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Regislative Qouncil,
Thursday, 17th November, 1927,

Paok
Assenb to BilI ... 1943
Blily; Cleser Sett]emsnt. ueport- 1943

Land Tax aud Iocome Tox, Aasamblya Mesame 1943

Employinent Brokers' Act Amendment, 2r. 1643

The PEESIDENT took the Chair at 4.30
p.m., and read prayers.

ASSENT TO BILL.

Message from the Governor received and
read notifying nssent to the Industries As-
siztance Aet Continuance HKil.

BILL—CLOSER SETTLEMENT.
Report of Committee adopted.

BILL—LAND TAX AND INCOME
TAX.

NAusembly’s Further Message.,

Debate reswwed frowm the previous dey
on the Message from Lhe A<sembly notifying
that the Speaker had ruled affirming the il-
legality of further considering the request
uf the Couneil and desiring the concurrence
of the Council in the Bil!, and on the fol-
iowing motion hy the Chisf Seecretary;—

That a message he sent to the Legislative
Aszsembly as follows:—The Legislative Coun-
eil aequaints the Legisintive Assembly, in re-
ply to Message No. 26 from the Legislative
Asgombly:—(1) That in view of the differ-
ences of apinion arisitng from time to time on
the question of the right of the Tegislative
Couneil to press regitests, the Legislative Coun-
¢il is of opinion that the matter should be re-
forred through the preper official chanmel to
the Tudieinl Committee of the Privy Council
for deecision, both Houses to have full oppor-
tunity of stating their ease for prescutation
to that tribunul.  {2) Meanwhile, having re-
gard to the importanee of the Land Tax and
Tneome Tax Bill, and the adverge cffeet on the
finane~s oven if the Bill were only temperarily
Iaid  aside, the TLegislative Couneil, without
preindiee  to  its constitutionmal rights and
privileges, i ypreparved to give the Bill fur-
the consideration if the Legislative Assembly
will agree to itz sugmestion as to the means
of obvinting futnre disputes on the same point,
and of determining the respeetive powers of
hoth Houses in this conneetion.
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In Commities.

Hon. J. Gornell in the Chair; the Chief
Seceetary in charge of the Bill.

The CHATRMAN: When progress was
veported on the consideralion of the As-
sembly’s Message No. 26, there was a mo-
iion by the Chief Secretary before the Com-
mittee. I shall read the motion.

Hon, A, LOVEKIN: Oa a point of order.
At this stage of the session, is it necessary
10 lose time by reading long motions that
have already been before the Committee, and
which appear on the Notice Paper?

The CHAIRMAN: 1t is custumary to
do sg, but if it is not the dosire of the Com-
mittee I shall not recad the motion.

Hon. A. LOVERKIN: You have put it al-
ready.

The CHIEF SECRETARY: I ask leave
o withdraw my motion with a view to moving
another one,

Motion, by leave, wilhdrawn.
The CHIEF SECRETARY: I move—

The Legislative Couneil acquaints the Legis-
lintive Assembly in reply to s message No. 206,
that, having regard to the importanee of the
Teonl Tax and lncome Tax Bily, and the ad-
verse cffeet on the finanees even if the Bill
were only temporarily laid aside, the Logisla-
tive Council, without prejudice te its constitu-
tiounl rights and privileges, iz prepared to
give the Bill turther consideration if the Legis-
lative Assemlly will agree with the Yegisla-
tive Covacil—{a) to refer the matter at pre-
sont subject of dispute, to the Judicial Com-
mittes of the Privy Couneil for deeision; and
(b) pending the determination by suech tri-
bunat of the respective righrs of the two
Tlousea, the Legislative Asrembly will refrain
from further persistonee in the view now ad-
vaneed by the Legislative Assembly that the
pressing of n request is illegal.  The Bill is
returned  herewith,

I think the motion will b2 more acceptable
to the Committee than that which I pre-
viously moved.

Question put and passed.

Resolution veported, the report adepled,
and a message accordingly transmitted to
the Legislative Assembly.

BILL—EMPLOYMENT BROKERS AOT
AMENDMENT.
Second Reading.
Debate resumed from the 15th November.
HON. V. HAMERSLEY (East) [441]:
The Bill inelndes some wmachinery clauses

that represent an improvewment upon those
contained in the parent Act, but thers are
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somne ¢lauses with which [ amn not fully in
agreement. The licensing bench is consti-
{uted differently from what it was when
the Employment Brokers Act was passed
originally. The present beoch bave been ap-
pointed to deal with the licensing of hotels
throughout the State. Thai does not bring
them into touch with avenues eontrolled by
the Fmployment Brokers Act. They are not
an fait with the requirements of people
who wish to employ labour, nor are
they eognisant of the labour offering
m various ceantres. As they travel from
one part of the State to another, it
would be difficult for them to get in touch
with applications received {rem brokers who
may desire to register from time to time
in districts infrequently visiled by members
of the lieensing court. In that direction the
provisions of the Bill furnith a distinet im-
provement that may oversome the diffienlty.
1 sometimes wonder why if is neecessary to
raegister the undertakings of {he various em-
ployment brokers. They arve engaged in busi-
ne-ses that will grow acrording to the ger-
vice they render to the emnmunity, in the
same way as various businesses expand in
different parts of the State. If a person
establishes a small shop there iz no necessity
for him to secure a license. He merely starts
his business and ecarries on. Bhould he give
satisfaction to the community who realise
that the business is to their mutual ad-
vantage. his operations extend until he
iz established on a much larger bhasis.
1 regret that it should have been eonsidered
necessary to attempt to cuvtail the opera-
tions of the employment brokers. T do not
eoe why thov should be snhjected to treat-
ment different from that meted out to other
peaple starting in business, bhecause thev
render a serviee fo hoth the emplover and
the emplovee, and according to the efficirnev
of the servier rendered, the brokers’ busi-
noss is destroved or improved. They act
really in a position of trust to the employer
and the employee. I know men who have
heen emploved through private registry
offices from time to time, and have asked
them why they went to those places and
naid fees to sceure an engagement when the
door of the State Labour Burean was wide
open to them and they conld there secura
an engagement for nothing. T have been sur-
prised at being told in reply that they much
preferved to go to private brokers beeanse
they were generally more assured of securing
a place that would give them more perma-
nent emplovment. They said the employ-

