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the subject matter which hias been given us,
and that is the subjeet matter of Bill No. 5.
The hion. member may be diseussing important
matters, but surely hie is flot discussing the
bill.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): On a point
of order-

Mr. SPEAKER: There is no point of
order. This is debate on the second reading
of a bill, and the hion. mnember is speaking
withîn the ries.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): On second
rcading of a bill surely it is the right of an
hion. mernbcr to disenuss its deficiencies. Surely
hie is permitted to discuss wbiat is lacking in
the bill. H1e could ciscuss alternatives in
matters of policy.

Mr. M\ARTIN: Yes, but that is not what
is being donc.

Mr. SPEAKER: I have ali-eady ruled that
the hion. membcr is in order, and 1 would ask
th:ît hie lie allo<vcd te continue without further
initerruptions.

Mr. DOUGLAS (Weyburn): 1 did aot hear
wlbat Yonr Hojîcur said.

Mr. H XNSON (X oik-Sîînbnl)ti,,: lic says
yen are ail righît; go abicad.

Mr. SPEAKER: I biavc sajd that the
argumnent cf the lien. memîîber is i11 eider, anîd
that hie is entitled to procccd wiî.hout furthcr
interruptions.

Mc. DOUGLAS (Weyburn): May I point
ont that tbe hion. member for Trinity dis-
cussed the Atlantic charter.

1',I. MA~RTIN: Hc was certainly at sca.

Mr. SPEAKER: Order.

Mr. DOUGLAS (Wevburn): he following
womds appear in thic pmcanblc te the bill:

Whereas in vicwocf the neuu.sîty of raisiîîg
large rnilitary for-ces for serv ice in the preseuit
war and for the <lufeiie ot Cýanada, a gi cat
national probîîni w ili be prcscîî-cd w lien the
menibers of tiiese ferces comîplce ilîcîr service
and are toe bcrctouncd te cii il elni)105 nienit.

I take it thiat the principîn of the bill
beforc us lias te do with the wvhîole question
cf restablishicoit and rebiabilitation. I have
ne desime te enter inte any eontroversy with
the Minister cf Pensions and National Health
or with thc Minister of Labour, but we
should have frorm both ministers statcments
prefacing this bill and the bill respecting
vocational training whicb is te corne later.

Mr. MACKENZIE (Vancouver Centre>: I
proinised the hion. member for Macleod (Mr.
Hansell) at the last session that I wvouhd make
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sucb a statement. It was my intention te
make it when the war appropriation bill was
before us, because 1 thought that that weuhd be
a more appropriate occasion than this te deal
with the whole question cf rehahilitation and
reconstruction. The argument bas hroadencd
eut this nfternoon and it may ho necessary te
make this statement before then.

Mr. DOUGLAS ( Weybucn): My point was
that this bill, the bill dcaling witb vocational
training, and the bill dealing witli soldier hand
settiement oughit te have been pcefaced by a
comprehlensive statement by one or more min-
isters outlining the whole sehenue. No porson
can discuss this partieular bihl by itself. It is
a small part of a great pictuce, and perbaps 1
was putting it tee strongly when I said that it
represented only a gesture; it is net much more
thin. a gestnie takeî by itself. It musnt bc coni-
sidcmcd in the light cf wbat the gcvernment
proposes te do in flic whole field. This bill wilh
touch only a limited number cf people; it will
touicb only thoe who liad jobs before the war.
It cannot de any thing for the man -%hei joined
fihe army froin college or lîigli school. This
bill deals speoeifically wvith th-at greîîp of nuen
wh'o bcd empîcyrrient and wlio w ccc net filling
jobs that bcd been lichd previously by other
men wbo lîcd jeined the army. As I say, this
is only a sinalh part cf a eomplicated jig-saw
puzzle, and I thinle flic ministcrs miglît hiave
given us a paneramic viow cf the w hole thing
andl then bronglit down the different measuces
tbey bcad in mmnd. Instead of that, wc are goinig
forward on a piece by piece hasis, and it is net
as eaýsy te sec the scheme they have in mmnd.

It dees seemn te me that cf necessity there
tire to xve.iknesscs in the bill. The leephohes
left for flicempnloyer are vcmy w ide. It may
net bu easy te narrow fbern down, bot they
certainly arc tee wide at present. For inistance,
section 4 reads:

In ail.' preuecbnigs for the violation cf sectioni
3 cf this oct, it sliah bu a defence foi' the
emuploy er te prex e,-

(c) thiat, by reaseîî cf a chiange cf cirenni-
stancees, ethîce tlîaiî the eiîgaigeiîneît et sonue
et] er persen to eplcace hi iii, it w as îîct reasen-
abîx practicable te reiîîstate hueii or thiat bis
reinst ai n ilt iii an occupation anîd undeî' Coni
litionis net less favourable te hini than those

whiehî -would have buen applicable te hiim liad
hie îîet been aeeepted fer services w itli the
aced for-ces was iniipracticable,

The difflculty, of course, wilh ha te provc
whether or net it is practicable te reinstate a
man. I am net a lawyer, but I imagine that
a good lawycr couhd drive thmougli that witlb
a to-ton truck. Then the next clause rcads:

(d) that he w-as phy sieally or inîeîtally iîîcap-
able cf perforiig -wcdc a', ailable in the
enuployer's service.


