
2293 Members Present LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL Factories Bill 2-291 

LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL 

FRIDAY, 22nd AUGUST, 1947. 

The Council met at 2 p.m., His Excel
lency the Governor, Sir Charles Woolley, 
K.C.M.G., O.B.E., M.C., President, in the
Chair.

PRESENT;. 
The President, His Excellency the Governor, 

Sir Charles Campbell Woolley, 
K.C.M.G., O.B.E., M.C.

The Hon. the Colonial Secretary, Mr. W. L.  
Heape, C.M.G. 

The Hon. the Attorney-General, Mr. F. W. 
Holder, K.C. 

The Hon. the Coloni'.al Treasurer, Mr. E. F. 
McDavid, C.B.E. 

The Hon. F. J. Seaford, C B.E. (Georgetown 
North). 

Th_e Hon. H. N. Critchlow (Nominated). 

The Hon. Percy C. Wight, O.B.E. (George
town Central) . 

The Hon. Peer Bacchus (Western Berb!ce). 

The Hon. H. C. Humphrys, K.C. (Eastern' Demerara). 

The Hon. C. R. Jacpb (North Western Dis-
trict). 

The Hon. T. Lee (Essequibo River). 

The Hon: A. M.-Edun (Nominated). 

The Hon. V. Roth (Nomir,ated). 

The Hon. W. J. Raatgever (Nominated). 

The Hon: G. A. C. Farnum (Nominated). 

The Clerk read prayers. 

�IINUTES. 
'I'he PRESIDENT : I think there is 

a typewritten error on page 6 of the 
minutes. It says (in para. 3) :-

"The Presi:dent assured Council 
that Government had already noted the 
point raised by the hon. Member and 
would bear it in mind in fixing. the date 
of the Elections." .. ,' .: , . , , . ,.; 
I think what I assured the Council in 

r�J�tion to the point ra�ed by the. hon.

Member for Essequibo River was that Gov-· 
ern.ment had already noted the point 
and had borne it in mind in fixing the date 
of the elections. 

Mr. LEE : That_ is SO, Sir. 

The PRESIDENT : If you look at the 
minutes as they stand you would find that 
they do not say so. The paragraph should 
read:-

"The Presi:dent assured Council 
that he had already noted the paint 
raised by the hon. Member and had 
borne it in mind in fixing the date of 
the elections." 
I think that would meet the hon. 

Member. 

Mr. LEE: Thank you, Sir. 

The minutes of the meeting of the 
Council held on the 21st August, 1947, as 
printed, circulated and amended, wero 
taken as read and confirmed. 

ORDER OF 'l'HE DAY 
FACTORIES Brr,L, 194 7. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: I beg 
to move that this Council resolves itself into 
Committee to resume consideration oi the 
following Bill intituled :-

"An Ordinance to provide for 
the registration snd regulation 
of fa,ctories, and f.or purposes con
nected with the matters aforesaid." 
Mr. CRITCHLOW seconded. 

Motl:on put, and agreed to. 

COUNCIL IN COMMI'I'TEE. 
Mr. LEE : When the Council ad

journed yesterday I was replying to the 
remarks made by the hon. Member for 
Eastern Demerara in relation to clause 29 
of this Bill. I would like to repeat that the 
fixing of overtime rates would not debar 
any trade union from making a pact or 
an 'agreement showing the relationship 

.. between workers and employers. These 
rates are only fixed in order to pro
tect those workers or employees who cannot 

· helpJJ1emselves on accotmt of the economic 
conditions in this Colony. This ,pr�ncip;e

··-0f an 8-hour day for workers has been 
aecepted throughout the world, but that 

· does not mean they should not work ove1:·
. time.

·;1
·I 
;· 
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This clause i:s only telling employers 
that if they employ workers after the 8-hour 
period they should pay them these rates 
as a minim.um for the overtime work and, 
I think, my learned friend lMr. Humphrys> 
overlooked that fact when he said that we 
would be cutting the ground from under 
the feet of the Trade Union Movement if 
we accept this provision. I would like to 
asslll"e him that the Trade Unions will 
always try to get the best possible terms 
for the workers and I would like the finan
cial interests in this Colony to understand 
that the workers have no dt,sire to kill the 
noose that lays the golden egg. As regards 
the amendment suggestet.l by the hon. 
Nominated Member, Mr. Edun. for the 
inclusion of Whit-Monday as a holiday, I 
nm entirely in agreement ,:vith i:t. 

Mr. FARNUM : I must say that I do 
not know much about labour laws, but this 
clause was discussed very fully in Select 
Committee and my information was that 
it should remain as it i:s, for the reason that 
the employee would knov.· what he would 
earn in these cases. To my mind, this 
provl:Sion would also be tin incentive to the 
workers and, I think, the clause should 
remain as it is except for the amendment 
that Whit-Monday should be added to the 
other holidays. 

Mr. HUMPHRYS : May I point out 
that the worker might be very well induced 
by this overtime provision not to work dur
ing_ the ordinary period of the day. Instead 
of worktng six days a week at 8 hours 
each-doing the orclin<try 8-hour period 
each day-he might cecirle to work 4 hours 
a day for three days and then do 4 hours 
overtime work on each of those days, getting 
time and a half for the overtime work. 
According to clause 29 (b) a worker will 
not have to work 8 hour:; a day regularly 
in order to get overtime; any day on which 
he works overtime, he will get overtime 
rate for that day. Therefore, he can work 
three days at 4 hours each, get plenty of 
rest and leisure, and ther: work 12 hours 
overt!me during those three days. 

I submit that a man should work a 
48-hour week before he becomes entitled 
to the overtime rate, but this Bill does not 
say so. I make that point in answer to the 
hon. Member for Essequiho River, because 
be glibly makes the statement that the 

workers do not want to !dll the goose that 
lays the golden egg, but with the 
present crisis in England I think 
these things should be pointed out. 
The workers today-in England and 
in other countries-are not producing 
as they should. If a man works 8 
hours a day surely no employer would 
grudge him overtime, but if he is going to 
slack off for three days and make it up by 
doing overtime work that would not be 
right. He should work 48 hours a week 
before he gets overtime pay. You mtght 
get a man who is a slacker working three 
days at 4 hours each and then-as I have 
already stated-coming hack and getting 
overtime on those days. That would not 
be right and fair either to the employer 
or to the worker himself. 

Mr. LEE : I understand that the 
position at the Bauxite Company is that 
a worker i:s allowed a 48-hour week. That 
is, they can work you 12 hours today and 
not give you overtime. This Bill says that 
if a worker gives 8 hour::; work he should 
be paid overtime for any other work per
formed the same day. When it comes to 
the question of production, the hon. Mem
ber for Eastern Demerara knows that at 
the BrW:5h Guiana Consolidated Goldfields. 
Ltd.-1 have just returned from there
they are working three shifts per day and 
the men are quite anxious to work. 

Similarly, in the timber and rice indus
tries i:f the workers are paid on the basis of 
an 8-hour day they would be willing to 
work longer and get overtime. It is only 
right and equitable that if the employers 
want them to work after the 8-hour period 
they should pay them Ume and a half. 
So long as this is done th� employers would 
be able to turn on the workers whenever 
they like. We do not agree that overti:me 
should be counted or pait.l after the worker 
has given a 48-hour week. 

Mr. EDUN: The hon. Memben for 
Eastern Demerara is cerLainly begging th� 
question. We are not trying to find a 
solution for the problem of absenteeism 
here; we are dealing with legislation for 
setti:Ug up a fair wage standard. We heard 
here yesterday that the &ugar estates and 
the Bauxite Company are paying these 
rates of overtime, and we want to compel 
other employers-those people at the Saw-
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mills and on the rice estates and other 
places who sometimes work their em-
ployees for as long as 15 hours a day 
without paying them overtime—to do like-
wise. 