[COUNCIL.)

ment brokers took great pains to keep =«
record of the people with whom they were
dealing, and would not engage hands for
employers who had a poor record in the
vyes of the men who had worked for them.
The employers find they get satisfactory
treatment by engaging men through the
hrokers, becanse the brokers keep a record
of the engagements to which men have been
sent, how long they have remained in the
position and whether they have given satis-
taetion. When employers send to an em-
ployment broker, they fecl assured that their
requirements will he eavefully considered he-
fore a man 18 engaged. [ darcsay somewhat
<similar netion is taken at the Coverminent
f.abonr Bareauw, but T am =atisfied that the
private hrokers would not snceeed as well
as Lhey have done had the (iovernment in-
stilntion given equal satisfaction. It is
vidienlous fo suggest that the employee, as
well as the employer, would pay private
veeislry offices fees for engagements when
it 15 oapen to bhoth fo go te the Government
Buwrean and get the serviee for nothing.
The mere fact that the emplovment broke-s
have been able to jnervase their Lusiness is
snifeient proof of the efficieney of the =er-
viee, and bearing that in mind, we should
he eareful net to pass legislation that will
unduly interfere with their operations. Tt
seems that the Government, in embarking
on activities of this kind, are apt to create
# monopoly for the hrokers already en-
egaged in the business. I fail to see why we
should help to create a monopoly for the
tow established brokers. Tt would be hetter
to have no restrietion whatever, so that
others conld he encouraged to engage in the
business. They all serve a good purpose hy
doing their hest to hring employver and em-
ployee into more satisfactory touch. The
Government’s desire seems to he to seeure
2 monapoly in order that all the work may
be done at the (Governmenz office. T know
that some of the men employed in country
distriets belonged to Iabour unions at ome
time, hut they objected to some of the rules
and regulations, and went into the eountry
purposely to get away from the control and
interference of the unions. They naturally
preferred to seek employment through a pri-
vate recistry office. From my own know-
Jledee T am convineed that the eare exer-
cised by private offices in the seleetion of
emplovees is not exercised by the Govern-
ment burean. That is nrobably due to the
fart that some of the men, when they seek
¢ngagements, are not capable for the work.
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T said to one of them, “How did you come
to be engaged for this class of work wher
vou know nothing about it? T have had to
pay your fare here and vou have put me
to 2 lot ot inconvenience, How did you come
to be engaged? The man quife openly
acknowledged that he had said he was cap-
able. He was really anxions to secure a
job in the country, and having got there anl
away from the environments of the city, he
was prepaced to take the chance of the em-
ployer offering him other work.

Ton. £, H. Gray: Was he a tradesman’?

Hon. V. IIAMERSLEY: I have experi-
enced less of that kind of thing when men
were  engaged  through private registry
uilices than when they were engaged through
the Government bureau. Prolably the Gov-
ermnent hureau officials do not keep the
same eavefal records that the vegistry offices
keep. For that there is a veiy pood reason,
Lecause private registry offices would real-
1c¢ that their business was at an end if an
engagement proved unsatisfactory to either
employver or emplovee. In Committee 1
shall have somethinz to say on several of
the eclauses, T hope some of them will not
be passed beeause thev are altogether too
drastic in that they would permit of the
exereising of severe control over employment
brokers who are fulfilling a good purpose
Ly bringing employers and employees to-
pether.

HON. SIR EDWARD WITTENOOM
{North) {+33]): On comparinz the Bil}
with the Aet T Hnd 1t is nething but an
attempt to tinker with the law, without
makine any gond or desirable alteration-.
The Aet eomprises only 28 scetions and
this Bill seeks to aumend 18 of them. TF
that is net tinkering with an Aet, I do not
know what is. Tt wonld have been better
had the Governmenl introduced n con-
solidating measure, beeause then we conid
have nnderstood exactly what was iutended.
The amount of industry required to com-
pare the amendments in the Bill with the
gections of the et is considerable. [
would not have minded the expenditure of
the necessary energy had the results lbesn
catisfactory, but they have been exceedingly
unsatisfactory, 8o far as T ean understand,
the ohject of the Rill is simply to drive all
husiness into the Government Tabour
Bureaw. Judging by the insinnations in-
direetlv eonveved by the amendments, one
would be inclined to think that the people
engaged in the business were a very bad
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lot. ‘My experience is the reverse. It is
difficult to find words to describe the in-
tention of the Bill and therefore I shall
gnote n few observations made by a mem-
ber of this House some time ago. He said
that from the way the Bill then under con-
dideration had been criticised, one would
think it had come from spielers, thieves,
sharks and garotters. Judging by the Bill,
that description wounld aptly apply to the
Government's opinion of employment
brokers. I believe the words I have quoted
were ruled out of order and therefore{
cannot use them, but they seem to convey
the ideas of the Liovernment regarding the
people who will operate under this measure.
By Clause 12 it is proposed to abolish the
payment of fees by the person hired. While
it might not be any hardship on the em-
ployer to pay the remuneration, it wouald
e unwise not tu charge the employvee;
olherwise any person employed would have
no hesitatien in leaving his billet as often
as he Hked. There would be no expense to
him whatever. Af present, however, he
wonld lose nalt 5 week's wages if he -on-
itnwadly moved from one place to anothes,
In the eircumstances it would be better to
charge employees fees us ab prosent, noi
hecanse the amendment would be any
serious imposition on the employer, but
becanse it wonld be injudicious to exempt
the employee. The charging of fces would
be a further indncement for workers to
vtemain in their pusitions rather than
wander from one place 1o another. Clause
15 secks to amend Section 25 of the Aet.
Section 25 states—

Every employment broker who  knowingly
by any false statoinent or reprosentation in-
duees anvy scrvant to enter into an engage-
ment shall be Hable on conviction to a fine
net execeding £30, or fo imprisonment with

or without hard labowr for nnt exceeding six
months.

