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We did tbink we could go the length we
did by passing the section the hion, gentleman
hias just read, that is, with regard to children
whio corne under a scbcme sponsored by the
the governments, bildren who presumably are
for the most part poor, whosc parents have no
means and whoma the goverilment in a sense
hias asked the people to take. We thought
wc could go to the lengthi of making a limitcd
concession in respect of those children. We
were pressed very biard to go mucb further,
but 1 said we could flot go further without
opcning it up to ail foster-cbildren in Cana-
(han bornes, something that '.ve liad neyer
donc. There arc tbousands of tbem, tens
of thousands, in cvery province of Canada.
My lion. fricnd's rcquest simply bears out
the contention I made; hie is basing bis
argument on tbat limited section about
sponsored cbjîdren. I do net tbink it is a
valid argument. He would have a vcry rnuch
better argument if hie ivent the whole way
with evacuated cbildren. The British govern-
ment bias since released money for those who
have inoney to send-

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury) : In a
limitc(1 way, £3 a montb.

Mr. ILSLEY: -and had wc allowed that
as a déduction we would have been in this
position, that Canadian taxpayers would be
getting an exemption for those cbildren and
getting sometbing fron their parents at the
saine time.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Has the
question of allowance for a cornron-law wife
ever arisen, and what is tbe position?

Mr. ILSLEY: The question bias arisen,
but no allowance is made.

Mr. MARSHALL: A point that I tbink is
overlooked is tbis; these people are perfectly
willing to take eut papers for these ebjîdren,
but on tbe ndvice cf the doctor it is not
decmed advisable to do se. If tbey took out
papers tbey would get full exemption under
this section. Tbe enly tbing that bars them
from doing se is tbat tbe doctor believes that
tbe issue of sucb a certificate would be detri-
mental to tbe bealtb of the mother of the
cbildren.

Mr. BOUCHER: The Minister of Fin-
ance said this afternoon that it bias flot been
the policy to grant exemption to marricd
daughters whosc parent or parents live witb
herseif and bier busband, whereas it is grantcd
to the son wboe parente live with bim. I
believe a serious wrong is crcatcd there. Any
person who bias practised law can hardly help
curning to the conclusion that as a rule the
daughter is more willing and anxious to, look

[Mr. IIs!ey.]

after bier parents, and the parents as a rule
are more happy with a daugbter than witb a
son. That being tbe case, you have the situa-
tion wbereby the rnarried daugbtcr taking in
and supporting bier parents cannot througb bier
husband get exemption under the Income
War Tax Act, but the busband can get
exemption for bis parents. In these days
wben we are going into se rnuch social legis-
lation I believe that is a relic of tbe past
wbich we sbould- soon obliterate. I wonder
wbethcr the minister bias any more reason
than that stated this afternoon when bie said
it was just tbat they bad net done it in the
past.

Mr. ILSLEY: Tbere is ne obligation te
support n motber-in-law. In nearly every
province, in rnany provinces at any rate, there
is an obligation te support mother and
father.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): There is
no common-law obligation. Has the minister
met the alirnony case, the man wbo is
divorced, who bias an income of, say, $10,000?

Mr. ILSLEY: I certainly bave.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Do you
allow that alimony payrnent as a deduction?

Mr. ILSLEY: No.
Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Sucb a man

wbo bias married again is in a vcry tigbt spot.
I think bie ougbt te bave a littie consideration;
that should be allowed as a deduction.

Mr. BENCE: I was going te say a word on
tbat point. It seems te me most unfair that
wbcn a man is divorccd. and is supporting bis
cx-wife by order of the court, bie sbould net
be allowed te dcduct, for incorne tax purpeses,
the arneunt paid in alimony. If that werc
donc, the ex-wifc could be rcquired te file an
income tax return as a single woman, as she
sheuld, and she would bave ta acknowledgc
receipt of that income in making up that
rcturn. In many cases the man bias married
again, but still he must pay a vcry high tax
on the $60, £70 or $80 a month bie must pay
bis former wifc. I arn net tbinking cf it se
much from the point cf view of the busband,
tbeugh I believe he is in a vcry bad spot. In
the cases witb wbich I bave beceme acquaint-
cd, the busband bias dcfaulted in bis pay-
ments because he bias net been able te make
thcm, and in those cases it is the former wife
wbo suffers, and accordingly I believe she
should be given as mucb considération as the
busband.

Mr. ILSLEY: I agree tbat there is a great
deal cf injustice te the busband, and perhaps


