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FROM THE SHOP FLOOR

Editorial
This issue of the Bulletin is our themed issue, and the
theme is success. Accordingly, we have stories of success
and it is useful when reading these to note once again the
factors for success: an activist, well organised and
democratic union with a clear agenda which targets a
contradiction resonating within the wider political system
and which garners worker, community and media
support. And sometimes, some luck.
And then there is the ebb and flow of success, with
victories being undermined in subsequent years and
battles having to be rethought and refought.
Peter Clayworth begins the edition with a rewarding
historical sweep as he traces the struggle to establish the
weekend for workers and its subsequent loss and the way
this has been both determined by, and has reflected, a
changing cultural landscape.
I then summarise a conversation with Brian Wood about
the 1908 Blackball Strike, not to revisit the event, for it
has been well written, but to remind ourselves of the
class struggle paradigm which produced the union
movement and which still exists as an ideological sub
conscious, even when the more general concept of social
justice is the preferred face ofmodern activism.
Mike Treen skilfully takes us through the ferment of the
fast food workers’ zero hour contract battle as it revealed
an obvious contradiction: how can you be contracted to
do nothing? Treen also outlines the important role the
media played in the struggle.

empowering those supposedly causing the fear. We can
thank the collective for enabling us to lay to rest at least
some aspects ofVictoriana.
I find Graeme Clarke’s article fascinating, for in a time of
diversity he insists on the necessity of a monopoly for
work site unions and that a key task is to preserve that
monopoly no matter what the circumstances. To drop
that struggle leads to inequality and, possibly, fascism.
Similarly, John Ryall, when he writes of the Care and
Support Workers struggle, identifies a key theoretical
aspect of success: strategic leverage and organisational
capacity both need to exist at a high level.
But if we are looking at success stories, the recent one
whereby a fifteen year old schoolgirl created in a matter
of months a global climate campaign involving millions
of young people, is truly remarkable. It would seem a
moment that could change consciousness and it has used
the strike (‘to give a sudden blow to/to attack’) as a key
weapon… and there have been some placards requesting
the end of capitalism, created seemingly by nine year
olds. In the US the left seems increasingly left, the
questioning of Facebook’s Mark Zuckerberg by
Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez during a congress hearing had
me laughing out loud over breakfast. Something’s going
on. Pat Hickey’s on his bike once more.
May we all continue to succeed.
Paul Maunder

We move to the teachers and their resilience during
neoliberal attacks which have been unable to seriously
dent the public education system in this country (not for
want of trying). Their current successful campaign to
retain a sustainable profession was fought over two years
against a curiously recalcitrant coalition government
which had to be forced to realise that to brand itself with
slogans of wellbeing and compassion while
underfunding the education system was ridiculous. I
thought it useful to have two perspectives on the
campaign, one from head office, the other from the flax
roots.
The campaign to legalise sex work (and I hadn’t realised
NZ is the only country in the world in which sex work is
legal), was one which successfully exposed the hypocrisy
of mainstream society and allayed social fears by
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Chair's Report
It gives me great pleasure to bring you the 2019 special
themed issue of the Labour History Project Bulletin:
“Winning Ways” – the methods unions and community
organisations have utilised in their struggles to improve
the lives of working people. Many thanks to all of you
who contributed articles, commentary and reviews, to
those who copyedited, to Jared Davidson for his design
work, and especially to Paul Maunder for editing this
issue.

We would like to run a one-day symposium on this topic
– probably in October – as well as a special-themed
Bulletin in 2020, so give it some thought. We would love
to hear from you about possible contributions.
Kia kaha e hoa mā,
Cybèle Locke, Chair

For those of you who could not make Dean Parker’s
fantastic October 2019 lecture in honour of Rona Bailey,
you can view his performance on our website:
http://www.lhp.org.nz/. It was a wonderful night – and
laughter filled the National Library auditorium in
Wellington.
One of our projects this coming year is to fully digitise
the Bulletin from its beginning in 1989. Jared Davidson
has done an audit of holdings and it appears nowhere
can we find copies of issues 21-25 (between 1997 and
2000). Do any of you have these issues at your house and
could let us borrow them to digitise? Please get in touch
at lhpcommittee@gmail.com ifso.
The Labour History Project recently decided on our
special theme for 2020: From Kinleith to the dole queue:
workers' struggles ofthe 1980s
2020 marks the fortieth university of the Kinleith dispute.
In 1980, workers at the massive Kinleith plant in Tokoroa
struck in a dispute over pay that soon became a flash
point in the union movement’s campaign against the
Muldoon government and a sign that militant organised
labour could take on the government. The dispute was a
victory for workers and played a role in the eventual
repeal of Muldoon’s anti-union legislation. Yet some
argue Kinleith was the highpoint of labour movement
strength before a slow decline.
The 2020 theme, ‘From Kinleith to the dole queue:
workers' struggles of the 1980s’, uses Kinleith as a
starting point for exploring the challenges of the 1980s.
These were difficult years for workers in New Zealand: a
continuing recession and rapid neoliberal reforms
undermined the strength of unions and unemployment
increasingly became a reality. The theme explores the
struggles and the legacies of the 1980s and what they
mean for us today.
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The Battle for the Weekend A Disputed New Zealand Institution
Peter Clayworth

Detail from an anti-Saturday shopping pamphlet, produced by the Shop Employees Union in 1980. The union feared that Saturday shopping would force shop
employees, and eventually many other workers, to give up their weekends. Ref: Eph-B-RETAIL-1980-01, Alexander Turnbull Library.

The weekend is a central part of modern New Zealand
culture, although one that has been under attack since
the re-introduction of Saturday trading in the 1980s. In
fact the weekend as we know it has been a site of struggle
since its long creation in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. Unions and other workers’ organisations have been part of that struggle throughout the
history ofthe New Zealand weekend.
Sunday - holyday or holiday?
The English language term “week-end” to describe a
holiday period at the end of a five or six day working
week came into common usage in the late nineteenth
century. 1 The concept was a northern hemisphere
import, with its origins in the Judeo-Christian sabbath.
The initial struggle over the sabbath was a three-way
contest. In one corner were sabbatarians who wanted

strict rules limiting Sunday activities. Then there were
merchants and employers who wanted to make money,
including on a Sunday. A third interest was that of those
workers who wanted a day off, but wanted it principally
for recreation rather than worship.
Many settlers from Presbyterian, Methodist and other
non-conformist Protestant denominations believed that
the Lord’s day was not the time for work, travel or
pleasure seeking. It should instead be spent in worship,
contemplation, rest and family togetherness. Catholics
and liberal Anglicans were generally not strict
sabbatarians. They viewed Sundays as a day of rest and of
church-going, but generally took a more relaxed view on
activities that could be carried out after church
attendance. 2
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While sabbatarians tried to prevent non-religious
activities on the sabbath, there were always some
merchants and employers who attempted to keep their
businesses going on a Sunday. Throughout the
nineteenth century and well into the twentieth there were
constant cases of prosecution of shopkeepers and
publicans for Sunday trading. 3 The prevention of Sunday
trading became the responsibility of central government
with the Police Offences Act 1884. The original bill also
outlawed games or pastimes in public places, but these
sections were removed following opposition from a
group ofparliamentarians led by Richard Seddon. 4
For the majority of workers Sunday was their only full
day off. Many ignored sabbatarian disapproval in their
determination to enjoy their only day of leisure. In the
1860s and 70s transport companies responded to public
demand by putting on special excursion ferries,
excursion trains and Sunday tram services. The flip-side
to this was that, to enable holidaying workers to go on
Sunday excursions, other workers had to operate the
ferries, trams and trains. Sabbatarians protesting against
sabbath-breaking Sunday trains, trams and ferries, were
joined by transport workers protesting Sunday work, as
they too wanted the day off. In the mid-nineteenth
century most transport workers had yet to be unionised,
so protests came from individuals or small groups of
workers. 5

The Saturday half-holiday - the birth ofthe weekend
As the nineteenth century progressed, many workers
began demanding a half holiday in addition to the
Sunday sabbath. The demand for a Saturday half-holiday
was encouraged by the growing practice of playing sport
on Saturday afternoons. 6 Some employers were strongly
in favour of the half-holiday as they hoped it would
discourage the workers’ custom of “Saint Monday.” This
British practice, a product of the early years of the
industrial revolution, consisted of taking Monday off to
recover from Sunday’s leisure activities. 7
By the early 1870s many carpenters, engineers and
skilled tradesmen, particularly in Auckland, had begun to
form small unions. They advocated the eight-hour
working day, providing impetus for the Saturday halfholiday campaign. In 1873 the New Zealand parliament
passed the Employment of Females Act, which restricted
women’s working hours in factories to eight hours on
week days and stipulated a guaranteed holiday from 2pm
on Saturdays. The Employment of Females and Others

Act 1881 extended the holiday to cover boys under 18.
Due to inadequate policing of these Acts, employers
often flouted the regulations. 8
Many workers, including the majority of shop assistants,
were still forced to work a six day week. Saturday was pay
day for most colonial New Zealand workers, with
Saturday night the big shopping night. For shop
assistants this often meant working until after midnight.
From the late 1840s, Early Closing Associations began to
appear in New Zealand, aiming to reduce the working
hours of retail workers and obtain a half-holiday for one
day a week. The movement included business people
and clergymen, but was strongly supported by workers
themselves, with drapers’ assistants leading the
campaign in Wellington and Christchurch. 9 From the
1870s many towns adopted shopping half holidays,
although these were often on Wednesday or Thursday
afternoons. 10
In the 1890s a new political organisation, the Knights of
Labor, entered the Early Closing campaign. The Knights
were based on the American social reform activist group
of the same name. They included middle class men and
women, but had a solid working class membership base.
The Knights of Labor actively fought for early closing,
along with a range of other industrial and social reforms.
In addition to organising petitions they stationed
“sandwich men” outside shops that imposed late hours
on their workers, urging shoppers to boycott these
establishments. In Auckland the Knights’ campaign
helped build public pressure, leading many retailers to
adopt shorter hours. 11
The Knights of Labour had a strong influence on the
Liberal Government, including the Minister of Labour,
William Pember Reeves. The establishment of the
Department of Labour in 1891 meant the state was able
to enforce legislation guaranteeing workers time off.
Legislation in the 1890s gave shop assistants, along with
females and youths working in factories, a half-holiday
starting at 1pm. The Shops and Shop-assistants Act 1894
provided that most shops in a town would be shut from
1pm for one working day a week, with local bodies
deciding which day. 12 From 1907 electors could vote for
their preferred half-holiday week day, at a poll in the local
body elections. Half-holiday day debates often generated
great controversy in local communities. 13 At the turn of
the century stronger unions such as the miners and the
watersiders were able to insist that their half-holiday be
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This is the busy drapery section ofthe co-operative store in Rūnanga, on the West Coast, in the 1940s. Until 1945 Saturday was one ofthe busiest shopping days
throughout New Zealand, with shop assistants often working long hours. Ref: 1/2-033990-F, Alexander Turnbull Library.

on a Saturday. These unions took little notice of the local
conventions on what days shops and factories were open,
but instead established a day and half weekend for their
members. 14

The Introduction ofthe Forty Hour Week
The industrial power of trade unions was reduced by the
economic crisis brought on by the Depression of the
1930s. The smaller craft unions reacted by giving even
stronger support to the Labour Party. The larger, more
militant unions, mostly belonged to the union peak body,
the Alliance of Labour. The Alliance was generally
supportive of the Labour Party, but had a much more
nuanced relationship with it than did the smaller unions.
Both the Alliance of Labour and the smaller unions
pressured the Labour Party to include the forty hour
week as an essential part of its platform. In March 1936,
an Alliance of Labour delegation, headed by vicePresident Finton Patrick Walsh, met with the newly
elected Labour Prime Minister, Michael Joseph Savage
and the Minister of Labour, Tim Armstrong. Bert Roth
describes the meeting as tense given that the deputation,
“came not as humble petitioners, but virtually demanded
payment for services rendered to the party….” The

unions did not get all they asked for but the Labour
Government did commit to bringing in a forty hour week
for the majority ofwage workers. 15
The Labour government went on to enact the Industrial
Conciliation Amendment Act 1936, which fixed the forty
hour week as the standard for most workers. The Act also
provided that Saturday work should be eliminated where
practicable. Shop assistants were still not in the same
position as other workers, with the Shops and Offices
Amendment Act 1936 only limiting shop assistants’
hours to forty four per week. Shop assistants were
guaranteed one half-holiday a week starting at noon, but
there was no stipulation as to what day of the week that
should be. 16 Shop assistants saw that most other workers
were now on a 40 hour week and many had a two day
weekend, while they were often forced to work all day
Saturday or at least on Saturday morning. Labour had
brought in compulsory unionism in 1936, meaning that
there was a far higher level of unionisation among shop
assistants. The shop assistants’ unions started to push
for a five day shopping week, with the aim of gaining a
weekend for their members. Despite encountering
strong opposition from many retailers, housewives and
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farmers, they were eventually successful. In 1945 the
Shops and Offices Amendment Act became law, setting a
forty hour week for shop assistants. This effectively
created the situation where most shops had a late night
on Friday and were shut all day on Saturday. 17

The Life and Death ofthe Great New Zealand Weekend
Weekends in the period from 1945 to 1980 followed a
general pattern for many New Zealanders. Friday night
was late shopping night for those with access to shops.
This also provided a time when people could meet and
socialise, in particular for young people. 18 On Saturdays
few shops were open and for much of the period in
question there were limited numbers of entertainments.
Organised sport and horse racing were important
activities, particularly in small town and rural New
Zealand. Movies provided matinee entertainment for
children and evening viewing for the adults. Saturday
night was the time for dances, musical and social events,
which were held in dance halls and cabarets in the cities
and in halls in the small towns and countryside. From
1967, with the end of 6 o’clock closing, pubs were open
until 10pm. This provided an added legal venue for the
pub goers on Friday and Saturday nights. Pubs also
began to be used as a venue for music. Sundays were
even quieter than Saturdays. Sunday papers were only
made legal in 1965 and Sunday sport was generally
discouraged until the late 1960s. 19
In the 1970s, many New Zealanders became increasingly
dissatisfied with the restrictions on weekend activities.
Retailers increasingly found loopholes in the trading laws
or simply risked being fined for Saturday trading. The
Shop Employees Union saw Saturday trading as a threat
to their members, who would lose their own weekends in
order to provide services to others on a Saturday. The
union also made a wider social argument that Saturday
trading would erode the weekend with workers in other
industries also being pushed to work on a Saturday. This
would in turn lead to a decline in social activities,
participation in sport and the time workers could spend
with their families. Despite the union’s efforts, the
National government enacted the Shop Trading
Amendment Act 1980, which allowed Saturday trading.
An increasing number of shops started to open on
Saturdays and the nature of the weekend began to
change. Saturday trading also meant the end of Friday
late night shopping, although Friday nights remained a
time for people to eat, drink and socialise in town after
work. 20

Saturday trading led to the growth of Saturday markets,
the spread of cafe culture in the towns and the institution
of Saturday shopping as a form of entertainment. For
those workers who still had a Saturday holiday, the
options for activities were greatly enhanced. This,
however, came at the cost of many other workers,
generally those in low-paid retail and hospitality jobs,
losing their Saturday holiday. The traditional weekend
was further eroded in 1990, when the Labour
government repealed the Shop Trading Hours Act. From
that time on, Sunday trading became legal. In the 1990s,
many pubs opened on Sundays, but legally they could
only serve patrons who were dining. This restriction was
removed in 1999, when the Sale of Liquor Amendment
Act allowed pubs to open on Sundays for normal
business. 21
From 1980 through to 1999, the changes to legislation
regarding conducting business on Saturdays and
Sundays meant the end of the Great New Zealand
Weekend, that time when the country largely shut up
shop for two days every week. These changes have meant
many workers can no longer guarantee being able to
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have a Saturday-Sunday weekend. Their ability to
participate in sport and other cultural activities and to
spend time with their families has been restricted by the
demands of employers. On the other hand, those workers
who do still get a Saturday-Sunday weekend have a far
wider range of weekend activities available to them than
was the case in the period before 1980. While this is due
in part to cultural change and advances in technology, the
removal of restrictions on the weekend have made more
leisure opportunities available to those not compelled to
do weekend work. Our culture has changed to an extent
that it is now very unlikely modern New Zealand workers
would want to return to the restricted weekend of 1945 to
1980. At the same time, it is clear that workers,
particularly those in low-paid industries such as retail
and hospitality, need stronger protection of their holiday
rights and working conditions.
While the Great New Zealand Weekend is now receding
into history, the weekend as a social feature is still
strongly established in New Zealand culture. It remains
accepted that the majority of people should have two
shared days of leisure, when a wide range of non-work
activities can be carried out. In most of New Zealand,
despite Sunday trading, Sunday remains a quieter day
than the rest of the week. The weekend is a phenomenon
the labour movement and working class activist groups
played a significant part in creating and defending. The
New Zealand weekend has been eroded, but the fact that
many of us continue to be able to enjoy it in some form
is a tribute to the workers and campaigners ofthe past.
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Ref: 1/2-044052-F, Alexander Turnbull Library.

