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AT LAST = a sensible argument

about taxes. Until now. the issue has.
been framed around the level of taxes
that might take Britain sailing; prosper-
ously irto. the future. Now we may be
gettinginto a mote seriois discussion
of the'structure of taxes.

Since there is no substantial differ-

ence: _umgmmn the Tories and' Labour
aver ‘the ‘tax: level, the :debate until
now has varied: between ss:n.oaum-
‘tive and vapid. moaou )
-made clear that he'is a high-tax man’
— ‘one who. will Squeeze until just
before he thinks the pips will's ueak:
David Cameronis also'a high-tax man
— he thinks that lower. taxes are
antithesis of “stability”,

Both .men plan to have: Em funds
‘extracted from British ‘taxpayers: rise

..with the m_.oi: in the economy; nei- -
‘ther recognises that the economic.

_growth on which they are counting to

~ fund their. planned expansion of the

- public sector will be ‘inhibited by the.
“‘Increased taxation they have instore -

. for:Britain. No:one knows just how

_high Mr Brown, unrestrained by Tony

w_m:.m concern - A.S. Ba&m msm_wsn_

v

being heard as the:question:

‘the value: of houses, more:

_ §= take taxes, And no oam _Sosm for.

certain whether Oliver = Letwin's

. “unambiguous. commitment. to the’
: . growth of the public services”, in effect
a pledge to expand the HEEE sector”

. the. tax burden. After all, reducing

about as quickly as Mr Brown would,

will survive John Redwood’s counter-;

attack. But the betting is that Mr

. Letwin has Mr Cameron’s ear, while -
Mr.Redwood has — well, some E§..

esting pamphlets.
So much for the bad news. The mooa
news'is ﬁjm_“ more mmzocm <oﬁmm wnm

the level of the tax burden:to just who
should ‘bear that burden. First out of

‘the blocks was the antiBrown faction
‘of new Labour; Stephen Byers, a:Blair-

ite “outrider”, decided that inheritance
taxes: are iniquitous, and should -be
répealed.

‘His' »HmemE is that with the rise in
d more

heirs face the prospect of pay

‘on the.nheritances they receive: moa,,..
their ' parents. This.
“unfair”,

is somehow

"The economic case for &E::maop

.of inheritarice taxes is non-existent.

- Why new Labour, until now:a voice
" favouring Work over idlenéss, and:a.
broadly egalitarian agenda, mwoca m»:..
for siich foolistiness
H:m owners of houses that have risen.

cannot: :unms

in value because of a rising ‘property

- miarket ‘have not worked ‘hard to .
increase those values. Rather, they:
. have-gone about their daily lives and-.

profited from' the- corifluence of low
interest rates, rising demand for hous-

ing and a Tealthy ecoriomy. Their’
smqm s:o s:: :mﬁ to pay Em death :

acq_ :mé Qosm even less 8 mwB mE
increment in wealth.: :
Surely, their unearned mmEm mnocE
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not be the first place to which any

party looks when seeking to lighten

‘inheritance tax will not have any posi-

taxed ch:w with m:mnmw ancn&
using fossil fuels, which do.

“If it is the case - that the ‘earth is
warming, and that such warming is

" due to human activity such as the pro-

. duction of carbon .dioxide, a tax on
" such activity makes sense. By making

tive supply-side effects: it will not give -

people an incentive to work havder, as

do. If academic studies of the recipi-
énts of windfalls-are to'be believed, the
end' of inheritance taxes would: prob-

- -a-reduction in'taxes on wages. would:

ably have ‘the net effect of inducing

the beneficiaries to work less hard and
retire earlier, Nor will an end of inher<
itance taxes add to the speed at which
the ‘hoped- for entrepreneurial class

‘emerges in Britain: windfalls are a

reward for “being there”, not for rigk-

 taking,

So much mon the silly ideas, The wmﬁ.
ter “idedas on- how to structure taxes

came first from the Liberal Demo-

from George Osborne,
w Chancellor. The: basic
premise ‘is m_BEm -and :economically
correct: tax bad  things, not: good

things. Pollution is bad, work is-good.

So raise taxes:on polluters and pollut-

‘The advantages of stich 4 restructus-
ing-of the tax burden are obvious: At

.present, Britain taxes energy produc-
“{ion -and - no:mcsnnos regardless -of

the “greenness” of the specific genera-
tion souree. This is an- unnecessarily
crude form-of tax on' -pollution — a

 kind of pale green tax, since electricity

generated in nuclear plants, which'do
not produce  greenholse .gases, - _m

the consumption' of greenhouse- gas-

~producing goods more expersive, it

es consumers’ taste for such
goods and services, And:by generating
revenues to sate the Treasury’s-rapa-

:cious appetite for funds; it makesposs- -
ible:reductions in taxes-on wages and’
producing - the -desired.

profits. —
supply-side effects -of more work and
greater risk-taking. .

Of course; Godis in the details, It is
sheer elitismito want to taxonly cheap -
8&»% Emaﬁ which, after all, crowd-
S0 -many. passengers. into each plane:

 that the. per-traveller. mﬂ.mmnwoswm,mﬁ

ants, and lower' memm on so% and
,:mx- aking.

prodirction. is lower than ‘is the case
with less densely populated aircraft. Tt .
is mere hastiness born-of class‘envy to .

tax Chelsea tractors based: on" their

size; rather than'their use:an SUV-that .

is driven H.m_mgm@ few miles'is less of

a polluter than a-small auto driven a_

is: social engineering of the worst sort-
to levy green taxes in excess of the

COBtS: vozﬁma impose on society.

Sot is important to get those details

right. But let's not cavil, and instead

welcome the fact Qmﬁ Em debate over

taxes:has taken'on a new, and i 569.-

; Ssﬁ dimension.

Jrwin Stelzer is a _Emsmmm adviser
“and director of economic policy

- studies at the Hudson _amuE.ﬁm ;
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