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ahead and do it now. You could give a good
deal of relief by increasing the exemption for
children, for instance, by $100. That would
give interirn relief to taxpayers who are flnd-
ing it tough to meet their obligations. Or,
better still, if you want to provide real equity,
then give a tax credit. That is far more equit-
able than a tax exemption. If you have a $400
increase in tax exemption, everybody gains
that. The man who earns $3,600 a year has an
additional $400 for himself and another $400
for his wife. I am not complaining about him.
But the man who earns $50,000-and there
are very few of them--and the man earning
$25,000 or $35,000 get the same. On the other
hand, if you give them. an equivalent tax
credit, everybody having the same amount, it
will be worth a great deal more to people in
the low-income group. It wlll mean a great
deal more to them than to those in the high-
income group. That is a fairly complex
matter, yet it seemns to me if equity is the aim.
of this tax system, the tax credit system is
preferable to a system. whereby tax exemp-
tions are increased.

We have no complaint about the principle
of an allowance for working parents, although
this will mean that a f ew more worms will
come out of the can. My complaint is that this
provision is to be applicable only to parents
with children under the age of 14. What
about the single working person who has an
aged dependant? How many women in this
city are supporting an aged parent and have
to hire a nurse or someone to come in to look
after a bedridden mother or father? They
cannot obtain relief at ali. The white paper
does flot provide equity in respect of working
persons with dependants for whomn money
has to be put out as an expense of going to
work. Therefore, as I say, it is short on that
point.

I do not disagree too violently with the idea
of a capital gains tax in certain limited
categories, but why on earth pick on the
family home? Why make a person a lifetime
bookkeeper? Why place hlm in a position
where he will have to value whatever paint-
ings or works of art be may have? Why
should be have to obtain a receipt when he
buys something, and keep it? In addition, of
course, this proposal. will discourage the man
who wants to be a proud and responsible
homeowner and who would normally keep up
bis property, not necessarily by spending
money on it but through not letting the home
run down. He will have a more expensive
property as a resuit, and be will get bit for it.

Taxation RefoTm
What is this $1,000 a year allowance for occu-
pancy? What nonsense! Is this $150 for
maintenance an allowance of some sort?
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Why go after the f amily home for capital
gains? The only people who will gain from
this will be the evaluators, because it will
become essential to obtain a proper evalua-
tion for the so-called V-Day; otherwise you
will be caught. What about capital gains, in
view of the present scale of the estate tax? I
say, do flot save now, do flot invest now
because it wiil ail be taken away. Surely
when the minister speaks about this flve-year
evaluation in widely-held Canadian compa-
nies, be realizes that everyone will get out of
widely-held Canadian companies. Who will
act as the~ arbiter of what is a widely-heid
Canadian company? Will it be the stock
exchange? A widely-held company bas to be
one that can meet the requirements of a stock
exchange listing. On this basis people will
have to dispose of some of their stock or they
may lose control of the company. This, again,
will be a deterrent to Canadians.

I suggest to the niinister a course of action
taken in some other countries, that is, any
time you have a roil-over of stock in a
resource developing company, there shall be
no capital gain tax so long as the investment
is in resource deve1opnment stock. Let the
minister try that for size. I amn offering this
suggestion to the minister because I wish to
be constructive. I believe this is the experi-
ence in Australia where people are investing
in their own resource development compa-
nies; they are participating in the improve-
ment of their own industries. My time is
limited, and therefore-

Mr. Knowles (Winnipeg North Centre): You
stili have time.

Mr. Lambert (Edmonton West): The initial
order was for 20 minutes on this motion. I
wil speak for 20 minutes and will give other
members, partîcularly those on the other side,
an opportunity to speak. I should like to hear
members of the finance committee speak seri-
ously about some of these problems. I am sure
they have received the same kind of letters as
I have. Let us put forward these views now.
The minister bas opened the whole subject
matter of the white paper. I think that much.
of this debate should not have taken place
under the rules governing the reference of a.
paper or a document to a committee, which-
allow for limited debate only. The minister,
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