:mity in those things? He might as 
well say he desired to ha Vf• uniformity in 
all wages on ev~ry day a •, well as on parti­
cular ho!id;;ys. Hon. members on both sides 
had pointed out that it was desirable that 
there should be no work on Sunda;c, and 
that there should be no work on those parti­
cular holidays, and they were taking away 
the machinery that was going to stop work 
on those days. The machiner:,· to stop work 
on those particular days would be the power 
to prescribe such a 1·ate that it would not 
pay to go on with work on those days. 

The bell indicated the hon. member's 
5econd portion of time had expired. 

l\Ir ll'L\.:~ : Ho would take another five 
nunutes. \YlL:','!: right had Parliamblt to stL·p 
in and k._'C <:r·ib' -;vln,t ra~>:> of overtime should 
be paid in those particular callings? He 
could understand Parli..tmmt >:epping in and 
sa3 ing tl;d,t a living \v~~o should be fixed as 
a n1iEi1nur~1. That ~vas a matter for Parlia­
ment, and that was ac far :s he was pre­
par<'d to go in that clause. The Labour 
party ,,aiel tin' ' and a-LLlf choald le the 
n1inimuL1, anj that the Loard or the court 
'houH b:- al!o,- Pd to raise the rat'' if they 
thought fit. They tl1cur~ht fit in the past, 
and h•' (.'\,~r. Hc·an) felt certain they ,, ould 
&8e 1n "',,, :,J r.-J.son • hy the .. · should not 
st :c:\: to t~~o dpr.] Ion th .. y h, .-! alreudy arri v. d 
at. It was quito out of the provi,we d the 
Committr,:- to inter!e-;·e .. ~,~ith those dccicions, 
unless sorne sc_,und r:1d s-:.1bstantial reason 
was e>ut fnrward for d"ing so, 

The HO:V1E SECRETARY desired to ex· 
po•e the falLcy of the argument of the leader 
of the Opposition in urging that so large 
number of men who were at the pre•,0nt time 

receiving a larger amount of over­
I7 p.m.] time than was proposed by t:w 

clause would be penalised if the 
clause became law as it stood. The bon. 

f.J£ r ThFodore. 

member pointed out that, although there had 
been determinations, yet agrcem<_mts had. 
been made outside those determmatwnJ, and 
that under those agreements the same 
workers received a larger amount than was 
laid down in the determinations. 

Mr. RYAN: The determinations also pro­
vic1.ed for that. I combined the two. 

The HOME SECRETARY: He proposed 
to d< d with the point that by the pa~";age of 
this clause thoee men would forfe1t the1r 
rights which theY had under those agree­
ments 

Mr. RYAN: Not nece>sarily, but they will 
not have the force of awards now; they c<•n­
not be registered as a wards. 

The HOME SECRETARY: The position 
was the same. The clause provided-

" Everv award shall be deemed to con­
tain orovi ~ion,> to the follov'ing efiect, 
namely:-" 

That provision would be in every_aw::rd, and 
would have the effect of a determmatwn, and 
the rates would be uniform throughout the 
State. Consequccntly, any agreement wh!cll 
might be; entered into between the respective 
employers and employees would have the 
same force and effect that it had. to-day under 
that present lav;. 

Mr. THEODORE: If it becomes registm·ed 
as an av ard, then it is nullified to that ex­
tent. 

The HOME SECRETARY: He had ad­
mitted that, so far a.• :wy a\, ards were con­
cm·nod which wore ultra vires, until they were 
confirmed by legislation, that would be the 
oflect. He was dealing with the argument 
of the leader of the Opposition that it would 
not be possible when this Bill became law 
'or employees to ''lter. into agreements w1th 
their em~ loyNr. providmg that a h>ghor rate 
should be paid for overtime on those par­
ticular daJ s, or on :my other days that m1ght 
be mutually agreed upon, and he Simply de­
sind to point out that this clause_ vn:~uld 
merely have the effect of a determmat~on, 
and would in no wir:e militate agarnst srmrla:.:­
aO"rBernents beinrr entered into. The claus9 
si~nply provided that certain ovc~·tin1e rat~s 
should be paid. He had suvphed cm·tam 
official information which the leader of the 
Opposition said "as not reliable, _but, if that 
was so, then no official informatiOn was re­
liable. They had the record that the~e wao 
a c crtain numb,"r of wages boards lll the 
State which had arrived at det·)rminatiJns 
that certain days should be observed a, holi­
days, and on those da:y overtime rates should 
be paid. 

:Mr. KIRWAN: Will thoce awards hold good 
uncler this Bill? 

The HOME SECRETARY: So far as the 
days were conccrmc! ;:chich were nDt specified 
in the clau,e, certainly not, unle.•s they were 
r1.tificd, but they might be ratified and con· 
tinned when the Bill became law. 

:Mr. RYA~;: Read from line 36, "Work done 
during ordinary working hours," and so on. 

The HOJHE SECRETARY: The bon. mem­
ber had already pointed out. that,. despite 
-detu-minations which had been arnved at, 
.agr0ements had been made between the re· 
spective parties by which th·'Y had arranged 
to pay a higher ratB than was provided for 
in the determinations. They were not de­
barred, when the Bill became law, from enter· 
ing into similar agreements, and he had not 
the slightest doubt that those agreements 
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would be ratified and continued. The con­
tention of han. members opposite was that this 
would result in a reduction of wagps, but hrs 
argument was that although a very small pro­
portion of workers might suffer some reduc­
tion owing to the fact that certain additional 
day;, which were determined to be holidays, 
were now done av. ay with, yet as such a large 
number of workers would be paid the stand­
ar-d rate, the number benefited would be con­
siderably in rxce's of the number who might 
lose a small amount in that connection. 

Mr. THEODORE: A small number ! It 
would affect one of the largest of the unions. 

The HOME SECRETARY: The han. 
member knew that that union would not be 
affected-he presumed he was referring to the 
waterside workers. However, the fact was that 
to-day a l!1rge number of wages boards which 
had controlled tho wages and conditions of 
employment of a large number of workers 
had not made provision for overtime on the 
holidays specified in the clause. 

Mr. FOLEY: That is where your Bill is 
good. 

The HOME SECRETARY: TheJ' desired 
to compel every employer, whether the board 
had arrived at a determination to that effect 
or not, to pay a uniform rate for overtime work 
on the days specified in the clause. \Vhen 
they considered the large> number of workers 
for whom no provision had been made by the 
boards, it must be admitted that this was a 
very fair compwmise. In securing a uniform 
payment, they had made provision for a very 
large body of men who had not ;-et been 
recogni,;ed in the determinations which had 
been made There were as many as twelve· 
boards which had ;;rrived at a determination 
which made no provision for payment of over­
time on Christmas Day, and in connection with 
Empire Day, which was provided for in the 
Bill, out of seventy-two boards only nineteen 
had made provision for an overtime pay­
ment on that day. There was every reason 
why the Committee should adopt the clause 
as it stood, and no argument had been ad­
duced to induce, them to .acc~pt the amend­
ment. 

Mr. THEODORE : The hon. gentleman 
had made some reference to private agree­
ments which wore now in fore~, and endea­
voured to point out that they would not 
be affected by this provision. It had not 
been claimed by any Opposition member 
that private agreements would be affected 
by the clause, but they could not get away 
from the poosibility which existed under the 
measure. The measure pro.-ided that any 
calling might be brought under its jurisdic~ 
tion by the mere application of one em­
ployer, if he "as employing more than 
twenty persons. Therefore, no matter how 
satisfactory private agreements now in force 
might be, if the employer desired to take 
advantage of the opportunity given him to 
pay less wages for holidays, he could make 
an application for an industrial board to 
be constituted, and whatever else the board 
did, it mmt redace in those callings the rate 
paid for holiday work. The waterside 
workers had a very satisfactory agreement 
at pL-ant, prescnbing a high rate for 
holiday work and for work on Sundays. 
While that position was not now affected 
by the Bill, yet, if the employers desired 
to take advantage of the opportunity 
rriven bv this clause, then immediately on 
the passage of the Bill they could make 

application for a board to be constituted, 
and have their agreement registered as. an 
award. In that case this provision app!red, 
and employees would be paid for holiday 
work as prescribed by the clause. 

The PREMIER : Are they not working under 
an interstate agreement? 

Mr. THEODORE said that they could hot 
be exempted under the provisions of the 
Bill. Thev would be if they were under the 
jurisdictio'n of the Commonwealth Arbitra­
tion Court. That particular calling was. not 
under the jurisdiction of any other Arbitra­
tion Act. Thc·y had a mutual agreeme:rt 
with their employers, which was not regis­
tered under any Act at present, and tl:ey 
were runnino- an imminent danger of losmg 
the rate which the,- were enjovin'g for holi­
day and Sunday ~ork. It w~s because of 
that dangu to thousands of employees .'~ho 
were similarly situated that the Opposition 
desired to see that amendment carried. 

The HOi\IE SECRETARY: According to the 
figure~ I gun>, a great many more thousands 
will benefit by it. 

Mr. THEODORE: He concurred with the 
hon. gentleman that many would benefit, 
and for that reason was willing to allow 
that part of the provision to stand; b?-t 
wembers on his side wished to add to rt, 
so that whilst it would be a benefit to 
a large number it would not be inju':ing 
another largo number. In the waterside, 
the coalworking, and also the meat trade 
industries wherein were employed some 

• thousand; of workers, the conditions would 
be immediately affected, and in some other 
callingo the conditions would also b_e a?-­
verselv affected if the clause was earned m 
it0 p;escnt form. It was . ~ecau_se of that, 
that members on the OppositiOn s1de thought 
that the amendment should be acuJpted. 

Mr. PAYNE challenged the >tatement that 
original agreements would not be interfered 
with. 

The HO:IIE SECRETARY: They can be con­
firmed after the passage of the Bill. 

JJ1r. PAYNE: The second paragraph in 
subclause (1) of clause 42 me.ant that on ~very 
holiday, except those prevwusly n:entwned 
in paragraph 1, work would be pa1d for at 
ordinary rates, so that the clause would 
interfere with existing agreements; because 
they knew , ery well that in quite a number 
of industries in Queensland at the present 
time there were holidays agreed upon by t ~e 
wag-es board which were not included m 
those enumerat0d in tho previous raragraph. 
Thoro was a reduction of four holidays in 
the year b0• the Je>assago of the Bill, and ?n 
those days ordinary rates would be pard. 
vYhat was the u ,e of getting representatives 
from the employers and employees and tak­
ing away frow them t~1e right to ~ettle the 
wages? No -one knew tho circumstances as 
well as did those men. In a gn''1t many 
instance' it was exceptional for overtime. to 
be worked. The Government were not domg 
the san'' thing in taking awa:v the right fro;n 
the boords to my ,what wages should be pard 
for overtime. 

The bell indicated that the han. member's 
time had expired. 

::Y1r. PAYNE (continuing) said that it was 
not right to suppose that because a man was 
a working man he should not have any 
leisure hours at all. The Home Secretary 

. Mr. Payn~~:.] 
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had quoted instances where so many diff;,r. 
ent boards were to be assisted by the passage 
of this particular clause, but he did not say 
one word about the men who were at the 
present time getting double-time rates. The 
.amendment only provided that the matter 
should be left in the hands of the boards to 
say whether overtime was worth more than 
;time and a-half or not, and he thought the 
matter should be settled by the boards. 