Blackball 1908 Strike
Paul Maunder with Brian Wood

Given the theme of this issue, it is interesting to briefly
reflect on the success of the 1908 Blackball Strike, which
acted as a catalyst for the formation of a national union
movement. I had a conversation with Brian Wood who
wrote the history of the strike for the Centenary and we
came to the following conclusions:
• There had been some build up to the strike nationally:
the Seamen’s Strike of1906 and the Gear Meat strike of
1907, so there was a climate ofreadiness.
• It was led by men with a clear, class-struggle ideology
(The Industrial Workers ofthe World). Revolution was
the goal. This meant that the union did not give in
when some locals were wanting to compromise. This
clarity ofagenda was reinforced by the visits ofinternational inspirational speakers like Harry Fitzgerald and
Tom Mann. Via the court case and the state’s attempt
to claim the subsequent fine from the meagre household possessions ofthe workers, the class basis ofthe
system was confirmed.
• There was a clear focal issue (the length ofcrib time),
easily understood by the public, which fronted other

contentious and more complex issues: e.g. the calculating ofwhen work starts in a mine (on arrival or when at
the face), as well as social issues – poor housing etc.
• The UK shipping company which owed the mine was
clearly the class enemy.
• There was financial support from other NZ workers
during the strike (and a little from Australian workers).
There was also in kind support locally, even farmers
donated meat, or allowed hunting on their land.
• The time ofyear – late summer and early autumn –
was favourable in terms ofhome grown produce being
available.
• The death ofthe obstinate chairman ofthe Company
during the strike was vital for the result.
• Brian’s research revealed that there was a high
proportion ofmarried men with families in the workforce who were settled in Blackball and therefore committed to a life there; as opposed to a more nomadic
‘larrikin’ element, liable to up sticks and move
elsewhere.
• Sheer luck played its part, when heavy rain led to the
flooding ofthe company’s alternative source ofcoal.

11 / LHP BULLETIN NOVEMBER 2019

FEATURE ARTICLE

Taking on the Fast Food Companies
and Winning
Mike Treen

Unite members during the End Zero Hours campaign.

Workers in the fast food industry in New Zealand scored
a spectacular victory over what has been dubbed “zero
hour contracts” during a collective agreement bargaining
round over the course ofMarch and April, 2015.
Workers in the fast food industry had long identified
“zero hour contracts” as the central problem they faced.
These were contracts that didn’t guarantee any hours per
week, but meanwhile workers were expected to work any
shifts rostered within the workers “availability”.
Managers had power to use and abuse the rostering
system in order to reward and punish. These contracts
became entrenched in the 1990s during the dark days of
the Employment Contracts Act and affected literally
hundreds of thousands of workers in fast food, cinemas,
hotels, home care, security, cleaning, hospitality,
restaurants and retail.
In 2015, all the collective agreements with the major fast
food companies (McDonald’s, Burger King, Restaurant
Brands) expired on March 31. Unite was already in
dispute with Wendy’s, as their agreement remained

unresolved from the year before. The union was
determined to end the system of zero hours and get
guaranteed hours included in the new collective
agreements. We knew this would be a tough battle. At
organising meetings, I would sometimes use a phrase
that appealed: “Ifyou want peace, prepare for war”.
The fast food industry in New Zealand includes the
foreign owned McDonald’s, Burger King and Domino’s
Pizza chains, the locally-owned businesses that pay for
the right to market brand names in New Zealand like
Wendy’s and Restaurant Brands, and then the homegrown brands like Hell’s Pizza and Burger Fuel which
also have international ambitions.
We had been successful in negotiating collective
employment agreements in the industry but only after a
major, national “SupersizeMyPay.Com” campaign from
2005 to 2006 to get the first collectives with McDonald’s,
Restaurant Brands, Burger King and Wendy’s. Through
that campaign and later rounds of bargaining (including
major disputes with McDonald’s in 2008 and 2013) we
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had been able to make significant improvements to the
wage rates, get rid of youth rates, increase the paid break
from 10 to 15 minutes, and win new wage rates above the
minimum for workers after a certain period of time on
the job, or in recognition oftraining.

“End Zero Hour Contracts” Campaign
Deciding to take on the major companies in a campaign
to end a practice they have been happily using for several
decades was not made lightly. We were convinced that so
long as managers had the power to use and abuse
workers through their complete control over rostered
hours, we would always have an uphill battle in getting
workers to assert their rights and have the confidence to
join a union. We got story after story of workers losing
shifts for demanding the right to a break, for taking sick
leave, for being “too lippy”. Often the managers in this
industry are too young and inexperienced to be able to
make judgements devoid offavouritism.
Organising fast food workers is a very difficult task.
Workers are spread across hundreds of relatively small
establishments and often working 24/7 shifts. Turnover
of staff is at least two out of three workers every year.
Unite has 7000 members (including 4000 in fast food)
and must recruit 5000 members a year just to remain at
this size. The fast food sector is also heavily reliant on
migrant workers on temporary visas which are often tied
to a company. Typically, 30-40% of staff are on these
permits. These “visa workers” are naturally nervous
about doing anything that would displease their boss.
In 2015, McDonald’s had 9,500 staff spread over 163
stores. 80% of stores are franchised. Franchise owners
treat a worker joining the union as a personal betrayal.
Average membership is only about eight percent as a
consequence. At the company-owned stores we have
about 30% ofstaffas members.
At Burger King, which had 80 stores and 2600 staff, our
membership was about 25%. This company is owned by
the Blackstone Group – a US vulture fund. We had to
withstand a vicious anti-union campaign in 2012 that
resulted in half our 600 members being forced to resign
over a period of a few months. We were now back to our
previous membership position, but the company and
management remained actively hostile.
At Restaurant Brands, which runs the KFC, Carl’s Jr,
Pizza Hut and Starbucks brands, we had over 50% of

their 4000 staff as members. Here we had the benefit of
the fact that the company was publicly listed and
therefore more responsive to public pressure and only a
handful ofstores were franchised.
Having 4000 paying members in the fast food industry is
actually quite an accomplishment by international
standards, but further progress required empowering
workers so that the fear of the consequences of joining
the union were removed as much as possible. So while
our members were clearly telling us that this was a major
issue, it was also clear that our long-term future as a
union depended on us cracking this issue.

Preparing a campaign
We started final preparations for the campaign in the
middle of 2014. How we represented the campaign and
the slogans used were going to be important. We liked
the use of “zero hour” terminology that had been used to
describe these contracts in the UK. It was accurate and
able to shock. We needed to “brand” these fast food
companies as zero hour employers.
Again there was no secret to our views. In August 2014
we did a blog on a number of websites headed, “Putting
an end to Zero Hour Contracts in 2015”.
Unite was fully aware that all the fast food contracts were
expiring at the same time. We decided to make a virtue of
necessity by turning the year’s bargaining into an
industry-wide campaign along the lines of the
“SupersizeMyPay.Com” campaign of a decade earlier.
We suspected it would also require a similar investment
of resources and determination to see the campaign
through to the end.
At the end of the previous bargaining, we had informed
all the companies of our intention to campaign for and
win guaranteed hours into the collective agreements the
next time we bargained. We wanted no misunderstandings or excuses on their part. We reminded them of
this determination each time we met.
An online survey of members reflected their deep
concern about the issue. Workers wanted more hours
and more secure hours.
We needed hard data for the campaign – average age,
how many with kids, average hours worked, changes
from week to week. We started identifying “faces” for the
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campaign. We wanted members who represented the
reality of the workforce, which included people with
dependants, not just school students. We needed to
explain that it is impossible to get a mortgage or other
loans on these contracts. We wanted to point out the
huge difficulties imposed on workers if they had to
negotiate the interface with Working For Families, the inwork tax credit used by the government to top up low
wages, which assumes regular permanent hours.
In November 2014, we did a final visit to all fast food
employers and gave them a heads up on what we want
from the negotiations this year. No one could claim to be
surprised by the demand.
We began talking to the media about the existence of
zero hour contracts in the fast food industry and how bad
they were for workers. The business editor for Radio New
Zealand, Patrick O’Meara, featured fast food workers and
zero hour contracts in a series of award winning reports
over a week long period in November, 2014. As a result,
“Zero Hour Contracts” entered the public discussion like
never before.
Fortuitously at that time, the plight of many workers in
vulnerable employment positions became “newsworthy”
when a petrol station worker complained about having
his wages docked because a customer drove off without
paying. There was a broad, instantaneous public condemnation of the employer and sympathy and support for the
worker. The media began looking for other “stories” and
our fast food workers had many stories to tell.
On December 1-2, we held the Unite National
Conference which formally launched the campaign. We
had reps from other unions endorse and otherwise be
part of our campaign. We had three opposition party
leaders speak – Andrew Little for the Labour Party,
Metiria Turei for the Greens and Winston Peters for NZ
First. Again, media featured horror stories about zero
hour contracts that were told at the conference, including
one where a worker was stopped from leaving work
despite coughing up blood and the worker complied
because she feared having her hours cut the following
week. More in-depth reporting began to appear.
Labour and the Greens announced that they would have
MP’s sponsor bills for debate in parliament to outlaw
zero hour contracts.

We spent a month (mid January to mid February)
engaging with members, discussing claims and getting
worker volunteers for the campaign. We organised a
national speaking tour with two young workers from the
US fast food workers campaign. The US workers and
Unite officials were able to brief a meeting of opposition
MP’s at parliament as part oftheir visit.
A national fast food workers conference on February 14
determined to get rid of zero-hour contracts in the
industry. The conference signed off on the claims for the
companies and nominated delegates for bargaining. We
also had workers in Korea, Philippines, Hong Kong and
Indonesia acting in support of our campaign on that day!
It was an extraordinary sight to see photos of pickets in
several countries where the local workers and unions had
made banners using an anti zero hour design from our
Facebook page.
Materials were designed and ordered: T-shirts, badges,
stickers, banners, placards.
On February 24, Campbell Live – a major news and
current affairs show broadcasting at 7pm on TV3 –
joined the campaign against zero hour contracts and gave
a human face to the issue by interviewing two
McDonald’s workers, both of whom were part of the
union bargaining team.
Two further reports in the first week of March continued
interviews with fast food workers and others on zero
hour contracts, updated viewers to the fact the union was
bargaining that week and challenged the National Party
Employment Minister Michael Woodhouse. The
government was forced to say they were looking at the
issue.
These reports had a huge impact on the country. Shortly
after the launch of this campaign by Campbell Live, the
managing director of Media Works which owns TV3
announced a “review” of the future of the show. The fast
food giants are also large advertisers on TV3 and would
no doubt have expressed their displeasure.

Bargaining
The same week these major media reports ran, we began
bargaining with McDonald’s, Burger King and
Restaurant Brands. Morale in the bargaining teams was
high for we were going into bargaining with the backing,
not just of our own members, but with significant media
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sympathy and the overwhelming support of people
throughout New Zealand. This was demonstrated in a
later, very popular Campbell Live show which had John
Campbell interviewing McDonald’s drive through
customers, unanimous in condemning zero hour
contracts.
We expected movement from Restaurant Brands first.
We were stronger there and the company had begun
their own process of centralising the rostering system.
However, the company dragged its feet and made no
meaningful offer on guaranteed hours until the contract
had expired and we had told them we were going to a
strike ballot. Maybe they were just testing our resolve.
When they did come back with an offer early April it was
a meaningful one.
They promised to guarantee 80% of hours worked over
the previous three months. This would be a rolling
average that would allow the guarantee to improve over
time – especially for those who volunteer for extra shifts.
Moreover, the union and the company had also agreed to
trial permanent shift patterns at some stores to see how
that could improve things.
Most workers want regular shift patterns as well as
secure hours and both the company and the union expect
that to be the final outcome of a guaranteed hours
regime.
Campbell Live reported the victory, but so did many other
media outlets as the issue had become mainstream.
However, by early April, neither Burger King nor
McDonald’s had a meaningful offer on the table. Secret
strike ballots as required by law were held at both
companies. These are usually held as an online ballot, as
it is very difficult to hold meetings at which all members
can attend. Members overwhelmingly approved taking
action.
Our members at Burger King were particularly keen to
go on strike. We hadn’t felt strong enough to take action
at BK stores in previous rounds of bargaining, but with
the success of pushing back the company’s anti-union
drive in 2012 and the confidence workers were getting
with the public support, our members were telling us
they wanted to take action this time.

Maybe that is why the company decided to make a last
minute offer to end zero hour contracts on the eve of the
April 15 action. BK’s offer was even more comprehensive
than Restaurant Brands. They proposed to move straight
to fixed shifts rostering within six months. Moreover,
when a worker left the company, their shifts could be
given to existing staff who wanted them and be
incorporated in their guaranteed minimum. Campbell
Live reported, “Another win against zero hour contracts”.
Wendy’s workers took action in February and March
while the other companies were bargaining. Strikes
occurred in Auckland, Palmerston North, Christchurch
and Dunedin. The opening of a Wendy’s store in
Dunedin helped focus the campaign there for a protest
on March 14. Again, the local media approached the
issue with care and depth.
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wage that they would be getting the same 50 cent
increase as the minimum wage staff as a flow on effect of
the minimum wage increase on April 1. However, union
members earning above the minimum wage were being
told that they would not be getting a pay increase until
there was an overall settlement of the agreement. The
company also threatened not to back pay the settlement if
it was concluded after April 1. They obviously hoped that
union members would quit the union in order to get the
pay rise.
Then McDonald’s made sure the non-union staff got
their pay rise before union members by delaying
bargaining for two weeks with the claim they would be
bringing a meaningful offer on guaranteed hours that
would be a “game changer” in the industry. When they
came back to the table in early April, their offer was a
joke, affecting at best ten percent of their staff. At this
point we told the company we were “in dispute” and
would be taking a ballot for strike action.
However, bargaining continued with McDonald’s after
the strike ballot was held and before the day of action on
the 15th. At one session, McDonald’s made a deliberately
deceptive offer to the union that claimed to get rid of zero
hours and released that offer to the public while we were
still in bargaining. McDonald’s was hoping to appear
reasonable and paint the union as acting in bad faith, but
their strategy backfired and the media saw their “offer”
for what it was.

Other companies like Burger Fuel and Hell’s Pizza were
making public announcements that they were no longer
using zero hour contracts without us even bargaining
with them.
With the offer from BK meeting our demands, that
company was removed from the strike action on April 15,
much to the disappointment of our members. The
advantage for us was that the most stubborn opponent,
McDonald’s, had successfully put themselves into the
frame as a recalcitrant on the issue.

McDonald’s counter-attack
Throughout bargaining, McDonald’s had been actively
taking their own steps to undermine the union. They had
told non-union staff earning more than the minimum

The company asked for a further round of bargaining
with a mediator from the Ministry of Business Industry
and Enterprise assisting before the April 15 action. This
was held on April 14. However, the company
representatives refused to budge from their formula of
rostered hours and the union bargaining team walked
out to prepare for the strike action the next day.