No one takes any exception to that; at
least T do not think any reasonable person
wonld, Ti seems fairly drastic and severa.
Let ns see now what Clanse 15 of the Bill
savs. It reads—

Every cmployment broker who knowingly
by and false statement or representation—
{a) induces or causes any servant to enter into
any engagement or take any employment; or
{b) induccs or causes any persen to seek or
take stéps ¢n obtain any cmployment, engage-
meat. or position whieh in fuet 13 not avail-
able ar an~n, and therchy eauses such person
to ineur auv expense or suffor any damacge or
detrim-nt. shall he liable on convietion to a
fine nnt execeding fifty pounds or to imprison-
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meut, with or without bard labour, for not ex-
ceeding six months.
I am not going .to say that there are no
employment brokers that probably do not
misrepresent things a liftle. I know M.
Cornell is likely to say there are. Prob-
ably there are sowme, but there are a great
many that do net, and the elause is very
severe. But it is equally severe a little
turther on. 1t says—

Any person who sends or delivers to any

employment broker any written statement of
fact, cte.

That is as it should be, but I do not think
there is any necessity for it. Clause 16, T
think, is the worst clanse I have ever seen
m a Bill. It is entirely new and reads:

Every employment broker shall retain in a
registered place of business of such broker,
for a period of not less than six months, all
letters, telegrams, or other documents received
by him in the course of or in refercncc to
bis business, and, shall also make, and retain
for the like period in such a place of business,
copics of all lettors, telegrams, or other doeu-
ments despatched by him in the course of or
in reference to such business, and shall permit
any ingpeetor to cxamine and take copies of
or extracts from such letters, tclegrams, doeu-
ments or copies as any whenever such inspec-
tor shall require him so to do, and shall on
the demand of an inspector producc and ox-
hibit to him all suebh letters, telegrams, docu-
ments, or eopics which are for the time being
in the posscssion, eustady ot power of such
broker, and shall answer truthfully and com-
pletely, to the best of hig knowledge, informa-
tion and belief, all questions which any in-
gpeetor shall put to him touching any such
letter, telegram, doeumcut or copy, or any
matfer mentioned or referred to therein.

Hon. J. Cornell : What is wrong with that?

Hon. Sir EDWARD WITTENQQM:
How would the hon. member like an in-
speector to examine his letters and telegrams?

Hon, J. Cornell: T would not mind. if
my business was honestly run,

Hon. Sir EDPWARD WITTENQOM: I
do not think anvone would like his bhusiness
investigated in this way.

Hon., J. Cornell: The Taxation Depart-
ment can do that.

Hon,
They do not in my case, since 1 have nothing
to tax.

Hon. E. H. Hurris: You are very lucky.

Hon. Sir EDWARD WITTENOOM: I
consider the elause nothing but imperlinence.
1 admit that every care should be exercised;
1 admit, too, that the clause is exeecdingly
drastic. But here is something even worse

Sir EDWARD WITTENOOM:

(COUNCIL.]

in Clause 18, which deals with the making
of regulations. Lt says—-

Section 28 of the principal Aet is hereby

amended by adding to Subsection (1) the fol-
lowing words:—“By such regulations the
maximum fees to be charged by employment
brokers shall he preseribed.’’
The seetion it is proposced to amend by that
clanse provides that the Governor may make
regulations, and such regulations shall be
published, ete. The elause sets out that the
maximum fees fo be charged by employment
brokers shall be preseribed. Suppose the
Govermment, in their zeal and anxiety to
help the Labour Burcan, put up very high
rates for the purpose of driving applicanis
for work to the Government instifution.

Hon. J. Corpell: This House could dis-
allow the regulations.

Hon. W. H. Kitson: The clause does not
mean that.

Hon. Sir EDWARD WITTENQOM: No,
but it eould mean that. The Govermment
may make the fees so low that the private
officers would not be able to compete. The
Government do not care whether the insti-
tution, like most of the Government institu-
tions, pays or does not pay.

Hon, E. H. Gray: The Government would
fix 8 maximum fee.

Hon, Sir EDWARD WITTENOOM: The
Government always have the revenue of the
State to fall baek upon. With all these ob-
jectionable clauses in the Bill, is it any use
eonsidering it further? I am of the opinivn
it is not. I cannot see my way to support
the Bill. One of the arguments used by the
Honorury Minister which, by the way, is
beside the question, was the enormous
amount made weekly by some of the pri-
vate bureaus, and he gave an instance that
in one wcek 2 man, aceording to his adver-
tisements, would have collected £79.

Hon. J. Cornell: I think the Honorary
Minister was deawing on his imagination.

Hon. Sir EDWARD WITTENOOM: It
does not matter, T am only repeating what
lie said. He declaved that £39 was aetually
collected. Can we have anything to show
us more plainly that these institutions are
thoroughly popular? Instead of going to
the Labour Burean, where they can receive
attention for next to nothing, applieants
for work go to the private offices. That is
proof that those offices give satisfaction.
People do not pay if they are dissatisfied.
I think these offices do a great deal of goodl.
So why not let them alone? Why not allow
the Fabour Burean to take its course and
the private offices to go their own way?
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It is o good thing to have private labour
bureaus, and if the clients of those offices
are dissatisfied then they can go to the State
Bureau. 1 am told that before a man ean
obtain work from the Statc Bureau he must
have a union ticke:. 1 am informed, how-
ever, that that applies only in the case of
those that are after Governinent employment.
This, of course, may be only one of the yarns
that are heard from time to time. At the
same time we have the Labour Bureau in
competition with the private offices, ana the
(Government are trying to put those private
offices out of the way by treating them most
unfairly. I have a communication from one
of the representatives of the Couneil of Fm-
ployment Brokers.