Mr. HARDACRE could not understand 
why the Government opposed this particular 
.amendment, which seemed to him one of the 
most reasonable that had been proposed 
during the discussion on the Bill. It was 
absolutely harmless so far as conflicting in 
any way either w.th the principle or the 
possible sacccss of the Bill. It only provided 
that the board might make an award giving 
a higher ratP for overtime than was now 
prescribed by the Bill. Why not allow the 
boards to fi \. a higher rate if they wanted 
to? 

The HOME SECRETARY: Many boards did 
not fix any rate at all, so we take an average 
and say that it must be paid. ' 

Mr. HARDACRE: That was all right 
where boards which did not fix a rate at all 
were CO'lcerned. He could understand the 
Government saying that they would not allow 
low rates to be fixed, but if employers and 
·employees desired to have a higher rate 
fixed! why should they prescribe by Act of 
Parliament that. the;. could not do it, and 
reduce wages in certain cases? The butchers 
yvharf _Jaboumrs, and a number of othe;., 
IX:dustnes had agreed amicably to pay 
higher rates, pre'u nably because it was de­
sirable that a higher rate should be paid 
Why should Parliament reduce wages? · 

The liOME SECRETARY: This clause does not 
affect that. 

Mr. HARDACRE: In a number of cases 
it did reduce rates. The amendment pro­
posed that while they should pay at least 
the rate prescribed in the clause they might 
if the board desired to make a,.; award, pay 
a higher rate. He would like to know 
whether that was possible under the clause 
Either the clause provided that a highe,;. 
rate might be paid or it did not. There 
was a doubt about it, and to make it clear 
that the boctrd had the power to increase the 
rate, they wished to have the amendment 
·carried. 

Mr. KIRWAN: It appeared to him that 
the proposud amendment would make the 
:thing quite clear. He understood the clause 
wa~ to be made r;ctroopective in its operation, 
.and that the con([Itwns for rates of payment 

for overtime as specified in the 
[7.30 p.m.] clat1se \vould take the place of 
. tho, that had been determined by 

different waces _boards. In previous argu­
ments m connectiOn '·;'Ith the Bill the Go cern­
ment. had _maintain~d that C">rtain principles 
contamed m the LIII were, like the laws of 
the Medes and P<•roians, unalterable, and 
they had frequent!)' heard it 'aid that the 
p_roper time for emplo~'ers and employees to 
discuss mattt>rs pertaining to their industries 
\~as when they were bt>fore the wage~ board. 
N!'nv they had tlw Government corning down 
With a principh• whic.h was in direct opposi­
tion to those ideas. If the employers and 
the employees were fit to fix the ·hours of 
labour, the condition of work, and the rates 
of wages, surp]y they could be trusted with 
such a small matter as the making of regula­
tions dealing with overtime? The Govern-

[ Mr. Paynf'. 

ment had given no reason whatever why the 
principle they had advocated should be de· 
parted from so far as this particular clause was 
concerned, and lie would like the Home Sec­
retary to make it clear whether . the c~ause 
was retrospective or otherwise m rts actiOn­
that was, whether all wages boards' awards 
were to become null and void in the matter 
of overtime as soon as the Bill received the 
Royal assent, and whether the rates pr?­
vided for in the Bill would then take their 
place. If such was the case, he asked. _whet!'er 
the hon. gentleman thought it a fmr. thmg 
that certam employees should have tnen' rates 
of overtime reduced? 

Mr. FOLEY: The argumGUt of the Hon. 
the Home Secretary appeared to be that it 
was a good thing to have a uniform rate of 
wages for men working on holidays. Mem­
bers on this side of the House were not 
against the Home Secretary ins,sting on ':len 
\\Orking on holida:y; being paid at least time 
and a-half but he did not see why the 
Minister should seek to introduce a clause 
which in its operation, would injure some 
men '~ho were getting more than th':'t. The 
argument of the Minister was that ~t would 
b1·ing down those who were abov? ~Ime and 
a-half to the time and a-half prmCiple, and 
the Minister claimed that it would raise the 
ratE's of overtime for more employees than 
it would reduce them. That was a very poor 
argument, and it showed the desire of the 
Minister to injure those who were gettmg 
more than time and a-half. Some men u::>der 
certain agreements were getting three tim~s 
their ordinary pay for working on certam 

. holidays, but this clause insiskd that only a 
stipulated rate should be paid to the em­
ployee. The amendment that had been sub­
mitted only provided that the employee should 
not be prev<nted from gutting more than t!'e 
time and a-half if such were deemed desir­
able. If the clause, as it stood, '.Yere carn~d, 
the position might arise that waterside 
workers would be asked to work on Sundays 
for 2s. 6d. per hour instead of 4s. 6d., and 
that they would refuse to work. Th~re 
would thus be a strike, ~Jecause the watersrde 
workers would be refusmg to carry out ihe 
principle embodied in that Bill. They could 
not blame men, who were now getting 4s. _6d. 
per hour for working on Sundays, demandmg 
that sum because it suited the shipowner to 
work his ship on the Sunday, and he was_pre­
pared to pay the rate of c;vcrtime reqmred. 
The workers did not Wish to work on 
Sundays, but if the shipowner wanted the_m 
to wor'!r on that day they expc.cted to be pard 
4s. 6d. per hour. The ordmary rate for 
waterside workers was ls. 8d. per hour, and 
time and a-half would be 2s. 6d., so t~at 
the waterside men would suffer a reductiOn 
of 2s. per hour if the clause in. itc. present 
form w>~s carried .. He did not thmk It would 
be possible under 'the Bill t<? force the watEr­
side men to work for hm.e and a-half, 
because the aid of the Fed('ral Government 
would be invoked, so that shipowner~ wc.uld 
be refused permission to work th< n· boats 
en Sunday and on certain holidays unless 
they agreed to pay certain rate~ for 
overtime. The waterside worhr was m the 
position of being able to c dl ';'POll t_he 
Federal Government, but other Industnes 
were not in that position, and there was no 
reason why they should be put in such a 
position that they would have to suffer an 
injustice. While every praise was due to the 
Minister for making it possible for _all men 
to get time and a-half for overtrme, he 
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-should see that those men who were getting 
more than that were not reduced. The 
amendment only provided that such worker,, 
might ~~t more than time and a-half, and 
the Th~m1ster would be quite justified in 
acceptmg an amendment which did not in­
terfere in any way with the clause. 

Mr. ADAMSON : The Hen. the Home Sec­
_retary had pleaded for uniformity, and l1is 
(:Vlr. Adamson's) side had pleaded for the 
Act to be made uniform with oth<Jr and 
better Acts in the Commonweaith. The 
Government, however, had refused to 
listen to that plea for uniformity, and 
now was asking for uniformity which was 
based on the lowest prices, so far as over­

-time was concerned. ~Ie advocate~ that they 
should make the overt1me rates umform with 
the top rates then being paid instead of with 
the bottom rates. If the waterside workers 
were getting three times the ordinarv rate 
for Sund'.'y _work, it would be a good prin­
mple to u;.s1st that oth~r . workers be paid 
for overhme on a s1m1lar basis. The 
Labour party had tried to discourage over­
ti_me, and i_f the ~orne Secretary w1shed to 

·discourage 1t, let h1m make the uniform rate 
one that was bas.ed on the top rate then paid. 
Although ovcrt1me might be necessary in 
some cas:s, he felt that it ought to be paid for 
at the h1ghost, and not at the lowest possible 
rate. Another thing was that thev VFere 
making the minimum wage reafly the 
maximum, and he did not think that the 
Minister wished that the minimum should 
become. the maximum. Again, in arriving 
at a umform rate for overtime, they had re­
duced all kinds of emplovment to the same 
plane, irrespective of whe.ther those employ­
rnents \Vore arduous, as in the case of \Vate'r­
side workers or coal shifters, or not. He 
thouzht the :i'.linistcr was a humane man, and 
he hoped the han. gentleman would accept 
the amendment, because it would be in the 
interests of industrial p0"ce. As the hon. 
member for Muudingburra had pointed out 
the clause, in its pres,?nt shape, might easily 
lead to a strike. If the waterside workers 
had their rates for overtime reducBd, they 
might refuse to work, which would be by 
no means a step towa,rds industrial peace. 
The Government claimed that it wanted to 
promote industrial peace, but it seemed to 
him that the Bill sought induotrial war. 
Hardly an:,' of the amendments emanating 
from his side of the House had been accepted, 
which was a strange thing, considering the 
interest members on his side took in indus­
trml matters. Every amendment they had 
moved had been refusecl, and tha: attitude 
on the part of the GO\·ernmont was not cal­
culated to promote industrial peace in that 
Cham):>er. 

The HO:\IE SECR1;T \RY: Were no.t 
hen. members on the other side fighting 
shadows? 'Ihe grcahst strength of the argu­
ment of the han. members opposite amounted 
to this: That certain cases had been cited, 
notably the agreement of the \Vaterside 
\Vorker,' union, and it had been as3umed 
that if the Bill became law, with that clause 
as it stood, that -agree- ,ncnt would be 
affected. The inf.Prence naturally would be, 
so far as that agre<?ment was concerned, 
that it was one of those agre-oments which 
was n·gistered, and tl1~t bv such registration 
it had all the force of ai1 awa,rd or deter­
mination. Thev had: a clear definition o£ 
what an awar'd was under the definition 
<clauses, which nro.vided t,hat an award was 

1912-3 z 

an award of 'an industrial board or of the 
court, and induded a determination arrived 
at by a board under the existing law. The 
agreement of the waterside workers and one 
other had been cited as instances where the 
workers would suffer if that clause became 
law. He would point out that those agree· 
ments, not having been registered, were not 

· affected by the law to-day, and would decid­
edly not be affected by the Bill when it 
beuame law. 

Mr. HUNTER: Why do you stand an a 
n1axirnurn? · 

The HOME SECRETAH,Y: For reasons 
that he had already endeavoured to make 
clear to tho Committee. He would point 
o.ut once more the fallacy of the arguments 
of han. members oppooite, who based the 
foundation of their ar;,;uments on the very 
facts which he had stated a minute or two 
ago-that certain wo.rkers might be affected 
who were to-day working under an agree­
ment which Wds quite outside the existing 
law, and would be absolutely outside the 
Bill when it became the law of the State. 

Mr. RYAN: Workers under existing awards 
will be affected. 

The HOME SECRETARY asked how 
many such instances were there. He would 
like han. members to show how many de­
termination& had pro.vided for a greater 
rate for overtime on those particular 'days 
than the rate specified in the clause? The 
whole of the argument of han. members 
opptAoite was based on the fact that the 
waterside workers received a larger amount 
of overtime. 

Mr. 'THEODORE: Alc,o the WC1rkers in the 
meat industry and the coal workers. 

The HOME SECRETARY: Any other 
body of workers who could make a similar 
agreement with their employers would be 
alle to do so when the B.i!I bcc,cme law, as 
there was nothing to prevent them getting 
four o.r five time~ the amount of overtime 
specified in the clause. There was also a 
certain amount of confusion as to the amount 
paid for Sunday overtime work at the pre­
sent time. The deputy leader of the Op­
position stated that the coal workers were 
paid 5s. an hour fo.r Sunday overtime. There 
was nothing in the Bill to prevent them 
getting 5o.,' Or even fOs.. an hour OY.E·rtime 
on Sundays. That was specifica!Iy lc;t to the 
industrial court or board to determine. The 
average amount of overtime paid in the past 
had been time and a-half, and the object of 
the Bill was, no.t to prevent as-reements 
being entered into providing for a higher 
rate for overtimc,, but for th0 simple pur­
pc0e of provid;ng that every employe1· should 
pay a certain amount of overtime, and 
that that amount should automatically be­
co.me part of an award or determination. 