We want this provision so that certain 
people should not cheat the workers, and 
so that the workers would have an incentive 
as regards working overtime. So long as 
employers want workers to put in more 
than 8 hours a day—something that creates 
physical strain—they should be made to 
pay them overtime. I do not see why we 
should bring in the question of making 
a worker put in 48 hours a week before he 
can get overtime. 

Mr. ROTH : I have nothing to add 
to the argument put forward by the hon. 
Member for Georgetown North and the hon. 
Member for Eastern Demerara, with which 
I am in entire agreement. We hear a lot 
about the necessity for increased produc-
tion in this Colony, yet we seem to be doing 
things that will result in more and more 
restriction every day. As far as forestry 
and the mining industries are concerned, 
a clause of this type is bound to restrict 
production and hamper progress and, I 
think, it should not be included in the Bill. 
I think the question of rates for over-
time work should be left as a matter for 
arrangement between the employers and 
the Trade Unions. I am opposed to the 
clause as printed. 

Mr. SEAFORD : I do not intend to 
make another speech, but I was hoping 
that some Member would have answered 
the question I asked yesterday and that 
is, why is it necessary to bring in this pro-
vision here when it is not in the English 
Act at all ? 

Mr. EDUN : There seems to be some 
specific reason. I think the hon. Member 
who is a Member of the Executive Council 
ought to be able to tell us the reason why 
the Secretary of State and the officers 
of the Labour Department have put 
in this provision. I should like to 
hear it from this Government, and I 
want to test the ideological conscience of 
this Government to stand firm on this 
question. 

Mr. HUMPHRYS : I feel sure that 
the Commissioner of Labour would advise 
Government that a provision of this de- 

scription—laying down the rates for over-
time—is not in the English Act. I repeat 
that that should be a matter of bargaining 
between employer and employee and I do 
not see why we should have it in this Bill. 
There is no answer to the argument I have 
just put up—that you may have a man 
who decides to work only three 4-hour days 
in a week and during the other days put 
in 12 hours overtime work, thus getting 
away with a good week's pay in the end. 
If it is stated that overtime should be paid 
after he has worked 48 hours in one week, 
I would agree to that and I am sure em-
ployers would not object to paying overtime 
to such a worker. 

Mr. CRITCHLOW : I rise to support 
this clause. I differ from those who feel 
that we should leave this question of over-
time rates for settlement between the em-
ployers and the employees. My experience 
is that the employers hardly give anything 
to the employees unless they are practically 
forced to do so. In 1914 we made an 
application for an 8-hour working day but 
the Demerara Company refused to grant 
it. We interviewed the Governor since the 
merchants would not hear us and the Gov-
ernor said to me "Critchlow, you cannot 
continue to fight the employers without 
a union." It was he who gave us the idea 
to form a union and the British Guiana 
Trade Union was formea on January 19, 
1919. 

I do not see why we should leave this 
question for settlement between the em-
ployers and the employee3. If that is done 
there would be long and endless disputes. 
Why is it that there is a provision which 
states that if employers and employees dis-
agree they must consult the Commissioner 
of Labour and if he fails to bring them 
together they should come to Government ? 
I feel that questions such as this should 
be settled by Government. No worker 
would want to work 4 hours a day and 
then rest and go back and work overtime. 
I admit that there are some lazy people 
in this country, but all of them are not. 
I know as a fact that some are willing 
to work and cannot get work. 

Mr, JACOB : I am a little disappointed 
over some of the arguments raised on this 
clause. My experience is that in these 
factories they would never employ a man 
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t.o do_ overtime work if he has not wor_]ted 
8 hours al;eady that da,. Therefore, the 
argument that a man might work 4 hours 
a day and then go back and work over
time is something that would never take 
place in British Guiana. Where has it 
happened-a.t the Ba1.tX;ite Company, on the 
sugar estates or on the rice estate� ? Cer
tainly, it does not happ_e!1 at the sawmills 
,1ther, so that that argument is very very 
flimsy Indeed. .The Idea Is that if a man 
works from 8 s,Jll;: to 4 p.m. and he is 
asked to work another 2 hours or so, he 
should be paid time and a half for the 
additional period._ I think that is a very 
sound clause and that it should remain. 

As regards the. questic-n of production 
which was brought into the debate, I would 
say that what is be'.ing produced is sugar 
and rice, but that is not all the production 
we want in this country. My experience 
is that the people are notJ being given an 
opportunity to produce more. Rice pro
duction has gone down, but I admit that of 
timber has gone UJ). Apat't from sugar anQ. 
rice on the coastlands what else are we 
producing ? I am afraid that if we delete 
th� clausf! we would be setting the hands 
of the clock back. 

Mr. SEAFORD : The hon. Member 
m°!')ntioned sugar factories. He does not 
s·eem to realize that Georgetown has fac
tories. Anywhere you have machines 
and four people working it becomes a fac
tory. He-seems to have missed that point 
completely. 

Mr. EDUN : Perhaps it would be very 
interesting to Members of this Council to 
know that th!:S Bill is the result of an 
investigation into the conditions of employ
ment obtaining in Georgetown, especially 
in respect of the small industries, by Mr. 
Colin Fraser, Labour Comm�sioner. It 
was :found that they were sweating the 
people there, and that Is why this Bill has 
been brought in this form. 

The CHAIRMAN : Do hon. Members 
want to hear the C�mm!ssioner of Labour 
on this very point of the conditions of 
labour exl.sti:ng ? 

Mr. W .. BISSELL· (Commissioner of 
Labour) : If I may at the outset, I would 
like to say that the point made by the hon. 
Member on my iight <Mr. Humphrys) has 

no substance In the sense that lt is not cus
tomary to pay overtime until eight hours 
of the day have been worked. I would not 
agree with him that It should .be after 
forty-eight hours a_ week. The principle 
in operation in the United Kingdom and 
in the greatest number of industries fs that 
each day stands by itself. Once the normal 
hours of a day have been worked by a man 
he Is entitled to overtime Jof the hours 
in excess of the normal day., provided 
alw'ays that absence from work 1s not due 
to his own fault. If it Is d\lll t.o a break
down of the plant he would be paid. 
Listening to the debate It seems to me there 
are a number of points upon which the 
Council is agreed. It s�ems to me alsrJ, 
that the Council does not tlnd anything 
wrong with the substance of the clause as 
It stands. What It seems to find difficult 
is the rigidity of the law. It appears 
that more elasticity is desired to meet tn
dustries and to meet the difficulties that 
industries come up against from time to 
time and which cannot b� visualized at any 
given time such as today. The Council 
has agreed on an eight-hour day, It can 
be said that is the policy of Government 
-an eight-hour working Clay. The Coun
cil has agreed that overti.me should be paid
after eight hours have bf:'en worked. The
Council does not object to specific holidays
having a special rate of pay when men
are called upon to work on those days.
The CouncL1 agreed that Sunday is not a
working day except in utility industries
where the work goes on every day and
cannot be interrupted. The Council has
agreed on all those points.

What the Council has not agreed upon, 
as far as I see, is that the amounts to be 
paid for overtime should be stipulated In 
the clause, but L't is agreed that the amounts 
which should' be paid for holidays should 
be stipulated in this claust!. One may get 
over that without disturbing the clause 
by making provision for varying amounts 
For myself I would prefer to see the amounts 
being agreed upon between the employers 
and the Trade Unions, beca.use I believe that 
elasticity can be got out of a voluntary 
agreement. It Is the better method for 
an industry to regulate its own problems, 
Eaol1 different iadustry has its own pro
blems. The Industry which can pay good 
wages and. afford iood work-ing conditions. 
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today may be unable to meet the same set 

of working conditi:ons ten years hence. In 

the event of meeting difficulty and trouble 

It is going to be hedged rQund by the law, 

and by having to observe the law for the 

time being it will add to its troubles. I think 

the Council should have some regard for 

the wage-structure in the Colony at the 

present time. The basic rates of wages 

in most of the industries are based upon 

an ei:ght-hour and nine-hour day with cer

tain rates for overtime, the majority of 

which are Jess than a time and a half. 