May Day action called
With McDonald’s now a more isolated target, we called
another national day of action for May 1st, international
workers’ day. This time we appealed for unions,
community groups, political parties and churches to
“Adopt a Maccas” – that is to choose a store they could
focus on for leafleting and picketing on that day. We
explained that the workers needed the solidarity of the
community outside their stores to encourage and
embolden them to take action. Another bargaining date
was set for April 28. Media pressure continued to build
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on the company. Even some right wing media
commentators like Paul Henry were sympathetic to the
anti-zero hours argument.
This time, the company came to bargaining with a clear
proposal to end zero hour contracts and a timetable for
implementation. But when we asked for clarification of
what this meant for secure and regular shifts going
forward, and expressed a desire to continue bargaining
on some other matters, the company walked out in a
huff.
We knew we had achieved a huge victory in forcing the
company to move seriously on the issue of zero hours. It
did appear though, that the company’s bargaining
representatives had convinced themselves that the union
just wanted to keep pressing on for strikes on May Day
regardless. At this stage the former National Secretary of
Unite, Matt McCarten, said he was available to open
channels between the parties to continue a dialogue.
With his help, we concluded a deal just before midnight
on April 29. We called off the May Day actions, having
achieved a comprehensive victory over zero hours in the
industry.

Government under pressure
The government was feeling pressure on the issue of
zero hour contracts and announced that it was doing a
rethink on whether these contracts should be allowed.
In fact a new law came into being in April, 2016. Under
this law employers are required to include into any
employment agreement the hours of work which have
been agreed between the parties, including:
• Guaranteed hours;
• Days ofthe week on which work is to be performed;
• Start and finish times; and
• Any flexibility in any ofthese factors.
An availability clause allows the parties to have some
flexibility in the agreed hours, for example, where the
employer cannot know in advance exactly how many
hours the employee will be required. An availability
clause requires the employee to be available to accept
work over and above some guaranteed hours of work, but
is only enforceable if:

• The employer has genuine reasons, based on
reasonable grounds, for including the clause into
the agreement;
• The employee gets reasonable compensation
for making him or herselfavailable; and
• The employee also has some guaranteed hours.
What is considered as “genuine reasons, based on
reasonable grounds” depends on:
• Whether it is practical for the employer to run the
business without the availability clause;
• The number ofhours the employee is required to be
available; and
• The number ofguaranteed hours.
What is considered as “reasonable compensation”
depends on:
• The number ofhours the employee is required to be
available;
• The number ofhours the employee is required to be
available compared to guaranteed hours;
• The nature ofrestrictions on the employee (e.g. stay
within proximity, no drinking, etc.); and
• The remuneration for availability.
If there is no “availability” clause in the agreement, any
additional hours offered to the employee can be refused,
and the employee must not be treated adversely
(differently from other similar employees).
Our media statement was not overstating it when it said:
“This is the culmination of a decade-long campaign for
secure hours by Unite Union. It will be welcomed by tens
of thousands of workers in the fast food industry and
hundreds of thousands more who will ultimately benefit
in other industries. It represents a fundamental shift in
the employment relationship of the most vulnerable
workers in the country.”
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The Success Behind Kua Tae Te Wa
Melissa Schwalger

Auckland rally.

When 50,000 teachers and principals from across the
compulsory schooling sector marched and rallied in
towns and cities across New Zealand on 29 May 2019, it
was a moment that had been 10 years in the making.
The “mega-strike”, as the media dubbed it, united
members of NZEI Te Riu Roa and PPTA Te Wehengarua
and showed the Government that despite an 18-month
campaign, educators were not in a mood to back down
over the low pay and excessive workload that were driving
teachers out ofthe profession.
Within days, the Minister of Education Chris Hipkins
had intervened in the dispute, and the fiscal envelope
that had been doggedly immovable for over a year
suddenly expanded. Alongside pay parity for teachers
across the sector and significant pay rises, an accord was
agreed between the unions and government to work
through key issues around workload and wellbeing.

It was an historic moment in education, particularly for
the primary teachers who had voted to reject four
previous offers and for primary principals who held out
for a sixth offer to get pay parity with their secondary
school colleagues.
However, the success of the Kua Tae Te Wā – It’s Time
campaign had its genesis during the nine years of the
previous National Government. With National Standards,
charter schools, bulk funding, Investing in Educational
Success, removing educators’ right to vote for members
of the Education Council, privatization and funding
freezes on National’s agenda, that time had been a battle
on multiple fronts for the very future of quality public
education. This raised up a strong base of member
leaders who were central to the success of Kua Tae Te
Wā. Importantly, the wider membership was frustrated
and there was a strong sense that it was now or never to
save the profession. They were ready to take action.
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As the September 2017 General Election loomed, fed up
teachers and principals were already in agreement that
the time for business-as-usual negotiations and austere
offers was over – regardless of who was running the
country after September.
The Fifth National Government had taken a toll on
educators, who had endured pay rises that barely kept up
with inflation and an increasing workload due to
ministry requirements and growing numbers of students
with additional learning and behavioural needs. Funding
for schools and extra teacher aide and specialist support
for those students had not kept up with demand, placing
ever greater pressure on classroom teachers.
However, during this time, educators had been
somewhat distracted from their own personal circumstances by a neo-liberal assault on quality public
education itself. Known as the GERM agenda, the Global
Education Reform Movement had the goal of imposing a
business model on schools by introducing standardisation, competition and test-based accountability.
It started apparently innocuously in 2010, when the
Government introduced National Standards to measure
primary students’ progress in reading, writing and
maths. From the beginning, NZEI Te Riu Roa and other
organisations representing educators warned that
National Standards would narrow the curriculum, put
undue pressure on children, increase teacher workload
and weren’t even an accurate measure of a child’s
progress.
Education Minister Anne Tolley argued that National
Standards were not like the sort of high-stakes testing
seen in the US because teachers would use their overall
judgement and a variety of assessments to decide
whether a child had met the standard. Teachers and
principals weren’t buying it.
The Government pushed ahead regardless, with many in
the sector fearing the resulting league tables would lead
to schools and teachers being blamed for underachievement, and open the way to performance pay.
Principals fought back, with some refusing to introduce
National Standards and pulling back only when faced
with the threat of statutory intervention. Grudgingly,
educators did as they were told, but with the encouragement of NZEI Te Riu Roa member leaders, the majority

of schools refused to engage with the ministry’s online
Progress and Consistency Tool, designed to assist with
“dependable judgements” on student achievement. Use
of the tool was supposed to be mandatory, but the
pushback from members forced the government to make
it voluntary. This win encouraged members to hold on to
the belief that National Standards was not a permanent
fixture and would one day be overturned.
The union funded research by Martin Thrupp at Waikato
University to investigate the impact of National
Standards over the first several years.
The research released in 2013 found that National
Standards results were unreliable and had narrowed the
school curriculum. The standards threatened to increase
inequality by leading to a “two-tier curriculum” where
children in more disadvantaged areas would be forced
into a less rewarding and less interesting education.
The results were widely reported, keeping the
Government on the back foot on the policy.
The next major assault was the introduction of charter
schools in 2012, a key policy of National’s coalition
partner ACT. The schools were framed as giving parents
choice, but it was plain to educators that they were more
about ACT’s philosophies of free-market competition,
reduced public investment in schools and with the
“bonus” of de-professionalising and de-unionising the
sector.
Unions, academics and education groups were appalled,
but the wider public had little knowledge of the fallout
from the charter school takeovers in the UK and US
education systems, so concern was relatively muted.
In general, teachers and principals didn’t like the idea of
charter schools, but for most members the issue was out
sight and out of mind. The strongest protests came from
schools in the vicinity of new charter schools. Despite the
Government’s assurances that charter schools weren’t
funded to any degree more than public schools, these
schools were able to offer small classes, and frequently
supplied free lunches, uniforms, transport and
stationery. They also had advertising budgets and could
pay handsome management fees to their “sponsors”. The
funding model also used the public purse to fund private
property – when the Government terminated the contract
of Te Pumanawa o te Wairua in Northland in 2016, it had
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no way of getting back the property or the money that
had been provided for the land purchase.

$359m initiative to lift the performance of all students
and create career pathways for teachers.

It was clear that the Government would not do away with
National Standards or charter schools, but these neoliberal policies had the potential to be extended and cause
greater damage to public education if they became
entrenched in the system and accepted by the public. So
NZEI Te Riu Roa focused on the long game, knowing
that in a democracy every government will eventually be
shown the door.

The policy was promoted as a way to improve student
success by putting “executive” principals across a cluster
of 10 schools and taking “expert” teachers out of their
classrooms to mentor teachers in other schools.
Members swiftly rejected the one-size-fits-all policy and
refused to engage with the plan. That collective refusal
forced the Government to negotiate a new initiative in
December that involved the profession and resulted in
Communities of Learning. This addressed some of the
concerns but left many not dealt with, undermining the
proposal.

OIA requests about government spending on charter
schools, and principals frequently speaking out, kept
charter schools sufficiently controversial so opposition
parties were happy to oppose them. Proponents tried to
make charter schools about M āori self-determination and
a number of iwi embraced the concept – after all, the
government had made it almost impossible to set up
special character schools that weren’t charters. NZEI Te
Riu Roa M āori leaders worked hard to keep lines of
communication open with iwi, and argued for better
funding for the mainstream and kura kaupapa schools
that the vast majority of M āori students continued to
attend.
NZEI Te Riu Roa lobbied Labour, Green and New
Zealand First politicians during this period and strongly
argued the case for National Standards and charter
schools to be scrapped because they were so inequitable.
All three parties promised to do so in the lead up to the
2017 election and were true to their word soon after
forming Government.
A handful of charter schools were established in 2012
and it was also that year that the Government made its
first major mis-step in education, with a policy that had
parents up in arms because it would so obviously have a
negative impact on children’s learning.
The Government tried to increase class sizes to save $174
million from the education budget over four years. The
move was unambiguous and easily understood by furious
parents who could see their children’s education would
suffer in a larger class with less one-on-one teaching. The
Government’s backdown was swift and humiliating.
In January 2014, the Government dropped another policy
on the profession without any warning or consultation.
Investing in Educational Success (IES) was billed as a

In 2016, the Government launched another cost cutting
plan – a confusing concept for a “global budget”. Parents
largely didn’t get it, but educators did – especially those
who had been through the bulk funding experiment of
the 1990s. What made this version even worse was that it
would be compulsory, rather than opt-in.
Global funding involved a bulk-funding-style split of cash
and “credits” for school running costs, and for teacher
salaries which are currently paid centrally. Schools could
choose how to spend a mix of cash and credits for
teachers, both generated on a per-student formula. At
year’s end, schools could cash up unspent credits.
However, educators used to juggling school budgets
immediately saw where it could lead. We already had the
perfect example in the early childhood sector, which has
been bulk funded for many years. Centres receive a lump
sum to cover salaries and running costs and have to
make decisions about teacher-to-child ratios and the
number of qualified teachers they employ. Likewise,
school support staff are bulk funded through each
school’s operations grant, competing for funding with
the electricity bill and class resources, and susceptible to
freezes in the school budget – which also happened in
Budget 2016.
It could be argued that the success of Kua Tae te Wā can
be traced at least as far back as the 2016 campaign
against global funding. NZEI Te Riu Roa and PPTA Te
Wehengarua leaders and members united over this issue
and campaigned together in a way that had not been seen
before, strategising together and sharing the costs of
meetings and campaigning. Union field staff gained
experience in organising huge rallies, motivated
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grassroots members and raised up new member leaders
to run meetings and talk to the media, MPs and their
communities. It was a training ground for what was to
come.
The two unions took the unprecedented step of calling 52
nationwide all-of-union meetings during school time in
September 2016, from indoor arenas to town halls and
community centres.
The Better Funding Better Learning campaign became
whole-of-union; support staff and early childhood
members took a leading role at meetings in explaining to
the rest of the sector the consequences of bulk funding.
Their personal stories galvanized teachers and principals.
To further get the message out to the community
following the meetings, NZEI Te Riu Roa took three
buses on a tour of more than 100 schools and early
childhood centres, beginning in Auckland, Wellington
and Christchurch, and then travelling on to Hamilton,
Tauranga and Rotorua, Palmerston North and
Whanganui and Dunedin.
Thousands of parents signed postcards and petitions to
the Government asking them to scrap the global funding
plan, and to unfreeze the operations grant affecting
schools. The arrival of the Better Funding bus gave local
member leaders the opportunity to talk to their
community, the media and potential members.
In November, the Government took global funding off
the table. Educators had won.
Less than a year later, Kua Tae Te Wā was launched at
the NZEI Te Riu Roa National Conference, by battlehardened members who knew what was possible when
union members stand strong and get public support
behind them. Kua Tae te Wā – It’s Time summed up the
mood. Teaching had become an unattractive career
prospect and it was now or never to turn that around with
improved pay and working conditions. For principals, the
massive workload and responsibility was also taking its
toll, especially in very small schools where principals also
had teaching responsibilities and were often earning less
than deputy principals in large schools.
Teachers had been leaving the profession in droves,
enrollments in initial training had slumped 40% in five
years and principals were run ragged trying to employ

enough teachers or find relievers to cover illness.
The issue was apparent in many schools already, and
parents could see that principals and teachers were not
exaggerating the scale ofthe problem.
In the latter part of 2017 and early 2018 before the
primary school collective agreements expired, NZEI Te
Riu Roa laid the groundwork for public support of a
significant pay rise and action on workload. With a
largely sympathetic media, the union publicised internal
surveys of principals showing that significant numbers
were concerned they wouldn’t have enough teachers to
start 2018, and many principals shared their stories in
regional media publications. Burnt out principals and
teachers who had left the profession also explained why
they couldn’t bring themselves to return to a job they
loved.
In early 2018, and again in 2019, NZEI Te Riu Roa
released the annual results of a health and wellbeing
survey of New Zealand school leaders, conducted by
Australian Catholic University for the union. The results
painted a distressing picture of a workforce that was
under huge stress and in many cases at serious risk of ill
health.
Public support was crucial, so from the early days of the
campaign, NZEI Te Riu Roa contracted a polling
company to run focus groups. When the secondary
teachers’ collective agreement expired early in 2019,
PPTA also joined in on the polling.
Focus groups showed that parents of school-aged
children were well aware of the teacher shortage, but
even those without children understood it was an issue
and were highly supportive of significant pay increases
and improved workload to improve teacher retention and
recruitment. Importantly, parents supported strike
action, despite any personal inconvenience. The message
had already got through that things would only get worse
if the Government did not come to the table with a
meaningful offer.
The focus groups also guided the framing of the
campaign. While a salary of $60,000-70,000 for a degreequalified teacher with 20 years’ experience and working
up to 60 hours a week explained why teaching was not an
appealing career choice, some of that was lost on the
public. Many people earn less than that and also consider
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that they work hard, so the focus had to be on the needs
of students. This was more true in the case of principals,
because a principal of a medium-sized school could earn
$100,000 or more, even though they were like CEOs,
responsible for large budgets, 30 or more staff, the
learning and welfare of hundreds of children and
answerable to a board oftrustees.
Messaging centred around Time to Teach and Time to
Lead, and member spokespeople kept the focus on the
negative impact the teacher shortage was having on
children – larger classes, less one-to-one learning and
increasingly frequent splitting of students around other
classes when relievers simply couldn’t be found. It was a
call to save the profession, to save quality education for
children.
The National Executive, made up of elected members
from all sector areas of the union, was responsible for
key decisions in the campaign, but took their lead directly
from the grassroots members. It was vital that members
themselves had ownership and drove the direction of the
campaign.
The campaign was run on a system of: suggest, listen,
decide, confirm (by member vote).
Bulk email communication with members was central to
keeping them informed on the campaign direction,
ongoing negotiations and offers. Members were offered a
multitude of ways to give feedback, either identified or
anonymous. Paid union meetings, Survey Monkey,
Loomio, and video conferencing between the negotiating
teams and with worksite reps all served to ensure that
member leaders were in tune with the wishes of the
wider membership. Member leaders and staff were
responsive to questions and comments on Facebook, and
several Facebook Live Q&A sessions during key points of
the campaign were extremely popular.
One of the best examples of members setting the
direction came early in the campaign, following rejection
ofthe first offers from the Ministry ofEducation.

