
2084 COMMONS
Incorne War Tex

'legisiation, and have it straigbtencd out. I
have several letters from farmers in connection
with this matter, pointing out this discrimina-
tion. Therefore 1 ar n ot the on]y one who
is dissatisfied. I must say 1 ar nfot satisfied
with the minister's explanation.

Mr. CARDIFF: In many cases the farmor's
wife bias bocomo tbe bired manl, through force
of circumstances. There arc dozens of farms
in Canada where only the busband and wife are
left. They are carrying on in the best way
tbey can. The farmer's wife bas beon forced
to become the bired man; yet she cannot
recoive any remunoration for it.

Mr. ROSS (Souris): If I followcd the
minister correctly, hie said that if a farrner's
wife went to work for somobody cisc they
would be entitled to thic exemption of $1,860.
That is. if the farmer's wife -,ent across the road
to work for a ncighbour, the farmor and bis
wifo would be on the saine basis as a rnarricd
couple in industry; is that correct?

Mr. ILSLEY: Yes; that is correct.

Mr. ROSS (Souris) : So that if tbcy
excbangcd xivcs tbey would corne under this
$1,860 provision. That is bard te undcrstand,
because I rccollcct the minister's stating a
year ago that in erder te kccp these rnarricd
woen wvorking they Lîad to give tbicii this
consideration; is that flot correct?

Mr. ILSLEY: I think I did say that, ycs.

Mr. ROSS (Souris) : It is a difficuit problcrn,
I realize, te have incernes filcd for farmers'
wives who do work; but this is a matter
worthy of consideration. I arn wondcring
wbotbor there cou]d flot bc some systern
werkcd out wbercby the wife would make a
joint declaration witb bier busband to thc
effcct that she bad donc this outsidc work.
I sec sorne difficultios in connection with filing
the rcturns, but I do tbink the farrncr's wife
deservcs tbis consideration. Pcrbaps in some
instances she is more diesorving than the
wornan in industry, because she works longer
bours and rnucb barder. Tbe fact would ho
recognized that they would bo entitled to an
exemption of $1,860, as a couple. The minis-
ter bias said that if she workcd for a ncigbbour,
coming home in the eveninga, sbe would have
this consideration.

Mr. FRASER (Peterborougb West): The
Ministor of National Revenue bas said the
farrner's xvife would ho exempt from any side-
lines, sucb as a sale of eggs, or commodities of
that kind. If bier income frorn tbat source
was over $660, the farmer and bis wife wou]d
bave a deduction of 81,860, would tbey flot?

Mr. GIBSON: That would hardly ho classed
as a side-line, if the incorne went up to $660.

[M\r. Fair.]

Mr. FRASER (Peterborough West): Some
of tbese farmers' wives bave stands at the side
of the road frorn wvich they seil eggs, and
commodities of tbat kind.

Mr. GIBSON: That is part of the main
portion of the farm.

Mr. WRIGHT: Oh, fo; in many cases they
are not. These women operate the stands as
a side-line; they do it tbemselves. I know of
many cases wbere the women are rnaking
$660 from their stands on the side of the
road, wbore tbey have the full run of the
dairy boerd. It seems to me there is certainly
an injustice bore. The ministor says that a
woman can work for a neigbbouring farmer
and receive wages. and that the results would
ho perfectly aIl rigbt. But if sbe stays at
home and doos the saine work she cannot be
paid for it. Tbis looks like discrimination.
The minîster sbould give the matter serious
consideration, so as to remove that difflculty.
I can tell birn tbere will ho trernondous dis-
content in agricul tural communities, unless
sornething is donc about tbe matter. The
drafting of equitable legislation rnay offer
sorne difficulties. I do not tbink any logisla-
tion cau be made absolutely equitable to
cverybody. but certainly it wou]d appear tbat
tiiere is discrimination in tbe regulatiens as
tbey now stand.

Arndmont agreed to.

Resolution as arnendcd agrecd to.

S. Tbat taxpayers whose chief occupation is
that of farrning may be allowed to carry fer-
w ard for two years any farrn lesses, iiicurredl
by tbern in 1942 or aoy subsequent year;

Mr. CASTLEDEN: It seems te me that
tbe discussion se far bias brougbt out the fact
tbat farrning is more or îess of an industry.
Apparcntly, bowevcr, the farmer is not to bo
treatcd in exactly the saine way as tlîe wago-
camner. If farrning is an industry, thon I say
lie is entilled te the saine treatrnent as
industry is receiving.

Industry is given a special exemption. A
base peried of frein 1936 te 1939 is takon. In
that basic period industry would showv any
arrangements for corporation or excess profits
taxes. Industry takes that period, and froni
that yeu get the normal profit. If, tbrougli
profits on war production, they increase their
profits, thon the increaso is over tbat basic
period. In the case of an industry whicb wvas
busy arming Europe befere the war tbe
normal profits would ho vcry heavy. The
normal profits of industry were quito low in
that period and naturally their excess profits
are rnucb bigher. Farrning is an industry
whiehlibas been serious1y dcpressed for the