If the Bill becomes law as it stands, there 

i:S the possibility of some employers re

adjusting the basic rates in order to meet 

the higher overtime rates. Basic wages are 

more important than the overtime rates. 

There are one or two examples of the 

difflculti:es which can be attended to by 

setting down In the law what must be the 

guide. In the interior, for example, only 

this year we had a strike In one of our 

goldflelds where the men asked for overtime 

not after ei:ght hours but six hours. The 

Trade Union representative entered into 

an agreement with the employers but the 

workers themselves repudiated the agree

ment fc,r this reason : The men did not 

want an eight-hour day In the Interior; 

they wanted to work as long as they could 

and then return to Geo1·getown and their 

fam1lies as quickly as they could and wtth 

the most money they could earn in order 

that their stay In Georgetown could bo 

long. Those men repudiated the agree

ment and said they wanted a twelve-hour 

day. What really happened was, In the 

end they got an alteration In wages which 

satisfied them and which allowed them 

as a necessity to work longer than eight 

hours a day. 

There i:S another type of problem 

which seems striking r,t the moment 

-the Cane Grove Sugar Estate. Gov

ernment has a year in which to make

arrangements In order to deal with the

difficulties which arise. If the Bi.11 sud

denly comes Into operation and increases

the difficulties, the proprietors may cut

their losses by closing down and thereby

foreclosing on Government some months

ahead of the time they had expected. Those

are the kinds of problems which the law does

not provi'.de for. You do not get the elasti

city in the law which you can have by

voluntary agreement. Those a.re only some 

points that have occurred to me which, I 

think, should be of some mterest to Mem

bers. 

Mr. EDUN: As we a.re in Committee 

I think I ought to clarify the sttuation 

since the Commissioner of Labour has 

sr,oken. What is the use of Regulations in 

clause 26 ? It says : 

"(3) Regulations under this section 
may be made -

(a) for a limited period or with
out limit of period;"

That is, Government can say that in a 

certain industry in the interior such and 

such peri:od of work shall be provided for. 

You have here one standard in a general 

way for Industries. In fnct it is a question 

of factories alone; it is not a question of 

concma.tion or negotiation. For those 

conditions we have a Labour Code. But 

this is a Factories Bill. Certain things 

must apply in the case of overtime rates 

and ei:ght-hour day. Therefore if the 

Regulations are there to provide for 

seasonal factories and those industries in 

the interior, I do not see the reason for 

saying this clause should be a.mended or 

deleted at all. I had moved an amendment 

to clause 29 (a.)-insert. after the words 

"Easter Monday" the words "and Whtt

Monday." 

Mr. HUMPHRYS : It appears quite 

clear that the Labour Cc;mmissioner sup

ports my argument on this point-this 

clause should not be incl·Jded. That is his 

expressed opinion. 

Mr. JACOB: The hon. Member hav

ing said that, I would like it to remain on 

record that ls my opinion too. I have 

always said so. I have t,0ld the Labour 

Department so; I have told Government so, 

and I say so in open Council. 

Mr. EDUN : I do not agree that the 

Labour Commissioner said so. I may be 

wrong. 

The CHAIRMAN : I understand the 

substance of the Labour Commissioner's 

remarks is this : The whole Council ls 

agreed on the pri.nciple of eight-how· day 

and that any man working more than eight 

hours in a day should be paid overtime, but 

he saw objection and gave Ulustra.ti:ons to 
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the effect that to make the law so rigid by 
prescribing the actual rates of overtime 
applicable to all industries would give r!:se 
to difficulties. His criticism of the section. 
as I saw i.'t, was that it _was so rigid it per
mitted of no settlement or adjustment of 
any kind such as clause 26 regulating 
powers permit. I think that was his point 
as far as I gather. 

Mr. HUMPHRYS : II I may respect
fupy say, Your Excellency, I do not agree 
that Is what I gather-it was too rigid to 
be put In the section. r do not like the 
eight hours each day. 

The CHAIRMAN: We are agreed on 
the principle, and it is only the method of 
application. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: As the 
Labour Commissioner has observed, the 
feeling of the Council is that on the princi

ples -themselves, which appear in this 
clause, the Members are substantially in 
agreem�nt and it is only the question of 
t>rovidl:Ug the best means of ensuring that 
no difficulties will arise as the result of a 
rigid fixing of these proyisions or some of 
them in this clause. The desire of this 
Council, -1 ts.!:e it, is to ensure that the 
interest of · the worker in the factory is 
safeguarded and at the same time to see 
there is no hindrance placed on the indus
tri:al development of the Colony. And so, 
with those Points of view before us, I think 
hon. Members will realize that while it is 
Government's view that in prl:Uciple eight
hour day Is acceptable it should be followed 
up and that any excess ov0r the eight hours 
should be paid for by way of overtime rate 
and -that holidays, recognized holidays, 
should be paid for at overtime rate. Then 
one must have regard and Government also 
must have regard to any difficulties which 
may eventuate as the result of what hon. 
Members have called "undue rigidity". If 
that is so, then it would be clearly the duty 
of the Government to formulate some 
_provision or provisions relating to this 
clause which would provide the necessary 
elasticity. I take it, that will meet with 
the approval of all hon. Members� 

So far as the hon. Member for Esse
quibo River (Mr. Lee), the hon. Member 
for North-Western District (Mr. Jacob). 
the hon, Nomlriated Member, Mr. Edun. 

and the hon. Nominated Member, Mr. 
Critchlow, are concerned, I am sure that 
they themselves will be t...'le last "persons to 
put anything forward which will militate 
against the very desirable object1've of the 
industrialization as. far :is possible of this 
Colony. Consequently I should suggest to 
hon. Members that they permit me in the 
light of the comments Which have been 
made and in the light of the view which 
has been expressed by the Labour Com
missioner to formulate a draft of that 
clause; bearing in mind the principles which 
appear to be accepted by hon. Members. I 
-think that course shotild commend itself to
hon. Members, because underlying the
whole thing is the desire to do the best
for the community a� a whole.

As I had pointed out to hon. Members. 
there is no similar provision appearing in 
the Factories Ordinance of Trinidad netther 
in the Factories Act of the United King
dom of 1937. Of course there is provision 
for women and gtrls' overtime in respect of 
the hours which they work, but there is no 
provision so far as the amount to be paid 
in relation to any overtime concerned. I 
hope hon. Members appreciate that. 
Apparently that is a matter left for negotia
tion between the Trade Union representing 
the people who work in the factories and 
the employers of the factories, and I am 
sure we have to approach the m-atter from 
a practical point of view, a commonsense 
point of view. I suggest to hon. Members 
it is not a question of one side or the other 
fighting to achieve their point. It is a 
question of our puttt:ng forward something 
which ultimately will be beneficial to the 
community as a whole. We are not pre
venting the worker from getting his due 
nor at the same time are we cripplillg µldus
try er preventing industry from developing, 
Just at this time, as has been observed and 
commented on, we have to put forward 
every ounce of en�rgy not only in this 
Colony but in the Brit�sh Commonwealth 
and the Home Country. 

With these observations, Sir, again I 
ask that this very clause be deferred in the 
light of the expressions of opinion by hon 
Members, and I should eay that it seems 
to me desirable that in order to obviate 
this rigidity. just as in the L"bour Ordin
ance, No. 2 or 1942, the Governor in 
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Council has certain powers given to it to 
go into the various aspects of any occupa-
tion or occupations and ultimately 
decide as to overtime, some such 
similar provision should be provided 
by way of amending the clause itself. 
That will get over all the difficulties and 
meet all the points and objections which 
have been raised in connection with this 
clause. 

Mr. LEE : I would like to be put on 
record what I am saying now. That is this : 
This Factories Bill was specifically drafted 
when this Colony was told that if we are 
to receive C.D. and W. money the Labour 
Ordinances must be passed. This Bill was 
brought into being with the object of receiv-
ing that money. That money has been 
received and any variation of this Bill will 
be a breach of faith with the workers and 
the inhabitants of this Colony, and I ask 
Government to consider it seriously in that 
aspect and to look up the files and see the 
comments made by the Secretary of State 
for the Colonies when the draft Bill was 
put forward to him for consideration before 
the money was given. 