Mr. HARDACRE : And no more. 

The HOME SECRETARY: Not neces· 
sarih-. That was the amount that should be 
paid: 

OPPOSITION TI1EMBERS: And no more. 
The HOME SECRETARY: I-I on. mem­

bers on the Opposition were fighting shadows 
when they said it would be impossible, or 
that it would be illegal, fo.r employers and 
employees to enter into an agreement under 
which a higher l'ate of overtime was to be 
paid. · 

Mr. RYAN: Those agreements will not be 
enforceable. 

Hon. J. f) . .Appel.] 
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The HOME SECRETARY: They were 
not enforceable now, because they were not 
registered. At the present time thousands 
of men were deprived of any o,vertime at 
all, and the Government desired to make 
it imperative that every worker throughout 
the length and breadth of Queensland should 
receive overtime when he worked on the 
particular days specified in the clause. Thev 
did not for one moment take away from the 
worker any power he might have to force 
his employer to enter into an agreement 
to pay overtime at two or three, or even 
four times the rate specified in the clause. 

Mr. LENNON: He ought to he very much 
vbliged to you. 

The HOME SECRETARY: He had not 
the slightest doubt that members sitting on 
the Gover~ment benches had secUl·ed more 
material advantages for the workers than 
the hon. member who interjected. 

Mr. HARDACRE : They h.W heard from 
the Home Secretary nothing but a shuffle 
and apparently a knowing shuffle, becaus~ 
the hon. gentleman evaded every point put 
t·> him, and attempted to deceive the Com­
mittee. The hon. g:mtleman stated that no­
tl:ing in the Bill would affect an agreement 
not registered u'hder the Act. but it had 
been pointed out again and again by mem­
bers of the Opposition that there were con­
crete cases of determinations by wages boards 
under which higher rates than time and 
a-half were paid for overtime. Those cases 
had been pointed: out, and in spite of them 
all, the hon. gentleman shuffled all round 
the question. In the meatworks industry 
do.uble time was paid for overtime, and 
under the coal workers' award a higher 
rate than time and a-half was paid, and 
those determinations had all the force of 
an award. This clause said, in imperative 
language, that time and a-half should be 
paid, and thereby reduced that double time 
to time and a-half. The olause said that 
that rate should be paid, and no more. I-t 
did not say " at least that rate should be 
paid." All the amendment provided! was, 
that if a wages board wished to do. so, 
it could determine that a higher rate than 
time and a-half should be paid for overtime. 
How could an employer pay a higher rate 
when it was stated in clear and imperative 
language that he must pay time and a-half? 
The Home Secretary stated that there were 
some agr-eements not registered under the 
Act. But the whole object of the Bill was 
to get them registered. and, if it was de­
sired, every agreement could be brought 
under this Bill. 

The hell indicated that portion of the hon. 
member's time had expired. 

Mr. HARDACRE: He would take further 
time. The fact that in some industries 

more than time and a-half wa" 
[8 p.m.] being paid wonld prevent them 

coming under the Bill, and that 
ought to be an inducement to alter the pro­
vision in the clause. 

The HOME SECRETARY: The hon. · 
member had, charged him with backing and 
filling and humbugging, but the hon. mem­
ber was a champion at it himself. He was 
a judge of backing and filling. 

Mr. HARDACRE : Are you shuffling again? 

The HOME SECRETARY: The hon. 
member would be able to say something 
about that. He ha,d in his mind that the hon. 

rnon. J. G . .A.pvel. 

member was in the House at the time when 
the Shops and Factories Act was passed, ~nd 
he had every opportunity then of settlmg 
the rate of overtime-of putting on tha 
statute-books all those noble ideas which he 
possessed to such a superlativ~ degree. Wh_en· 
ho had that opportunity, d1d. !J.e take It? 
Then, why, if he had the op~mons he ex­
pressed now, and which he clatme~ to h~ve· 
always possessed did he allow thtr sectwn· 
to be inserted ' in the Shops and Fac­
tories Amendment Act? The hon. mem­
ber had stood on many a platform· 
throughout Queensland, and exclaime?- " We 
are the party who passed the- Factones and 
Shops Act!" 

OPPOSITION MEMBERS : Fireworks. (Laugh­
ter.) 

The CHAIRMAN : The hon. gentleman; 
must connect his arguments with the question 
before the Committee. 

The HOME SECRETARY: He would con· 
nect his argument. T?e stan.dard fo_r over­
time had been established m sectiOn 19, 
subsection (17), of the Factor.ies and Shopa 
Amendment Act, which provided-

" That all work performed by an em­
ployee in any shop on the following days, 
namely: The first day of January, Good 
Friday, Easter Monday, the first Monday 
in May, the seventeenth ~ay of March, 
the birthday of the Sover01gn, Chnstmas 
Day, and the twenty-sixth day o_f Dec~m­
ber shall be paid for on the basis of time 
and a-half, with a minimum payment of 
sixpence per hour.'' 

The hon. member who had always taken .a 
leading part in legislation of this character, 
and who was sitting at the back of the Go­
vernment which inti·oduced the measure--

OPPOSITION MEMBERS: No, no ! and laugh­
ter. 

The HOME SECRETARY: Who had 
claimed to be one of the members of the 
party who placed this legislation on the 
statute-book, was satisfied with time and 
a-half and he ventured to say that the elec­
tors ~f the State would regard him as a 
humbug and as a backer and filler. He 
(the Home Secretary) ~as content to foll?w 
his lead, and, stand by time and a-half, whwh 
was provided for in the Factories and Shops 
Act. 

Mr. HUNTER: If the hon. gentleman 
only spoke loud enough and often enough 
he would convince himself that he was 
justified in refusing this amendment. He 
had charged the hon. member for Leich­
hardt with having helped to pass the 
Factories and Shops Act. But that had 
nothing to do with this . questio":· At 
that time the party opposite was m QP· 
position, and had just as much opportun.Ity 
of shaping legislation as the Oppositwn 
had .at the present time. The hon. 
gentleman ha,d not offered a sin&le ar&u­
ment to justify the Government m mam­
taining the stand they had taken up. It 
would save a good de.al of time if the Go­
vernment would be more Teasonable in a 
matter of this sort. It did not follow that 
legislation passed ten years ago woula, stand 
good to-day. Was the hon. gentleman satis­
fied with what he had ten years ago? There 
w.as no legislation on the st':'tute-bo?k that 
would not bear some alteTatwn to Improve 
its character sinco that time. They were con­
tinually altering legislation, and this amend· 
ment would make for pTogresc. There was 
no restriction on the board.s as to what should' 
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be done, but b0 accepting the amendment 
the cl3;uRe :vould be liberalised and. an op: 
portumty given to boards which so desired 
to fix a higher rate for overtime. He did 
not see why the Government should direct 
legis_lation that nci amount greater than that 
speufied should be paid for ovNtimH. It 
appeared to him to be nothing short of 
stubbornness on the part of the Government 
to refuse to accept the amendment. 

The_ HmiE RECRETARY : The hon. member 
1s a Judge of that-he ought to be on this 
sid.e. 

Mr. HUNTER : He did not feel compli­
mented in the slightest by the hon. gentle­
man's suggestion that he should sit on that 
side, and he had not the least deoire to be 
there. 

The Hmm SECRETARY: That is for the 
public to determine. 

Mr. HUNTER: The public knew what 
he was a good deal better than the hon. 
gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN : Order ! 

Mr. HUNTER: If the Chairma,n woult] 
keep the Home Secretary quiet h3 would 
proceed with his speech. 

The CHAIRMAN: Ordm·! I shall have 
to keep the hon. member quiet also. 

Mr. HUNTER : While he had the floor 
he intended to answer those interjections. 
T_he hon. ge:'tleman was no~ going to howl 
h1m down; 1f he chose to mterject in this 
way, he would reply to him. 

The CHAIRMAN : Order ! When I call 
the hon. memoor to order, he must either 
obey the Chair or resume his seat. 

Mr. HUNTER: He expected the Chair­
man to keep the Home Secretary in order 
while he was speaking. 

The CHAIRMAN : Order ! 
member must obey my ruling. 

The hon. 

Mr. HUNTER: The Chairman must nro. 
t<d him; if he did not, he (Mr. Hunter) 
must protect h1mself. To return to the point 
under discussion--

The bell indicated. that portion of the J10n. 
member's time had expired. 

Mr. HUNTER: He would use his further 
time. He had hoped the Home Secretary 
Would ha-ye accepted the amendment, and thus 
have .ovmded the unnecessary delay "hich 
had taken place. I_f he h_ad desired. to help 
the wages boards m then work he would 
have accepted it, but the Government had 
usurped the functions of the wag<'~ boards 
by laymg down what amount of overtime 
had tO< be paid. He would, support the amend­
ment, and when it came to a d.ivision he 
hoped the Home Secretary-although he had 
endeavoured to convince himself-would see 
the error of his ways, and would vote with 

· the Opposition. 

Mr. BERTRAM said the speech of the 
Home Secretary had reminded him of the 
line-;-

" Words, words, "ords ! and ·where they 
most abound ' 

Much fruit of sense beneath is rarely 
found." 

The hon. gentleman asked for concrete case& 

where more than double time was paid for 
holidays. He had in his hand the deter­
mination of the Coal \Vorkers' Board, in 
which it was provided that no less than 5s. 
per hour should be paid for work performed' 
on Christmas Day, Eight Hom'> Day, and 
Good Friday. This wa' a case in which 
hardship would be inflicted, and it w.as only 
one of a number of cases. He hoped that 
even at this late hour the amendment would. 
be ·accepted. 

Mr. HAMILTON said he wished to correct 
a statement which had been made by the 
Home Secretary in regard to the Factories 
and Shops Act. That Act was pasoe,d in thtl 
ye,ar 1900; and the Labour party, which was 
sitting in Opposition, was not responsible­
for what it contained. When the Bill was 
brought in, it was ,at the tail end of the 
session, and th0y were told. if they spoke on 
it at all it would not be pas,ed, and every 
member who wanted to see the measure 
pmsed had to sit still. The Hon. Fr,ank 
McDonnell, who was -a member of the Labour 
party at that time, did almost all the de­
bating which was done for the Opposition. 

The Hm!E SECRETARY : You claimed all the· 
credit for it. 

Mr. HAMILTON said they were not g,1ing 
to daim the credit for anything of that 
sort. No matter what the Home SecrP-tary 
said, there was no provision made in the 
Bill by which the bo-ards could give more 
than time and a-half, and he could not 
understand how that was going to lead to 
industrial peace. It would only create more 
industrial discontent ,among the men. 

The HOME SECRETARY: The particu­
lar section which he quoted fixed the rate 
for overtime and was introduce~ in 1908. 
(Opposition laughter.) If the han. membe1· 
would look at the divisions, he would find 
that that yeas ·absolutr-:y correcc. The mem­
bers on the Opposition side of the House 
voted in support of the Government who 
passed that llarticular provision. 