Hon. E. H. Gray : Have they a union also?

Hon. Sir EDWARD WITTENOOM:
They would be very foolish if they had not.
~ Hon. J. M. Macfarlanc: It is about time

they had one.

Hon. S8ir EDWARD WITTENOOM: The
communication states—

The passing of the iniquitous clavses in the
Bill would put the cxisting private registry
office out of business. Some of those offices
have been in c¢xistence 25 years, and nearly
all are carried on by middle-aged people, prin-
cipally women, who have obligations to fulfil,
leases of the premises they oecupy, the
carc of aged or invalid relatives, and the edu-
cation of children. These office-keepers have
been performing a useful serviee to the State,

Hon. J. Cornell: Who signed that docu-
ment?

Hon. Sir EDWARD WITTENOOM: The
secretary of the Employment Brokers’ As-
sociation,

Hon, J. Cornell: What is her name?

Hon. Sir EDWARD WITTENOOM: I
canpot tell you, the writing is indistinct,

Hon. J. Cornell: Will the hon. member lay
the letter on the Table of the House? He
should give the authority.

Hon. Sir EDWARD WITTENOOM: I
have told vou the letter is from the seere-
tary of the Emplovment Brokers' Associn-
tion.

Hon. J. Councll: What is the writer's
pame ¥
Hon. Sir EDWARD WITTENOOM :

Why are you so curious? The name is hard
to decipher. :

Hon. J. Cornell: Will youn lay it on the
Table of the House?

Hon. Sir EDWARD WITTENOOM :
Certainly, if it will convinee you, The Bill
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should certainly not be passed, and it is my
intention to move an amendment in these
terms—

That the word ‘‘now?’ he struck out, and
‘fthis day six months’’ added to the motion.

HON. J. M. MACFARLANE (Metro-
politan-Suburban) [3.10]: T seeond the mo-
tion. I had intended voting against the
seeond veading of the Ball, but as Sir Bd-
ward has moved an amendment I shall sup-
port it, hecause I do not feel that the Gov-
ernment are quite sincere in their proposal
te rvegulate the business of employment
Iroking. I have in mind the Bill that was
hefove the House last year, when the Gov-
ernment clearly stated they wanted to ereate
a monopoly of this business. Not having
snecerded in the way they desired, they now
hring forward a Bill which will canse the
private offices to die of inanition by reason
of the restrictions it is proposed to place
upon them. I have a list that shows there
are operating ahoat 17 firms, some of which
have recently been ostablished, There are
others. however. that have heen in existence
nine. 22, 235 and 28 vears, and those husi-
nesses have had to suffer the competition of
the State burean for a considernble period.
At the same time they have been able to
survive. Having done that, T am convineed
that the private institutions are useful to
the conmunity. As it is, they have to put
up with heavy restrictions, and at the same
time I do not believe 95 per cent. of the
tales told about them any more than T would
helieve 95 per cent, of the tales related about
the State hureau and its management. The
nnemploved are not at any time too logical
or too definite in regard to their statements.
Unfortunately they are definite in saying
they do not get fair treatment. We can,
however, excuse sueh statements made by
those who require work at the earliest mo-
ment, and under the best conditions, I have
no desire to repeat any statements T have
heard, and I can assure members I have
heard hundrveds of them. I endorse what
Sir Hdward said with regard to the pro-
nosel amendment of Section 25. and its in-
Irntion to restriet the private offices. Tt
doe= not sav that the Government bureau
shall conform to the snine conditions. State-
ments have been made acainst the (Govern-
ment bureau as to the manner in which thev
eanduet anerations. and T think it shounld
elonr itself of the asnersions enst on it in
roanget of the manner in which it trpats those
who endeavour to seenre work thronch its
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agency, ’aragraphs (a) and (b) of pro-
posed new Section 25 read—

(a} Induces or causcs any servant to cnter

into any engagement or take any employment;
or (b) induces or causes any person to seck or
take steps to ohtain any cmployment, engage-
ment or position which in fact is not avail-
able or open, and thereby causes sueh person
to incor any cxpense, cte.
These paragraphs place the employer in the
hands of any employee who is prepared to
make a slafement that he has been vietimised.
It is easv for an employee to make a
statement of that sort, becanse he has
everything to gain and nothing to lo+s
when the ense is brought on. Paragraph
\a) of Clause 25 provides for an inspection
by any inspector. Tt does not specify a
partieular inspeetor, but leaves the thing
open to inspection by anybody claiming .o
be an inspector.

Hon. J. Cornell: No, he must be an in-
spector under the Factories and Shops Aect.

Hon. J. M. MACFARLANE: Tt does
not definitely say so.

Hon. J. Cornell: Yes, in the interpreta-
fion clanse.

Hon. J. M. MACFARLANE: I hope the
House will agree to the amendment, for I
belicve the (lovernment are not sincere in
trying to rezulate these people. There ave
16 employment brokers. They have been
operating for long periods, and apparentlv
are doing good work for the community.
They have dependants who would be
affected hy the destruction of the 16 busi-
nesses. 1 will second the amendment.

HON. J. CORNELL (Sonth—on smend-
ment} [5.17]: T hope the House will not
aeree to the amendment. The Bill has been
totally misrepresented by the mover and
the seconder of the amendment.