Secondly, I desire to put forward this 
point : The Commissioner of Labour laid 
stress on the point that the employers 
would reduce the basic wages if they have 
to work overtime. If the employers reduce 
the basic wage for the eight-hour day, are 
they not compelling the labourer to work 
in excess of eight hours a day so as to 
receive money enough to keep up his 
standard of living required in this Colony ? 
Has the Commissioner considered that 
aspect of it ? Is he going to tell the 
employers that because they have to pay 
a time and a half for overtime work they 
must reduce the basic rate of wages and 
so compel the worker to work longer than 
eight hours ? That is the inference to be 
drawn from his remark, and it can be the 
only inference, and I decry such action on 
the part of the Commissioner and the 
Capitalists of this Colony. I say it is a 
disgrace for it to be said that the employers 
would consider reducing the basic rate of 
wages if they have to work the workers 
longer than eight hours a day. Therefore 
if it is not necessary that the law should 
be rigid, then leave it to the employers and 
workers to bargain as to the basic rate  

and let the overtime for working after the 
basic hours be rigid. The employers would 
then regulate their work to be done within 
the eight hours a day. I appeal to the 
Government to send Labour Inspectors 
throughout the Colony and it will be found 
that in every factory, save and except those 
organised factories, the worker works more 
than eight hours a day and is not paid 
for overtime. If you make the law elastic 
and the employers take the hint of the 
Commissioner of Labour they are going to 
reduce the basic rate of wages, and those 
people who cannot obtain employment 
otherwise than in factories will be compelled 
to work for that basic salary which will 
be offered and to work overtime in order 
to recover the amount lost by the reduc-
tion. Is that the intention of the Imperial 
Government ? Is that the intention of this 
Government for the workers to undergo 
that strain ? If it is, then I decry the 
clause. 

Mr. EDUN : Unfortunately I will have 
to speak again, but we are in Committee 
and I think I have to discharge my duties 
and rights here. In all my experience in 
this country I have never witnessed such a 
volte face on the part of Government like 
this, and I consider it to be a contravention 
of a pledge given to the British Govern-
ment. Would the hon. the Attorney-
General deny that this Bill went to Eng-
land, was examined by the Colonial Office 
and came back ? Would the Commissioner 
of Labour deny that also ? I ask the 
question, why does this provision creep into 
the Bill ? There must be some specific 
reasons. But I notice that neither the 
Labour Commissioner nor the hon. the 
Attorney-General can tell me why.. have 
listened here to the hon. the Attorney-
General telling me something about sub-
stituting for the provision here of regula-
tions for specific hours when people can be 
employed beyond the time. Government 
is giving cause for much agitation in this 
country. You have done it recently in 
giving away $600,000; now you regret it and 
every Member of this Council will regret 
it. You are giving cause for agitation on 
the part of the workers. If the Labour 
Department is guilty of this, I consider it 
guilty of a crime and I will have no faith 
in it. I am fed up with this kind of Govern- 
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ment which' will say one thing now and 
theri withdraw It. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: l am 
sure the hon. Member is not telling me there 
is any attempt on the part of the Govern
ment .to make any volte face . . There ts no 
such attempt. 

Mr. EDUN : I consider this an attempt 
on the part of the Government not to 
honour a pledge. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: I do 
not know what Pledge the hon. Member 
is referring to. 

Mr. EPUN : Maybe the hon. the 
At�rney-General was _ not in office then 
a.I}d, therefore, doQs not know when these 
things were being considered. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL: As I

Pointed out earlier in the course of the 
debate, we have to approach the whole 
matter from a practi:cal Polnt of view and 
also from a_ c.ommonsense point of view. It 
is_not a question of making a volte face or 
any· ·suggestion of a volte face on the part 
of Government. ·1t is only a question of 
endeavouring to work out in the best pos
sible manner a solut$on to the points made 
by hon. Members which will meet the diffi
culties whloh may be envisaged. That is 
the clear - position. That does not imply 
any v!)lte face. I suggesi to the bon. Mem
ber· when he makes an accusat$on not to 
do so without - proper consideration of all 
that has been put before this Council. The 
whole position seems perfectly clear on 
analysis. Government has said and the 
Labour Commissioner has put forward to 
the Counc� · certain aspects dealing with 
this- clause. The Labour Commissioner, 
from· an impersonal Point of view having 
regard to the circumstances, from his 
experience and' his knowlE.dge of the work� 
'fug- of these matters, such as wages and 
overtime and length of hours, ls suggesting 
to this Council that there Is a certain 
amount of rigidity in the clause and that 
It wlll be better or more advisable to make 
some ame.ndment in the clause which will 
get rid of that rigidity and at the same 
tirile preserve the interest.,;; of the workers 
which hon. Members have been putting 
forward. W!th that Government Is ex
preoslng agreement, but that does not; sug
gest llllY volte'""" o, IIJlYthlng like a breach 

. of faith with regal'd t.11 the Colonial Develop-
ment and Welfare Fund, 

The hon. Member for Essequibo 
River <Mr. Lee) says there is a 
breach of faith. All that is being sug
gested is that, instead of having so rigid 
an arrangement of double time or time and 
a half, opportunity should be taken to 
provide an amendment which, while pre
servirig the principles of an eight-hour day 
and overtime pay, would at the same time 
allow of elasti:city in circumstances where 
changes may be desirable. It ts one of 
the principles of trade unionism that cer
tain matters should be left to negotiation 
between employer and employee, and that 
is all that Is being done ill this case. Gov
ernment is endeavouring to do what ls best, 
having regard to all the circumstances. I 

am sure nd hon. Member will say that the 
present methods of development In min:tng 
and forestry should In any way be inter
fered with. Rather than that, It Is desirable 
that they should be stimulated, and I sug
gest to hon. Members that they will appre
ciate the reason beht:nd the suggestions I 

have put forward for their consideration. 

Mr. JACOB : I am not surprised at 
Government's attitude :i.t all. My knowl
edge of the working of this Council during 
the last 12 years ls that when Government 
br;ngs forward a B!ll of this kind for the 
protection of working people, the protection 
of certain interests, or in respect of matters 
of vital importance It has received specfflc 
instructions from the Secretary of State for 
the Colonies. This legislation has been 
hanging fire In this Colony for several 
years. I suggest to Government that before 
such vital changes are made In the Bill the 
whole matter should be referred back to 
the Secretary of State for directions. When 
Government desires to put through certain 
Bills we are told that no material altera
tions ean be made wruiout the advice of 
the Secretary of State, and while I am In 
favour of this Bill going through I suggest 
to Government not to put it through before 
the General Elections. If the Department 
of Labour can act in the way it has, 
although the former Commtssioner of 
Labour was a member of the Committee 
which recommended the proPQsals in this 
BUI-

Mr. SEAFQRD : To a point of cor
rectu>n ! That committc� di<! not !'<)COIJI• 
mend propasal.s, 
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Mr. JACOB : I am going to refer to 
the Committee or the Select Committee 
as the debate proceeds, but I am 
strengthened in my conviction that what 
I said yesterday was perfectly correct. 
Before anything further is said on this 
matter I should like Government to put a 
clear statement on the table showing how 
many trade unions are in existence in this 
Colony, their membership for last year, and 
what the Department has done. There is 
no trade unionism at all. The Department 
of Labour discourages trade unionism, and 
Government and the big employers do the 
same thing. For once the so-called Labour 
leaders are agreed on a particular point, 
and I am asking Government to consider 
very carefully what it does in this matter. 
The whole thing looks ve:,..y shameful. 