National Executive’s proposal of a half-day strike on 15
August 2018. However, during the term break, members
took to online forums and feedback channels with the
overwhelming message that a half-day strike wasn’t
enough. Executive had underestimated the desire to take
strong early action, so an online ballot was organised,
run by independent polling company Electionz. The
overwhelming majority called for a full-day strike. It
would be the first primary teacher and principal strike
since the pay parity action of24 years previously.
On 3 August, members held a day of community action,
interacting with parents at the school gate and explaining
why the strike was necessary. In the lead-up to the strike,
most principals used school newsletters to highlight the
issues, and NZEI Te Riu Roa produced community flyers
and other information that could be used by members.
On 15 August, the strike was major news, and teachers
and principals marched and rallied not just with their
own children, but were also well supported by school
families that stood alongside them.
Negotiations and further barely-changed offers followed
the strike. Many members were surprised that a centreleft Coalition Government that had been so sympathetic
and promised so much during the election campaign was
proving so miserly.
In November 2018, NZEI Te Riu Roa entered into four
days of facilitation with the Ministry, under the
Employment Relations Authority. In its non-binding
report, the ERA recommended that members accept the
latest offers, which it considered ‘handsome and competitive’. However, teachers and principals brushed off
the ERA’s recommendations and carried on with
nationwide rolling one-day strikes in the week of 12
November. During the strike meetings, the vote to reject
was just as strong as previous offers, and union
membership was still growing.

In May and June, the Ministry offered primary teachers
and principals unsurprising low opening offers of 2% a
year for three years.

Rolling strikes had two benefits – member leaders and
staff could move around the country to support local
efforts, and it kept the issue in the public eye for an
entire week. Despite the inconvenience, polling showed
public support was still high, and awareness of the issues
was growing.

At paid union meetings in June, members voted
resoundingly to reject the offers and voted for the

Still the Government was unmoved, insisting there was
no more money for salaries, more release time, learning
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Wellington rally in support ofthe teachers.

support or smaller classes. One year in, members, had
sacrificed two days’ pay and risked public fatigue with the
campaign, with no settlement to show for it. However, if
anything, their resolve was strengthening.
Paid union meetings to vote on a fourth round of offers
in the week of 18 March 2019 were cancelled out of
respect for the victims and communities affected by the
Christchurch mosque terror attack.
The offers were rejected in subsequent online ballots but
then a new development entered the equation –
secondary school teachers’ collective agreement had
expired, along with that of area school teachers. The stage
was set for the “mega strike”.
NZEI Te Riu Roa and PPTA Te Wehengarua staff and
member leaders met regularly and worked together to
plan the rallies around the country. While the unions had
differing perspectives on some issues, the need to stay
united was paramount. Joint messaging was agreed and
the Presidents and Vice Presidents were interviewed
together a number of times, particularly on breakfast
television. The subsequent megastrike was a truly joint
action.

In the lead up to 29 May, it was hard to find a parent who
would criticise teachers for the coming inconvenience.
Several social media-savvy parents with no affiliation to
NZEI Te Riu Roa set up an “I back the teachers”
Facebook group just over two weeks before the strike.
Within days, it had thousands of group members sharing
their support for the invaluable work of teachers and
principals. Union staff supported the page administrators with fact sheets and other resources, and in
email updates encouraged union members to share the
group details with friends and family. The group was an
oasis of encouragement for teachers and principals
preparing for their third strike. On the day of the strike,
the group reached 10,000 members.
From the dozens of teachers and supporters picketing
the main road of tiny towns, to the tens of thousands
streaming down Queen St, 29 May 2019 was the day
when the tide turned in the campaign.
During the first strike, Prime Minister Jacinda Ardern
had made an impromptu appearance to speak to the
4000-strong crowd gathered on the lawn in front of the
Beehive. The crowd was receptive when she said radical
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change took time, and when Minister Chris Hipkins said
the Government had heard teachers’ concerns, they
cheered.
Nine months later, when Hipkins braved an even larger
crowd on the Beehive lawn, they were having none of it.
He could barely be heard above the chants of “Not good
enough!”

unnecessary workload.
NZEI Te Riu Roa has now turned full campaigning
attention to the severe undervaluing of the mainly female
school support staff workforce and early childhood
workers. A union’s work is never done.

Finally the Government accepted that teachers were not
going to back down and that public support was
unwavering. That powerful combination led to the
ministerial intervention and the much improved offers
that were accepted soon after.
A key element of the revised deal that the Minister
negotiated with the unions was the reintroduction of a
unified base salary scale for primary, secondary and area
school teachers that would restore pay parity for primary
with secondary teachers. Teachers would also receive an
increase of 3% a year over the three years of the
agreement. The long-standing issue of removing a salary
cap for teachers without degrees was also resolved. The
unions will negotiate together for future collective
agreements.
Union members would receive the increases three
months before non-members, and members also
received a $1500 one-off payment in recognition of the
sacrifices they had made during the campaign.
Hipkins said it cost an extra $271 million to increase the
final offer across the sector.
Teachers voted strongly in June to ratify their offer, but
principals voted to fight on because they had not been
offered pay parity with the secondary colleagues. The next
offer in July included parity, and principals voted to
accept.
That same month, after kindergarten teachers demanded
the reinstatement of pay parity with primary teachers,
they got it in their first offer.
Despite the significance of the win, not all the problems
have been resolved – the teacher shortage will take time
to turn around, and workload and wellbeing are
significant issues to be addressed. However, work has
begun on the union-government accord and progress has
already been made on some of the issues creating
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Struggle at the Flaxroots
Te Whaea Ireland, a Teacher from Greymouth/
Mawhera, Interviewed by Paul Maunder

Te Whaea Ireland (right) speaks to a member ofthe public during a Better Funding Heatland event. Ref: NZEI.

Paul: What’s the union structure down here?
Te Whaea: Under the NZEI you have your local branch,
so we have the Grey Branch, then down in Hokitika is
the Westland Branch, and then there’s another branch up
in Westport. You also have an area representative who
goes to the Waitaha Area Council in Christchurch.
And each school has a delegate?
Each school is supposed to have a work-site rep.
How did you get to be chairperson ofthe Grey Branch?
There was a woman who used to work at our school who
was our work site rep and I’d go along with her to branch
meetings and she’d been chair in the past and then there
was a time when it was really hard to fill positions and for
a time there was no chair or treasurer or secretary, so I
talked to her and said I’d be happy to co-chair with her
for a while because it was important to have those
positions filled. So I did that with her for one or two years
and then when she left I took over chair.

Why did you feel that it was important?
It is important to have a union and to have a union
presence and that you have a local branch that is able to
pass on information and run events and make sure
people understand locally what’s happening in the union
at the national level, otherwise it’s easy for people to feel
disconnected and not understand what’s going on and
not have a human point ofcontact to their union.
Had you had much to do with unions before this?
Even at university I joined up when I was doing my postgrad teaching diploma. The union came and had a stall
and I joined up then. I’ve also grown up in a family that
was very aware of unions and workers’ rights and
understanding the role of unions and collectives so that
people get equal rights and have fair conditions at work.
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When you became co-chairperson the branch was a little bit
moribund? Not a lot ofpeople involved?
It’s always hard. It’s easy for people to be complacent and
teachers are so busy and overworked. Even if they care
about something it’s just an extra meeting to go to, or
extra work to do on top of what you’re already doing. It’s
easy to feel like you pay your fees and the union does
what the union does and not everyone wants to be hugely
involved. So I think there’d been people in those positions for many years and they’d done what they could do,
but it is really hard to get people to fill those positions
and be willing to take on that extra work. It was always a
bit ofa struggle.

professional development on offer as people in cities and
it’s incredibly expensive, because people are having to fly
or drive long distances. That would make people feel
more connected and that they were appreciated.

When you got involved how many would come to meetings?
Usually there were only about five people, sometimes
only four.

We also put on events and get togethers for support staff
so they could talk about their issues and campaigns and
so we could celebrate their contribution. So, we decided
to make sure we were a bit active in organising events
that were ofbenefit to our members.

And now it’s much more active?
Yeh. I took on chair and I was able to get a work
colleague who is very good at organisation to take on
secretary and we worked really well together and most of
the time we were working in the same school so it was
easy to communicate and get things happening. It’s quite
hard if everyone in positions is at different schools. We
just made a real effort to try and make our branch
meetings more attractive to come to, making sure we
were communicating information out quickly and
organising events that make people feel involved and to
feel that the local branch was doing something for them.
So we made sure that our meetings were at a local café
and that we put on nice food and drinks for people,
because at the end of a teaching day people are really
shattered so they appreciate if they’re coming to a
meeting that there’ll be a bit of kai and manaakitanga.
We also started offering a professional development
fund. We had quite a bit of money available as a local
branch so we saw that one of the things we wanted to do
was get that money out to members in a way that made
them feel good and that their local branch was doing
something for them and that made them feel that they
wanted to be more involved.
So we started a professional development fund where
people can fill in a simple application and provide proof
of what they’re accessing and then we were able to give
them some money toward that. We saw that as really
important because on the West Coast we’re geographically very isolated, so we don’t have the same amount of

We also had an end of year dinner where people were
recognised, for example if they’d achieved full registration or gained some new qualification. We had MP
evenings during election years where our local MPs or
candidates could come and present their party’s views on
education and policy. They were pretty popular amongst
members, to be able to come along to a specific evening
on education and to be able to ask questions.

Within the union structure each branch gets some money?
Yeh, each branch gets a certain funding drop each year.
When you’ve spent a certain amount you can apply for
the next year’s amount.
This is per member?
Not quite sure. I guess it is.
And you go to the Waitaha meetings?
Within your branch you elect someone who can be the
area council member. I go once a term to a Saturday
meeting in Christchurch where everyone meets together
and it’s also where we will have say, the leader from the
South Island who runs the field officers there and it
means that we get information about what’s happening
nationally for NZEI. Occasionally we’ll have people there
from the national executive team and the president has
come a few times. It also means I can go back to the
branch and explain what’s happening in campaigns,
what’s coming up, what we need to be aware of, and what
we need to make sure members are aware of.
So that started to work and you got more people coming along
to meetings?
We had the core group who had been coming for years
but through the way we advertised events and through
good communication we started to get a lot more people
coming along to meetings. If we know we’ve got worksite
reps there we then know that the information that needs
to go out to members is much more likely to get
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communicated. NZEI are good at sending out great
emails but not everyone will read them because you’re so
bombarded as a teacher.

So then there was a time ofindustrial action?
The past two years has been a huge time for NZEI across
all sectors. I can mainly speak for the primary sector, but,
yes, we came up to our collective agreement and teachers
and principals were definitely at a stage where they knew
there needed to be some big changes in our work
conditions and in our pay and we are in a time where
there’s a huge shortage of teachers so we needed to
seriously look at how we retain good teachers and how to
attract people to the profession. That would require
changes in our collective agreement. The first few offers
from the government weren’t accepted by members and
it took a lot of very hard work and industrial action before
we got an agreement that people were prepared to sign
onto.
The campaign was run from head office?
It was the Kua Tae Te Wā - It’s Time campaign…
How did the campaign operate locally?
Head office would regularly send out emails to everyone
with the key information, but also conduct surveys so
they were getting feedback from members about what
they wanted to happen and what their preferred choices
were. Also the field officer would be in close contact with
myself and also with worksite reps. During the campaign
there was the option of weekly online video conference
calls to keep up to date with what was happening and
what you needed to do and there were lots of resources
on the NZEI website – posters and fliers and help with
local media releases and then with our field officer we
would often have video conference calls leading up to the
industrial action or paid union meetings so that everyone
knew what was happening. The other difference in this
campaign was that for our local paid union meetings they
asked if there were one or two local union members who
would be prepared to help run those meetings so it
wasn’t seen as just outside NZEI people coming in and
telling you what to do. So we would be provided with
scripts for support and we could add in our own
information, our own stories, so that people were getting
information from someone they knew and it made it a bit
more contextualised and easier for people to talk about
the issues.

Marching through Greymouth.

So you used to do that?
Yep, along with some other people. We would usually
have the field officer come over and we would meet the
night before and go through everything so we knew the
field officer would be there to answer the tricky questions
and go through the official stuff – the voting and things
like that.
The feeling locally in terms ofaction, going on strike?
It’s always really tricky. It’s a hard and uncomfortable
place to sit in when you’re looking at industrial action
and teachers find it a hard decision to make because we
know it’s taking away a day of learning from our students
and we know it’s hard on families. We often feel guilty
causing the people we really care about some inconvenience, but teachers were also at a point where we
knew we had to draw a line in the sand. We had to
protect things that were under threat and which we had
won in the past, like pay parity and also we had to make
it really clear about realities that were happening in
education for teachers and that things did need to start to
change, otherwise we would end up in an even worse
position in the future. It was uncomfortable and a tough
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decision – there were people who didn’t agree with it –
you always get that, but the overwhelming majority of
people were happy to make a stand and to make the point
that we needed to change things.

People enjoyed the actions on the day?
It’s always a little bit uncomfortable striking and
marching, particularly in a small town, because you’ve
always got a small group – it’s not like being in a city and
marching with thousands of people, but we were really
pleased with the turnout we got for a small town and at
the end of the day people had enjoyed it. They’d been
worried that it would be confrontational or controversial,
then they realised it was going to be peaceful and that it
was about us getting our stories out and our message out
and telling people it wasn’t all about money, it was about
us wanting to make sure we have a good education
system for our families and our children. At the end
people felt good about what we did. We always got input
from people about what we should do on the day. I’d
email worksite reps and ask them to have that discussion
at their school and to give feedback. Suggestions about
signage and also to give an idea of commitment from
schools so we had an idea of how many were coming, so
we could inform the police and have a good relationship
with them. The other thing about this campaign is that
we had phenomenal support from the community across
New Zealand and that’s always the huge worry, that
because of the inconvenience you’ll lose the support of
whanau and community. It was amazing support from
people agreeing with us.
How did you gauge it locally?
Just from conversations with parents and family.
Families showing up to our strikes with their kids. And
we tried hard to make sure people were informed.

pay and also now we have the accord for a working party
to address the issues that couldn’t be addressed in the
collective but need to be addressed going forward. A
huge thing was people sharing their stories – it’s the first
time I’ve seen that – teachers and principals but also
support staff and families were able to share their stories
in the media about what the reality is, what the concerns
were, why we were striking and I think wider NZ really
got to see and understand and share. It means that going
forward the working party will be pretty clear about
issues such as workload and special needs.

The strikes enabled the stories to get out there?
Yeh, I think because when you strike, it’s such a huge
action for schools to be closed and I think NZEI ran a
very good campaign making sure our stories were told.
Teachers have been struggling for almost three decades now to
keep the education system intact and have been pretty
successful, so why are they so resilient?
I think in order to be a teacher you have a moral
obligation, you have a moral drive, a moral reason about
why you’re in education. And that comes with an
understanding of the fabric of society, the fabric of NZ
society, so I think most teachers are very aware of the
social issues that our families and students are facing
and the inequities within society and so teachers are
pretty passionate about wanting to make life better for
our students and their families and wanting an equitable
society. It’s naturally a job that requires you to work
collectively so I think we have a strong understanding of
the importance of being a collective and supporting one
another. And that means we have a political understanding and a political awareness.

The local media okay?
Yep, they were pretty good. They came to every event to
take photos and interview people.
And you were successful!
Yeh. It was a long hard campaign; we didn’t get
everything so there’s work to do but we were incredibly
pleased to have retained pay parity with our PPTA
colleagues and that was the other huge success over the
past two years is the fact that NZEI and PPTA have
decided to stand together and support one another on
negotiations and it was great that one of our strikes was a
combined strike. We saw a much better offer in terms of
28 / LHP BULLETIN NOVEMBER 2019

FEATURE ARTICLE

Photo: Madeleine Slavick

Sex Workers Winning:
The Fight for Decriminalisation in New Zealand
Caren Wilton

I was delighted to be asked to speak at the AGM of the
Labour History Project this year about my oral history
interviews looking at the decriminalisation of sex work in
New Zealand – not just because it’s a really interesting
topic, but also because the invitation implicitly
recognised sex work as work and sex workers’ rights as
labour rights.
New Zealand remains the only country to have
decriminalised sex work. There are pockets of decriminalisation in other places – New South Wales, for
instance – but Aotearoa is the only country. So when I
interviewed sex workers in the series of oral history
interviews that later became my book, My Body, My
Business: New Zealand Sex Workers in an Era ofChange. I
really wanted to hear about how they’d been affected by
the criminalisation, and then the decriminalisation, of
sex work – and about the development of the New
Zealand Prostitutes’ Collective, and how the campaign
for decriminalisation played out.