Hon, G, W. Miles; In what way?

Hon. J. ('"ORNELL: T am not going to
bring in the question whether or not privata
registry offices shonld Le abolished, for the
Bill makes no attempt to abolish them.

Hon. J. M. Maecfarlane: Then what de-
duction is one to make?

Hon. J. CORNELIL: That belief is only
the deduction that one might draw by
stretehing his imagination. There is nothing
in the Bill that will do away with privets
registry offices. So their futurve is not iu
doubt.

Hon. Sir Edward Wittenoom: The Bill
will make it impossible for therm to cany
on,

[COUNCIL.]

Hon. J. CORNELL: I am not suggesting
that the Bill should pass in its eatirety.
I admit there are in the Bill provisions
open to question, provisions that the
House could reasonably amend, leaving
those other provisions that are essential to
bringing up to date the machinery ot ihe
existing Act. One of the chief contentious
points in the Bill is the question whether
we shall abolish the prevailing position,
which permits the employment broker to
charge the applicant for work a fee. Surely
thet is & debatable question and can he
reasonably discussed in Committee and
even eliminated from the Bill if thought
necessary. I am not going to enter into a
long dissertation as to whether any im-
pecunious person applying for employment
should or should not he charged a fee, but
T will say that when any Government are
prepared to allow an employment broker
io ply his calling under a measure preseri-
ing that the person applying for work shali
not be charged a fee because that person
has a right to employment, the Government
are sailing very elose to the wind, and, to
he logieal, onght to find employment for
that person. But members should not
throw out the Bill on that point alone. I
have zone carvefully through the Bill, eowm-
parmy it elause by clause with the parenr
Act, If any member will take the troubls
to do the samg, 1 think he will eonclude, ns
I have concluded, that except for about five
clauses, the Bill cvuld he passed almost
without question.

Hon. E. H. Haveis: Which ave the five?

Hon. J. CORNELL: The only debatabie
clanses are Clauses 11, 12, 13, 15 and 16.

¥lon. Sir FEdward Wittenoom : XNot
Clause 187

on. J, CORNELL: No. T will deal with
that later. T undersland that under the
parent Aet the aunthority for granting
licenses to employment brokers i~ or was
the old licensing board, and that since the
advent of the new licensing court a sort
o mo man’s land has been set up, for
legally the new licensing court has no
power to funetion in this sphere. That is
one of the main reasons for the Bill. Tie
Bill propeses to econfer upon the new
Yicensing eourt, or upon a police or resident
magistrate, the funetions of the old licens-
ing magistrate. No exeeption can he taken
to that conrse. Unofficiallv T am given to
understand by the Chief Inspector of Fae.
tories, for whom all members have the
utmost regard as a very fine officer, that a
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wachinery amendment should and must be
inade in order to allow the exisling Act o
funetion properly. I have dealt with the
payment of a fee by the applicant for
work. Whether or not the employer alone
should pay the fee is another question, ana
one difficult of solution. If it wmay he
wrong that a worker should have to pay a
fee to seeure work, it can be equally wrong
that an employer should have to pay a fee
for securing a worker who, perhaps, turns
oul to be not worth two bob a day. In my
view, the employee should pay the fee in
the first place, and the employer refund
that fee to the employee after he has becu
in employment and given satisfaetion over
a stated period. T do not think any reason-
able employer could object to that,

Hon. H. J. Yelland : The majority of
thein do that now.

on. J. CORNELL: But what the em-
pPloyer would object to is that he shoula
send to a registry office for a worker, pay
the necessary fee and the man’s railway
fare, and then find that the man was not
worth it. Another point is that raised by
Bir Edward Wittenoom under Clanse 14,
as to whether or not some provision shonll
be made o penalise any employment broker
who wilfully and falselv induces a worker
to pay a fee for a job that is not there.

Hon. Sir Fdward Wiltenoom: That is
provided in the parent Act.

Hon. J. CORNELL: But it is not sufi-
ciently explicit in that Aet. Obviously, any
employment hroker who would knowingly
take a fre from a worker and send him into
the eountry to find that there was no work
availakle for him, onght to he punished.

Hon. Sir Edward Wittenoom: Yes, if he
did it knowingly.

Hon, J. CORNELL: He could only do il
unknowingly if the employer who asked bim
to supply a worker was acting falsely. If,
in such cireamsfances, the employment
broker could prove that the employer had
misled him, what tribanal wounld eonvict
the hroker? The man who ought to be pun-
ished in such a ease is the emnlover that was
responsible for the broker sending ount the
man. T snbmit that this clanse reamires
amending, and T understand that Mr, Nich-
olson is prepared to amend it. But T sav
it i onlv rioht that the emnlovment broke?
shonld he under some eanfrol in this resnect.
Tt mav apnear to he drastie, hat in nactire
all ovr Taws nre so Arawn as in eateh the
unsernmulous.  Should there be anly nne goat
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among a million sheep, the net should be
cast 1o eatch the goat. Clause 16 sets up
the question whether or not an employment
broker tor a definite period should keep a
file in his office of letters, telegrams and
documents received by him. Such papers
can only relate to one thing, namely, the
orders received from employers to engage
employees. There is no hardship in asking
a registry office keeper to do that.

Hon. Sir Edward Wittenocom: There is a
good deal of havdship involved in the in-
spection of doeuments.

Hon, J. CORNELL: Any honest registry
olfice keeper would do that, and does it to-
day without any law on the subject. That
would be their only protection if they were
ehaorged with abusing their. privileros as
rezistry office keepers.

Hon, A. Lovekin:
examined too.

Hon, J. CORNELL: Any business man
would allow this for his own proteetion.

Tlon. A. Lovekin: He would not want to
he eross-examined.