Mr. SEAFORD : It has been stated here 
this afternoon that Government has not 
honoured its undertaking: that there has 
been a breach of faith on the part of Gov-
ernment because it has suggested this 
amendment. I think I am correct in saying 
that the undertaking given was that a Fac-
tories Bill will be introduced. That was 
the undertaking given, and it cannot be a 
breach of faith if an amendment of the 
Bill is proposed. If that were the case it 
would mean that the Bill would have to go 
through without any amendment whatever. 
It cannot be suggested that. if the Council 
is asked to amend a certain clause, it is a 
breach of faith. 	Hon members have 
agreed to certain amendments. How then 
can it be called a breach of faith if another 
amendment is suggested ? I maintain 
that the undertaking given by Government 
was to pass legislation through the Council, 
and it is no good passing a Bill unless it is 
made workable. 

Mr. LEE : I would like to clear up the 
point about a breach of faith. The 
Secretary of State for the Colonies, or some 
other responsible official at the Colonial 
Office, must have reviewed the Bill before 
sanctioning the grant from the Colonial 
Development and Welfare Fund. I am not 
saying that the Bill should not be amended, 
but that it should not be amended on the 
straight principles. The British Govern-
ment saw the necessity of protecting the 
working people by fixing an 8-hour 
day with a fixed basis of overtime  

pay. Is this Government going to leave it 
to employers, employees and the trade 
unions to arrange the basis of overtime pay ? 

The CHAIRMAN : I think the hon. 
Member is mistaken. It is not a question 
of just leaving it to the trade unions and 
the employers. Even under the existing 
Regulations Government has the power to 
intervene both as regards wages and over-
time pay. Provision is made in the Labour 
Ordinance for overtime. I do not see any 
reason to go back on that now. 

Mr. LEE : Although the Labour Ordin-
ance makes provision for Government's in-
tervention, there must be a genuine dispute 
between a trade union at.d the employers. 

The CHAIRMAN : I do not think the 
hon. Member is right even on that point. 
It is within the power of Government to in-
tervene at any time. The hon. Member says 
that Government proposes to leave the mat-
ter entirely to settlement between employers 
and employees. That is not Government's 
intention, and never has been. 

Mr. LEE : Thank you, Sir. 

The CHAIRMAN : I mentioned that 
just to clear up what appeared to me be a 
misunderstanding of the position. We 
must stick to the facts and not lose 
sight of the actual position. It is a 
difficult matter. We have had a most in-
teresting debate on it, and Government is 
as anxious as the hon. Member is to see 
the workers are protected. 

The COLONIAL SECRETARY : I 
think I must intervene on just two aspects 
of this matter. The hon. Member for Es-
sequibo River (Mr. Lee) has stressed the 
significance of this particular clause, which 
we have been debating, and the policy of 
the Government in passing labour legis-
lation as a result of the assistance ren-
dered through the Colonial Development 
and Welfare Fund. I have not the file in 
front of me; the Attorney-General has it. 
This Bill may have gone to the Secretary 
of State; I cannot say, but I can say that 
all that this Government has undertaken 
in accepting assistance from the Colonial 
Development and Welfare Fund is to pass 
certain labour legislation, and I think we 
have passed a great deal. Since that pro- 
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viso was put ·1n the A-ct of. Parliament that 
C_olonieS receiving: such assistance should 
paSS certaill labour legislatien, this Coun
cil has. passed a great many Labour Bills. 
Th!<, Bill may be one of them. The hon. 
M:-ember-has gone too far in �aylng that any 
aqiendiil.en( of the Bili dealing with tac
toties would-be a b!'each of a promise given 
when we_ �ccepted money from the Ollonlal 
D�yelop�ent and Welfare Fund 

What I really got up to say was that 
I think the �peeches ·made by the hon. 
Nominated Member, Mr. Edun, and the hon. 
Member for North-Western District (Mr. 
Jacob> ·should.be.answered on behalf of the

Comn:i�s,oner of Labour. A very. str_Ong 
attack \,Vas made against the commissioner 
by both speakers and, I-think, hon. Mem
bers Bhoiild thOroughiy understand that the 
CoinmtSSionei- of -Labour t.s here to hold 
tlie· balarice- even1:V- "between the employer 
and. the' employee. It is not his business to 
tak.e.one·side or.the other;- 1t is his business 
to· advise G6vernment as to what is an 
equitable solution of the differences be
tween them. The hon. Mr. Edun sa�d that, 
because of what the Commissioner of 
Labour told him, he lost all faith in him, 
which simply means that, so far as the 
hon. Member is concern·ect. unless the Com
missioner agrees with .him he is wrong. 
That is not -the duty of the Commissioner 
of Labour. We have a .Commissioner who 
gives what he really believes is the right ad
vice. He does not give the adv�"Je which he 
thinks Mr. Edun -wants, or the hon. Mem
ber for Nprth-Western District wants. I 
think It should· be clearly stated that he 
has his duty to do jm;� as every other 
seniOr .officer. He has come here to 
help us on this very imPortant poi.'nt. ii 
think _ he has made a very constructive 
speech, and It Is only right that that should 
be 'put on record. 

. Mr. EDUN: I have listened to a very 
impassion�d. speech by the hon. the Col
onial Secretary, 

Tile COLONIAL SECRETARY : Not 
more impass::Oned than yours. 

Mr. EDUN : That Is a matter of 
opinion. Will.eh the hOn the Attorney
General speaks about conditions In the 
Colony he OUl!ht to give me ·credit for 

knowing more than he about conditf.ons 
here. I. have said that we went through 
this Bill thoroughly in Select Committee, 
and despite what the hon. Member fa;r 
Georgetown North (Mr. Seaford) has said, 
I am confident that it w1li work becatise 
I know condi.'tions here. 1 have given the 
Commissioner of -Labour all the support 
possible. I have co-operated with him aU 
these ·years in the hope of being able to 
build up a proper trade union system, but 
when I found out what was being done in 
respect of this Bill I had to consider my 
PoSition. · Government supported the pro
visions of thl:s Bill right through to the 
Select Committee stage, but I see the 
Attorney-General turning his face. We 
had the benefit of the experience of th'e 
Commissioner of Laboui-" in Seleet Goni
mittee �nd we went thoroug_hly into :Lt, 

Government is not a.-cting wisely in 
this matter. Perhaps the Commissioner 
of Labour wiil ten Government that there 
is agi'.tation on the sugar estate;3 among 
certain people in order to disrupt - the har-

. many on the estates, and gl,'ven tools 
of this kind Government will see what 
will happen. I have been doing my best 
to keep things quiet, and if I let go my 
hands it would be a sor,.-, day. With the 
co-operation of the Labour Department 
we have succeeded so far, but there are 
-mischief-makers. Some people said that
the hours fixed for the opening and closing
of sp!:ri t shops would nm work, but they
are working very wen. I am pleading with
Government to pass this Bill and see how 
it works.

Mr. LEE: 
the assurance 
clause of the 

Having_ given the Cob.ncil 
that the principle of th•:s 
Bill wl!I not be defeated, 

and that the interests of the workers in 
factories will be protected, 1 desire to leave 
the matter entirely in Your Excellency's 
hands 

The CHAIRMAN : The hQn, · the 
Attorney-General ·has asked the leave of 
the Council to defer the clause in order 
that he may arrive at some wording which 
will meet the wishes of the Councll 
gllnerall;Y. 

Mr, SEAFORD : If the clause Is 
passed as printed would it mean that em
ployers who are :paying higher rates than 
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are provided in the Bill would have to 
reduce them in accordance with this clause? 

. 
Clause 31 --- Regteations to be laid 
before Legislative Council. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL : 
these are minimum rates. 

No, 	The CHAIRMAN : I invite the special 
attention of hon. Members to this clause. 

Mr. HUMPHRYS : With all due re-
spect I beg to differ. Where there is legis-
lation stating definitely what must be 
paid it will be an offence for an employer 
to pay less and also an offence to pay more. 

The CHAIRMAN : I cannot see what 
all the heat is about. The hon. the 
Attorney-General says it is very perplex-
ing—a lot of heat engendered. 

Mr. LEE : We lose control of our- , 
selves sometimes. 