All but one of my interviewees worked before
decriminalisation in 2003, and several worked both
before and after. Kelly, a M āori woman now in her late
60s, worked in brothels in Queensland and Auckland,
and was quite involved in the campaign for law reform.
She continued to work for a couple of years after the
Prostitution Reform Act was passed in 2003, and I asked
her about its impact on her:

That whole weight had been taken offyour shoulders in many
ways – you could negotiate prices over the phone, you could
negotiate that they had to use condoms. You could set the
boundaries. That was huge – you didn’t have to worry about
an undercover cop knocking at your door trying to entrap
you.
I just wish that the previous 20 years had been like that.
Because you were constantly living in that little arena offear.
You just got on with it, but you always knew at the back of
your mind that there was that possibility. I wasn’t raped in
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the industry, but had I been raped I probably wouldn’t have
taken that to the police. After law reform, I would have. They
have to comply by the laws too now and treat you not as a
prostitute, but as a human being. 1

Massage parlours were also raided by undercover police,
and under the Massage Parlours Act 1978, anyone with a
conviction for soliciting in the previous 10 years wasn’t
allowed to work in a parlour, so this could result in
women being pushed into working in less safe
situations, such as on the street or for escort agencies.
Also, as Kelly suggested, sex workers typically didn’t feel
they could turn to the police for protection or redress in
case ofviolence or other issues.

Before decriminalisation, prostitution per se – exchanging sexual services for money – wasn’t actually illegal, but
it was pretty much impossible to operate as a sex worker
and not break the law. It was illegal to keep a brothel, to
live off the earnings of prostitution or procure sexual
services for another person, and – this is the bit that
affected sex workers most – it was illegal to offer sex for
money, to solicit, in a public place. Massage parlours
were defined as public places. There were of course no
such laws applying to the clients of sex workers – this
was essentially the sexual double standard written into
law.

So this was the kind of world in which the New Zealand
Prostitutes’ Collective emerged. Since the 1970s sex
workers had been becoming increasingly politicised
around the world, setting up organisations in California,
the UK and Thailand, among other places. American sex
worker activist Carol Leigh, aka the Scarlot Harlot, had
coined the term ‘sex work’ in 1979.

The police had special vice squads to police the sex
industry, among other things, and they conducted raids
on sex workers, with undercover officers posing as
clients. They would sometimes take a sex worker’s
condoms to use as evidence against her. Street workers
were heavily policed, especially if they were transgender,
and often racked up a series ofconvictions.

It was 1987 when Catherine Healy – now Dame
Catherine Healy, longtime national coordinator of the
New Zealand Prostitutes Collective – and a number of
her workmates from the Lily of the Valley massage
parlour in Wellington started meeting in each other’s
flats to talk about needing rights, and how they might
achieve that. Catherine remembered:

One interviewee, Shareda, a transgender M āori woman
now in her late 50s, remembered being entrapped by
police on a number ofoccasions.

In terms of setting up the Collective, the fact that sex work
was a crime was a big motivating factor, and the idea that
people didn’t accept sex workers. That sex work felt like work,
was work, and needed to be recognised as work. That was all
mixed in with the times, ofcourse. We had HIV coming, and
it was a scary, threatening thing for being a sex worker. So,
lots of overlapping themes. Also, you would hear people say,
we don’t get any sick pay, and we don’t get any holiday pay
and so on. So there was that kind ofdiscussion as well, about
management practices.

I got caught about eight times. There are times I’d go out and
I’m a bit overexcited because I’m out for a good night and I
feel confident, I’ve got a nice dress on, looking forward to
making a bit of money and going out to a nightclub and
having fun – but then hop in a car, don’t really care who it is,
just being greedy really. You hop in a car, ask for business,
and out comes this card – ‘Undercover police officer, you’re
under arrest for soliciting,’ which is really, really tortuous.
You know you can’t get out of it, you can’t deny it, because
the other policeman on the other end ofthe radio is listening.
You get driven to the back of a building, to a waiting police
wagon, and you know you’re going to be in that police cell till
about eight o’clock in the morning. So you can kiss your good
night goodbye. 2
She remembered being convicted and fined – usually
$100, sometimes $200 – and also said, ‘I don’t know why
they couldn’t have picked on somebody else, a murderer.
They harassed working girls that did nobody any harm.’ 3

Labour, management, stigma, recognising sex work as work,
equal rights, equal protections, public health, HIV and Aids
were the major themes – and of course the fact that sex
workers were criminalised, and there would be these police
raids where they’d come in undercover and entrap sex
workers for soliciting. Then there would be this reality ofgoing
to court and being prosecuted, and that was pretty horrific. 4
And of course the ‘80s was a time when there was a kind
of groundswell towards more leftist and grassroots
politics in New Zealand, with the Springbok tour protests
in 1981, gay law reform in 1986, the banning of nuclear
vessels in 1987, and movements for M āori cultural and

30 / LHP BULLETIN NOVEMBER 2019

FEATURE ARTICLE

land rights. The women’s movement was asserting
women’s rights to control their own bodies and sexuality,
and their right to economic independence. So it was a
time when people were thinking about these things, and
sex workers, of course, thought about them too –
although sex workers and feminists didn’t always see eye
to eye.
New Zealand’s first case of HIV had been in 1984 – and
sex workers were sometimes scapegoated, along with gay
men and IV drug users, for the spread of HIV. So the
collective came together at a time when there was quite a
lot of concern about the spread of HIV/Aids, and
government wanted to act to address that. Catherine
knew someone at the Department of Health, and so they
were able to get funding to run an HIV prevention
programme for sex workers. Catherine was appointed to
the National Council on Aids, and NZPC came into
being. They set up a community base – though they had
to pretend they were nurses! – and began providing peer
support to sex workers, and distributing condoms and
producing a magazine. This was 1988.
Of course sex work continued to be illegal, and Catherine
herself was entrapped in 1991 when police raided several
Wellington massage parlours. She was charged with
soliciting, and although she was eventually acquitted, she
found the process distressing, as well as illuminating.
She told me:

It sharpened me up emotionally. To know the arguments in
your head intellectually was one thing – to know it deep
inside, to feel it through emotionally was another. It really
steeled my determination. I was really determined on the law
and sex-worker rights and so on, but it gave me another tier.
It was quite tough. It was interesting to think it through, and
think, I’m 30-something, I’m not 18. Poor kids who were 18,
how would it be, those kids that get convicted?5
So this policing really brought the conflict between the
existing laws and the government’s stated aim of HIV
prevention into sharp relief. The Health Department was
funding the collective to promote safe sex and distribute
condoms, but at the same time, another arm of
government, the police, were seizing condoms and
NZPC literature as evidence of illegal activity. And this
meant that some massage parlour owners were reluctant
to have condoms or NZPC publications on their
premises.

And so when there was another series of raids in 1993,
NZPC leveraged off this tension; they wrote to the
Department of Health, saying they would give back their
funding and go underground unless a committee was set
up to look at prostitution laws. An interdepartmental
committee was established, and the Ministry of Women’s
Affairs came out in support of sex workers, saying that
the law was discriminatory because it criminalised
workers but not their clients; however, they didn’t
support criminalising clients.
Interestingly, both Labour and National party politicians
were supporters of decriminalisation; the first politician
to speak out about it was National MP Maurice
Williamson, who was an associate minister of health in
the early 1990s. Katherine O’Regan was also supportive,
and NZPC met with them both, and started looking
around for support from other organisations, and
working with lawyers and academics to draft a bill. And
then, after the Clark government came to power in 1999,
Labour MP Tim Barnett agreed to sponsor the bill, and
things started moving forward.
When I asked Catherine about their campaign strategy,
she said, ‘There wasn’t a campaign for decriminalisation
– there was just a series of rolling events. It was just a
constant chip, chip, chip, chip, you know, almost
obsessive. And using every situation that presented an
opportunity to nudge it forward.’ 6 She spoke to a lot of
Rotary clubs over the period.
A couple of other interviewees also talked about what
they did to support the campaign – Misty, a woman now
in her early 50s who has worked in Christchurch
parlours and brothels, talked about writing letters to
politicians, and Kelly was quite involved in lobbying,
particularly ofM āori MPs.
There was strong support from women’s organisations
and public health groups, and also from a group of
progressive Catholic nuns. But the opposition – which
included conservative Christian groups and some
feminist groups – also became quite organised, and the
campaign became quite fraught at times.
On 25 June 2003, the Prostitution Reform Act was passed
by one vote.
It repealed the existing laws against soliciting, brothel
keeping and living off the earnings of prostitution. Its
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Celebrating the New Zealand Prostitutes’ Collective (NZPC) 30th anniversary in Wellington in 2017. Ref: https://medium.com/@fraser.crichton.

stated aims are to safeguard the human rights of sex
workers and protect them from exploitation, to promote
their welfare and occupational health and safety, and to
support public health. Under the act it’s an offence to pay
for sex from someone aged under 18 or to force someone
to provide sexual services – so it’s legal for a worker to
turn down a client at any time. The act requires both
clients and workers to practise safe sex, and business
owners to take all reasonable steps to make sure their
workers do so. Migrant workers, however, remain
criminalised – a provision that was introduced to allay
government concerns about the possibility of trafficking,
and was agreed to by NZPC as a kind oftrade-off.
Kelly was in the gallery at Parliament the night the law
was changed, and this was her reaction:

I’m very proud that I can say I was part of making a law
change in this country. That’s something I always said to my
son – one day you can say your mother was instrumental in
making a law change. And my son was the very first person I
rang when we got out ofthe gallery. I was there on the night.
He was in Auckland, and I called him and said, ‘Your

mother’s legal!’ He went, ‘Yes, good on you, Mum.’ He was
so proud that I was able to do that. 7
Since the act was passed, NZPC say that their once
difficult relationship with the police has improved
hugely, and that sex workers feel they’re able to rely on
the police for protection. It’s also made it easier for
workers to address unfair practices or labour issues in
the industry. In a remarkable case in 2014, which made
international headlines, a sex worker who had been
harassed by the operator of a brothel where she worked
was awarded damages of $25,000 by the Human Rights
Review Tribunal.
The Christchurch School of Medicine surveyed almost
800 sex workers several years on, and found they felt
more empowered to negotiate with clients over things
like condom use and sexual acts. The Prostitution Law
Review Committee looked into the impact of the act five
years after it was passed, and they reported ‘increased
confidence, wellbeing and a sense of validation amongst
sex workers’, among other positive effects.
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One gap that remains is that migrant workers are still
criminalised, which means they’re in a vulnerable
position similar to that of all sex workers before
decriminalisation. They’re reluctant or unable to draw on
the support of the police or labour laws when they need
to, they’re vulnerable to clients using their temporary visa
status against them, and some migrant workers have
been deported. Their situation is not compatible with the
stated aims of the act – to safeguard the health, safety and
human rights ofsex workers.

But having said that, actually, decriminalisation in New
Zealand is in fact an expression of sex workers’ voices. A
catch-cry of the sex worker rights movement – as well as
of disability activism – is ‘Nothing about us without us’.
And yet in most countries, the law around prostitution
has been developed with no input from sex workers – no
input from the people it affects most. In fact it is often
diametrically opposed to what sex workers want. It’s
imposed on them against their will, and it doesn’t work
for them, and may actually seriously harm them.

Several people I interviewed worked both before and after
decriminalisation, and their take on it was unabashedly
positive. Misty talked about how she did some stints
working on the Auckland streets when she needed a
break from Christchurch after the quakes.

New Zealand is very different, because the Prostitution
Reform Act was developed in consultation with sex
workers, and so were the health and safety guidelines
that the industry now operates under. Sex workers – and
protecting their human rights and safety and health – are
really at the heart of our laws around sex work, and that’s
something we can be proud ofhere in Aotearoa.

When I first got up there a cop pulled me up. He knew what I
was up to – I had to give him my name. He goes, ‘What are
you doing?’ I said, ‘Well, I’ve come up from Christchurch.
I’m just here to have a bit ofa change, solid ground, try and
make some money, honey!’ He said, ‘Yep, you’re good here.’
He was really helpful, he told me where not to go and where
to go…. Once, you seen a cop coming, you’d fucking run and
hide. Now it’s like, ‘Hi. Are you all good?’ ‘Yes, thanks.’
‘Cheers. Have a good night.’8
Allan, a M āori gay man who’s now in his early 50s, also
worked both before and after decriminalisation. He had
done sex work as a teenager and then chose to go back to
it in his 40s.

.
.
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Because of decriminalisation, as a worker you’re so much
more empowered. You can work, it is legal – that changes the
energy that you’re working with. You’re not having to work
under this shadow of darkness and seediness, actually it can
be done in a place oflight. It doesn’t have to be all dodgy. It
changes the energy immediately of what you’re doing, the
whole process. And ifI got into some sort ofdifficulty with a
client, I feel that I can ring the police, and that the police will
actually action it. 9
Every sex worker I spoke to supported decriminalisation.
And I think it’s really important to listen to sex workers. I
think that listening to people, really listening, is a really
powerful thing – I’m an oral historian, after all. Sex
workers are sometimes put in a position of not really
having a voice, and that was something I wanted to
redress in doing these interviews and writing this book.
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A Union Monopoly - The Key to Any Success
Graeme Clarke

Public service librarians raising their hands to vote to go on strike, 1980. Ref: PAColl-4920-3-5-01, Alexander Turnbull Library.

The National Party has announced that, if elected in
2020, it will legislate to “end the monopoly” of the state
sector unions. The language used is identical to that
which accompanied their campaign for the Employment
Contracts Act 1991 (ECA). The ECA did end the “union
monopoly” of private sector unions. But the state sector
unions remained largely intact. No doubt the spectacle of
teachers and nurses striking and demonstrating in the
streets has prompted this new proposed attack on trade
unionism by National.
Since the passing of the ECA the relative strength of the
state sector unions has acted to underpin the labour
market to a degree. If the monopoly power of the state
sector unions were to be lost this would be another
enhancement of competition in the labour market with
the effect of helping to reduce overall wages and
conditions ofemployment for the majority ofworkers.

Unions were recognized as lawful entities and were
registered under the provisions of the IC&A Act and
successor legislation. The Registrar of Unions had to
approve a union’s membership rule. The membership
rule was not to intrude on the coverage of any other
union. The IC&A Act conferred on unions a monopoly of
their membership coverage. While there might be
disputes between unions at the margin of their coverage,
with very few exceptions the core of a union’s
membership could not be legally challenged by anyone.
An employer had no alternative but to negotiate the
terms of employment with the relevant union. Only one
bargaining entity existed to represent workers in a
particular trade or industry – hence, a monopoly.

Given what may lie just beyond the next election it is
timely to consider the “union monopoly” – where did it
come from, what is its importance, do we need it, and is
it worth worrying about?

The law that gave unions a monopoly reflected an
understanding that competition between workers in the
labour market would drive down wages and conditions.
By providing for monopoly coverage, and at most times
for compulsory membership, a strong union movement
was enabled. Unions survived and battled through the
bad times in the 1930s, and flowered in the 60s, 70s and
80s to push up wages and working conditions.

The union monopoly was ushered in by the Industrial
Conciliation and Arbitration Act (IC&A) of 1894. It
survived right through to 1991.

