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<c) That by reason of hi. occupation him
cailing-up for miltary service is contrary ta
the publie Interest.

(d) That by reason of hie domestic cir-
cumstances or for any other reason hie cail-
ing-up for military service would be a cause
of undue hardship ta himself or others.

Apart fram the other two sections, those
are the only two exemptions. One is in the
publie interest and the other coversý the
private interest. The sections are mucli
less specific than the sections of the present
Bill. The British Bill, which lbas been re-
ferred to by my hon. friend the Solicitor
General (Mr. Meighen), is about in the
samne termis as the measure tbefore us. It is
practically frarned upan the ground' of
national interest. My hon. friend will ob-
serve the words "«national interest"- are
used in the first three subsections. You ean
practically put ail these in one provision,
and say tliat if in the national in-
terest a man should not go, the tribunal
should exempt him. The other class
relates to private interests. Inu the United
States Act, dealing with the clase in ques-
tion, the exemptions are:

Persons engaged in Industries includlng
agriculture, found ta be Aecessary ta the main-
tenance of the millitary establishment, or the
effective operation of the mllitary forces, or
the maintenance of national Interest durlng
the emergency.

It ahl cornes back again to tbe question
cf nation-al intereet. So that either we must
go into such details that the Bihl wo uld
-be unworkable or unjust, or lay down sucli
general principles as have been placed in
the Bill fer the guidance of the judge, and
leave hini ta make the selection. It aeems
ta nie we cannot inake, any other provisions.
We cannot go to. one extreme or the other.
For iny part, I would prefer to adopt what
lis been done in Great Britain, the United
States and New Zealand.

Mr. OLIVER: I do no wish ta push this
-matter, but if the Governmient is intent
upon following its, policy, it bas supporters
behiud it ta ena'ble it ta carry out that
policy; but I want, ta say that, in, my humble
judgment, there is no parity between the
conditions ini New- Zealand and this coun-
.try, or between those of the United States
and this country. We have uothing on
record ta show" that the Governmeut of
New Zealand, prTior to, the adoption cf oom-
~pulsory military service, was absolutely in
league with certain industries cf the couin-
try ta prevent 'voluntary enlis4iment. That
is the condition, we have in Canada, and
that is a condition that I, for one, cousider
.most seriaus, when we are looking at tluip
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niatter as we have to hook at it. We must
,recognize that while in one breath we are
tald that this Bill is for the purpose of
finding men who 'will maintain our honDur
and the strengtli cf the Empire in the
bloody trenches cf Flauders, in the next
breath we are told that the purpose cf the
Bill is te, maintain the industries cf Can-
ada. I wanted the provision ta lie one 'way
or the ather. If we have to maintain the.
etrength of aur contingent in. France, let
us frame a Bill that wilI do that honestly
and fairly, but jet us net, under 'the pre-
tence cf suppooeting aur men who aie at the
front to-day put through a Bill, the real
purpose cf whioh will lie to proteot the in-
terest, the advantage, the pockets, of the
-munition profiteeTs, in Hamnilton or Tar-
onta,*or in Sydney, the men who, it is ad-
mitted, sueeesslully uised pressure an this
Goverument te aec'ure the letting up cf
voluntary enlistmnent in their neighbour-
hood.

Mr. W. F. NICKLE (Kingston): It seems
ta me that the hon. gentleman frein Edmoan-
tan, in the argument lie advances. tctally
overloaks the fact that ta, organize a demae-
racy suoh as Canada for the sucesful
prasecutian cf the war, you must vest in
sanie impartial tribunal or-tribunals sanie-
'where tlie riglit cf deciding who shah go
and wlio shail stay. 1 arn quite ready ta
admit that lon~g ago I got beyond the posi-
tion of iegarding wliat this province had
done, or wliat that province had done, in
reference ta this war. It lias been ad-
mitted tliat sanie cf the provinces bave done
mocre than others. I think the hon. gen-
tienian froni Edmonton la right in saying
that the province of Alberta lias done singu-
larly well. Other provinces perliaps h ave
not borne their f air share cf the sacrifice.
But, surely, after alnost three years cf
war, we have reaohed. the decision that we
as Canadians, froni the Atlantic ta. the
Pacifie, can regard the fact that Canada is
et war and that the situation is sericus.

Tlie member for Edmonton maya that this
Bill is not f air as betweén man and man.
I listened. with great cars ta what he said
in this committée and tried to gather what
lie meant wlien lie said that the Bihl was
not f air as between min and man. If I
correct'y irrterpreted Iiia werds, lie means
this: No tribunal will lie able ta airange any
scheme of administration that will make
equality of sacrifice. I quite agree with
my hon. friend in that; it is abéolutely im-
possible, in a war hike this, ta secure
equality af sacrifice. But is that any reason
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