The CHAIRMAN : It appears to be 
the feeling that there is some deep hidden 
plot — that Government is out to do some-
thing unreasonable. I want to assure hon. 
Members that all I want to see is fairness. 
The hon. the Attorney-General has 
asked permission to defer this clause. 
There is no one more anxious than 
I am that this Bill should go 
through as soon as possible. It has been 
hanging about for a long time, and there 
was some suggestion that Government was 
not anxious to get on with it. I can assure 
hon. Members that we are as anxious as 
anyone to get it through this session. The 
motion is that the clause be deferred. 

Question put, and agreed to. 

Clause deferred. 

Clause 30 (1)—Power of Governor in 
Council to make Regulations. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL : I move 
that sub-clause (1) be amended by the 
substitution for the words "class of person 
in" in paragraph (a) of the words "class 
of persons in connection with." 

I also move the insertion of the follow-
ing additional sub -clauses : 

"(3) No woman or young person 
shall be employed in a factory other-
wise than in accordance with Regula-
tions made under this section. 

'4) In subsection (3) of this sec-
tion the expression "factory" has the 
same meaning as it has in section 
nineteen of this Ordinance." 

Amendments agreed to,  

Clause 31 put, and agreed to. 
Clause 32—Speeial Provisions as to evi-
dence. 

Mr. SEAFORD : Sub-clause (2) of 
this clause says : 

"(2) Where, in any proceedings 
under this Ordinance with respect to a 
person under or over a specified age, 
it appears to the court that such per-
son is apparently under or over such 
age, it shall lie in the defendant to 
prove that the person is not under, or 
not over the specified age, as the case 
may be." 

In this Colony it may be very difficult 
for a defendant to prove a person's age. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL : The 
onus of proof lies on the defendant, because 
it is his duty to inquire into the age of any 
young person to be employed in his factory. 
If an employer is brought before a Court he 
has to prove the age of the person, because 
he has taken upon himself to have the 
benefit of the person's labour without due 
inquiry into his age. 

Mr. SEAFORD : That LI very nice in 
theory, but we have had cases in this Colony 
where employers have made inquiry and 
persons have produced certificates to prove 
that they are of a certain age, but it turned 
out that those certificates related to other 
members of their family. It is a difficult 
thing to prove. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL : It is a 
question of evidence. If a defendant 
satisfies the Court that he has made 
reasonable inquiry the Court would hold 
that the person had obtained employment 
by means of a subterfuge. 

Clause 32 put, and agreed to. . - 
Clause 35—Special rules as to the mak- 

ing of complaints for offences. 

Mr. LEE : I would like an explanation 
from the hon. the Attormy-General as to 
why it is necessary to have the previous 
sanction of the Commissioner of Labour 
before any prosecution can be brought 
under this Bill, 
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The ATI'ORNEY-OENERAL: The 
whole object of this sub-clause Is really to 
ena.ble the La:bour Department to make cer
tain investigations, and to be more or less 
satl.sfied as to the bona 11aes and 
the necessity for bringing a case. 
The Labour -Department has Inspectors 
and other ollloers attached to It. who will 
be In a pos$tlon to know about the working 
of this Ordinance al)d about the general 
conditions prevalllng-the working of fac
tories and so on. That being so, you are 
really giving to the head of the Depart
ment-the Commissioner of Labour-the 
power and authority to investigate the 
various complaints and say 'This is a 
proper case for adjudicatWn by the Court." 
I think one can easlly aJ>preclate the fact 
that the commissioner of Labour mil 
be dealing with these matters quite J:m
personally and having regard to all the 
circumstances relating to the Workmen"s 
Compensation Ordinance. 

Mr. LEE : I am satisfied with that. 
At one time there was a Shop Ordina.ncr 
which prevented anyone from having an) 
provision shop on an estate. I complafued 
about the matter, but another prosecution 
was brought and there was a conviction. 
An amendment to the Ordinance w:as sub
sequently moved in this council, however, 
and It was carried. 

As regards the Bakeries Ordinance, t11e 
Bakers Union complained to the Police, but 
they llad to bring their own prosecution 
and prove that the Ordinance was not being 
carried out. Why shouldn't a private per
son be in a pasition to bring a prosecution 
for a breach of Common Law ? Why 
should It be left to certain persons to prose
cute and one could only coinplain to tl1e 
Governor when they fail to do so ? I can
not appreciate the argument raised in 
support of this clause, and I move that it 
be deleted. 

Mr. HUMPHRYS: I am afraid I do 
not agree with the views of the la.st speaker. 
There are many instances in which a prose
cution cannot be brought without the sanc
tion of the Attorney-General. It Is clear 
that in the case of a complaint or other
wise, It Is a. matter which tl1e Commis
sioner should Investigate and say whether 
a prosecution should be brought or not. 

We should not leave it so that any member 
of the publtc could persecute any person 
if he cared to, because he thought there 
was something wrong. 

In clause 35 (2) I think the words 
"or defend" in the second line should be 
deleted. You can only have a prosecutor 
in this case, unless there i:.s a prosecution 
against one of the offlcer3 of the Depart
ment and another officer wants to defend 
him, but he will ha.Illy be alilowed to 
do so wtless he is a Barrister at Law, 
which will give him the right of audlenoe. 
I am sure the hon. the Attorney-General 
would agree with me. 

Mr. PEER BACCHUS: I think this 
clause is restricting the liberty of the sub
ject. If anyone thtnks he has a grievance 
agah1st a person he shouid be allowed to 
bring that grievance before a competent 
authority, and that competent authority 
would be the Courts of t.hls COiony. I go 
further and say that if he is dissatisfied 
with the decision of the Magistrate he 
should have the right am! privilege to take 
the matter to a higher Court. Why should 
a private individual be guided by a single 
officer of the Government to say whether 
he has a grievance or not ? 

I do not think even Your Excellency 
would care to exercise such dictatorial 
powers, and I do not think it i:.s safe that 
a Bill of this nature - one which is only 
now coming into operation in this Colony 
and which holds the entire fate of the 
workers-should be left in the hands of the 
Commissioner of Lrubour. I thfuk a worker 
should be given the privilege of venting 
his feelings and of finding out for himself 
whether he is right or wrong. If he brings 
a frivolous prosecution he should be 
penallzed by the court. 

The ATI'ORNEY-OENERAL: It ls 
not a case of a worker being allowed to 
vent his feelings or to. go into a Court of 
law as he likes. What we are doing. is 
to put forward legislation to provide some 
measllre of security in the interest of the 
worker. We are not endeavouring to put 
forward legislation so as to have a con
tfuuous procession to the Courts, neither 
is this clause endeavouring to remove the 
principle of the liberty of the subject. All 
that we are .endeavouring to do ls to en-
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sure that prima facie cases, or cases with 
some foundation in them, are brought be-
fore the Court. After all, we are dealing 
with factory legislation for the benefit of 
a large number of workers, but if a person 
has an imaginary grievance and brings a 
case and another person who has an imag-
inary grievance also brings a case that 
would not do at all, for we would be using 
the forum of the Court for venting 
imaginary grievances. 

This clause does not say that the pri-
vate individual would be debarred from 
bringing his case; it only means that there 
will be a certain amount of investigation 
by the Labour Department before a prose-
cution is brought. The Department would 
see whether the matter should go to Court 
because a principle has been outraged, or 
whether the matter should be settled, and 
so on. It seems to me that hon. Members 
will by approving of this clause enable 
the Labour Department not only to assist 
in the successful working of this Ordinance, 
but to prevent a lot of wasting of time 
and petty, pin-pricking matters from be-
ing brought into the Courts. 

Mr. PEER BACCHUS : I never in-
tended that anything I said should con-
vey to this Council the impression that the 
Commissioner of Labour should not advise. 
He should investigate and advise, but if 
one does not agree with his advice he should 
have the privilege of bringing his own 
prosecution. I should have thought that 
the hon. Member for Eastern Demerara, 
being a lawyer, would have taken a different 
view from the one he expressed, I still 
maintain that this clause interferes with 
the rights and the liberty of the subject. 