Today there is a lot of public discussion about poverty
and social inequality. This discourse was not prevalent
during the heyday of the union movement. It has arisen

34 / LHP BULLETIN NOVEMBER 2019

FEATURE ARTICLE

because the introduction of increased competition
between workers in the labour market has acted as it
historically always has, to reduce the relative terms and
conditions of employment of working people. When
coupled with the other economic reforms of Roger
Douglas and Ruth Richardson it has seen growing
inequality in New Zealand and poverty for a large
number ofworkers and their families.
Take one measure. The share of labour compensation of
NZ GDP sits at around 51%. This share is very low
compared with other developed countries. The share of
labour compensation of Australia’s GDP is 57.7%. This is
by no means the highest. If the share of labour
compensation of NZ GDP was 57.7% this would be
nearly an extra $21 billion per year. If divided equally
among every man, women and child in New Zealand this
would see incomes increase by over $80 every week per
capita. 1 Poverty could disappear.
The distribution of labour compensation has also seen
definite winners and losers. The inequality of incomes
has grown as the segment of the workforce that
traditionally has relied on trade unionism to get a larger
share has seen the effectiveness of their bargaining
power vitiated by a combination of factors initiated by the
ending ofthe legislated union monopoly.
Over the years public discussion about the ECA has
concentrated on compulsory union membership. At most
times for the 100 years of union monopoly the
requirement of compulsory membership accompanied it.
This was, however, of secondary importance in terms of
labour market outcomes to the principle of a union’s
right to be a bargaining monopoly. The ECA did not rule
out the possibility of a union monopoly being agreed
between an employer and a union or group of unions.
There are a number of examples of the union monopoly
being incorporated into collective contracts. During the
debate about the passage of the ECA the government
Minister in charge made it clear how this could be
achieved. It relied on unions agreeing to act together and
being strong enough to impose the requirement of an
ongoing single monopoly bargaining unit on an
employer during bargaining.
The ECA said that the parties to a collective employment
contract (CEC) were the workers and their employer.
Only those workers who were involved at the time of
making the contract were party and they could not by law

bind workers yet to be employed to the coverage of their
contract as had previously been the case. However, they
could negotiate and include in their contract the right for
that contract to cover subsequent parties and to exclude
any other alternative arrangements.
The collective contract at Wellington City Transport
(WCT) for example, was one of many that had this term.
The contract said: “It is agreed between the parties that it
is a condition of employment that new employees
become a party to this collective employment contract
when they are hired to perform work specified in the
definitions clause. The terms and conditions of
employment within the Operations section of this
contract shall apply to those employees appointed by
Wellington City Transport Limited to any positions as
bus operators and cable car operators.”
This term was bargained over and fought for. In the first
Tramways Union CEC with WCT following on
immediately from the passing of the ECA there was no
compulsory subsequent parties provision. The employer
promised a meeting of staff that what had just been
negotiated would apply to any new worker. However,
when new workers were subsequently engaged they were
hired on a new CEC that the employer wrote without
negotiating with anyone that cut the conditions that had
just been agreed with the existing workforce and their
union. It became a priority of the unions at WCT, which
negotiated together, to reestablish a single set of wages
and conditions applicable to all workers at WCT with
there being no alternative possible for new starts and
current employees.
When questioned whether this agreement was lawful the
union responded that every worker was free to accept a
job at WCT or not as they chose. The existing workers
and unions and the employer were free to reach a
collective contract that outlined what the terms of
employment had to be for everyone who drove a bus
whether they were currently employed or not. If a new
potential employee didn’t like them they were free to
work elsewhere. None of these provisions produced a
single legal opinion from an employer disputing their
legality. Indeed, one of the first such provisions at
Mitsubishi Motors was agreed to in bargaining by the
Employers Federation advocate who could find nothing
unlawful in it.
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The strategic approach taken by the unions at WCT
cemented in place the union monopoly. By 2018, when
the public passenger bus work was retendered, the WCT
agreement was the best in the country in that industry.
The union had hung on to a full set of penal rates. When
other bus drivers in other centres were striking or being
locked out to try and get a flat rate equal to the living
wage rate, $20.55 per hour at the time, Wellington Bus
drivers were being paid an average of $26 per hour. The
higher rate at WCT caused most new entrant companies
in the Wellington area in 2018 after the retendering to
employ staff on flat rates in excess of the living wage rate,
albeit significantly less than the weekly wages paid by
WCT.
The trade union movement seemed to understand so
little of what was required to make for strong and
effective unions that when the National government fell
and the incoming Labour/Alliance government ushered
in the Employment Relations Act 2000, the terms of that
act removed the ability for a union to establish a
monopoly through negotiation. The compulsory coverage
provision at WCT had to be scrapped to line up with the
new law because the monopoly clauses now appeared
illegal as union membership was voluntary and it was
only by joining the union that a worker could become
covered by the collective agreement.
Unions had generally advocated that the new law would
be based on “join the union, join the contract”. The
union not the worker was party to the employment
agreement. Vesting the right of a worker to determine
whether they would be covered by a collective agreement
by opting in or out of union membership enhanced the
obstacles to establishing a monopoly bargaining unit.
Margaret Wilson as Minister of Labour promised that the
ERA would allow for unions to do anything that they
could do under the ECA, but she said it would be better
because of changes such as the introduction of good faith
conduct, improved union access to an employer’s
premises and the like. The Trade Union Federation
(representing a minority of private sector unions)
approached the Minister to ask that the new law allow for
unions to “close” the shop – to put in law the right of a
union or unions to establish a bargaining monopoly in
collective agreement negotiations. Margaret Wilson’s
response to this proposal was that closed shops were not
permissible under the ECA, saying “union lawyers told
me so”. This was a step too far, she said. Later the ERA

was amended to allow for a bargaining fee which can act
to help improve the union’s monopoly. But the
fundamental premise of strong trade unionism – a
bargaining monopoly - is still hindered by the law.
Unions still compete with each other to get increased
membership, employers still try to undermine the union
by using inter-worker and inter-union competition to
their own advantage.
If unions and workers understood the vital importance of
the union monopoly and supported each other instead of
competing it would not matter what the law provided.
However, we are still a long way from any semblance of
acting on that principled understanding by unions, let
alone working people.
A second aspect of the National Party’s election policies
has even more worrying possibilities. They say a
discussion point is whether to establish “non-union”
forms of collective representation of workers: “Do you
support a framework being set up in which non-union
organisations can represent workers?” While ending the
union monopoly for state sector unions is their
commitment to neo-liberalism, promoting possible nonunion organisations to represent workers seems to lean
more to a past neo-fascist ideology. Fascist syndicates
were a means of tying the representation of workers to
the aims of the state, removing the redistributive
function of independent trade unions and replacing
them with organisations to promote production, stopping
unions representing members independently of the state
and the employer. The syndicate under fascism was to
proscribe worker self-determination through an
independent union aiming instead to harmonise the
interests ofall social classes.
The current surge in populist national chauvinist politics
espoused by the likes of Donald Trump and Boris
Johnson will likely play out in the National Party’s
campaign in next year’s general election. The trade
union movement needs to start campaigning now
against these political promises and to work to establish
solidarity between unions and workers and to reestablish
bargaining monopolies if there is to be any real attempt
to end neo-liberalism and roll back poverty in our
country.

1. Rounded up from $79.65 to $80. GDP, 19 September 2019, Stats NZ.
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Leverage and Organisation in the Struggle
Against the Undervaluation of Care and
Support Workers
John Ryall

David Weil of Harvard University developed a theory of
“strategic choice” for unions, in which he divided the
power-building task into two facets – strategic leverage
and organisational capacity. According to Weil, when
both strategic leverage and organisational capacity are
high, the chances of a union win are vastly improved.
When either of these is low the chances of winning are
correspondingly lessened. 1
According to Weil, organisational capacity is the strength
of the union’s internal organisation (for example:
increasing union density, active articulate members),
while strategic leverage is the factors outside of the union
that give the union added power (for example: political
and community allies, labour shortages, legal cases,
public support).
The unanimous vote in Parliament in favour of the 2017
Care and Support Pay Equity (Settlement) Act, following
a union-negotiated $2.2 billion settlement, was not just a
win for 55,000 low-paid care and support workers, but a
confirmation ofthis theory.

For 40 years aged residential care workers, joined at a
later stage by their comrades in disability support and
home support, had struggled to build both organisational
capacity and strategic leverage to have the undervaluation
oftheir work recognised and put right.
The eventual success of this struggle must be understood
in this context.

Creating Minimum Conditions
The award system, which for nearly 100 years provided
national minimum wage rates for private sector
occupations, almost completely missed aged residential
care workers.
The first award was achieved for rest home workers in
1973, but only for those in the Canterbury District. This
award was opposed by the majority of rest home owners
in the area, who were represented by the Religious and
Welfare Providers Group. They applied to the Arbitration
Court for their exclusion from the award because their
workforce was mainly “married women” who saw the
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work “primarily as a contribution to a worthy cause”.
They submitted a letter from a female worker who stated
that she was “completely satisfied” with her current
situation. 2
The court sided with the union and rejected the
application, although the fight did not finish there, as
nine years later the Salvation Army was still arguing that
it was not covered by the award because it was not
seeking “any pecuniary gain” from the work. The court
again rejected this argument and said that the Salvation
Army workers should receive the award conditions. 3
The Hotel and Hospital Workers Federation organised
throughout the rest of the country and finally in 1980
achieved a New Zealand-wide Rest Home Workers
Award. 4
The 1970s saw all awards phasing out female-specific pay
rates as the 1972 Equal Pay Act outlawed discriminatory
pay rates on the basis of gender. Rest home workers
hardly noticed such a change, even in Canterbury, as it
was hard to find a male worker, although the Arbitration
Court nominated an arbitrary rate that was to be achieved
in four steps.

Organising in the 1980s
While the Muldoon-led National Government’s 1982-84
wage freeze held up improvements in workers’
conditions, the election of the Lange-led Labour
Government saw the removal of the wage freeze, and the
organising of rest home workers taking off with a new
drive for union workplace structures, union delegate
education, regional and national delegates’ meetings.
The Government policy of moving continuing care
patients out of public hospitals into aged residential care
put the focus on the difference between the wage rates
for Hotel and Hospital Workers Union public hospital
members (cleaners, food service workers and orderlies)
and rest home members.
The NZ Rest Home Award rate at the time was $4.45 an
hour, the weekend part-time rates were time and a
quarter, and penal rates for working on public holidays
were less than double time. 5
Public hospital part-time workers at that time were paid
$5.49 an hour, time and a quarter at nights, time and a

half and double time for working weekends, and triple
time for public holidays. 6
The claim from rest home workers to match the public
hospital employment conditions was supported enthusiastically by meetings of rest home workers, but
industry employers were less than enthusiastic without
additional government funding.
Although compulsory arbitration had been removed in
1984, because of the rise in the organisational capacity of
its unionised workforce, including the first sector strikes,
the aged care employers agreed that union parity claims
could go to the Arbitration Court for a decision in both
1985 and 1987.
The union was not fully successful before the Court. The
Court focussed on the distinction between hospitals as
part of the “health system” and rest homes as part of
“welfare services”, although the Court increased the wage
rates in the sector by more than double the increases
being achieved by workers in the wider New Zealand
economy. For the first time, the Court accepted that
workers supporting residents with personal care were
entitled to a higher rate (equivalent to the cook’s rate) to
recognise the skill required in this job and introduced an
additional allowance for caregivers with a Level 1
qualification.
While the employers’ all-male witnesses in the 1987 case
all argued that the work of caregivers was unskilled (one
said the work was “similar to the work that women did in
their own homes”), 7 they did agree to many of the union
demands to lift the employment conditions of the
predominantly female workforce by the end ofthe 1980s.
The caregiver base rates increased to be only slightly less
than the public hospital rates, weekend rates had been
increased to time-and-a-half, a shift payment and free
meal had been introduced for night shift workers,
bereavement leave had been improved, sick leave had
increased to 10 days per year, the award coverage had
been extended to day centres for the elderly and
caregivers were looking at using the about-to-be-passed
Employment Equity Act 1990 as a point of leverage to
increase their wages even further.
With the election of the National Government in 1990
this progress came to a grinding halt. The Employment
Equity Act 1990 was repealed and the Employment
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Contracts Act was introduced. The NZ Rest Home
Workers Award expired on 30 April 1991 and the
Licensed Rest Homes Association said they had no
interest in renewing it without major cuts to penal rates,
overtime and leave arrangements.
The Religious and Welfare Providers Group agreed to roll
over the award for a further 12 months with a 2% wage
increase, 8 and on expiry they then demanded the same
clawbacks as the private owners.
The 1990s was a period of massive destruction of
employment rights for rest home workers, even though
the union fought a rearguard action in some areas to
protect the conditions of members. Sick leave, night and
weekend rates, qualification payments and union rights
were taken while new hours of work and employment
status clauses were introduced through “take it or leave
the job” individual contracts or employer-captured
collective contracts. 9
The 1990s was a decade when sector employers dictated
employment terms and used the Employment Contracts
Act and the newly invented “partial lockout”, where the
employer forced you to come to work but on lesser
conditions until you agreed to sign a contract permanently giving your conditions away. 10
By 2000 the pattern in the sector was well established.
Penalty rates for weekends had either been removed or
substantially reduced to the level of a small allowance.
Overtime rates were either removed or reduced. The
hourly rate was very low, either at or near the minimum
wage and unionisation levels had tumbled.

The ERA and New Strategies
The advent of the Employment Relations Act 2000 did
not significantly improve matters. Early decisions of the
Employment Court confirmed the weakness of the new
legislation in the area of multi-employer bargaining,
meaning that unless it was convenient to employers to
have multi-employer agreements such bargaining could
not and did not take place. 11
The funding arrangements for the aged care sector
effectively precluded or at least abridged and seriously
limited genuine collective bargaining in the sector. The
Residential Care Association (the rest home employers’
national body) admitted in January 2001 that sector
wages were poor and that this had caused a turnover of

staff but said “we will provide the (employment)
conditions the Government is willing to pay for”. 12
The reaction of the two unions, the Service and Food
Workers Union (SFWU) and the NZ Nurses
Organisation (NZNO), was to search for other
mechanisms to address these problems.
In 2001 the two unions sent a paper to the Associate
Minister of Health Ruth Dyson describing the dire
situation for workers in the aged care sector and in 2002,
supported by the NZCTU they proposed setting up a
tripartite forum to address workforce issues, including
caregiver pay rates. 13
This organisation, called the Health of the Older Persons’
Forum (HOOPS), also included the consumer advocacy
groups Grey Power and Age Concern.
The unions’ focus was minimum qualifications, higher
pay rates and minimum staffing levels, but they accepted
that the winning of minimum qualifications for
caregivers was likely to be the pathway to higher wage
rates. This was also the issue that united all the forum
participants.
The NZCTU distributed a discussion document in 2002
entitled “Training for Caregivers in the Aged Care
Sector”, which included recommendations on training
and qualification standards. 14 In 2003 the Forum supported the NZCTU recommendations, including funding
to the Careerforce Industry Training Organisation to
develop the uptake of a national training standard, that
the training would be provided free of cost to the
caregiver, at no cost to the employer and once the
caregivers had completed the qualification government
would fund providers enough for a $2.00 an hour pay
increase (at that time 20% of the then base rate for
caregivers). 15
While the Associate Minister of Health prepared a
budget bid to implement this proposal the paucity of data
on the existing number of caregivers, their existing
qualification level and their pay rates meant that it could
not be accurately costed. The 2003/2004 budget did
though allocate $1 million for background research,
called the Quality and Safety Project, to inform a budget
bid for the 2004/2005 financial year. 16
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The unions did not wait for the Quality and Safety
Project to deliver its data on the workforce (which by then
had been extended to the whole of the care and support
workforce, not just aged residential care). They commenced organising around the HOOPS Forum proposal
through parliamentary submissions and campaigning
against employers not passing-on the government
funding they received to the caregiver workforce. 17
In 2004 the Parliamentary Health Select Committee, in a
report on two petitions about caregiver wage rates and
qualifications, said it supported “the full implementation
of a fairly paid, fairly reimbursed and appropriately
trained workforce.” 18
The Quality and Safety Project completed its work in
August 2004 and its research showed an annual turnover
in the aged residential care sector of 29% and employers
agreeing that more than half of their care workforce was
not adequately trained to carry out their job. 19 The
Minister of Health allocated funding to Careerforce to
develop a foundations-level qualification that could be
used as part of the minimum qualification/higher pay
rate proposal.
Later that year the Ministry of Health allocated funding
to test a Careerforce foundations course on 1000-1200
caregivers. Pressure from the HOOP forum and the
religious and welfare employers led to the setting up of a
Ministerial Working Group to look at the viability of the
aged care and disability support sectors and workforce
issues. It’s report was published in February 2005. 20 This
did not immediately turn on the money tap and the
Salvation Army, Presbyterian Support Eastern and the St
John of God Group decided to sell their rest homes and
hospitals to large corporates.
Workforce union activity continued around pay levels
with a union proposal to the Government in April 2005 to
grant premium funding for aged residential care providers who agreed to higher minimum pay rates and
minimum caregiver qualifications. 21 A big rally was held
outside parliament on budget day 2006 of SFWU and
NZNO members expressing anger at the targeted 51
cents an hour increase for aged care workers in the
budget.
The Health Workforce Advisory Committee, set up by the
Minister of Health to provide advice on health workforce
issues, was also becoming actively involved in the care

and support workforce and made recommendations to
the Minister in October 2006 for funding to sector
providers to be contingent on the providers having a
training and development package in place with competencies linked to the NZ Qualifications Framework. 22

