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IN THE

SOUTHERN GRAND DIVISION.

I\’IAYl TerMm, A. D. 1894,

William E. Ritchie, |
P/mutzﬁ i Er ror, ﬁ Error to
S, B~ \ Criminal Court,

?eopée of the State of EEEm{oss9 A T,

De/efzdmzt 1w Error.

ABSTRACT OF R

- Page of ) T G, 6.0 e |
Record, ' 7.
1~ PLAcCITA. . -
2 Transcript from justice of the peace. February 26,

1893, warrant issued; Februarywzé, 1894, defendant ap-

pears; waives process and also waives jury trial, in writ-

ing; witnesses sworn and examined; February 28, 1804,

‘Court finds defendant guilty and imposes fine of $5 and
costs March 2, 189%, appeal to Cnmmal court of Cook .

Lounty

Complamt of Florence Kelley, Eaatoxy mspectoz says

. that February 23, 1894, William E. Ritchie was the mau-

ager of a factory or vvoxkshop in Chma@o used fox man-
ufacturing paper boxes e.\duswe]y, that on said - date, as



such manager defendant emploved in said factozv one
Mollie Fach, an adult female, for more than eight hours

‘fof said day; that said Mollie Fach, on sald date, worked
in sald factor}/ for said Ritchie f01 more than eight hours;

that such work con51sted of mdkmg neck-tie boxes for

wages, fixed and de&ummcd by the numbex of neck-tie
boxes made. - | '

Wcuram for arrest of defendant.

Appeal bond.

April 20, 1894, appearance of parties in Criminal court :
defendant waives jury; defendant found guilty and fined

$5; motion for new trial; motion overruled; objection and
exception by defendant. '

Motion in arrest of judgment, motlon overruled; objec-

" tion and. -exception by dcfendam A :

judgment on hndmg

~Defendant fined $5 and costs; ob;ectlon and exception

to judgment; appeal prayed and allowed to the Supreme

 court.of Illinois, Southern Grand. Division.
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Bond and'bill of exceptions in twenty days.

10-26 - Bill of exceptions.
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Defendant waives in writing his right to trial by jury.

MoLLie Fach, a witness for the people, testified:

I'live at-39’ﬂMﬁillea" Streeﬁt‘ worked féz‘ defendant, Febru-

ary 23, 1804, for wages in his paper box factory in Chi~

cago,’by the piece, nine and three quarter hours;. was
pcud by the number of boxes I made worked from ten

minutes after seven to twelve, with half an hour for din-.

R i and fsom half—past twelve to twenty- five mmutt'sf
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after five; had ten minutes to get ready to go hbme’ and '
twenty-five minutes to six we left the shop; am twent}

seven years old buppert myself, and-am not married:

70S5- Eaammaiwn EPEINRE L

che worked for Mr Ruchle about : seven years; it is.
~quite a clean factory; six stories and basemcnt, very well

lighted; windows on three sides; was working on 23d of
February by the piece, so much a box; made neck-tie
boxes, shirt boxes and fruit boxes, made of pastcbOafd; 1t
is light work; was paid about $2.50 a hundred boxes; I

try to make as many boxes as I can, because I want to
earn more money; it was not stipulated or provided
February 23, 1894, by my employer how many boxes |
must make; the only thing. he prescribes is the pay I get
for-the work I do; have never objected or been. unwﬂhng_m' |
to work the hours mdlcated don’t know that [ would

4 ork 10nger hours; was willing to work more than’ eight
hours because 1 was anxious to earn as much money as

_possible; the more money I can earn the .better able- I am
to support myself; am twenty-seven years old support
- myself and am not marned g

Ke-direct E xaminalion.

The number of hours I work are prescubed by my

émploy rer, Mr. thchxe must work a,ccordmg to the hours -
, pxescrlbed In the factoxy

Re-cross E xaminalion.

| It is not prescribed as to whether I shall work hard or
not; have worked less hours than I have over-hours.

Q. 'A:ndﬁ the days you ‘have WOl‘kéd less than eight

- hours have not been because  you were anmous to work

iess thdﬂ elght hours?
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A. No, sir; when I work less hours it is because there

is no work; have never had a day’s WOrk,ing that faCtor‘y-

‘which was eidht hours; the usual time is nine and three-
~quarter hours; wherf business is brisk I work more than

nine and three -quarters; could quit at the end of nine and

- three-quarter hours if I would ask permission; have to

work according to the rules and hours pxescrlbed in the
factory; would have to work as much as the others did,

week after week.  Work lasted more than mne and three-

quarter hours a day about a year ago last Christmas.