Mr. HAMILTON: You said' the Factories 
and Shops Act. 

The HOME SECRETARY said that he 
was quoting the particular clause which was 
contained in an amendment passed in th& 
year 1908, when the hon. member ,and the 
other members of his party, if not sitting 
behind the Gov<'rnmc,,nt, ,;er"' supporting th" 
GovErnment. He felt quit<' sure that the 
han. member, when h" recalled the circum­
stanct ·,, would rc,col!Bct that that WC~S SD. 

Mr. RYA::<r: What section was it? 
The HOME SECRETARY: Section 19 of 

the amendment proposed in 1908. He simply 
rose for the purpose of correding the hon. 
m'·mbcr, bec.1Use he felt sure that he ·would 
not make a quotation which was incorrect. 

Mr. GILDAY: Though the Labour party 
was responsible for a'·'isting to get time and 
a-half inserted in that po rticular clause in 
the Factories and Shops A<'', was thnt any 
r<C~tson why it should be left the sa,me at the 
present time? During the last two or three 
0e,ars the east of living hod gone up very 
much. If the Home Secretary had a spark 
of humanity about him, instead of talking 
in his bombastic way, he would -accept some 
of tho amendments moved by the Opposition, 
whose desire was to make the Bill a better 
Bill. It was bad from one end to the other 
in its original form, and th<oy would be lack­
ing in their duty if they did not enter a 

Mr. Gilday.] 
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strenuous protest against .a clause which Was 
going to deprive the wage-earners of the 
State of the double-time rate, and reduce it 
to time and a-half. The amendment would 
throw the onus of the whole determination 
on the employers and emp!oye.es, and his 
opinion was that the reason why the Govern­
ment refused to accept it w.as that they 
wished to make it easier for the department 
which was going to administer the Bill. 
The inspectors did not want to have one 
determination giving treble time, another 
<double, :md .another time and a-half. They 
·were gDing to have it uniform, irrespective 
of what it :1s going to do to those who 
were working under <leterminations. He re­
gretted very much that the Government could 
not see its way clear to accept reasonable 
amendments. 

Question-'Tihat the words proposed to be 
inserted (Mr. Theodore's amenrlment) be 
iiO inserted-put; and the Committee 
divided:-

AYES, 22. 
Mr. Adamson 

Barber 
Bertram 
Coyne 
Fihelly 
Foley 
Gild,w 
Hamilton 
Hardacre 
Hunter 
Huxham 

Mr. Kirwan 
Land 
Larcom be 
Lennon 
May 
McCormack 
O'Sullivan 
Payne 
Hyan 
Theodore 
Viv-rin~·.tanley 

. Tellers: Mr. McCormack and Mr. O'Sullivan. 

NOESJ 26. 
Mr. Allan Mr. Gunn 

Appel Hodge 
Barnes, G. P. Macartney 
Barnes. W. H. Morgan 
Bebbington Petrie 
Booker Rankin 
Bouchard Somerset 
Bridges Stevens 
Caine Tolmie 
Denham Trout 
Forsyth Walker 
Fox Welsby 
Grayson Williams 

Tellers: Mr. Booker and Mr. Williams. 

PAIRS. 
Ayes-Mr. ;>Iurphy, Mr. Crawford, and M:r. 

Breslin. 
Noe .-Mr. Blair, Mr. Cribb, and Mr. P~get. 

Resolved in the negative. 

Mr. GILDAY said he de~ired to move the 
omission of the words on lines 36 to 38-

" \Vork done during ordinary working 
hours on any other day or holiday in the 
year shall not be deemed overtime war 1~ 
or be paid for at any increased rate." 

His reason for moving that was to giv-e 
the wages boards the necessary power to fix 
special rates for any special days of the 

year, other, of course, than those 
[8.30 p.m.] mentioned in the clause. They 

found that there were a good 
many determinations setting out differeTl. t 
rates of pay for different days, and they sti II 
wanted that to continue in so far as those 
boards were concerned. For St. Patrick:' 8 
Day, there was a special rate fixed. There 
was also one for Exhibition Day and for the 
annual picnic day of different societies. If 
that clause were allowed to go through as 
it was, it would do away with certain speciaJ 
rates for certain recognised holidays, an.c:I 

~Mr. Gilday. 

he thought the Minister would see the neces­
sity for allowing the matter to be mutually 
arranged between the employers and em­
ployees in any particular industry. The 
amendment would not have a tendency to 
destroy this wonderful ·Bill, as. it mer<;lY 
threw the re,ponsibility for fixmg special 
rates for particular days upon employers 
and ~mployees. It was not right to make it 
compulsory for a body of men, employers 
and employees, to agree to something they 
might not care about. It would be better 
were it left optional with the boards to say 
whether there would be an extra rate paid 
on tho'·e particular daYS. He failed to see 
what great harm that· would do, while the 
clause as it stood would undoubtedly cause 
dissension. He therefore hoped the Minis­
ter would see eye to eye with th!'lm on that 
occasion and agree to the three lines he had 
read being left out of the clause. He had 
no desire to labour the question, but he 
hoped the Minister would accept the amend­
ment. 

Mr. THEODORE knew the Home Secre­
tary had not paid much attention to the 
mover of the amendment when that han. 
member was speaking, and he therefore de­
sired to give him the purport of the amend­
ment. It was proposed to omit lines 36 to 38 
from the clause, with a view to allowing 
industrial boards to provide for other holi­
days than those that were specifically men­
tioned in the clause, and he hoped the 
Minister would see the advisability of 
accepting the suggestion. 

The HOME SECRETARY thought han. 
members would realise that it was impossible 
for him to accept the amendment, in view 
of the decisions that had already taken 
place. The previous subclauses, which they 
had passed, made a definite provision that 
certain days only were to be regarded as 
holidays, and that so far as the rest of the 
days vvere concerned, o.utside of Randays, 
they were to be treated as ordinary days, 
no overtime rate• being payable for work 
done on such days. He could not accept 
the amendment. 

Mr. P .\ YNE objected to the cool way in 
which the Minister got up and said he could 
not accept the amendment. Such a state­
ment was ridiculous. If the amendment was 
not accepted, it would injure thoueands of 
people in Queensland who had been used to 
having the particular holiday that the mem­
ber for Ithaca had referred to. 

Mr. FORSYTH: What day is that? 
Mr. PAYNE: Friendly Societies' Day. 
Mr. lVIuRPHY: There are dozens of towns 

who do not observe that day. 
Mr. PAYNE said there were thousands of 

people who did observe it, and they would 
be deprived of a holiday they had had for 
years. In c,,ntral Queensland to>Vhs _like 
Longreach had been observing that holiday 
every year for the last twenty years. 

The HOME SECRETARY: This will not pre­
vent them observing it now. 

Mr. PAYNE : If people observed it now, 
their bosses would tell them next day that 
they need not come back again. He knew 
what he was speaking about, and he knew 
that nearly every tradesman in Longreach 
would have 'to arranf'·e with his employer 
before he got off for that day. 

Mr. MURPHY: It has never been a recog­
nised public holiday. 
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Mr. PAYNE : It has been a holiday in 
the towns of \V estern Central Queensland. 
Friendly Societies' Day in those towns was 
one of the holidays of the year. 

Mr. MuRPHY: I have never heard of it 
before. 

Mr. PAYNE: Friendly societies in those 
towns held processions, and generally ob­
served the day, and the Minister would not 
be doing a kind thing to those people in 
practicaily cancelling the holiday. 

Mr. MLTRPHY said that so far as h0 was 
aware Friendly Societie;' Day had never 
been a recognised public holiday in Queens­
land. If the friendly societies in Longreach 
had a day'" sport on that particular day, it 
was a matter for themselves, and th0y might 
apply to the Government to proclaim it a 
holiday, but he did not see why they should 
pick out Friendly Societic-c! Day as one of 
the particular days on which employers were 
to pay ti-:Ie and a-half. If they inserted 
Friendly Societieg Day they would have to 
consider other days which WBre observed in 
particular districts, as, for instance, the days 
for the racing carnival in Normanton. If 
the han. member who had just spoken was 
in business in Normanton he would probably 
object to having to pay time and a-half for 
every day o£ the racing carnival week. They 
ought to deal with matters of that nature 
from a practical and not a sentimental stand­
point. In quite a number of centres in 
Queensland there were no amusements on 
Friendly Societies' Day, certainly not neurly 
so many as there were on St. Patrick's Day 
and evening. 

Mr. FIHELLY protested against the ex­
tremely autocratic manner in which the 
Home Secretary had received the amend­
ment of the hon. member for Ithaca. There 
were only seven days allowed for holidays in 
the measure, that was, days on which <tn 
ordinary working man would receive over­
time rates if he worked on such days. From 
May to the end of the year there was not a 
holiday at all. In New South Wales there 
were ten holidays given in most of the 
awards and the rates for- overtime were 
double pay. All workers employed on those 
days had to be Paid for at the rate of double 
time. It was outrageous that the Home Sec­
retary should decline to consider the sugges­
tion that the holidays should number more 
than seven. 

Mr. MuRPHY: What are those ten days in 
New South WalesY 

Mr. FIHELLY: New Year's Day, Anni­
versary Day, Good Friday, Easter Monday, 
Prince of Wales' Bir_thday, Sovereign's Birth­
day, Eight Hours Day, Christma' Day, 
Boxing Day, Union's Picnic Day. In New 
South Wales they thonght double time was 
good enough for employees, but in Queens­
land employers would be committing a 
breach of the law if they attempted to pay 
more than time and a-half, which wonld be 
a great injustice to a large body of tax­
payers. 

Mr. RYAN: Tbe amendment was a very 
important one. Under that Bill they were 
establishing industrial boards or a court, 
and in the same Bill they were taking away 
from the boards and court the power to usa 
their discretion and say whether overtime 
rates should be paid on ·holidays other than 

"those mentioned in the clause. The Home 

Secretary had merely told the Committee 
that he was not prepared to accept the 
amendment, but he had given no good re~son 
for not accepting it. He (Mr. Ryan) desned 
to call the attention of those members who 
proposed to vote against the:> amendment 
that they were individ:rally saymg that work 
done in ordinary workmg hGurs on any other 
day in the year shou~d not be de9med. over­
time work or be pard for at an mcreased 
rate. Each member who intended to vote 
for the Government on that amendment was 
actually altering the decisions or a ward~ 
already arrived at by wa!'\"es board~. There 
were awards under whrch overtime. was 
allowed on other days than those mentw~ed 
in the clause, and also awar?-s under whwh 
overtime was allowed at a hrgher ':at~ than 
specified in the clause-namely, trme and 
a-half. There was overtime allowed at three 
times the ordinary rate, and double the 
ordinary rate, and s_o on. Could any hon. 
member who was gomg ~o. vot~ for the ~o­
vernment justify his posrtwn m ~rrogatmg 
to himself the right of overrulmg those 
wages boards? That was what they were 
asked to do. In other words, they were 
placing a piece of machinery in the hands of 
the court and in the hands of wages boar?-s 
to determine the rate of wages to _be pard 
in any calling, and then they sard t~ose 
boards should not be able to allow overtime 
on those days, and employers and employees 
should not b able Ito agree bet'Yeen them­
selves that overtime should be I?atd on those 
days. The Home Secretary sard there was 
nothing to prevent employ~rs and employees 
making an agreement whwh would not be 
an award, but if they did make such an 
agreement, it could not be enforced. 