Low Paid Workers’ Initiative
It looked like the stars were aligning when the District
Health Boards, with the support of the Minister of
Health, agreed on a funding increase for the aged care
sector by way of a “Low Paid Workers’ Initiative”. In May
2007 extra government funding was offered to the
residential aged care sector (and eventually to disability
support and home support) with a directive that
providers were obligated to pass through an increase in
the hourly rate of at least $1.30 an hour and use all
reasonable endeavours to conclude collective agreements
(as a way oftransparent delivery ofthe pay rates). 23
Following opposition from the employer groups the
hourly rate increase was reduced to $1.00 an hour with a
minimum caregiver pay rate of $12.55 an hour, at that
point $1.05 an hour above the minimum wage. The
Government indicated that this would be stage one of
further improvements in caregiver wage rates.
While a majority of providers initially signed up to the
District Health Board funding agreement, following
advice from their representative body Health Providers
NZ (HPNZ) they did not implement the agreement and
supported HPNZ in persuading the High Court that the
contract was unlawful on various grounds, including the
provision related to collective bargaining. 24
Although the High Court decision was a blow to union
efforts to get targeted money and mechanisms to
improve caregiver wage rates, some of the comments in
the judgement were supportive of our underlying
approach.
“Better pay and industrial power through collective
agreements could – I do not say would – lead to a more
satisfied and stable workforce with a flow-on effect for
ARC residents. Better the experienced and motivated
carer than the inexperienced and resentful so far as ARC
health is concerned. It is possible to say that better wages
and – though more debatably – better union organisation
within provider workforces – would promote better care
ofthe aged”. 25
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The unions continued to campaign around the pass-on of
the funding following the court decision, including
initiating collective bargaining with over 200 aged care
employers, who didn’t have collective agreements in
place, for a national multi-employer collective agreement.
Although this strategy, called “Winning as One”, met
stiff resistance from the national provider bodies the
unions estimated that 50% of the aged care residential
providers covering 70% of the sector workforce passed on
the full $1.00 an hour and the $12.55 an hour minimum
pay rate, 45% of the providers covering 28% of the sector
workforce passed on between 50-85 cents an hour and
about 2% ofthe workforce received no increase.
Just before the 2008 General Election a Parliamentary
Social Service Select Committee Report was released
calling for major increases to support worker wage
rates, 26 just days after a 10,000 signature petition was
presented to parliament from the unions calling for the
implementation of an Aged Care Charter that included
better pay for caregivers, minimum qualification levels
and mandatory minimum staffing levels. 27
This was quickly followed by an announcement by the
Minister of Health David Cunliffe of a $20 million
funding package to immediately lift caregiver wages,
allow better access to qualifications and an Aged
Residential Care Workforce Action Group, made up of
sector stakeholders including unions. They delivered two
reports on how to address wage parity with District
Health Boards, the implementation of minimum
mandatory qualifications for all caregivers and the
phasing in ofminimum staffing levels.
With the Clark Labour-led Coalition Government losing
the election in 2008 the Cunliffe proposals were
abandoned and the unions looked for new points of
leverage to gain higher wages for care and support
workers.

Examining Leverage Strategies
Since about 2003 the SFWU had been claiming the
minimum wage for members required to be on-call
during the night in employer-controlled community
homes for people with intellectual disability. The
employers’ standard response had been that government
funding was not sufficient to pay the union’s claim. It
was time to look for new forms ofleverage.

In 2009, the union decided on such a new approach and
issued proceedings on behalf of support worker Philip
Dickson in the Employment Relations Authority against
IDEA Services Limited, 28 in what became known as the
sleepover litigation. This did not affect workers in aged
residential care directly as sleepovers are not worked in
this sector with only isolated exceptions. However, it
focussed attention on the plight of the low paid support
workers in the disability sector, of whom 75% are
women.
The unions (SFWU was joined by the PSA) prevailed in
this litigation, which in essence came to an end in a
judgement issued by the Court of Appeal on 16 February
2011. 29 The result was an industry-wide settlement
agreement between the unions and the Crown, leading to
the Sleepover Wages (Settlement) Act 2011, passed
unanimously in Parliament later that year.
The process around the settlement of this claim was
important for the later equal pay settlement. It was
accepted by the Crown that the unions represented all
sector workers, whether union members or not, that any
agreement would have to be ratified by sector workers,
and that any settlement would be the subject of
parliamentary legislation to stop any further litigation
from individuals who wanted to get more than was
contained in the settlement.
While the Minister of Health Tony Ryall had publicly
suggested that the Government may change the law to
override the court decisions, 30 the joint SFWU/PSA
campaign “Up Where We Belong”, which involved
petitions, meetings and invitations to all Members of
Parliament to work for two hours alongside of them
(which many MPs took up) had built up the public and
political support to take that option off the agenda and
make a settlement inevitable. The approximate 4000
individual support worker cases filed in the Employment
Relations Authority in pursuit of the minimum wage for
sleepovers also persuaded the Government that a
settlement was a better option rather than going to war
with these workers.
Collective bargaining was increasingly perceived as ineffective for addressing poverty wages of aged care residential workers. In 2011/12 there was an eight-month
dispute with New Zealand’s then largest aged care residential provider Oceania, which involved strikes taken by
SFWU and NZNO members in 42 ofits 59 facilities.
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The dispute though was not about wage parity with
District Health Boards but was merely to get Oceania to
pass on the 3% funding increase it had received from the
District Health Boards. While this dispute was successful
there was a realisation from the unions that a different
approach was needed, and the union began to pay greater
or at least more focussed attention to the gendered basis
ofthe low wages in question.

facility

The SFWU and its legal team, fresh from the sleepover
settlement, considered whether a legal case in the aged
residential care sector could be used as leverage to get the
government funder into direct negotiations around the
caregiver wage rates.
There had already been a great deal of research into the
undervaluation of female-dominant workforces 31 and
there had been recent cases in Australia32 that gave cause
for hope. There was also an important report Caring
Counts published by the Human Rights Commission
following an inquiry under section 5(2)(h) of the Human
Rights Act 1993. 33
The Caring Counts report, released in May 2012, made
some important observations and recommendations. Of
particular importance to the union were the observations
and conclusions contained within the report regarding
the comparatively low wages for care workers compared
to other occupations. The Human Rights Commissioner
concluded that there was a substantial argument in
favour of at least ensuring that pay parity should be
achieved between care workers outside the District
Health Boards and those who were employed inside the
DHBs. The Commissioner noted the number of
submissions made to the Inquiry that cited other roles
including those in occupations or industries where men
were dominant that were paid more than care workers
and were, in effect, less skilled.
The Caring Counts report also included detailed financial
modelling around the cost of achieving pay parity and
contained a legal opinion that the non-payment of home
support workers for the time taken travelling between
clients was in breach ofthe Minimum Wage Act.

Filing ofthe Equal Pay Case
On 13 September 2012 the SFWU filed proceedings in
the Employment Relations Authority34 on behalf of longtime caregiver Kristine Bartlett (pictured), employed on
an individual agreement at an aged care residential

owned by Terranova Homes and Care Limited in the
Hutt Valley. At the same time, the SFWU filed
proceedings in the Employment Court on its own behalf.
Terranova sought the Bartlett proceedings to be struck
out on the basis that the claim was frivolous and
vexatious and an abuse of process. This application
failed, and the case was removed to the Employment
Court, which agreed to tackle the case one part at a time.
The first question to be asked was whether section 3(1)(b)
of the Equal Pay Act 1972 allowed workers in female
predominant workforces to look outside of their
workplace or industry to decide what a male worker
would be paid “with the same, or substantially the
similar, skills, responsibility, and service performing the
work under the same, or substantially similar, conditions
and with the same, or substantially the similar, degrees
ofeffort.” 35
While the Employment Court was preparing to hear the
Bartlett and SFWU cases, a helpful dispute broke out on
a different front with both the PSA and SFWU filing
cases in the Employment Relations Authority (the SFWU
case was subsequently withdrawn) in pursuit of the
minimum wage for home support workers travelling
between clients. 36
The speed with which the Government moved to
negotiate a settlement of this claim with the two unions
was another win for the unions’ leverage strategy. By
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September 2014 the Government had announced a $30
million investment in payment for the minimum wage
and for an increase in the home support workers’
mileage allowance and had agreed to a process whereby
casualisation ofthe workforce would be addressed. 37
In October 2014 the Court of Appeal delivered its
decision on the Bartlett and SFWU v Terranova case with
a resounding victory for the unions. 38
While Terranova sought leave to appeal to the Supreme
Court against the Court of Appeal judgement, this action
failed. 39 The next step was to return to the Employment
Court to set the principles for the implementation of
equal pay for Kristine Bartlett.
The Government, through the Minister of Finance Bill
English, was quick off the mark. He approached the
SFWU about negotiating a settlement in the same way as
the sleepover and in-between travel settlements had been
negotiated.
Meetings took place between the unions (SFWU, PSA,
NZNO and NZCTU) and Doug Martin, the Crownappointed negotiator. The Cabinet-approved negotiating
mandate was announced in October 2015, covering all
care and support workers in the disability and aged care
sectors, not just residential aged care workers. The
announcement also set up a broader Joint Working
Group on Pay Equity Principles to “recommend
principles to Government that provide practical guidance
to employers and employees in implementing pay
equity”. 40
The mandate envisaged that the care and support
negotiations would be completed by March 2016 and any
settlement would be funded to commence on 1 July 2016.
The Government’s primary purpose was set out in its
negotiating mandate.
“Resolve through negotiations, pay rates and address pay
and associated workforce issues (related to pay) for the
care and support workforce in aged and disability
residential care and aged and disability home and
community support services; and as a consequence, settle
all claims lodged under the Equal Pay Act 1972,
including the TerraNova case”. 41
The negotiations between the unions and the Crown
were relatively simple from the union perspective – gain

a new set of wage rates that substantially lifted the pay
rates in the sector, embed in a qualifications regime that
we had been pursuing for 20 years, and increase our
organisational capacity.
Our biggest point of leverage was the threat of the
Employment Court setting its own principles and high
equal pay rates and back pay for the 6000 individual care
and support workers who had and continued to file equal
pay claims in the Employment Relations Authority.
As the negotiations dragged on beyond 31 March 2016
the SFWU (now E tū) applied to the Employment Court
to set down a hearing date. The Court agreed to do so
despite the Terranova objections, although noted that it
was aware of the work of the Joint Working Party on Pay
Equity Principles that had already been completed and
given to the Government. 42
The Court would spring to life at various times during
the next six months to issue minutes or convene
directions conferences, but by the time it was ready to act
in early 2017 the substantive negotiations had been
completed giving the largest pay increases that care and
support workers had ever experienced and embedding in
a system of qualification attainment supported by the
employer.

Conclusion
The passing of the Care and Support Workers Pay Equity
(Settlement) Act in 2017 was due to decades of activity by
aged care residential workers, who organised in their
worksites, organised in their communities, took strike
action, marched on parliament, presented parliamentary
petitions and built a favourable public picture of the
value ofthe care ofolder people.
However, there may have been no conclusion to the
argument about their pay rates and those of workers in
home support and disability support without the union
leverage strategy by way of the Courts. The Courts had
breathed new life into the Equal Pay Act 1972, restored
an arbitration right that was lost in 1984 and given the
unions the power to negotiate, rather than simply accept
what the powerful were prepared to offer. The nearly two
years of negotiation of the care and support equal pay
settlement, although frustratingly slow for some people
at the time, was a mere blip in the 40 years of previous
struggle.
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The unions did not agree that this settlement was the end
of the struggle for the proper valuation of the work of
care and support workers, 43 but they did acknowledge
that it was a big step forward, which has subsequently
flowed on to thousands of other low-paid New Zealand
women workers. As Katherine Ravenswood has pointed
out, 44 the care and support settlement has not come
without further challenges for the workers in terms of
workloads, the right to gain qualifications and higher pay
rates and the implementation ofguaranteed hours.
One of my favourite quotes from departed UK Labour
MP Tony Benn is “there is no final victory as there is no
final defeat” 45 in the struggle for justice. Sometimes
progress will be made, such as aged care residential
workers did in the 1980s, and sometimes big steps
backwards will be taken, such as in the 1990s, and then
further progress again with the 2017 settlement.
The issues that have arisen from the care and support
settlement will provide plenty of organising challenges
for a new generation ofcare and support workers.
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Reviews
Selections from this year’s International
Film Festival
Reviewed by Claire-Louise McCurdy

As usual, this year’s New Zealand International Film
Festival offered an almost overwhelming number of
significant/entertaining/innovative movies, including
some, mainly documentaries, which had insightful and
inciting things to say about inequality and class.

Capital in the 21st Century is a must-see, especially if
you’ve heard of Thomas Piketty, want to join the
conversation, and know there’s no way you’re going to
read a 700-page book by a French academic economist,
even ifit was a best-seller.
New Zealander Justin Pemberton’s film of the book is a
fast-moving survey of two centuries of mainly northern
hemisphere history, from pre-revolutionary agrarian
France to state-capitalist modern China, setting out
Piketty’s argument that the normal order is one where
the wealthiest 1% owns 70% of the assets, the brief
period of greater equality between 1950 and 1980 was an
aberration, and the world is rapidly reverting to one of
obscene wealth and increasingly widespread poverty.
Archival footage, recreations, clips from popular culture
such as Pride and Prejudice, The Simpsons and Wall Street,
and highly articulate and accessible ‘talking heads’
including Joseph Stiglitz and Piketty himself, sweep the
audience along in a swirl ofimages and ideas.
Piketty has been criticised for having little to say about
climate disruption and the climate emergency, but his
policy suggestions for the redistribution of wealth, if
enacted, would place some limitations on those companies and individuals who have contributed significantly
to global warming and have been most recalcitrant in
acknowledging their impact. Implementing such policies
could also establish a resource for mitigating at least
some ofthe consequences.
This film is totally absorbing and I came out of it very
angry. But I did enjoy going to a film adaptation of a
book by a French economist and hearing Lorde on the
sound track and seeing clips from GeoffMurphy’s Utu.
You might find This Changes Everything (directed by Tom
Donahue) puts a dent in any confidence you had that the
#Me Too and #TimesUp movements have changed the
Hollywood film industry; it documents the years of

struggle for gender parity and the distance still to go.
Most workers in Hollywood are members of the
precariat, dependent for contracts on the will and whim
of studios and directors, who continue to be – surprise! –
mainly male and pale.
In the ‘80s, frustrated by the discrepancy between their
own experience and the constant assurances that women
had it all, six women members of the Directors Guild set
about investigating the facts and figures. They had one
Oscar, a Fullbright and two Emmys among them, but
they weren’t getting work. The story of the Guild’s efforts
to prevent the ‘Original Six’ knowing even the names of
other women members, much less being able to contact
them, illuminates the challenges they faced.
But over three decades later, in partnership with the
Geena Davis Institute on Gender and Media and
complemented by testimony from workers, including
Meryl Streep, Sandra Oh, Cate Blanchett, Alan Alda and
Judd Apatow, the film is able to build a detailed and
comprehensive picture of suspect hiring practices, wage
gaps, the treatment of women off-screen and their
representation on screen, Since ‘you cannot be what you
cannot see’, the film pays particular attention to cartoons
for children, using the simple counting techniques –
unfashionable but oh so revealing – that feminists
developed in the ‘70s: how many boys/male animals?
how many girls/female animals? how many of different
ethnicities? who leads? who speaks and for how long? on
what topics? what are the relative heights/sizes? What
stereotypes are being reinforced? If you have children in
your life, the film is worth seeing for this – and for so
much more.
Remember when Auckland City Council was flogging off
its pensioner housing? Push, a Swedish film directed by
Fredrik Gertten, provides another angle on the housing
shortage and insanely high house prices, as the director
follows Leilani Farha, the United Nations Special
Rapporteur on Adequate Housing, as she travels from
Toronto to cities such as New York, Uppsala, Seoul and
Sao Paulo, visiting communities threatened with dismemberment, because anonymous private equity firms
have bought up their homes. These companies buy
apartment blocks from local councils and governments,
put up the rents, neglect maintenance and defer repairs
until the tenants leave, then tart-up the apartments, put
up the rents and install a higher class of tenant. Or they
leave the buildings untenanted, as paper assets hidden in
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tax havens where ‘criminal capitalism and legal capitalism meet and merge’ according to journalist Roberto
Saviano, one ofthe ‘talking heads’ in the film.
I was sorry the audience for this film was so small,
because it is unlikely to come back, although it may be
available via the internet. It is worth seeing for the
elucidation of a major issue – and for the (slightly)
hopeful ending, which films representatives of councils
and governments, whose citizens are suffering these buyups, meeting – belatedly – to halt the sales and address
the consequences.
The New Zealand International Film Festival 2019movies through a labour history lens
Reviewed by Peter Clayworth

I had a very enjoyable time in July and August of this
year checking out a variety of films during the
Wellington showings of the New Zealand International
Film Festival. As always there was a marvellous range to
choose from and only so many you can get to. The
thoughts below are not so much film reviews as an
attempt to look at a number of the films I saw on the
context oflabour history.