Defendant submltted propositions of law as follows:

1st. As a matter of law, the court holds that the act
of the legislature of the: State of Illinois, entitled, « An Act
to regulate the manufacture of clothing, wearing awparel

- and other articles in this state, and to provide for the ap-

pomtmem of state mspectors to enforce the same, and to

make an approprlatxon therefor,” ‘approved june 17,1893,
and each and ev ery section thereof is illegal and void.

2d. That sectlon 5 of said act is illegal and de
»_3d‘. ~That se(,tlon 6 ofmsald act is ﬂiega} and void.
4th. That section 7 of said act is lllegal and void.
5th. That section 8 of said act is illegal and void.

6th. That said act and each and every section thereof
is commry to and in violation of the consututxon of the

State of Illinois.

~ 7th. That section 5 of said act 1s contrary to and 1n
v1olat1on of sald constltuuon £a

8th. That secuon 6 of saz.d act is contx&rv to and n

violation of said constxtutlon

gth. That secuon 7 of said act is. centmr} to and in

violation of said constltution.
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1oth, That section 8 of ‘%ald act is Contrary to and in

VIOlathﬂ Of said constltutlon

rrth. That said act and each and every section there-

~of is contrary to and-in violation of the constitution of the

United States and the amendments thereto.
Izth‘. ‘That section 5 of said act is contrary to and in
violation of said constitution and amendments.

r3th.  That section 8 of said act isycontrary to dﬂd in

violation of said comtltutlon and amendments
g

_Court refused to find any of said proposmons objection
and exception by defendant |

| "Motion for new trial.

“1st.  That said act, and each and every sectlon thereof,

s 1Hegal and void,

2d.  That section 5 of sald act is ﬂleg(ﬂ and voxd..
"3d That section 6 of said act is ﬂlegdl and void.
: 4.th That section 7 of said act is lllega}, and void.
5th. That section 8 of sald act is illegal and void.

6th. That said act and each and every section thereof
1s contrar}/ to and in violation of the constitution of 11]1»

noxs :

i That section 5 of said aci: is wmrar}, to said

Constztutlon

8th That section 6 of sald act is contrary to said con-

4 'stltutzon

gth That sectmn ? of Sdld act is comrarv to said con-

‘ %tltutlon

zoth That section 8- Qf said act is contrazy to sald

constltutxon
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11th. ‘That said act and each and évery section thereof
18 contrar} to the constitution of the United States and the
- amendments thereto | LY Rag

24 12th. That Sectlon 5 of sald act is contzary to the g -
United Stdtes constltution dnd amendments

~13th. That section 8 of said act is contra,x_y to the -
United States constitution and dmendmcms

(Motion overruled; ob]ectlon and exception by de-
fcndcmt )

Motion in arrest of judgment on the grounds
25 1st. The finding is contraxy to the constitution of Ili-
nois. 3 e, |
2d. The ﬁndmg is contrary to the constitution of the
Umted States and the amendments thereto
(Motion demed objection and exceptlon )
Deft:ndant found gmlty and fined $s and. costs.
(Objec,tlon exccptlon by dcfendant ) b

Appeal prayed by defendant,

26+ Stipulation in wrxtmg that appeal should be taken to or
writ of error sued out of the Supxeme court of IHmOIs
for the Southern Grand Dnlsmn May term, 1804.

Appeal allowed upon defendant giving bond.
Signature and seal of }udge Apnl 20, 1894

.27 Stlpulatmn that orlgmal bill of exceptlons be made part
' of lecozd | :
23 (,ertlﬁcate of derk DS by
L ,ﬂ
& ? ”/\ .
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29, 30 | _~ASSIGNMENT.OF ErroRs.

First. The court below ened in refusmg to find as,
law the propositions ofﬁaw ask’éd by defendant i

bewnd The court below erred in ﬁndmg defendant' |

guilty.
Z7hird. The court below erred in overr uhng the mo-

tion for a new trial.

Fourth. The court below erred in denying the mo-

_tlon in arrest of Judgment

Ffz‘/z The court below erred in 1endcxmg Judgment s
upon the finding. - .

Sixth. The Judgméﬁt is contrary to and_in violation

_of the prowsmns oE the constltution of the State of Ilh-'

" Sewventh. The judgment is comrary to, and in- violatioh.

“of the provisions of the constitution of the United States

'and the amendments thereto.

By reason whereof the plamtltf In error prays thdt said

| judgment may be revexsed

Joinder in error. -
~ | Moran, Kravs & MAYER,

Attorney for Plaintiff in Error.
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