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Don’t Let Tax on Oil Profits Fool You

CYOME of the people are being
fooled some of the time when
Congress enacts 2 law 1o tay away
oil company profits on preiexts of
extending the fuel supply, equaliz-
ing costs, alding the poor, or what-
BYEr.
People are fooled if they fail 1o in-
terpret promises to distribute part
of the taxes collected fo help pay

fuel bills for the poor as political’

gtrategy to “buy voles.” It is ques-
ilonable whether “emergency fuel
aid” they might receive will offset
increased costs,

Peaple are focled if they think oil
companies are going to be enthusi-
astic or aggresslve about investing
millions in exploratory and drilling
operations just 1o pay more laxes.

People are fooled i they do nat
s through this scheme of special
class taxation as a pioneering ven-
ture to confiscate profits of olher
free enterprise industries or busi-
NESREE.

It showld be noted that govern-
menl already may obtain larger
shares of corporate profits than

those who own the businesses. This
is accomplished by high tax rates
on corporate earnings, plus regular
income tax rates on dividends,

People are fooled if they do not
goe this 1ax law as a move toward
nationalization of industries, with
bureancrails deiermining how much
profits (or losses) should be allowed
and laxing away the rest.

“If the government can do it to

the ail industry this year, who will
they do it 1o next year?” a Washing-
ton tax expert, Robert F. Hannon,
asked in-an address to Oklahoma
City buginessmen recently.

In a satiric article published in
Newsweek magazine, Milton Fried-
man, noted economist, discussed “A
mModest Proposal for 19847 :

“senator Eager-lio-be-Re-elected
introduced today a bill that would
levy a8 Windfall Profits Tax on Real

_Estate,” Fricdman wrote.

The ficiional senator argued that
“hese unearned gains by right be-
long to the people as a whole, not to
a s=eifish class of lucky homeown-
ers.” To protect the poor, it was pro-

vided that homes valued at less
thap $100.000 would be exempt from
Windfall Real Esiate iaxes.

Claims that taxing gasoline at
high rates would benefit working
people are uiterly fallacious. Most
proposals call for imposing taxes of
2%, 50 or T3 cenils per gallon to dis-
CcOurage gas consumption.

Paul Davidson, editor of the Jour-
nal of Post Keyvnesian Economics,
Brunswick, N.J., wrole a letter
which was published in Business
Week magazine last month suggesi-
ing $6 a gallon “conservation tax”™
on gasoline, plus $1 a gallon for the
fuael.

Davidson alse propoged a com-
plex, costly system of rebates to
“motorists who drove less than 80
per cenl of mormal”™ Whal's the
point in collecting taxes and giving
them back? The answer is obvious:
It waould give collectors and re-
baters political power,

It seems 1o be about as logical 1o
impose special taxes on profits and
fuel to conserve gasaline as it would
be to levy over-cating taxes on food
in arder to control obesity!




