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the future of our country will bc very bad.
Therefare I move the following amendment,
seconded by the lion. member for Gaspé.

That section 1 of the present resolution be
arnended by adding the following words:

'Trovided that in the case of a married
person with four or more dependents, or any
person granted an equivalent status under the
act, whose earned incarne is less than $3,000,
there will bie no income tax liability in respect
of the taxation year 1942.

Mr. ILSLEY: At the conclusion of what 1
have ta say I shall take a point of order and
submit that the amendment is flot in order.
But I do net want to (Io that at the moment;
I want te answer the argument of the lion.
gentleman.

The hon. gentleman's argument is that the
tax deduction allowcd in respect ta children
i inadequate. H1e assumes, apparantly, that
thora should be a tax deductien sufficient ta
anabla a child ta be supportcd out af that
deduction. I listened vcry carefully te his
speech, and there was a passage in it whicb
is basad upan that assumptien.

I want ta say very emphatically that in no
incame taxation systam that ever existed in
this or any athar country has there been
provision for the maintenance of children out
of the tax savings. I will came back ta that
later and say why, but in the second place I
want ta say that the consideration given te
persans with large farnilias under aur present
taxation schedulas is greater than aver hefore,
se far as dcductions and exemptions are
concerned.

Mr. JACKMAN: Up ta what incarne?
Mr. ILSLEY: Up ta about $2,500. As anc

mayas inta the higher incemes the considera-
tien becomes lass than it bas been in previaus
years, but in the low incarnes. the incomes of
persans gatting $1,200, $1,500, à2,000 and $2,500
-there cames a point which ene cannet namne
precisely, because it differs with the siza af
families-the deductien frem taxes on accaunit
of cbildren is greater than evcr hafore.

I want te pr-ove that. Tha deduction in pre-
viaus years, until the 1942 budget, er the
allewance which a person received because
lie had a dependent child, was a deductien
from bis incarne for taxation purpeses,
ameunting te $400 per child. In the lower
incame brackets the tax on the $400, had it
net bean deducted, weuld have been at 15
per cent. Therafore the tax saving per child
was $60 in those incarnes running up ta $2,000
or $2,500. In addition, fellewing the intro-
ductien of the national defence tax, there was
an allowance made under thiat tax, whicb was
5 per cent af $400, if I renebr correctly, or
$20, making a total of $80 per child. Under
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this budget, bowever, we make a flat deduc-
tien from the tax-nat from the incarne, but
a deduction from the tax-ef $80 frorn the
graduated tax and $28 fromi the normal tax,
making a total of $108 per child. That makes
it better for persens witb low incarnes. It doas
net maka it se good for persans with bigh
incamaes. I have axplained that repaatedly in
this house; I have explainad it in the country,
yet the illusion persists that in same way or
other, the $108 being less than the $400, this
is an example ai harsh treatment.

I wnnt te go back ta the first point. In aur
taxation system, sbauld we provide that from
his taxes a taxpayer shaîl have deducted an
amaunt sufficiant ta enable bîrn ta support his
wîfe and children? Well, I say it neyer bas
hean donc. and I do net tbink it aver shauld
be donc. Wban a persan marries hae expeets
and is axpected te assume respansibilities. H1e
dees nat axpect the goearnment ta assume bis
respensihilities for him. The gavernment
makes same allawance in tbe taxation system.
but neyer a complete allowance. Tbe wage
'system of this country is this, that tha single
mani gets as mucb as the marriad man. If a
sirngle ruan gets married hie mnust be prepared
to support himself and his wife on tbe incarne
hie racaived before lie was married. If there
were ne incarne tax at aIl on that persan, wbat
would bie bave witb wbich te support bis wife?
11e would nat hava anytbing but tha salary
hae always bad. As a matter of fact aur system
is that hae supports his wife and bis children
out of bis salary, net eut ai tax savings. 11e
gets semae consideration, but hae neyer could
he given the full amaunt necessary, eut of tax
sav.ings, ta support his wife and cbildran.

1 want ta iiake it cha.r ta this house, if 1
ean, that tlis $108 per chilci is more tban 1was
ever allowed ltcfore. It is bettar than tbe
$400 exeniption, for evarynne receiving up ta
about S2,500. 0f course under last ycar's
budget the rate wvas incercased ta 30 par cent
in4sead of 15 per cent, but bial or more is
tuvýen hark in compulsory zý7avings. It would
have heen fair enough, I think, ta taka the
15 per cent rate and ýmake the allowance $60
plus $20 or a total of $80, hut we made the
ahhowance $108. The public became confused
as l)atween the 8108 and the $400 exemption
and(liouightt thic gnvernment was grindiag
(lown 1wie people with big famihies. We are
doing nothing of the kind. This bas been
an encouragement ta persans ini the lower
incairne fax brackets ta raise large families,
insteah of a discouragemant.

Mr. JACKMAN: Wh1at the miinister ba-
said Ns truc as far as it goas, but it doas nef
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