Hon. .J, CORNFELL: The Bill goes further
and deals with the registry office keeper
filing all these dnenments for a period of not
less than six months. Ts not that the prae-
tiee nf every husiness house to-dav? TIf a
man does not do it he does not know where
he 1s.

Hon. A. Tovekin: He is not heing cross-
oxamined by anvone.

Hon. J. CORNELL: That is no hardship.
Now T come to the power of the inspector
to examine these doenments,

Flon. F. H. Harris: These powers nre
nretty extensive, are thev not?

Hon. J. CORNELIL: What ohjection ean
there he to them? Suppose T conducted a
registry office to-morrow and had all my
correspondence in relation to the business
earefully filed. What would there be to hide
from the inspector? If one said to me he
wonld like to peruse my papers, I would
env. “What for?”

Hon. J. Nicholson:
hoond to answer.

Hon, J. CORNEIL: Our insnectors would
not be so stupid that they wonld not give a
reason. If an inspector wonld not give a
reason one would not permit him, to see the
naners. and would take the consennencres of
the refneal. T venture to say that if everv-
thine was rone into no deecent tribunal would
da othar than exonernte a man for such a
Hon. members mnst be deawing on

They may be cross-

He would not be
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their imagination if they thmnk an inspector
would not give a reason for his request. He
could have only one object in view. He

must have it in mind that the employment
broker was meting fravdulently, that he was
evading and ahusing the law. He could get
information on that point only hy a pernsal
of the documents. If a broker had not done
those things, he would not refuse to allow
the inspector to go through the documents.
IJf he had done them he would find some
way of protecting himself. The inspectors
will be inspectors under the Factories and
Shops Aet. The Avbitration Court to-day
delivers awards. What are the powers of a
factory and shops inspector under these
awards, and what are the obligations of em-
ployers? The employer must keep a time
book and a wages book and other doeuments,
and at any reasonahle fime the inspector
may demand to see those records. The
union representative also has that power,
Have inspectors abused those powers?

Hon. Sir William Lathlain: They see only
the time books. They dn not see the corre-
spondence.

Hon. J. CORNELL: Under this Bill no
inspector would demand to see the love
letters of any registry office keeper.

Hon. J. Nicholson: The Bill does not ex-
empt love letters.

Hon. J. CORNELL: Regisivy office keep-
ers must have eome on a lot since T went to
one, if they keep their love letters. Reason-
ing without prejudice, I say there ean be no
valid ohjection to the principle that is sought
to he achieved by the Bill. Tts ramifications
will extend wherever Arhitration Court
awards apply, or the Factories and Shop=
Act applies. We are not asking registry
office keepers to do even as much as other
husiness people are expected tn do by the
law. T do not want wmembers to think T
favour the phraseology contained in the
clauses to which objection mav be taken.
There may be honest differences of opinion
there, but T am sure that with the wisdom
that is usually displayed in this House, anv
objectionable features of the Bill ean readily
he removed in Committee.

Hon. Sir Edward Wittenoom:
arauments are honest.

Hon. J. CORNELL: There is no oceasion
to throw out the Bill. When our differences
arc honest, instead of shelving a principle
on which we differ. we ought to settle those
differences and endeavour to add another
milestone along the road of progress and

AN oor
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keep our legislation up to date. Ohjectio
has been raised to the fees to be charged
By regulation the maximom fee may be fixed
L take it it is intended that this maximun
fee shall apply only to the employer. |
am opposed to that principle, but can ther
be any objection to prescribing the maximun
fee that may be charged by a registr
office?

Hon. A. Lovekin: It would be the mean:
of wiping out every registry office.

Hon. 8ir Fdward Wittenoom: It mighi
do so.

Hon. A. Lovekin: The fee may be fixes
s0 that no one can live who is engaged in
that oceupation.

Hon. J. CORNELL: It might be so i
the Government were so stupid as to dig
their own graves, and fix a fee that no regis.
vy office eould enforce.

Hon. Sir Edward Wittenoom: Except the
Labour Bureau.

Hon. J. CORNELL: That charges no fee
TF all employers went to the Labour Burean,
all workers wonld have to go there for em-
ployment; but all employers do not go there.
end consenquently other avenues are pro-
vided for finding employment. If people
wanted only the Labour Bureau, the matter
would he in the hands of the employers.
Tf they desired, thcy need only give their
Susiness to the Labour Bureau. Only an
insane Government wounld fix u fee that
wonld wipe out the differenl. registry offices.
What is a reasonable basis on which to fix
the fee?

Hon. A. Lovekin: You might have an in-
sane Government desirons of wiping ount
all private enterprise.

Hon. H. A, Stephenson: There are some
Governments trying to do hoth.

Hon. J. CORNELL: The only rcasonable
basis on which to fix the fee, either in the
case of the employer or the emplovee, is
the percentage basis according to the
wages received, per week, per fortnight, or
cvery month. Tt does not follow that the
fee will be £5 or £10 if a pereentage hasis
is adopted. No matter what fee is fixed
it is embodied in the regulations which must
be laid on the Table of the Honse, Either
House can disallow the regulations, when all
fees must of necessity be aholished for the
time heing.

Hon. A, Lovekin: The regulations may
be in foree six months before Parliament
meets, and the registry offices will then have
disnppeared.
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Hon. J. CORNELL: That is unlikely. I
do not think registry office keepers are so
mipeennious that they cannot last for three
months. That to which the Honorary Min-
ister referred would certainly Iast out that
time. No reasonable registry office keeper
would object to a limit being prescribed to
the fee that he could charge for his serviees.
Some poor wretch—a case of the kind
oceurred to-day—is probably foreed to seek
employment through a registry office, and
the registry office keeper charges what fee
he pleases. That I do not consider fair.

Hon. Sir Edward Witienoom: Do you
kunow it for a fact?

Hour. J. CORNELL: There is nothing
to prevent it from happening.