Mr. TROUT: They may carry it out. 
Mr. RYAN: They might carry it out now, 

and did carry it out. 
Mr. TROUT: They may after this Bill i& 

pane~ · 
Mr. RYAN: They might not after the Bill 

was passed. They carried out those agree­
ments now because of the strength of the 
unions behind the workers. The threat to 
strike compelled them to carry ,out those 
agreements, but the Bill was going to take 
away that power. 

l\tlr. TROUT: Because they are honourable 
men they keep to their compact. 

Mr. RYAN: If that was the reason, he 
certainly wonld not be one to take a way 
from those honourabl!l men the power tc> 
keep to their compact. The Bill took away 
the power to enforce those honourable agree­
ments; and if it were placed on the statute­
)Jook, such agreements could not b~ made. 
1o whose mi>;;d did it occur to put m those­
three lines ? 

Mr. THEODORE: The Employers' Federa­
tion. 

Mr. RYAN: Of course, or some similar 
body. Who gave instructions to the drafts­
man to pnt in such a clause as tl:at? Would 
any hon. member, after lookmg at the­
plain English of it say that such a clause 
was in the interests ~f the employees? It was 
entirely in the interests of the 8!fiployers. 
Under the reading of that cl~u.se 1t seemed 
to him that men might be enJoined t_o work 
overtime, and they would not be- e_nt_rtl~d to 
any extra pay for it. It was an tmquttous 
principle to include in the clause, and he 
would certainly support the amendment. 

Mr . .Ryan.] 
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Question-That the words proposed. to be 
·omitted (Mr. Gilday's amendment) stand part 
<>f the clause-put; and the Committee 
-divided:-

AYES, Z7. 
Mr. All:m 2dr. Hodge 

i\.ppel rtney 
.lia1 .. teE', G. P. !'~:1or-g;an 
Barat=.- w. H. Petrie Bet ton Rankin Boo~;, ·t 

Smner~.:;ct 
BolLllul'd Stevens 
Brit~ges Tolrnie 
CaL1e Trout 
Der.~ha_ ~ \Yalker For yth Welsby Fox Wi<llholt 
Grayso::1 vVilliams 
Gun:1 

Telle1·.s: ~Ir. Walker and Mr. ·welsby. 

NOES, 22. 
.Mr. Adamson Mr. Kirwan 

Barber 
Bertram 
Coyne 
Fihelly 
Foley 
Gilday 
Hamilton 
Hardacre 
Hunter 

,, Huxham 
'Tellers: Mr. Larcom be and 

J_Jnnd 
Larcom be 
Lennon 
May 
McCormack 
O'Sullivan 
Payne· 
Ryan 
Theodore 
Winstanley 

Mr. Winstanley. 

PAIRS. 

Ayes-Mr. Blair and Mr. Paget. 
Noes-Mr. Murphy and Mr. Breslin. 

Resolved in the affirmative. 

. .Question-That clause 42 stand part of the 

.Bill-put; and the Committee divided:-

Mr. Allan 
Appel 

AYES, 27. 

Barnes, G. P. 
Barnes, W. H. 
Bebbington 
Booker 
Bouchard 
Bridges 
Caine 
Denham 
Forsyth 
Fox 
Grayson 
Gunn 

Mr. Hodge 
Macartney 
Morgan 
Petrie 
Rankin 
Somerset 
Stevens 
rrolnlie 
Trout 
Walker 
Welsby 
Wienholt 
Williams 

Tel7P'J',?: 1\:Ir .. Gunn and n.rr. Morgan. 

Mr. Adamson 
Barber 
Bertram 
Coyne 
Fihelly 
Foley 
Gilday 
Hamilton 
Hardacre 
Hunter 
Huxham 

'Tellers: Mr. 

NOES, 22. 
Mr. Kirwan 

Land 
Larcumbe 
Lennon 
May 
McCormack 
O'Sullivan 
Payns 
Ryan 
Theodore 
'Winstanley 

Bertram and Mr. Gilday. 

PAIRS. 

Ayee-Mr. Blair and Mr. Paget. 
Noes-Mr. Murphy and Mr. Breslin. 

Resolved in the affirmative. 

Clauses 43 and 44 put and passed. 

~r. LARCOMBE (Keppel) moved the fol­
lowmg new clause to f0llow clause 44:-

" The court or any board, when making 
an award determininl! anv industrial 
matter or dispute, shall, without other-

.[ Mr. Lwrcombe. 

wise limiting the scope of its inquiry, 
have regard to-

(a) The cost of living-i.e., price of 
food, clothing, and rent. 

(b) The nature of the employment, 
whether unhealthy or dangerous and 
whether continuous or seasonal. 

(c) The distance of the place of 
employment from available living 
areas." 

The amendment would give the court or 
board a definite and express direction in de­
termining or drawing up an award. He 
would like to anticipate a probable objection 
by the Minister, who would, he supposed, 
contend, as he had contended with reference 
to other amendments, that it was unnecessary 
and superfluous, but his (Mr. Larcombe's) 
experience of wages boards satisfied him that 
an express direction WILS absolutely neces­
sary. In Rockhampton, he knew that in 
drawing up awards, boards had taken as their 
guiding principle the average rate of wages 
obtaining in the district. That was an entirely 
inaccurate and fallacious basis to work upon, 
because frequently the average rate of wages 
prevailing was very low, and even when the 
rate was increased to a reasonable averagE'. 
it was not what it should be to meet the in­
creased cost of living. It appeared to him 
that unless a board took into consideration 
the increased cost of living, it was only a 
sham, a delusion, and a snare. In \Ve,tern 
Australia, Judge Parker refused to take into 
consideration the cost of living when draw­
ing up an award.. The preceding clause said 
that the judge should be guided by equity 
and good conscience, but that, in his mind, 
was meaningle&s. If they went back to clause 
24, they would see that a chairman had to 
take an' oath that he would carry out his duties. 
In his opinion, a chairman or a judge could 
not carry out his duties faithfully and well 
unless he was guided by equity and good 
conscience, so it appeared to him that there 
was something else required. Mr. Justice 
Higgins, when delivering· judgment in an 
arbitration case, said that a reasonable stand­
ard of living should be the basic principle 
upon which wages awards were framed, and. 
they could not bring into operation an award 
giving wages that would enable the worker 
to live reasonably and comfortably unless 
they took into consideration the cost of 
living. If the worker got an increase of 
5 per cent. in wages, while the cost of 
living went up 10 or 15 per cent., the award 
was a delusion. Although his wages were 
higher his purchasing power was less. He 
would like to read what Mr. Tregear, the sec­
retary of the Department of Labour in New 
Zealand, said in a report to Parham!'nt. 
Dealing with the Arbitration Court, he said-

" The work of the court is being 
neutralised by malignant collateral action. 
The general effect of the Act has been 
to benefit the whole community by en­
suring to the employer stability of busi­
ness and output, to the worker higher 
wagee. and shorter hours, and to the 
general public continuity of trade and 
business. Such effects are, however, be­
coming neutralised, the necessaries of life 
cost more than in former years, and the 
prices are rapidly advancing out of all 
proportion to the rise in wages." 

There was no doubt that the cost of living 
was increasing out of all proportion to the 
increase in wages, and was causing a good 
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ileal of industrial unrest in Queensland and 
.Australia, and throughout the world gener­
.ally. Mr. Fred Henderson, in his work on 
"Industrial Unrest," dealt with this matter 
,pretty fully, and pointed out that one of the 
immediate provoking causes of the industrial 

.unrest in the world to-day was the increased 
.cost of living. The average wage fixed by 
:the wages boards was about £2 lOs. per week 
·and that, in his opinion, was totally 
inadequate, and did not effectively take into 
consideration the increased cost of living. 
If they took an average family of six, and 
put down the cost of each meal at 4d., that 
was ls. per day each. In seven days, that 
meant £2 2s., which left the worker just 8". 
per week for rent, clothing, firewood, and 
education of his children. .Although they 
were told that education was free, it was 
.not absolutely free. The margin of that 
£2 2s. was not anything like sufficiently 
adequate to enable a man to keep his wife 

. .and children in even reasonable physical 
comfort. If population was necessary, as 
han. members opposite contended, it was only 
fair that the State should do something to 
enable the worker to bring up his wife and 
children in reasonable comfort. With respect 
>to the cost of living, he would read an 
article which appeared in the September 
number of the " Review of Reviews " 
headed the "High Cost of Living." It 
said-

" The fly in the ointment of .Australia's 
prosperity is the abnormal cost of living. 
One can hardly take up a daily paper 
without seeing such headlines as ' High 
Price of Meat,' ' High Price of 
Potatoes,' &c. Those whose incomes 
have increased during recent years find 
that this condition of prices somewhat 
nullifies their improved salaries or 
wages. New South Wales has appointed 
a commission to inquire into the matter. 
Potatoes are twice as dear as they were 
four years ago, the wholesale price being 
now over £10 per ton. Onions are £20 
a ton. Mutton has doubled in price, 
being now 4d. per lb. wholesale, while 
the consumer pays the retailer 7d. per 
lb. and more for it. Cheese has gone 
up 38 per cent., butter 24 per cent., rice 
and flour each 25 per cent., and jam 14 
per cent. It is evident that good fat 
profits must go into somebody's pocket, 
and equally plain that the poor people 
must have a bad time. The whole subject 
needs looking into in the most serious, 
searching, and comprehensive way." 

The poor people were suffering, and some­
body was getting fat profits, and it was in 
order to prevent that that he had moved the 
·amendment. There were other principles 
-<!ontained in the new clause which were 
worthy of the consideration of the Minister, 
who, he hoped, would give it his serious 
attention. 

Mr. MAY (Flinders) would like to mention 
·the matter of travelling expenses, which had 
not been brought up by the han. member 
for Keppel. He might say that travelling 
expenses had been largely considered in the 
wages paid in connection with the .Australian 
Workers' Union. That was one of:. the causes 
·some years ago which led to a rise in the 
·price of shearing, and was also included in 
the last matter brought before the court­
'It was not only in that industry, but in 
·many other industries, that travell:i,ng 

expenses were very la~ge. People h!td to go 
to intermittent work m the sugar mdustry . 
Some of them had to travel from Tasmama 
and different parts of New South Wales, and 
others from Brisbane and the back country. 
He supported the amendment, and hoped the 
Minister would see his way to accept the new 
clause. 

Mr THEODORE : The board should be 
instr~cted that in determining any. n;tatt~r, 
whilst having regard to the cost of hvmg m 
fixing "ages, they should also have regard 
to the nature of th<" employment-whether 
it was healthy or unhealthy, dangero':'s or 
otherwise, and whether the work was mter­
mittent or continuous. Under the old Wages 
Boards .Act which was at present in force, 
there were certain boards which refused to 
have regard to those things. He knew of ono 
chairman who had stated openly t.o the 
board that so long as he was a member of 
the board the sole thing he would have 
regard for was whether the industry could 
afford to pay the wages asked or not. 
It should therefore be in the nature of. an 
instruction to the board that at any time 
when they were charged with the ,dyty of 
r·eviewing the wages or other conditions of 
employment, thf!Y. should h'.'-ve regard .also to 
those things whiCh were laid down-VIZ., the 
cost of liviniT the nature of the employment, 
and the que~tion of the proximity or <J~~er­
wise of the employment to the workers' hvmg 
areas. To those matters the board should 
give special attention, and they shc:uld be 
included in this measure by way of Instruc­
tion. 

