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Mr. Speaker: I declare the amendment lost.

Mr. Lorne Nysirom (Yorkton-Melville): Mr.
Speaker, I rise to participate in the debate on
the main motion. I will try to be brief because
the hon. member for Regina-Lake Centre (Mr.
Benjamin) also rushed back from Montreal to
participate and he tells me that he wants to
take his whole 40 minutes as he has many
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important points to make. Bill C-139, which is
now before the House, seeks to impose higher
taxes on the people of Canada. We can go
back over the bill and see that its purpose is
to amend the Income Tax Act. It asks the
members of this House to extend the 3 per
cent surtax on individual incomes and corpo-
rations to December 31, 1970. I rise to partici-
pate in the debate because I have had a
number of people make representations to me
in my constituency of Yorkton-Melville,
where the great majority of the people will
be affected by this surtax.

In speaking to this House last month the
Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister of
Finance said the bill would affect about 70
per cent of the population. Because of the
exemptions contained in it, he estimated that
2,500,000 taxpayers or 30 per cent of the tax-
payers of Canada would be exempt. In view
of that, Mr. Speaker, and because of the
situation facing many of the people in my
constituency as well as people in western
Canada, I feel that I must bring the views of
these people before the House.

Mr. Speaker: Order, please. I hesitate to
interrupt the hon. member, but I have to
bring to the attention of hon. members—order
please. I shall try to bring to the attention of
hon. members that there are so many conver-
sations going on in the House at the present
time that it is difficult for the Chair, and I am
sure for many members, to hear the message
the hon. member is attempting to convey to
the House.

Mr. Nystrom: Thank you very much, Mr.
Speaker. As I was saying, one of the reasons I
am participating in the debate arises from the
representations of my constituents. Another
reason is that the tax advocated in this bill is
regressive and would only perpetuate the pre-
sent tax system. Because of the exemptions
included, this tax is not as bad as some other
measures that the government has imple-
mented, such as the social development tax
introduced a year ago which imposed a 2 per
cent tax with a ceiling of $120 a year. This
was perhaps the most regressive step taken
by this government since assuming office.

There are many important priorities at
stake here. The tax itself is just one other
measure to perpetuate the social-economic
status quo existing in Canada. Because of the
increase in poverty and unemployment, there
is a greater need to change some of the
spending priorities. Instead of spending
money on such things as the Bonaventure we
should spend money on urban renewal,



