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useful occupation was not of itself sufficient
to determine the tribunal in exempting
him. Other questions had to be considered;
for instance, whether the applicant's place
could flot be filled by a man who was dis-
qualified from the military standpoint, or
even by a woman. These and many other
considerations were taken into account by
the tribunals. Simply because the occu-
pation in which the man is engaged is
usieful, even though it may be the only one
in which he is skilled, it does not follow
that he should be retained. Any provision
other than the general one that those who
can best serve the national interests at
home shall stay at home, is, 1 fear, a dan-
gerous provision.

Mr. PROUIX: I think that some limit
should be imposed as to the number of men
required on a farm. My hon. iriend cited
the case of a father and two sons on a farm
of 100 acres, and the f ather being lef t to do
ail the work as the sons had enlisted. We
might state in the Bill that not more 'than
three persons s'hould be allowed to 100 acres.
Three men, I think, would be sufficient for
that acreage. In England so many agri-
culturalists were allowed to enlist in the
early d*ays of the war, and farm labour
became so scarce that 27,000 men had to bo
recalled from the tronches to culti-
vate the farms. There is danger of
something similar happening here unleas
we provide against it,- We should
tako steps to, ensure that our production will
ho su¶oiient te support our own population
and to help s'upply 4the Allies with food-
stuif s. There are not many farms in Canada
where -you will find more than, two, sons
,and tjhe f ather woirking th-e f arm. I think
thie Bill sbeuld, 'allorw a certain number of
mesi to eachl farxn.

Mr. RAmNVILLE: My attention lias been
drawnto this veiry quiestion. The-purpose of
the 'Government li dntroducing thisa Bull is
ithat the nation's'efforts should ho direeted
towasrd winning tihe wax. Seme, men will be
called on to, figbt, and others will .be en-
gaged in .suataining the poeoductivlity of the
Dominion. The *weamble states that in
view of the large numbeir of men 'who have
alTeoady ]eft -agriecultural and industrial pur.
suits in Canada to, enlist, and -in view of
the necessity of oustaiming tihe productiv-
ity of the Dominion, it bas been fo'und
necessary -Vo introduce this àegislation. If
the -Govonnment axre sincere -i stating that
their intention is to retain -men Whbo are
useful in agricultural and industrial pur-
suits, I do not sec why this secion sheuld
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not be made -to read acoodingly. The p-e-
amble, it is true, sets out tihe Gernment'.
intention, but I do neît see why lit. should
not be expressly satsted, in this section-
thet agriculture and otiher neceeairy in-
dustries of the co'untry ehafl be maintained.
I therefoire beg te no've:

That in lune 32 of subsection (a) of section
il the words "agricultural, Industrial or" be,
Inserted after the word "In" and before the
word "lother."

The subsecition weuld then read:

That it la expedient in the national Interest
that the man ebouid, instead of being employed
in military service, be engaged in agriculturai,
industrial or other work In which he Je
habitually engagea.

That welld be expressly staiting the Gofv-
ernme1 nt's intention as set out in tihe pre-
amble. I would àimpress upon the Housé
that the intention of tis Bill is net to
conecrîpt the whole m-an-power of the coun-
try, 'but only 100,000 men, and if tihere are
,any industries %bhat should be <'poeoeeted,
tliey are agriculture and the otlher indus-
tries noeosaxy Vo the .wîinni-ng of the war.
I thînk every one 'will admit that agricul-
ture is one of the furet industries that sheuid
ho taken care of. The iinserting of tihese
words w'ould not anean that a man 80 en-

gaged woulà necessarily be exe mpted, but
it would ensure that the Production of th e
country would not suifer by reason of this
Bill. The amendinent lsa ebzohi*tely in ac-
Cord with tihe GoveSrnnent's intention.

Mr. J. GIRARD (Chicoutimi-Saguenay)
(translation): Mr. Ohairman, I beg leave
Vo second the amendment offered by my hon.
friend from Chambly-Veïchères (Mr. Rain-
ville), Vo the exemption clause.

I think that, if the amendment offored by
my hon. friend ia not going to-be applied
to the exemption provisions, to which he
wishes to apply it, il would be desirablo
Vo make the interpretation of the section
clea.rer and to add to eubsection.A after the
words "in whîch he is habitually en-
gaged" the following Words: <"The men
engaged in agricultural -and industrial pur-suits and in the fisheries.- I do not in-
tend to embarrase the Goverament with this
amendment, but in the preamble, the Gov-
ernment seems to be aiming at protecting
the agricultural and industriae classes. The
intention of the Government in that re-
spect is open to doubt. T have received
several letters and I think this, aubsectiori
should be nmade plainer, so as to make per-
fectly. clear what the meal purpose of the
Government is.
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