Hon. E. H. Gray: It happens, too.

Hon. J. CORNELL: There is nothing tv
prevent the keeper from fleecing the appli-
cant. T am entering info this debate with-
ont the slightest feeling against registry
vffice keepers, 1t 18 many vears since I had
to resort to one. If I became reminiscent, 1
could relate how [ had to resort to a registry
oflice & long, long time ago, and got a job
at 15s. per week as groom and coachman
in Melbourne, That happentd in New South
Wales. I came out of the registry office in
1 long coat, riding boots, nnd top hat.

Hon. Sir Edward Wittenoom: Minuns 7s.
Ga.¥

Hon. J. CORNELL: Minus 15s.; the last
15s. T had. Needless to say I did not remain
in the position longer than 1 could help.
[ remained for one month beeause it took
me that time, leading & most pennrious life,
to accumulate the awmount of my fare back
{o New South Wales. On the day that closed
the month in nuestion, I did something to
irritate the good lady my employer, and she
came across to give me a week’s notice, in
which respect, however, I anticipated her.
As regards the chargze made hy the registry
office keeper in my ease, the position of
many unforiunates to-day is similar. The
reasonable registry office keeper—who is as
honest as anyvone else in the world—will
not object to the fixing of a reasonable re-
myneration for him on a percentage basis
of the wages earned by the emplovee who
consults him. The only person who woulu
object is the kind of person who is ount for
all he ean possibly Iay hands on. I hope
that the amendment will be lost, and that
the House, if it does nothing else, will at
all events pass the machinery elauses of the
Bill. T hope, further, that the Honorarsy
Mimster wil) aecept those elamses, becanse
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they are ahsolutely essential, the existing
Aet being obsolete for want of up to data
machinery sections.

HON. J. NICHOLSON (Metropolitan)
[5.49]: I have listened with interest, as I
am sure every hon. member has, to the con-
tribution made to the dehate by Mr. Cor-
pell. [t will be generally conceded, I think,
that there iz a great deul to be said in
support of certain clanses of the Bill, and
very much indeed to be said against other
clauses, Certain provisions of the measure
are essential for the purpose of bringing the
parent Aect into line with present-day con-
ditions. The essential clunses are partien-
larly those having reference to the licenzing
of employment brokers. Much argument
could be adduced against other clauses thai
have been alluded to; indced, I feel sure
members will be inelined to reject some of
them in their entirely, That, however, would
not justify the total rejection of the meas-
ure. The Bill, if carried into Jaw as il
stands, would mean practically putting out
of business many of those now dependent on
this calling for their iivelihood.

Hon. W. H. Kitson: How is that?

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: The restrictions
and ihe varions burdensome conditions the
Bill seeks to attach to the business would
prove so onerous and harvassing that existing
employment brokers would in many cases de-
cide to abandon the ealling entirely. Any

‘legislation oaleulated to destroy a calling or

to deprive a man of hi: livelihood, or in
cther words {o bring aboul the extinction of
a voeation, is not desirable in the interests
of the State. If it can bz clown that some
clauses of the Bill, which have been clearly
indicated by a previous speaker, would pro-
auce that effect, then obviourly it is our duty
to see them either drastieally amended or
clse entively rejected. We should encourage
snd foster in every way we can whatever
vocations exist, so long as they fulfil some
useful purpose. The very fact thut emnploy-
ment brokers’ offlices continue to exist de-
spite the establishment of {he State Labour
Bureau many vears agv, iz indubitable evi-
dence that they serve a highly useful pur-
pose. We are entitled to do what we ean
for the people engnged in {his business, and
to assist them in continuing to fulfil tie
special purpose which they subserve. We
have alse to bear in mind that private em-
ployment brokers are assisting to provida
rates for municipalities and taxes for tha
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Government. If their busivess is destroyed,
municipal and State revenves will suffer. It
may be true that some regisiry office keepers
are nol earning huge incomes, bat if what
Sir Edward Wittenoom said is correet, that
one employment broker actually earned £79
in one wéek—I think Lhe hon. member in-
dicated that period

Hon. W, H. Kitson: No. He ¢guoted the
Honorary Minister to iliat effect.

Hon. Sir William Lathlein: That must
have been the man’s Cup Week.

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: I think there
must have been some spe-ial reason for the
carning of 50 large a sum in the course of
one week,

Hoan. W. H. Kitson:
figures eorrectly?

Hon. J. NICHOLSON:
must be some mistake,

Hen. J. Stephenson:
on paper.

Hon. J. NICHOLSON: I did not hear
the Honorary Minister make the statement.
If it was only an estimation of what a
broker conld do, it cannot fairly be argued
that that is sueh a broker’s actual income.
We know that attached to &Il these businesses
there are various expenses. There is bound
te be office rent, there may be the wages of
an assistant; there would neecssarily be a
heavy charge for advertising; incidental ex-
penses must arise,. We have also to bear
in mind that the argumext depends wholly
upon whether the cash is or is not reeeived.
To estimate fees on paper is one thing;
the actual cash result is offen a very dif-
ferent thing. Many of us have discovered
a great disparity between a3 book estimate
and the actual result achieved in the form of
cash, Now may I turn for a minute or two
to some clauses that have Leen mentioned.
Clanse 2 eclearly needs amendmenl as re-
gards the licensing magistrates, The orig-
inal Aect defines “licensing magistrates” as
Tollows:—

‘‘Liecnsing magistrate’! means a licensing

magistrate in court under the Licensing Aect
of 1911.