Mr, LEE: The hon. the learned Attor-
ney-General is the head of our legal depart-
ment in this Colony and, as the hon. Mem-
ber for Eastern Demerara has stated, 
there are certain instances in which a flat 
from the Attorney-General has to be ob-
tained before a prosecution can be 
brought. It has been stated that there 
will be a review of the facts relating to 
any complaint made, but I would prefer 
that to be in the hands of a legal person. 
I would therefore agree that no prose-
cution should be brought. except with the 
permission of the Attorney-General and  

would therefore suggest that the clause be 
amended accordingly. The review can be 
made by either the Solicitor General, the 
Crown Counsel, or any other Law Officer 
of the Crown. If sanction must be given 
before a prosecution is brought, let it be 
given by a legal officer. 

The CHAIRMAN : I think the whole 
object in this case is to prevent unneces-
sary litigation and also to save the worker 
from legal expenses. I think one of the 
duties of the Labour Department is to effect 
conciliation; that is half of their job. It 
is the principle of conciliation which, I 
assume, underlies this clause of the Bill 
and I do not think we are interfering with 
the liberty of the subjett in any way. 
Conciliation rather than litigation is the 
spirit Cf the whole clause. 

Mr. HUMPHRYS : I do not press my 
objection, Sir. I do not want to cause any 
of these people any unnecessary expense 
by having to defend any of these matters. 
I think the hon. Member for Essequibo 
River would not press his objection either. 
After all, we must trust somebody in tnese 
things. 

Mr. Lee : I will not press my 
objection but, as I have already stated, 
I would prefer the complaints to be reviewed 
by a legal officer. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL : I think 
hon. Members will be well advised ..to 
leave the clause as it is. After all, the 
Commisisoner of Labour can always con-
sult the Legal Department. As it is, the 
Labour Department consults us in various 
matters and I have to accept responsibility 
in many other things. It has been pointed 
out that the Commissioner of Labour should 
be charged with this responsibility because 
it is part and parcel of the work of the 
Labour Department. A person who is not 
desirous of going to Court might go to the 
Commissioner and raise a point which the 
Commissioner himself  might feel justified 
in bringing before the Court. As hon. 
Members are aware, complaints are brought 
on all sorts of subjects and the Commis-
sioner himself should be charged with the 
responsibility for bringing a prosecution. 
You will find complaints made to him 
by various members of his staff and there 
will be investigation, and he will have to say 
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whether or not the matter should be taken 
into Court. 

Legal matters must arise, but the per
son who is administering the Ordinance 
itself will know all the details and will 
sometimes be even in a better position to 
advise than counsel who may have to go 
through the whole of the Ordinance for 
the purpose of advising. It is a matter 
where we are endeavourfug to inculcate 
in workers a spirit of understanding; con
sequently we do not wish to multiply oppor
tunities for them to bring prosecutions in 
the Law Courts. I think hon. Members 
will appreciate that from the point of 
view of the trade unions and labour 
generally. 

Mr. LEE : There may be local men 
who know condit!hns of labour and, perhaps, 
one of them may aspire in the Service 
and get appointed as Commissioner of 
Labour although he or his friends may 

have shares in companies or factories. In 
such a case we will find his duty clashing 
with his financial interest, but I would 
expect his duty to prevail. I still ask that 
the amendment I have suggested be made, 
so that complaints will be reviewed by a 
legal officer. 

Mr. EDUN ; I do not think the point 
just raised by the last speaker is involved 
in this matter at all, because I know that 
an officer of -Government cannot have 
shares in a sugar company or any other 
company. I think this clause is all right; 
what we want is more concilia tlion rather 
than more litigation. 

Clause 35 put, and agreed to, 

Clause 42-EnforcemPnt by local sani

tary authority ot Regulations made 

under this Ordinance. 

The A'ITORNEY -GENERAL ; Ail re
gards this clause I beg to move the following 
amendments ;-

Sub-clause ( 1) be amended by the 
substitution for th€' words "shall be 
enforced" of 1 the word$ "shall be en
forced, in cases under sub-section (2) 
of seaion three of t,ht� Ordinance, hy 
an Inspector and in o.U other cases." 

Sub-clause (3) be amended by the 
substitution for the words "sanitary 
authority aforesaid" of the words "sani
tary authority aforesaid and to the 
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Central Board of Health;" and by the 
substitution for the words and com
mas, "as the case may -be" of the 
words and commas, "a.s the case may 
be, and the Central Board of Health." 

Sub-clause (4) be amended by the 
substitution for the words "act, the 
Commissioner" of the words "act, the 
central Board of Health, the Com.mis
sioner." 

Amendments put, and agreed to. 

Clause 42, as amended, passed. 

Clause 43-Expenses. 

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL; With 
the permission of hon. Members I desire 
to insert a new clause 43. It reads :-

"43. (I) Every Order made by 
the Governor in Council under this 
Ordinance shall be pub!ished :i:n the 
Gazette. 

(2) Any Order made by the Gov
ernor in Council und�r this Ordinance 
may be revoked or varied by a like 
Order." 

New clause 43 put, and agreed to. 

Clauses 43, 44, and 45, as printed, re-
numbered 44, 45, and 46, respectively. 

SECOND SCHEDULE. 

The A'ITORNEY-GENERAL; There 
will be a consequential amendment in this 
schedule ; "Section 44 ·• will now read 
"Section 45." 

Amendment put, and agreed to, 

Second Schedule passed, 

Council resumed. 

EMPLOYMENT OF DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 

Mr. CRITCHLOW ; I beg to move 
the fo: lowing motion standing in my 
name:- ... 

·"rhat Whereas the conditions of
emp_oyinent of Domestic Servants are 
in need of improvement; 

"And Whereas a Committee ap
pointed bY Government to i:nvestigate 
the conditions of employment of these 
workers, me.de reconun�ndations along 
the following lines -

1. That the normal work1llg week
of Domestic Servants be not
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more than 60 hours, with a 
daily break of at least two 
hours; 

2. That each Servant receive a 
half day off weekly, in addi-
tion to being relieved from 
duty every other half Sunday; 

3. That one week annual holiday 
with pay be given each Domes-
tic Servant; and 

4. That where workers are ex-
pected to wear uniforms, the 
Employers should supply the 
uniforms; 

Resolved that this Honourable 
Council urge that Government give 
sympathetic consideration to the pos-
sibility of enacting legislation to give 
effect to the recommendations cited 
above." 
This motion, Sir, will not interfere 

with those good employers who are already 
giving their domestic servants some of these 
conditions, especially in those cases where 
the servants live in. This motion is in-
tended to improve those bad employers who 
work their servants until very late at nights 
and give them no holidays, and so on. I 
do hope that it would find a seconder and 
that Government would be able to do some- 
thing to assist these poor domestic 
servants. 

Mr. LEE : I desire to second this 
motion and to draw the attention of this 
Council to something which was brought 
to my notice recently. It is a fact that 
cooks are experiencing very much difficulty 
through having to go to .narkets very early 
in the morning. They have to leave their 
homes between 6 and 6.30 o'clock in order 
to queue up at the markets, and their chil-
dren are hardly ever awake when they 
leave home. When they are awake their 
children are not, and they have to wake 
them up in order to provide their meals 
before they go to school. They go to work 
between 6.30 and 7 o'clock in the morning. 
Some people have late dinner and as a 
result their servants do not leave work until 
late in the evening. No provision is made 
for servants' quarters where they 
can rest in the intervals during 
working hours. Some of the servants, 
although they are given time to go 
home during the day, live so far away that 
they cannot take advantage of it and, 
therefore, those hours must be counted as 

being in the employment. Especially the 
cooks, they have to remain at work and 
do not get to their homes until 8.30 and 
9 o'clock in the evenings. I am asking the 
Council to give consideration to the motion 
and to compliment the hon. Mover on hav-
ing brought it to the Council. 

