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very much higher rate than their existing
law, and while our taxation is about on a
par 'with their new proposals, it is douible
~or more than double the taxation I had
in mind when 1 made the estimate of $3,-
000,000 or $4,000,000. 1 have always held
the view that our income taxation here
should not be materially heavier than the
taxation in the United States, for reasons
that will be obvions to the committee.
Whether or not we will get $ 15,000,000 from
this taxation 1 arn not prepared to say,
but on talking it over with the commission-
er of taxation we reacehed the vîew that
we might get that figure.

My hon. friend eays that we should have
introduced this measure earlier. 1 do not
desire to enter into any controversy over
that, but I would like to point this out.
For a considerable period after this war
broke ont the business and industriel in-
terests-of this country were greatly dislo-
cated, and I cennot imagine anything that
would have been more unwise, in 1915 at
least, than to have brought in an income
tax-measure, beceuse at that time owing
te the dislocation which preveiled on ne-
count of the war it would -have been a most
,serions and discoureging burden upon the
people of this country. We had a pretty
prosperous year in 1916, and I brought down
the Business Profits Tax, which is giving
us a very handsome revenue. The idea of
thet was to take a portion of the abnormal
profits earned by firms and compenies dur-
ing the war. Thi.8 year we increased
thet tax, and having regard to the
financial condition of the country at
the time 1 brought down the Budget,
having regard to the fact that our revenues
froin ail sources enabled us to pay al
ordinary expenses, ail capital and speciel
expenses, ahl the increased interest charges
due te the wer, and ail pensions, and still
have left some $60,000,000 to devote te the
payment of principal on war expenditure, 1
thought it inexpedient andi unneeessary te
bring in an ineome tax measure. But, with
this new mneesure now adopted by the
House, and having regard elso to the f act
which I mentioned, which. is a most im-
portant fact, thet by reason of the com-
pulsory provisions of that meesure there
exists a just and proper sentiment that
those who have substantiel. incomes should
contribute substentially to our growing ex-
penses of the wer, I felt this to be a pro-
per measure te bring in at this time.

In answer to what 'my hon. friend says
about the unmarried men, I would like te
state I traversed ail that greund before

bringing this measure down. There are
many men, who are unmarried because they
have others depende'nt upon them. I do
not believe there are very many single men
without dependents who have large incomes.
There are mauy uinmTarried men who have
incomes of $2,00, $3,000 or $4,000 who have
many dependents upon them that the public
know nothing about. I know of many such
cases. I thought if we made a distinction
of $1,000 between the uninarried men and
the married mnen, in favour ýof the latter,
that it wo'uld be a f air distinction. When I
-was in Washington I made some iniquiry
about the reduction of the exemhption limit
from $4,000, which is the limit under the
existing leg-isation-

Mr. A. K. MACLEAN: Three thousand dol-
lars in the case of unmarried men, and
$4,000 in the case of married men.

Sir THOMAS WHITE: I was speaking of
the married men. I made some inquiry
with regard to the reduction from $4,000 to
$3,000, and from $2,000 to $1,000, and, while
1 arn not prepared to mention names, 'I rnay
say it is f elt thef e that they have gone quite
a distance in reducing the exemptions to
$2,000 and $1,000 respectively. I know this
is a subjeet on which. differences of opinion
maýr exist, but, having regard to the cost of
living and to the f act that a married man
has dependents, and that many single muen
have dependents, and for that reason do not
marry, I f elt if we fixed the exemptions at
$3,000 and $2,000 it would be about f air
play.

In the United States, as I said, the cor-
porations are liable to the normal tax,
while their shareholders are liable to the
general measure of taxation 'which em-
braces býoth the normal tax and the super
tax. Therefore, in this regard, our taxation
follows the same principle as the British
and the American taxation.

Mr. CARVELL: It is not very often that 1
heartily congratulate this Government on
the measures it introduces, but I do so on
this occasion. I have some objection to the
details, but to my mind the principle is
such a step in the right direction that we
can very well forgive, the Goverument for
any error of detail it may make. I can
hardly forgive my hon. friend from Halifax
(Mr. A. K. Maclean) for reminding the
minister that lie stated some time ago that
this income tax could not be worked out,
because that was almost flnding f ault with
the minister, or trying to point to some of
his delinquencies in the past.