Mr. PAY~E: This was a question which 
was agit,ating the minds of the ablest men 
in ev·ery part of the world to-day. They 
could not successfully bring in an Industrial 
Peace Bill and make provisions. to fix the 
rate of pay that men should !i\et m different 
industries unless they took mto considera­
tion the matters contained in the dause 
moved by the han. member for Keppel. He 
had been told by some railway men that 
previouslv they could live just as well on 
6s. 6d. per day as they could to-day on Bs. a. 
day. House rent had gone up from sq :per 
cent. to 75 per cent., and ~he cost of hvm.g 
had gone up in every dll'ect:on. To his 
mind, it was not merely a questiOn of wages. 
It was not a bit of good to regulate the 
wages if they cast aside these ?ther con­
siderations. When he came to Bnsbane five 
years ago he could get a house for 12s. 6d. a 
week for which he had now to pay fr?m 
£1 5s. to £1 lOs. It was no use legislatmg 
to bring about peace if they did not make 
men comfortable. He could quote some of 
the lea,ding lights of the "'orld in the o~d 
country ·and th~ C<;>mmor:wealth. of Australia 
who wer·e oonsidermg this partiCular. n;tatte·r 
at the present moment, 3;n~ they .distmctly 
stated that it was not possib,e to bnng about 
a fair and honest rate of wages unless the 
cost of livin2' was taken into consideration. 

Mr . .ADAMSON considered. that the pro­
posed new claus<' was ": most .Important pro­
vision. It was ,a questiOn whwh was 'agitat­
ing the minds of people in all. P'.'-rts . of the 
world. The report of the oommisswn In .~ew 
Zealand on the increased cost of hvmg 
stated clearly that in New ~~aland they were 
realising that the cost of. hvmg was '": prob­
lem which had to be considered alongside the 
fixing of wages. The same thing was true 
in America and in .every country of Europe 

. Mr. Adamson.] 
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to-day. He had noticed the following para­
graph m the last number of the " Review of 
Revievvs " :-

"Labour unrest is bound to continue 
as long a3 the figures quoted by Mr. 
Asquith to a deputation on the subject 
J.iist month are not a:tered. Since 1900 
the cost of living had incrccsnd 11.6 per 
cent., while wages had only risen .3 per 
"'''nt. This means that a n::m receiving 
£1 a week lnd had his r''al wages re­
duced in eleven years by more than 2s. 
per week, and at th8 outset £1 a week 
wa.s not n<;arly enough to maintain the 
animal efficiency of himself, his wife, 
and three children. A1l churches and 
parties are slowly coming to see that 
the battle with poverty is their next 
cnmn1on objective." 

That was true in the old country, and it was 
true in this country. He had no doubt that 
the judges of the court would act on lines 
of equity and good conscience; but it would 
be a good thing to have a clause in the Bill 
like the one propooed. I£ a man had to live 
far away, the b·ain fare was a serious drain 
upon his wages. Some kinds of work were 
precarious and intermittent, and those mat­
ters ought to be taken into consideration 
when making an award. Mr. Justice Higgins 
had laid down the standard that wages 
should provide reasonable comfort for a man 
and his wife living in a civilised communitv ; 
and ·as the Home Secretary wished to have 
uniformity, he could do so in that regard._ 
He ought to be willing to ·bring that Act 
into harmony with the principle> laid down 
by the President of the J<'cderal Conciliation 
and Arbitration Court, and to take into con­
sider.,tion all those· matters which ·affected 
the standard of living ,and producing power, 
so far as ~a man's wages vvere concerned. 

The HOME SECRETARY: The proposer 
of the amendment apparently desired to 
.facilitate the boards coming to ,a conclusion 
in connection with ,any industrial dispute 
or industrial matter whi{J"h might be brought; 
,before it. According to subsection (a) the 
court or •any board in the ·exercise of any 
jurisdiction, power, duty, or function con­
ferred or imposed on it should be governed 
in its procedure, award, and decision, by 
equity, good conscience, and the substantial 
merits of the case without regard to techni­
calities or legal forms or the practice of other 
courts. In subsection (b) it was provided 
that the court or board in the exercise of .any 
such jurisdiction, duty, power, or function 
should not be bound by any rules or practic,e 
as to evidenc-e, but should inform its mind 
on any matt-er in such a mann-er as it thought; 
just. He desired particularly to dr.aw the 
attention of the Committee to· those two pro­
visions. FurthBr on, on page 35, they had 
the subsection (k), by which it was provided 
that the court might, in regard to any indus­
trial matter or dispute over which it had 
jurisdiction, refer .any technical matter o~­
matters to an expert, and aC<Jept his report; 
as evidence. Again, on page 36, they had 
clauses 6 and 7, which provider!. that the 
court might issue an order to any perso:n 
to take evidence on its behalf in relatio:n 
to any industrial matter or dispute. The 
judge might direct the registrar to in­
quire into any matter as to which he 
might require information for the purpose. 
of the exercise of the jurisdiction of the 
court. He, quite agreed with the hon. mem-

[Mr. Adamson. 

her who moved the .amendment, when he, 
suggested that probably it wo':lld be .found 
to be superfluous. In his opmwn, 1t was. 
superfluouR. 

Mr. LARCOMBE : I thought you would say 
that. 

The HOME SECRETARY: The hon. 
member assumed. that the position which he 
took up was the correct one. It was. very 
easy for any person to aesume that h1s ex-

position of a cas: was the ~JOrrect 
[9.30 p.m.] one; but he desned to pomt out 

that they would only. be encum­
bering the Bill if they added to 1t any mat­
ter which was not necessary. As he .had 
already shown, the court was to be gmde_d 
by equity and good consmen<.l8; They were 
not bound by any techmca.ht1e•c, b~t were 
in a position to get any ev1d.3nce mther ?Y 
themselves or by ,an expert or by the regis­
trar of the cmu-t which was necessary to 
enable them to come to a conclusion. The 
han. member apparently was viewing the 
question from one side and one s1de a.lo_ne. 
His contention was that the cost of hvmg 
had increased. Did the hon. member wonder 
at it? Was it possible with the increase that 
had taken place in wages that th~r<;> should 
not be an increase in the cm;t of ~1vmg? ~f 
theY increased the cost of productwn, wa~ 1t 
probable that the manufa<;tured artwle 
would Temain at the same pnce. They :>ll 
knew the cost generally of living had. Ill­

creased; but what to a great extent had 
caused that increase? 

An HoNOURABLE MEMBER : The middle-man. 

The HOME SECRETARY: The increased. 
luxury of living. 

HoNOURABLE MEMBERS: No, no! 

The HOME SECRETARY: I~ hon. 
members said there ha.d been no 1n<;rease 
in the cost of luxury as compared w~th a 
few years previously then they wer"; s1mply 
shutting their eyes to ": f:>ct whJCh was 
most patent to every thmk!ng man. The, 
luxury of living was adm1~ted by . every 
person who had taken an mterest m the 
matter and who had wntten upon the sub­
ject. 'Any member of the Committee who 
ventured to say that the increase~ cost of 
living was not directly due to the mcreased 
cost caused by the luxury of living of the 
dav was wilfully blind to a most patent 
fact. 

Mr. HARDACRE: That. does not alter the 
price of articles. 

The HOME SECRETARY: The whole, 
question resolved itself into what a par­
ticular industry could affo_r~., It ,;vas very 
easy to sav, "Increase thrs, or Increase 
that," but' the point was, how they were 
going to pay that increase? 

Mr. LENNON : That is not the only con­
sideration. 

The HOME SECRETARY: It was one· 
of them. They could not legisl3;te to make 
men rich. There was somethmg beym;d 
that. They might as well bring in. the BJll 
to say that every man was t<: rece1ve .£500 
a year. It would. be easy to mtroduce such, 
a Bill, but where was the money to come 
from? If they imposed a greater burden on 
an industry than it could bear, what was. 
going to be the result? If .they had no 
competition things would poss1bl~ be m~ch· 
simpler, but they had to deal w1th outs1de· 
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competition, and an industry could only 
bear a certain burden. If they increased 
that burden to any extent they would. simply 
strangle the whole industry. 

Mr. FOLEY : Everybody knows that. 

The HOME SECRETARY: Yet mem­
bers proposed to act in direct contradiction 
to that proposition. :Me111bers seemed to 
forget that if they increased the cost of 
p;·oduction in one particular trade they in­
creased it in connection with another. There 
was a general increase, and naturally people 
had to pay more for the manufactured 
article because it was costing more. 

Mr. ADAMSON : \Vho fixes the price~trusts 
and combines? 

The HOME SECRETARY: Prices were 
fixecl• in the markets of the world. The 
price that was realised for our butter in 
Great Britain regulated the price to be paid 
for cream in Queensland. If a larger burden 
were placed upon the dairying industry thev 
could not say that. ~airymen. would .recoup 
themselves by obtammg a hrgher priCe for 
their cream. They could overload an indus­
try until they strangled it. Hon. members 
on his sicl.e of the House were just as anxious 
to see wages increased as thos~ on the other 
side, but members on his side had to go 
beyond merely criticising. Members on the 
other side had simply to advocate such and 
such an increase, but the Government had an 
obligation 0ast upon them to ascertain how 
that increase was to be paid for upon sounci 
lines. He did not blame members for advo­
cating all the things they hac. been asking 
for, and posing as the men who desirod to 
benefit the vvorkers of the State. 

Mr. LENNON : It is very good of you. 

The HOME SECRETARY: They knew 
what a philanthropist the hon. member for 
Herbert was. They did not deny his philan­
thropy, but they knew that the hon. member 
of all others recognised how sound was the 
argument that he (the Home Secretary) had 
been adducing. 

Mr. LENNON: Where do you find the 
philanthropists? 

The HOME SECRETARY: The hon. 
member knew that the luxury in living 
existPd in every ,community. The hon. mem­
ber could not deny that in every suburb and 
in every country town there were picture 
shows attended nightly by thousands of 
people. They had theatres throughout the 
city which were crowd.ed nightly, and that 
was a condition of things that did not 
exist a few years previously. Such things 
co>t money. It all meant an increased 
cost, so far as living was concerned and 
it was ridiculous for hon. membe~s to 
come fDrward and oay that by an act 
of the LE·gislaturc they could effect an 
economic ref'?rm. An industry wDuld only 
bear a certam burden, and if they went 
beyond that burden, they simply killed the 
goose that laid the g-olden egg. · They were 
all desirous of seeing the conditions of life 
improved, but the question was how that 
improvement was to be effected, and he 
ventured to. say. it was not going to be done 
by. any leg1slatrye enactmt;nt. They ~ight 
brm!" about farrer and JUster condrtw:ns 
but. if . bon. members thought that by any 
legrslatrvc enactment they were going to 
overturn the foundation of what might be 
calle.d. political Gconomy, they were simply 
decervmg- themselves. Returning to the 

an;endmcnt, he was of Dpinion that it was 
superfluous. All th.e necessary conditions 
were contained in the section itself, which 
left it to the court, in the simplest and fullw;t 
sense, to do all that was necebary to ga,in 
information and arrive at a decision. '!'he 
cc·urt had all the powers necessary~it could 
delegate power to experts, and it had the 
power to authorise the registrar to gain 
any information that ··vas necessary. They 
would simpiy be burdening the Bill with 
matters whioh were not neccs-ary by adopt­
ing the amendment, and he did not pro­
pose to accept it. 