Herbs: Songs of Freedom (NZ, 2019, director Tearapa
Kahi). As a fan of the Pacific reggae band Herbs from
back in the 1980s, I greatly enjoyed this movie. It
included plenty of footage of the band performing, along
with interviews with the surviving band members and a
great deal of historic film setting out the social and
political history of the early years of the band. It covered
the Polynesian migration of the 1960s when workers
were brought into Aotearoa to carry out menial labour in
a capitalist industrial structure. Herbs: Songs of Freedom
went on to discuss the Dawn Raids, the rise of the
Polynesian Panthers, the resistance at Bastion Point, the
1981 Springbok Tour, the M āori renaissance and the
nuclear free and independent Pacific movement. All
covered within the context of the birth, survival and
evolution of a band that has included Pasifika, M āori and
P ākehā members. The formation of the band by Toni
Fonoti (the writer of such notable songs as “French
letter”) is particularly fascinating. The movie shows the
direct connection the band had with social activist
movements, with guitarist Dilworth Karaka having been
one of the occupiers at Bastion Point, while band
manager Will ‘Illolahia was a co-founder of the

Polynesian Panthers. The film skims somewhat lightly
over the events of the ‘90s and early 21st century, but is
worth seeing for the music and its presentation of the
social and political world from which Herbs emerged.

Peterloo (UK, 2018, director Mike Leigh). The latest
offering from the veteran social activist film director.
Peterloo sets out a now often forgotten part of the story of
the struggle of British workers and middle class activists
for democracy. In 1819, the time of events portrayed in
Peterloo, the campaign was not for the extension of votes
to women (which largely began later in the century), but
for the right of working men, those without substantial
property, to be able to vote. Leigh outlines the events
leading to the massacre of St Peters’ Field in Manchester,
where cavalry regiments and militia attacked a crowd of
thousands of women, men and children, who were
peacefully rallying to call for democracy. The soldiers
killed 18 people and wounded hundreds more. Leigh’s
film illustrates the conflicts within the movement for
democracy, with some arguing for violent revolution,
while most supported peaceful activism. He does not shy
away from showing the personality conflicts and flaws of
the reformers. Leigh, however, reserves his strongest
condemnation for grinding capitalists, venal gentry,
hypocrital vicars and brutal magistrates, along with the
uncaring and decadent Prince Regent, who later became
George IV. While Peterloo is a condemnation of the
brutality of capitalism and the British class system, it also
illustrates the struggle that workers have had to go
through to gain even the limited amount of power they
currently exercise in a capitalist democracy.
Sorry We Missed You (UK, 2019, Ken Loach). Another
veteran British activist film maker, Loach’s movie
illustrates a modern capitalist brutality- the gig economy.
Set in Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Sorry We Missed You sets
out the struggles of those working under modern zerohour contract systems, where all fault and all
responsibility lies with the worker. Ricky (Kris Hichen)
and Abby Turner (Debbie Honeywood) are a couple with
two children struggling to get together the money for a
mortgage deposit. She works as a carer for the aged and
disabled, he gets work as a delivery van driver. Both are
on contracts that technically class them as self employed,
but leave them completely at the mercy of the contracting
companies. The systems are also devised to allow no
opportunity for workers to organise. In this Brave New
World of work they find themselves struggling to survive
financially or to find any time to deal with the problems
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of raising a young family. Loach paints a grim picture of
the modern capitalist, zero-contract world, but does hold
out some hope for survival through family solidarity.
Having spent time staying with my partner Janis and her
grandmother Winnie at the sheltered accomodation in
Whiteleas, South Shields (just down the Tyne from
Newcastle), I met a number of carers working jobs like
that of Abby in Sorry We Missed You. The tales I heard
from those workers indicate that the movie presents a
pretty accurate portrait oftheir struggles.

Mr Jones (Poland/UK/Ukraine, 2019, Agnieszka
Holland). Just in case you think it is easy to overthrow
capitalism and set up a workers’ state, Mr Jones reminds
us of one of the great wrong-turns in socialism: Stalinist
authoritarianism. The film is based on the historical
figure of Gareth Jones (James Norton), an idealistic
Russian-speaking Welsh journalist who went to the
Soviet Union in 1933, hoping to interview Stalin. Instead
he ended up uncovering the Ukrainian famine, the
Holodomor, where millions of people died as a direct
result of Stalin’s supposed economic miracle. With many
westerners hoping the Soviet Union would prove a
genuine alternative to the evils of capitalism and a
counter to the rise fascism, left-leaning intellectuals did
not want to listen to Jones. The Animal Farm scenes in
this movie, (George Orwell, played in the film by Joseph
Mawle, was apparently inspired by Jones) are somewhat
belaboured, but overall the film packs a punch. It is not
comfortable viewing for fans of the old Soviet Union: if
there are any Stalinists still around they may well dismiss
Mr Jones as capitalist or Trotskyite propaganda. As an
anti-authoritarian socialist I see the film as a reminder of
the dangers that arise from the hunger for power,
straight-jacketed ideology and attempting to impose
social change from above, rather than from within
communities themselves.
Helen Kelly: Together (NZ 2019, Tony Sutorius). Not so
much a biopic as a documentary covering the last year of
Helen Kelly’s life. The film concentrates on Helen Kelly’s
involvement in the fight for workplace safety, while she
copes with the last stages of cancer. Rather than a
hagiography, there is a strong emphasis on the personal
friendships Kelly built with the families of workers killed
in the Pike River disaster and in forestry accidentsillustrating not only the personal impact of industrial
carnage, but also the power of human solidarity. The
courage and warmth Kelly displays is matched by that of
women such as Anna Osborne, wife of Milton Osborne

killed at Pike River, and Maryanne Butler-Finlay, whose
husband Charles was killed on the job in the Tokoroa
forests. While the film shows us the qualities that Helen
Kelly possessed, it never loses sight of the fact that she
was a union activist, who saw the basis of worker, and
human, strength being people working together in the
fight for justice and economic emancipation.
'The Future of Work', Dowse Art Museum, Lower Hutt
Reviewed by Ross Webb

Featuring work by: Liz Allan, Berwick Street Collective,
Bruce Connew, Harun Farocki, Kauri Hawkins, Fiona
Jack, Darcy Lange, Elisabeth Pointon, Public Share,
Deborah Rundle, Allan Sekula & Noël Burch, John Vea,
Peter Wareing
‘Te Awakairangi Lower Hutt is a working class city’,
explains the opening panel of The Future of Work
exhibition at the Dowse Art Museum. It is ‘a place with a
long history as a site of trade and manufacturing’. As we
discover throughout the exhibition, the Hutt was home to
the Gear Meat works, the Petone Railway Workshops,
Petone Woollen Mills, the Unilever soap and detergent
factory, Griffin’s and Ford Motors, all of which have
since closed. Since their closures, we are told, ‘the focus
of the city has shifted towards light industry, research
and innovation’. Not only is Lower Hutt’s history one of
large scale manufacturing that came and went. It also led
the way with demands for workers’ rights. In 1840,
Samuel Parnell arrived on the Petone foreshore to
demand the 8-hour day. And many of the factories
mentioned above remained union strong-holds into the
late 1980s before restructuring and closures.
It is against exploration of the past that The Future of
Work exhibition reflects on the present and future of
work, and takes on some key questions of labour history:
what has been gained and what has been lost in the
changing nature of work? What was it about those earlier
workplaces that sowed the seeds of collective action,
union campaigns and a defence of the dignity of work?
Where did it go? The exhibition is also an exploration of
the world of work today. This is a world that is vastly
different:
'Digital technology and the potential for automation have
significantly altered the way that we communicate, live
and work. Coupled with globalisation and the accelerated
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flow of capital, products and labour, this has led to
unpredictable and unstable markets. Our working
conditions continue to change rapidly; workers are under
increasing pressure, with precarious contracts and an
expectation to be available 24/7. And this has resulted in
an expansion of inequality and escalating health, housing
and social issues.'
Some works address the complex networks of exploitation and alienation that characterises globalisation.
Allan Sekula & Noël Burch’s film essay ‘The Forgotten
Space’ follows container cargo aboard ships, barges,
trains and trucks, ‘listening to workers, engineers,
planners, politicians, and those alienated by the global
transport system’. It’s an exploration of containers, ships,
‘floating warehouses’, and the connections between
producing countries and consuming countries. ‘Does the
anonymity of the box’, the voice over asks, ‘turn the sea of
exploit and adventure into a lake of invisible drudgery?’
Against the abuse of human dignity as represented by the
container ship, the film includes the voices of workers
and the homeless. The curators have connected the film
to New Zealand’s history, from the introduction of frozen
meat in 1882 which connected New Zealand to the world
during the last great age of globalisation to the 1951
waterfront lockout, and the 2011 Rena oil spill, which
devastated the shores ofTauranga.
At the center of the exhibition is the inflatable waving air
dancer, a figure we recognise from the motor industry,
guiding customers in from the street. Next to that, ‘Win
Big’, the inflatable money booth that viewers are
encouraged to enter and grab at floating tickets with
affirming phrases such as ‘Good job.’ and ‘Well done to
all.’, a comment on the culture of surveillance, financial
targets, and corporate language within the workplace.
These two works by Elisabeth Pointon are playful and
encourage participation but get at the darker side of
modern work culture. Related to this, ‘Employee of the
Month’ by Deborah Rundle is a carpark out the front,
designated with the number 51, a reference to the 1951
waterfront dispute. Connecting that dispute to the
management strategy of recognizing ‘employers of the
month’, it is a comment on the competitive culture of
modern places and the strategies designed to undermine
cultures of collaboration and collective action. ‘Unfortunately,’, we are told, ‘this is an area that is off limits to
cars, and so the award for a hardworking staff member is
not redeemable’.

Liz Allan’s ‘Self-Portrait of the Artist as a Café Worker’
comprises a photograph of the artist standing behind the
counter of a café, a CV, a cover letter and a letter of
recommendation, while John Vea’s ‘Not To Be Sold
Separately’, a stairwell cupboard filled with Griffins
biscuits and Mexican corn chips comments on perk
culture and the cultures that flow between work and the
home. As the artist explains, ‘As most factory workers
come from M āori and Pacific communities, it’s very
common to share your perks with whānau and
neighbors’. Other notable works are Fiona Jack’s
‘Campfire cognitive dissonance’, a blanket that includes
symbols and emblems usually featured on trade union
banners, and Deborah Rundle’s massive ‘time for what
you will’, a reference to the third demand of the eight
hour day, the time for leisure. Replacing the ‘we’ with
‘you’, Rundle’s work asks the audience to critique the
‘suffocating work ethic that haunts the 21st century
worker’, and invites us ‘to imagine a different way of
working, or potentially not working’.
Alongside these works, we are introduced to a background of the industrial history of Lower Hutt. The
Petone Woollen Mills, the Railway workshops, the Gear
Meat Company. I found these sections the least satisfying, however, perhaps because I went wanting to
discover more about the Hutt’s union history. These
displays included some interesting artifacts, largely from
the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. All we
are told, however, is that these were good places to work,
loads ofpeople worked there, and then they closed.
Nevertheless, The Future ofWork tries to engage with the
past, present and future of work, to present historical
narratives alongside contemporary artists engaging with
issues of work and collective action. In doing so, it
attempts to address the big questions of how shifts in
labour patterns have impacted on individuals, families
and communities. How can we equip ourselves for the
new demands of work? Will we maintain autonomy and
wellbeing in such an insecure environment? I didn’t
leave with the answers, but I’m glad the questions are
being framed in a more critical and interesting way than
the current discourse often allows.
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Givealttle for the Wellington Trades Hall
Wellington Trades Hall is fund raising to meet the costs
of turning part of the Trades Hall into a museum of trade
union history to help kiwi workers learn about union
history and to think about our union future.

The struggles of working people have a long and significant
history in Aotearoa New Zealand. The Labour History
Project (formerly the Trade Union History Project) is an
organisation dedicated to researching, recording, preserving
and promoting this working-class history.

All our spare funds plus borrowing has been used to pay
for earthquake strengthening and we are still paying
related bills. The cost of the museum project is $30,000.
We have set up a “Givealittle” page so that trade
unionists and others who want to support this project can
make a contribution. The Givealittle page is:
https://givealittle.co.nz/cause/for-a-museum-of-unionhistory-at-wellington-trades

Formed in 1987 and made up of individual and institutional
members, the Labour History Project organises seminars
and conferences (such as the biennial Rona Bailey Memorial
Lecture), publishes the LHP Bulletin, maintains the Bert
Roth Award for Labour History, and supports a wide range
of related projects (books, research, exhibitions,
documentary films, archive projects and oral histories). The
committee ofthe LHP is based in Wellington.

Apart from the earthquake strengthening we have already
begun to collect memorabilia that tells some of the
stories ofNew Zealand’s union movement.

Interested in becoming a member? By joining the Labour
History Project you will be supporting the promotion of
working-class history, receive the LHP Bulletin three times a
year, and keep up-to-date with the latest news, reviews and
events. Membership fees are:

As part of the strengthening, the original foundation
stone, laid by Harry Holland, was reset in the entrance
way. A plaque that was funded by public subscription
arising from the first Labour Day marked in Wellington
in 1890 commemorating the 8 hour day and Samuel
Parnell, was also set in the entrance way. Other items
have been gathered since, including:
• the Charter ofthe Wellington Trades Council from
1937, donated by the CTU;
• the original Durham Miners Aid poster from 1984
which was signed by Neil Kinnock and Arthur Scargill;
• an audio visual display ofToby Hill during the 60s and
70s speaking about disputes such as the nil wage order
and opposition to nuclear warships, donated by the Hill
family and MUNZ.
The money donated will principally be used to create a 9
seat theatre in an unused kiosk in the Trades Hall foyer.
The theatre will have The Hatred Campaign, the film
about the bombing of Trades Hall in 1984, on permanent
showing. There will be two other union films available
and these will be able to be rotated so there will always be
something new to be seen.

Individuals: $30
Institutions: $75
Membership is valid for the financial year 1 April – 31
March. To pay online, our bank account details are:
Labour History Project Inc.
Kiwibank
38 9012 0672630 00
Please include your name and “Sub” as references so that we
can identify your payment, and please email treasurer
@lhp.org.nz when the deposit has been made, including
your contact details. That way we can send you the Bulletin.
For all other enquires:
lhpcommittee@gmail.com
www.lhp.org.nz

It would be great if you could help us by circulating this
message and ofcourse by making a donation.
In solidarity
Graeme Clarke
President Wellington Trades Hall
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