Mr. ROTH : I am hot prepared right 
now to agree to every item mentioned in 
the motion, but I certainly support the 
principle involved and trust that Govern-
ment will take some action in the matter. 
I do not know what the position is now, 
but I do know that up to comparatively 
recently the position of domestic servants 
for some years was a scandal. I understand 
it is better, but still there is room for im-
provement in certain cases. I beg to sup-
port the motion. 

Mr. FARNUM : I am entirely in 
sympathy with the motion, but I am not 
quite clear with respect to No. 1— "That 
the normal working week of domestic 
servants be not more than 60 hours, with 
a daily break of at least two hours." Does 
that mean sixty hours exclusive of the two 
hours per day ? 

Mr. LEE : Yes ! 

Mr. FAR,NUM : What I want to draw 
attention to is this : There is a very large 
number of families amongst the middle 
crass people who employ what is known as 
"Half day servants." I see no provision for 
that is made in the recommendations of 
the Committee, and I ask that the matter 
be given attention. 

Mr. SEAFORD : I think the majority 
of people agree in principle with the motion, 
but first of all is it a practical motion ? 
Can it be carried out ? It is all well to say 
that Government should enact legislation, 
but is it practical to enact such legislation 
and to carry it out ? Perhaps we may bor-
row legislation from some other country so 
as to get an example as to how it can be 
carried out. I do not know there is any 
country in the world with such legislation. 
Perhaps the hon. Member may enlighten 
me. 

Mr. EDUN : This motion will certainly 
have my full support. I maintain that the 
time has come when certain uniform stan-
dards should be set up in all spheres of 
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life. I remember very well indeed when 
there was so much agitation in this 
country, especially in Georgetown, about 
the conditions of work of the domestic 
servants, and when you read those condi:
tions they were simply abominable. There 
are so many variations, each set of families 
with certain conditions. I think, if this 
motion is accepted by Government and 
with the ingenuity of the present holder of 
the office of Attorney-General to devise 
Some kind of law in order to make thini:s 
uniform, something practical can be had. 
I have so much faith in him as to hold 
that something can be done for this class 
of people. There is certainly this point 
which the hon. Nominated Member, Mr. 
Roth, has made. Things have improved, 
but were it not for the agitation which had 
been made things would have remained the 
same way. It is wisdom for your Govern
ment to appoint this ojmmittee and, I 
think, the time has come that all sides :Jf 
the question should be examined in the 
hope of bringing about conditions to suit all 
.the parties concerned. 

The COLONIAL SECRETARY : If I may 
say a few words, the hon. Mover of this 
motion had consulted me when I was 
Colonial Secretary and during the time 
when I was acting Governor, and I actually 
did go lnto the question personally 
with the Commissioner of Labour and a 
member of the Social Welfare Service 
League. The recommendations which have 
been made are those embodied in the 
motion which the hon. Nominated Member, 
Mr. Critchlow, has just moved. He wrote 
suggesting those points-I to 4--as a 
principle to go on, and he consulted his 
colleagues who accepted them, and he has 
now moved the motion which is before 
you. The hon. Nominated Member, Mr. 
Farnum, asked whether the sixty hours 
ment�oned includes the two hours off. My 
recollection is, the answer is "No". 
Servants have to go exceedingly early 
in -the morning for some employers 
who themselves have ·to go to work 
early. As far as I recollect the dis
cussion with the Comm1s:;ioner of Labour 
who has Just spoken to me, it does not 
include the two hours off. The real diffi
culty is how can any Government pass 
legislation to control the hours and condi-

twns of employment of personal servants 
of the community, As far as I know, there 
is no country, except perhaps New Zealand 
where it applies to hotels, restaurants and 
public places, which has legislation con
trolling the hours and conditions of work 
of domestic servants. 

As a matter of interest I may state that 
the Government wrote bl all -the Govern
ments in the Caribbean-Jamatca, Hon
duras, Bahamas, the LeewarU and Wino
ward Islands, Barbados and Trinidad-and 
one and all said they had no legislation on 
the subject and, further, no legislatIDn was 
contemplated� except that Jamaica said 
that there was some provision for regulating 
the hours of work for female servants in 
hotels, guest-houses, restaurants and clubs. 
I have asked for a copy of those regulattons 
for further investigation. Actually, Sir, I 
addressed a room full of ladies including 
my wife about this very question. It was 
a meeting of the Social Welfare Council, 
and I made the suggestion to them that the 
matter of domestic servants cannot be 
dealt with 'by Government but it can be 
dealt with by the people ln the community. 
There are two .things that we want. We 
want better service and better employers. 
In the Bahamas there was an institution 
that trained domestic snvants who on 
producing a certificate that they have been 
trained there, by custom not by law they 
were entttled to a certain wage to start 
with. No employer would pay them less 
if they had that certificate. Now I sug
gested that in British Guiana we Should 
start at the other end. We should haVe 
a Union or Association of good employers 
and good housewives, and each person who 
belongs to that Associa ticn should give an 
undertaking that she would give certalll 
conditions to her domestic servant, so that 
any domestic servant who wants go'od 
employment would know that if she went 
to an employer who belongs to the Associa
tion she would get humane treatment, 
reasonable hours and reasonable wages. 
The whole lot of ladies laughed me to 
scorn and said the sugge_stion was ridicu .. 
lous. 

But the point Is realJy that I sympathize 
with the hon. NominatP,d Member, Mr. 
Critchlow's motion. In· fact I have gone 
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into it very closely nnd I am deeply 
interested in it, but I still have no solution 
to offer to you, Sir, instead of this standard 
of prmciple that employers in this country 
should go on. I see no use in appointing 
a committee, no use in Government intro
ducing a Bill because I do not think you 
can control domestic servants by legisla
tion. It is very much a good princ'fple for 
Government to go on, but it should never 
introduce or pass legislation which cannot 
be carried out. I would like to know what 
a Member can defend a nomestic servant 
OJ'\. So the whole problem, as we have 
disCllSsed in another place, is full of diffi
culties and, I think, Government should 
accept the principle that lies behind this 
motion and continually gi.'ve it considera
tion. I will write and ask th� Government of 
Jamaica for a copy of its regulations 
dealing with female servants in hotels. I 
do not suggest that we do more than that. 

Mr. ROTH : I suggest that we com
municate with New Zealand where appar
ently there is such a regulation. 

The COLONIAL SECRETARY: I 
can do that, but I believe that regulation 
appli:es to servants in hotels and not private 
houses. 1 may be wrong. 

The PRESIDENT : There is practical 
difficulty there. In hotels you can expect 
to have such regulations, but you cannot 
expect them to work in private houses. 
It ·1ou start going into places, private 
homes, to enquire about the condition of 
work of domestic servants. you can imagine 
the difflculti:es that would arise, and that 
is one of very many difficulties. 

Mr. LEE : If that is so, the object 
of the motion is to get thtl hours of domestic 
servants fixed or controlled. If Govern
ment is in sympathy with the Mover of 
the motion, cannot Regulations be brought 
in whereby the hours of domestic servants 
can be limi:ted and domestic servant defined 
in a proper manner ? 

The PRESIDENT: Yes; but how are 
yo� going to enforce it ? 

Mr. CRITCHLOW: I do not know 
how the Ministry of Labour h1 England 
got it done. We have books showing wh.,re 
a committee was appointed which made 
certain recommendations for domestic ser
vants, those who sleep i11 and those who 
do not, and especially in the catering trades, 
hotels, etc. I do not know how they 
enforced it. They had promised that they 
would consider domestic servants later, 
but I do not know what they have done in 
the matter. I want to thank the hon. the 
Colonial Secretary for appointing the Com
mittee. I am going to leave this matter 
entirely in Government's hands. Women 
are very troublesome people and they will 
continue to worry me as to what is happen
ing about the matter. I was told in Eng
land that when God made the world He 
rested and when He made man He rested, 
but from the time He made woman neither 
God nor man rested. They will continue 
to worry me, and so I leave the matter 
entirely with Government. 

Motion put, and carried unanimously. 

The Council adjourned to 2 p.m. on 
Friday, 29th August, 1947. 
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