The Act also defines licensing meeting—

‘'Licensing meeting’’ means the sitting of
& licensing court under the Licensing Aect of
1911; and ‘‘quarterly licensing meoting’’
meang the quarterly sitting of such court.
'The Licensing Act has been amended, and
n new authority has heen created. Some
new provisions to facilitate the granting of
licenses iz mnecessary, and therefore I ven-

Why not quote the
I think there

That £79 was only
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ture to suggest that there is a sound reason
why the six-imonths amendment should not
he carried. If the Bill passes its second
reading, we can easily pass the eclauses
which are essential and <imply excise, if we
do not amend, the other elauses. That wonld
be a fair way to deal with the Bill.
Arguments advanced by previous speakers
have fully explained the position and we
may regard Clavse 12 as containing some
of the main provisions to which objection
may reasonably be taken.  The proposal
therein is to relieve the employee of any
linkility to eontrbule any portion of the
fees chargeable. 1n lhe amending Act of
1918 it was provided {hat uny fees chould
be shared equally bolween the employer und
the cmployee. L still consider that is a faiwr
propesitivn and when in Committee I shall
endeavour to have that provision retained.
Subelavse 2 aims at the exeision of that par-
ticnlar provision. Subelause 3 proposes fo
amend Section 15 of the principal Aet by
inserting the following:—

No payment or remuneration of any kind
for, or in respect of any hiring or attempted
hiring shall be directly or indirectly charged
by any employinent broker to or against any
servant, and it shall not be lawinl for any
smployment broker to accept any reward or
gratuity whatsoever for or in respect of the
services rendered by him as such broker to
any person who has obtained or sought to ab-
tain any position as employee through his in-
tervention or with his assistance.

We have established a State Labour Burean,
to which anyoue who chooses may go and
seek employment withont being charged any
fee. (n the other hand, if anyone, whether
employee or employer, cares to seek the
assistanee of private employment brokers,
surely it is omly fair that whatever fee is
chargeable shall be shared equally as hetween
employer and employee. When the 1918
amendment was agreed to, the argument nsed
against the proposal was that the employ-
ment secnred was nt the instance of the per-
gon seeking employment, and as that was &
service rendered to the employee, it was fair
and reasonable that the whole charge shoula
be paid by the employee, as formerly. The
question was thoroughly thrashed out and
it was recognised that, as the employer
sometimes sought the assistance of the em-
ployment broker to secure someone for him,
then there was a service rendered to the
employer as well as to the employee.

Hon. C. F. Baxter; That is done every
day in the week, because they are more re-
liable. I speak as an employer. It is more
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sutisfaclory to deal with the private em-
ployment brokers.

Hon, J. NICHOLSON: The position was
recognised by Parliament when it was con-
sidered reasonable that the employer and the
employee should share the payment of the
fees. As that decision was arrived at so
recently as 1918, it is rather unreasonable fo
suggest that the employer shall accept the
fuil responsibility now,

Hon. C. F. Baxter: The payment by the
cmployee is a guarantee of good faith,

Hon. J. NICHOLSOXN : Yes, )£ the private
employment brokers were not rendering use-
ful serviee, their busingsses would undoubt-
edly cease to be carried on. There are cer-
tain other elauses that can well receive atten-
tion, When referring to Clanse 13, Me.
Cornell said that T had suggested it required
amendment. Yhe clanse providey for penai-
ties for false representalions and so forth.
I do not think any decent employment broker
would deseend to making false statements.
If there are men and women who seek to
carry on such a husiness by means of false
representutions, and obtain money unfairly
from people, then by all means let us make
the law as stringent as we like and make
such people pay Lhe penalty for their actions.
I regard the extraction of wonry from either
employer or empleyee in such cirenmstanees
a5 one of those heinous erimes that shoull
be punished severely. [f the Honovary Min-
ister deems it necessary, he ean tighten up
the provision and 1 do not think the decent
body of employment brokers would offer
any objection to that comrse. As to Clause
16, Mr. Lovekin interjected when Mr. Cor-
nell was speaking, and 1 agreed with his
opinion. It is highly offensive to think
that an inspector shall be given the vight to
enter an individual's office und inspeet his
private letters, telegrams and so forth.

Hon. W. H. Kitson: But that has refer-
ence only to communications regarding em-
ployment.

Hon. C. F. Baxter: That bas nothing to
do with it. It is a matter of prineiple and
it is wrong.

Hon. A, Lovekin: The inspector would
have to senreh all the private papers to get
those he required.

Hon. J. INICHOLSON: I look upon such
a provision s one ot uunecessary embarrass-
ment and harassing to those engaged in this
elasa of business. TI sueh a provision is in-
cluded in this legislation, it might be ex-
tended to other businesses as well.
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Hon. J. M. Macfarlane: And fees would
be fixed, too.

Hon. J. NICHOLSON : Much of this elass
of business is done by means of ordinary
cards on Lhe back of which 1s inseribed an
ntroducticn for a client or a brief request
asking that someone should be procured for
the purpuses required. Is it to be suggested
that employment brokers must keep copies
of those cards for six months, and huve them
available for serutiny by inspectors? Such
a provision might necessitate the employ-
ment of extra clerks to look after the papers,
The Honorary Minister is reasonable in most
matters and I think he will see the reason-
ableness of my eontention. Clanse 18 pro-
vides an ameudment to Seetion 28 enabling
regulations to be framed setling ont the max-
imum fees 10 be charged by ctuplovment
brokers. As a malter ot fact, should em-
ployment brokers choose to exact fees that
are too high, their husinesses will cease lo
exist.

Hon. W. T. (Glasheen: 1t will be another
instance of the survival of the fitlest.

Hon. 4. NICHOLSON: Exactly. These
people caunot charge exactly what they like
because competition will help to reguiate
the fees. I shall support the sceond reading
of the Bill and will seek to have certain
clanses amended when we deal with the meas-
ure in Cownmitiee.

Sitting suspended from 6.15 to 7.30 p.m.

On motion by Hon. A, Lovekin, debate
adjourned.

House adjourned at 7.32 pm,