::' Ir. RYAN said he bad listened very care­
fully to the arguments that bad been offered 
by the various speaker:;. Nutrly the whole 
of the. Home Seeretarv's argument was an 
expr1:ssion of his vie,;s as to what things 
the court should take notice of in arriving· 
at a proper wa~e, and, boiled down, it 
se-emed to him that the hon. gentleman, and 
thc;e behind him, cmFide.·ed that practic­
ally the only thing the court was to con­
sider v-,as what an industrv could afford. 
The Ho'lle Secrctarv had tal{en special pains. 
t<) elar,;,rate that "argurnc·nt~the old Tor;r 
argument ag.:tinst n rise in wages. On hrs. 
side, they vicwec! the po·i):~on from an.other 
standpoint, and they consrdered that rf an 
industrv could not afford to pay a reason­
aU(' aiid livin§!' wag··, it ought to go. He 
asked what industry was there in Queens­
land that ce>uld not affurd a fair anc: .living 
wage? I£ there "'IV as such an ir:dust.ry, the 
CJ.overnme•rt were to blame. Hrs party be­
lieved in placin:; an industry on such .a 
footing that it would be able to pay a farr 
and livino' wage. Let them take the farm­
ing induirtry. LThe hon .. member for Mar­
anoa had frequently pomted out that the 
Government \\a:.. not giving propl!r encour~ 
agemcnt to the rarmin.<: industr:y, and was 
not placing the farmer m a .Posrbon vo pay 
a"' rrood wao'es as he otherwrse v;,ould. The 
hm~~ mcmb~r had also pointed out in :vhat 
way the farming industry could b~ .assrsted 
so as to permit of the farmer grvmg the· 
wa.ges demanded by the rural workers­
That being the a'"gll!nent of the hon. gentle­
man h" proceedr'd to say that the amend­
ment ~as superfluous, because the court 
already had power with regard to those mat­
tc,rs. 'lhe . principal thing in the amend­
ment was that the court must have regard 
to thD cost of living. 'I'he hon. gentleman 
said that was not a chief consideration; 
that the only consideration was, " What: 
could the industry afford!" No doubt & 

board ·or the court might have regard to 
the cost of living, but the arguments put 
forward bv the Home S'ecrctary. that they 
might disregard legal technicalities, and so< 
forth, was quite bes~de the question. Ex­
perience had shown that there were boards 
which did not take into account the cost of 
living; that they had refused to take tho~e 
thino-s into account; and consequently rt 
beca~e necessary for the Legislature to 
direct such board or boards that they should 
take it into consideration. The basis from 
which one must reason as to the rate of 
wages, first of all, was: what was a fair­
living wage, and in arriving at that they 
must necessarily have regard to the cost of 
livin<r. At present the procedure before a 
boar-d was this: for employee' to give evi­
dence ao to the cost of living, and em­
ployers to give evidence a.s to the cost of 
production; and on that evidence an award' 
was made which was binding- for a certain. 

Mr . .Ryan.] 
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time. The employee was bound• by the 
a'Tard, but the emp~oyer coul_d immediately 
ra.s!' the .selh_ng prwe of hiS commodity. 
Whrle a rise m wages might necessitate a 
shght nse m the cost of living, experience 
had shov.;n that the cost of living had in­
creas!'d .m a far greater proportion than 

· the rise m w11ges. 

Mr. THEODORE: And precedes it. 

~r .. RYAN: That was so. Take a coal 
· ?risrs In England. There was a certain rise 
m wages, and the coalowners at once raised 
the prwc o£ coal 2s. 6d. a ton, and there 
was a great outcry against it. That was the 
experience all through, and that was the 

·conclusion arrived at by those who had been 
pla9ed in a pos!tion of having every oppor­
tumty of k;wwmg. In saying that, he re­
ferred particularly to the expression used 
by ~he !?resident of the Weste-rn Australian 
ArbitratiOn Court. When commenting on a 
proposed amendment of the law there he 
s~id it was essential that power should be 
grven to the court to have something to say 
as regarded the cost of living. When n:ien 
placed in such a position, free from all influ­
·~nces, and wit~ every opportunity of know­
mg the essential facts and all the circum­
stances of the case, considered it was essen­
tial that the court should have regard to 

·those matters, surely it was right that Parlia­
ment should be guided by such opinions_ 
No doubt there were many boards which 
looked at the matter through the spectacles 

. which the hon. gentleman looked through, 
but the han. member for Keppel desired 
tha_t they should look at it through spectacles 
whwh had not such a narrow view. He 

·would support the amendment. 

Mr. FORSYTH really did not think it 
·necessary to include the amendment. They 
appointed a wages board, and they ap­
pointed a court, and the employers and 
employees had each representatives on those 
boards; and if the representatives of the 
employers were not competent to obtain 
what evidence they could in connection with 
the cost of living or anything else; then they 
·should not be there. 

Mr. THEODORE : The board might refuse to 
·hear the evidence. 

Mr. FORSYTH did not think the board 
•could refuse to hear it. As a matter of fact, 
they had power to inquire into the cost of 
any goods in any calling. Those men were 
there for the purpose of finding out what 

_wages should be paid to the employees. 
They had power to ask for certain evidence· 
and if the employees' representatives brought 
forward that evidence, surely the board was 
hound to listen to it ? 

Mr. THEODORE: They need not ask for it. 
Mr. FORSYTH : The board could inquire 

into the ':ctual cost of living, and also into 
·the questiOn as to what an industry could 
-afford to pay. :r'hey_ had heard a good deal 
about the farmmg mdustry, and he would 
point out that farm produce, such as butter, 
·cheese, etc., had to be exported, and no 
matter what wages the industry had to pay 
the farmer could not pass it on to the con~ 
·.sumer, as the price of butter, etc., was regu­
lated by the London market. It was a verv 
·easy .matte.r when t~ey had protection, such 
as existed 111 connectwn with the bootmaking 
industry, to pass the extra cost on. If the 
>employees said they wanted an extra 5s. or 
lOs. a week in wages, the employer would 

[Mr. Ryan .. 

imJilediately say that that mea~t an extra 
5 per cent. on the cost of productwn, and he 
would put it on to the price of his boots, 
and thus passed it on to the consumer. But 
in the farming industry, the farmer could 
not pass on the extra cost, and therefore 
farmers should be kept out of wages boards, 
as they were placed in a very different posi­
tion to that of other trades. On page 4 of 
the Bill, in the definition of " industrial 
matters," it was stated that the term in­
cluded matters relating to-

" All questions of what is fair and 
right in relation to any industrial matter 
having regard to the interests of the 
persons immediately concerned and of 
the community as a whole." 

That particular definition represented every­
thing. The boards could take any evidence 
they liked, whether it was in connection with 
the extra cost of living or otherwise, and 
therefore the amendment was unnecessary. 

Mr. BEBBINGTON said he could not 
agree with the amendment, as he could 
see no reason in it. Whatever wages 
were paid they had to be earned first. To 
illustrate. what he meant, he would draw 
attention to what happened on one of the 
railways at present being constructed. Two 
men engaged on that railway were em­
ployed in putting up fencing, and on one 
day one of them sank thirty-two post holes, 
and the other man sank only four holes in 
the day, so that his earnings would not keep 
him. Who was going to keep that man if 
he did not earn his living? The Opposition 
wanted to make the one man earn sufficient 
to keep the other man. The man who would 
not sink his holes ought to starve. He would 
not bring a good man down to a bad man's 
level, neither would he make a good work­
man work to keep a lazy workman. They 
were told that if an industry would not pay a 
certain wage it should go down. In a paper 
he received from England the other day a 
certain firm advertised for a clerk, and they 
received 726 applications at £1 6s. a week. 
Members of the Opposition would not allow 
those men to come out here and work for 
7s. or Ss. a day, and yet they were actually 
wearing clothes made by sweated labour at 
4s. a day. 

At 10 p.m., 
The CHAIRMAN : In accordance with 

Standing Order No. 251, and in accordance 
with the order of the House, made on the 
27th ultimo, relative to this Bill, I shall 
proceed to put all the questions necessary to 
dispose of the new clause now before the 
Committee, and the clauses to the end of 
Part VI. of the Bill. 

Question-That proiJosed new clause {Mr. 
Larcombe's amendment) be inserted to fol­
low clause 44-put; and the Committee 
divided:-

Mr. Adamson 
Barber 
Bertram 
Coyne 
Fihelly 
Foley 
Gilday 
Hamilton 
Hardacre 
Hunter 
Huxham 

Tellers: Mr. 

AYES, 22. 
Mr. Kirwan 

Land 
Larcom be 
Lennon 
May 
McCormack 
O'Sullivan 
Payne 
Ryan 
Theodore 

, Winstanley 
Huxham anq Mr. Kirwan. 
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NOES, 28. 
Mr. Allan 

Appel 
Barnes, G. P. 
Barnes, W. H. 
Bebbington 
Booker 
Bouchard 
Bridges 
Caine 
Crawford 
Denham 
Forsyth 
Fox 

Mr. 

, Grayson 
Tellers: Mr. Welsby a-dd 

PAIRS. 

Gunn 
Hodge 
Macartney 
Morgan 
Petrie 
Rankin 
Somerset 
Stevens 
Swayne 
Trout 
Walker 
Welsby 
Wienholt 
Williams 

Mr. Wienholt. 

Ayes-Mr. Murphy and Mr. Breslin. 
Noes-Mr. Blair and Mr. Paget. 

'Resolved in the negative. 
Question-That clause 45 stand part of the 

!ll'lill-put ; and the Committee divided :­
AYES, 27. 

:Mr. Allan 
Appel 
Barnes, G. P. 
Barnes, W. H. 
Bebbington 
Booker 
Bouchard 
Bridges 
Caine 
Crawford 
Denham 
Fox 
Grayson 

Mr. Hodge 
Macartney 
Morgan 
Petrie 
Rankin 
Somerset 
Stevens 
Swayne 
Trout 
Walker 
Welsby 
Wienholt 
Williams 

,, Gunn 
Tellers: Mr. Welsby and Mr. Wienholt. 

llr. Adamson 
Barber 
Bertram 
Coyne 
Fihelly 
Foley 
Gilday 
Hamilton 
Hardacre 
Hunter 

NoEs, 22. 
Mr. Kirwan 

Land 
Larcombe 
Lennon 
May 
McCormack 
O'Sullivan 
Payne 
Ryan 
Theodore 

, Huxham 
Tellers : Mr. 

,. Winstanley 
Huxham and Mr. Kirwan. 

PAIRS. 
Ayes-Mr. Blair and Mr. Paget. 
Noes-Mr. Murphy and Mr. Breslin. 

Resolved in the affirmative. 
Question-That clause 46 stand part of the 

!Bill-put; and the Committee divided:­
AYES, 26. 

Mr. Allan 
Appel 
Barnes, G. P. 
Barnes, W. H. 
Bebbington 
Bouchard 
Bridges 
Caine 
Crawford 
Denham 
Fox 
Grayson 

Mr. 

