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is te give -a man sufficient te live on; in the
case of the individual, that is put at $2,000
a year, and, in the case of a man who min-
tains a household, at $3,000 a year.

Mr. C. A. WILSON: The husband uay
bave an income of $3,000 and the wi.fe an
income of $3,000. They may be separate
as te property by the niarriage contract.
There are tihree, four, or five chilciren, each
having an income of $1,000; or let us say
i is la roal French-Garadian family and
they have a round baker's dozen. Would
my hon. friend suggest that the incomes of
the hushand, wife and children should be
taken as one sum for the purposes of taxa-
tion?

Mir. MIDDLEBRO: If, on accoant of the
larger familles in Quebec, $3,000 is not
enough te support a household, let us
change the amount; but if we start on the
blasis of $3,000 being sufficient te maintain
a household, there is no good reason why
one household shoulid have $6,000 incoeuue
exempted.

Mr. LEMIEUX: The two incomes are so
clearly separate entities, according te our
regime of separation under the civil 1ry,
that if the property which produces the in-
come has come to the 'husband or te the
wife from the father or mother, if the ole
who inherits that property dies -without
issue, that property does not go to the sur-
viving consort, but reverts te the father,
mother, brothers, or sisters, 'according te
our law of succession. Se they 'are abso-
lutely different things.

Reverting to the body corporate, my lhon.
friend said that an incorporated company
would be taxed as to its revenue 'and tlat
the sharetholders would also be taxed as to
their dividends. My hon. friend says it is
not fair thait ithe same party should be
taxed on both sides, because the compiny
is the shareholder, and the shareholder, in
the aggregate, is the company. How -will
you proceed to adjust that? Supposing a
company has 5,000 siareholders and pays
on its incorme, 'and the shareholders pay on
their income; ny hon. friend says he will
keep in mind what has been paid by thle
company. How will il be decided low
mucih the shareholder will have te pay?

Sir THOMAS WHITE: As that subject is
specifically dealt with in section 4, pos-
sibly my hon. friend will rwait until we
reach that section before discussing it.

In the meantime, I might say te my hon.
friend that a corporation is liable on its
income only to the normal tax, and that
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the shareholders who will have te make
returns of their income to the department
will, when they axe making such returns,
be perm.itted to deduet the normal tax in
respect of dividends derived firom compan-
ies subject to this taxation. As te that pex-
tion of their income subject to the super-
tax, they will pay, because the corpora-
tion -is liable only to the extent of the nor-
mal tax.

Sir WILFRID LAURIER: That is very
satisfactory se faIr. But I would suggest
that the clause which provides whether the
tax shall apply to corporations or not sihall
also be allowed te stand, se that the two
matters may be considered together.

Sir THOMAS WHITE: I am quite willing
to let t stand. I may point out, however
that we are now dealing with the interpre-
tation section.

Sir WILFRID LAURIER: I would sug-
gest that subsection (d) of section 2 stand.

Sir THOMAS WHITE: Very well.

Mr. GRAHAM: I had no idea of inter-
fering where there was a legitimate separ-
ation of property between husband and wife.
I think that each should be treated as a
separate individual when each has a sep-
arate income.

Sir THOMAS WHITE: As in the Act?

Mr. GRAHAM: As in the Act. But I
was suggesting the advisability of prevent-
ing the separation of incomes hereafter in
order to escape taxation. The minister re-
ferred to the Succession Duties Act and
that is just what I had in mind. In On-
tario, net a few men in business
have formed joint stock companies
and distributed thei'r property in order
tW get rid of succession duties. I had such
cases in mind when I suggested that ac-
couni' should net be sep4rated for the pur-
pose of escaping the supertax. Where there
is a pri per separation of accounts between
husband and wife, each income should be
treated separately. I cannot sec how any-
thing else could he dre., bearing in mind
the liffreint con-litions that may exist ss
to the income of each.

Mr NICKLE: From my point of view,
I see eye te eye with the member for Norta
Gray (Mr. Middlebro). If I understand the
exemption in this Act of $3,000 te married
men, it is on the principle of the recogni-
tion of the home as an entity. If that is
se, it seems te me that the total exemption
in regard te the home should be not more
than $3,000, and I am not now discussing