, Gunn , 
'Tellers: Mr. Welsby and 

Mr. Adamson 
Barber 
Bertram 
Booker 
Coyne 
Fihelly 
Foley 
Gilday 
Hamilton 
Hardacre 
Hunter 

NoEs, 23. 
Mr. 

Hodge 
Macartney 
Morgan 
Petrie 
Rankin 
Somerset 
Stevens 
Swayne 
Trout 
·walker 
Welsby 
Wienholt 
Williams 

Mr. Wienholt. 

Kirwan 
Land 
Larcom be 
Lennon 
May 
McCormack 
O'Sullivan 
Payne 
Ryan 
Theodore 
Winstanley· 

, Huxham 
Telle>·s: Mr. Huxham and Mr. Kirwan. 

PAIRS. 
Ayes-Mr. Blair and Mr. Paget. 
Noes-Mr. Murphy and Mr. Bresl!n. 

Resolved in the affirmative. 

Question-That clause 4~ stand. !!art of the 
Bill-put; and the Committee dmded :-

AYES, 26. 
Hodge 
:Macartney 
Morgan 
Petrie 
Rankin 
Somerset 
Stevens 
Swayne 
Trout 
Walker 
Welsby 
\Vienholt 
Williams 

Mr. Allan 
Appel 
Barnes, G. P. 
Barnes, W. H. 
Bebbington 
Bouchard 
Bridges 
Caine 
Crawford 
Denham 
Fox 
Grayson 

Mr. 

i~lle~su~nMr. Welsby and Mr. Wienholt. 

NoEs, 23. 
Mr. Kirwan 

Land 
Larcombe 
Lennon 
May 
McCormack 
O'Sullivan 
Payne 

Mr. Adamson 
Barber 
Bertram 
Booker 
Coyne 
Fihe!Iy 
Foley 
Gilday 
Hamilton 
Hardacre 
Hunter 

Ryan 
Theodore 
Winstanley 

, Huxham 
Tellers: Mr. Huxham and Mr. Kirwan. 

PAIRS. 
Ayes-Mr. Blair and Mr. Paget. . 
Noes-Mr. Murphy and Mr. Breslm. 

Resolved in the affirmative. 

Question-That clause 4~ stand.!!·art of the 
Bill-put; and the Committee divided:-

AYES, 27. 
Hodge 
Macartney 
Morgan 
Petrie 
Rankin 
Somerset 
Stevens 
Swayne 
Trout 
Walker 
Welsby 
Wienholt 
Williams 

Mr. Allan 
Appel 
Barnes, G. P. 
Barnes, W. H. 
Bebbington 
Booker 
Bouchard 
Bridges 
Caine 
Crawford 
Denham 
Fox 
Grayson 

Mr. 

, Gunn 
Tellers: Mr. Welsby and Mr. Wienholt. 

NOES, 22. 
Mr. Kirwan 

Land 
Larcom be 
Lennon 
May 
McCormack 
O'Sullivan 
Payne 
Ryan 
Theodore 

Mr. Adamson 
Barber 
Bertram 
Coyne 
Fihelly 
Foley 
Gilday 
Hamilton 
Hardacre 
Hunter 

, Huxham 
Telle1·s: Mr. 

" Winstanley 
Huxham and Mr. Kirwan. 

PAIRS. 
Ayes-Mr. Blair and Mr. Paget. 
Noes-Mr. Murphy and Mr. Breslin. 

Resolved in the affirmative. 

Question-That clause 49 stand part of the 
Bill-put; and the Committee divided:-

A"''Es, 27. 
Mr. Allan 

Appel 
Barnes, G. P. 
Barnes, W. H. 
Bebbington 
Booker 
Bouchard 
Bridges 
Caine 
Crawford 
Denham 
Fox 
Grayson 

Mr. Hodge 
Macartney 
Morgan 
Petrie 
Rankin 
Somerset 
Stevens 
Swayne 
Trout 
Walker 
Welsby 
Wienholt 
Williams 

, Gunn 
Tell01·s: Mr. WelsbY and Mr. Wienholt. 
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NoEs, 22. 
Mr. Adamson 

Barber 
Bertram 
Coyne 
Fihelly 
Foley 
Gilday 
Hamilton 
Hardacre 
Hunter 
Huxham 

Mr. Kirwan 
Land 
Larcom be 
Lennon 
May 
McCormack 
O'Sullivan 
Payne 
Ryan 
Theodore 
'Winstanley 

Tellers: Mr. Huxham and Mr. Kirwan. 

PAIRS. 

Ayes-Mr. Blair and Mr. Paget. 
Noes-Mr. Murphy and Mr. Breslin. 

Resolved in the affirmative. 

Question-That clause 50 stand part of the. 
Bill-put; and the Commitwe divided :-

Mr. Allan 
Appel 
Barnes, G. P. 
Barnes, W. H. 
Bebbington 
Booker 
Bouchard 
Bridge~ 
Caine 
Crawford 
Denham 
Fox 
Grayson 
Gunn 

Mr. Hodge 
Macartney 
Morgan 
Petrie 
Ranlrin 
Somerset 
Ste·vens 
Swayne 
Trout 
\f.lalker 
Welsby 
Wienholt 
Williams 

Telle1·s: Mr. Crawford and Mr. Williams. 

NOES, 22. 

Mr. Adamson 
Barber 
Bertram 
Coyne 
Fihelly 
Foley 
Gilday 
Hamilton 
Hardacre 
Hunter 
Huxham 

Tellers: Mr. Bertram 

Mr. Kirwan 
Land 
Larcom be 
Lennon 
May 
McCormack 
O'Sullivan 
Payne 
Ryan 
Theodore 
Winstanley 

and Mr. O'Sullivan. 

PAIRS. 
Ayes-Mr. Blair and Mr. Paget. 
Noes-l\1r. Murphy and Mr. Breslin. 

Resolved in the affirmative. 

Question-That cl.ause 51 stand part of the 
Bill-put; an~ the Committee divided:-

AYES, 27. 
Mr. Allan Mr. Hqdge 

Appel Macartney 
Barnes, G. P. Morgan 
Barnes, W. H. Petrie 
Bebbington Rankin 
Booker Somerset 
Bouchard Stevens 
Bridges Swayne 
Caine 'rrout 
Crawford Walker 
Denham Welsby 
Fox Wienholt 
Grayson Williams 
Gunn 

Tel,lers: Mr. Williams and Mr. Crawford. 

NOES, 22. 

Mr. Adamson Mr. Kirwan 
Barber Land 
Bertram Larcom be 
Coyne Lennon 
Fihelly May 
Foley McCormack 
Gilday O'Sullivan 
Hamilton Payne 
Hardacre Ryan 
I-Iunter Theodore 
Huxham Winstanley 

Tellen: Mr. Bertram and Mr. O'Sullivan. 

PAIRS. 
Ayes-Mr. Blair and Mr. Paget. 
Noes-JIIIr. Murphy and Mr. Breslin. 

Resolved in the affirmative. 

Question-That clause 52 stand part of th&· 
Bill-put; and the Committee divided:-

Mr. Allan Mr. Hodge 
Appel Macartney 
Barnes, G. P. Morgan 
Barnes, W. H. Petrie 
Bebbington Rankin 
Booker Somerset 
Bouchard Stevens 
Bridges Swayne 
Caine Trout 
Crawford Walker 
Denham Welsby 
:B.,ox Wienholt 
Grayson Williams 
Gunn 

TellC?'3: Mr. Williams and Mr. CrawfoYd. 

NOES) 22. 

Mr. Adamson Mr. Kirwan 
Barber .Land 
Bertram Larcom be 
Coyne Lennon 
Fihe.Uy May 
Foley McCormack 
Gilday O'Sullivan 
Hamilton Payne 
Hardacre Ryan 
Hunter Theodore 
Huxham Winstanley 

Tellers: Mr. Bertram and Mr. O.'Sullivan. 

PAIRS. 
Ayes-Mr. Blair and Mr. Paget. 
Noes-Mr. Murphy and Mr. Breslin. 

Resolved in the .affirmative. 

Question-That clause 53 stand part of th&­
Bill-put; and the Committee divicLed :- · 

AYESJ 27. 
Mr. Allan :Mr. Hodge 

Appel Macartney 
Barnes, G. P. Morgan 
Barnes, W. H. Petrie 
Bebbington Rankin 
Booker Somerset 
Bouchard Stevens 
Bridges Swayne 
Caine Trout 
Crawford Walker 
Denham Welsby 
Fox Wienholt 
Grayson Williams 
Gunn 

Tel!ers: Mr. Crawford and Mr. Williams •. 
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NoEs, 22. 
::Mr. Adamson 

Barber 
Bertram 
Coyne 
Fihelly 
Foley 
Gilday 
Hamilton 
Hardacre 
Hunter 
Huxham 

Mr. Kirwan 
Land 
Larcom be 
Lennon 
May 
McCormack 
O'Sullivan 
Payne 
Ryan 
Theodore 

Tellers: Mr. Bertram 
Winstanley 

and Mr. O'Sullivan. 

PAIRS. 
Ay€"-Mr. Blair and Mr. Paget. 
Noes-Mr. Murphy and Mr. Breslin. 

Resolved in the affirmative. 

Question-That clause 54 stand part of the 
Bill-put; and the Committee divided:­

Mr. 
AYES, 27. 

Allan 
Appel 
Barnes, G. P. 
Barnes, W. H. 
Bebbington 
Booker 
Bouchard 
Bridges 
Caine 
Crawford 
Denham 
Fox 
Grayson 
Gunn 

Mr. Hodge 
Macartney 
Morgan 
Petrie 
Rankin 
Somerset 
Stevens 
Swayne 
Trout 
Walker 
vVelshy 
vVienholt 
'Williams 

'Telle1·s: i\!r. Crawford and Mr. Wiiliams. 

NOES, 22. 
Mr. Adamson Mr. 

Barber 
Bertram 
Coyne 
Fihelly 
Foley 
Gilday 
Hamilton 
Hardacre 
Hunter 
Huxham 

Tellers: Mr. Bertram and 

PAms. 

Kirwan 
Land 
Larcom be 
I.1ennon 
May 
McCormack 
O'Sullivan 
Payne 
Ryan 
Theodore 
Winstanley 

Mr. O'Sullivan. 

Ayes-Mr. Blair and )11:r. Paget. 
Noe•-Mr. Murphy and Mr. Br~slin. 

Resolved in the affirmative. 

Question-That clause 55 stand part o£ the 
Bill-put; and the Committee divided. 

The CHAIRMAN: There being no tellers 
for the "Noes," I declare the question re­
solved in the affirmative. 

Clauses 56 to 60, inclusive, put and passed, 
without division. 

The House resumed. The CHAIRMAN re­
ported the Bill as far as the end of Part VI., 
and the Committee obtained leave to sit 
again to-morrow. 

MINING FOR COAL AND MINERAL 
OIL BILL. 

MESSAGE FROM THE COUNCIL. 

The SPEAKER announced the receipt of a 
message from the Legislative Council return­
ing this Bill with an amendment in which 
they invited the concurrence of the Legisla­
tive Assembly. 

Ordered that the Council's amendment be 
taken into consideration to-morrow. 

The.House adjourned at two minutes to 11 
o'clock. 
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