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A Framework for Justice and Fairness

by

Roy Morrison 


In the 21st century, justice and fairness will become a necessary part of the practical politics of ecological survival, sustainability, and the pursuit of an informed self-interest. Justice and fairness will emerge from the shadows, where it has been kept too long as a moral imperative, relegated to the province of philosophy and morality, the realm of the normative and the spirit, while a pinched so-called realism wears the spurs and a supposedly endlessly self-perpetuating greed reigns. 
This paper will consider, first, justice and fairness as an essential part of the work of democracy and ecological transformation, and examine freedom and community as an accessible point of entry. Second, it will present a framework for justice and fairness as a detailed policy plan based on a balance of rights and responsibilities, that is, a negative income tax and universal national service. 

I. Justice and Fairness and Ecological Democracy

For a 21st century democracy, the pursuit of justice and fairness is not an eleemosynary luxury, but a necessity that can be neglected only at our peril and lasting detriment. A new common sense will appear, based on 21st century syllogisms: a dynamic economic and philosophical order is a sustainable one, and a sustainable order must be, in part, a moral one rooted in justice and fairness. 
This is a common sense that need be supported by an enhanced wisdom of markets responding to new market rules that makes price much more closely reflect the true costs of depletion, pollution and ecological degradation. This can be done by systematically internalizing costs through an ecological tax system that taxes the "bads" of pollution and not the "goods" of income." In my Platform for the 21st Century Vol I : Democracy, Prosperity and Sustainability, (forthcoming, 2002) I consider plans for such an ecological tax system in detail. 
An ecological tax plan represents a way to enlist the power of the market that guides decisions effecting production, consumption and distribution in the cause of sustainability. Indeed, an ecological tax plan enlists the power of the invisible hand, of choice, self-interest, and greed itself for the sake of ecological ends.
This is done in the spirit of Smith and of Pigou by using a comprehensive ecological tax system to "internalize" the true costs and consequences of production in goods and services. The aim is to stop the socialization or "externalization" of the costs of pollution, depletion and ecological destruction that shifts costs and consequences away from producers and consumers and on to others and to future generations. Instead of attempting to tell market participants to ignore price signals and "do the right thing", an ecological tax plan can make price provide clear ecological messages in the market. 
We live in a market economy, and unless we can make the market serve the long term interests of sustainability and prosperity we risk dying in a market economy. Regulation has been a dismal failure, in both market and non-market economies, in its attempts to mandate sustainable practices. Regulation functions largely to effect changes on the margin, and to set limits on some intolerable abuses. A comprehensive change in behavior in a market economy must be based on the democratic establishment of new market rules.


A Grand Political Bargain
A grand political bargain underlies the adoption of the ecological tax system and the movement toward sustainability and prosperity. This grand bargain has two aspects. First, It eliminates all taxes on income in exchange for taxing pollution, depletion and ecological damage. Polluters will pay more, non-polluters will pay less. The abolition of income based taxes for all is also intended to be a sufficient prod and inducement to overcome the political power and self-interest of the rich and well connected who pollute. 
And there is a codicil. The grand political bargain recognizes, as well, that the use of ecological consumption taxes, while a proportional tax on middle income people, will be regressive when applied to both the rich and the poor. It will decrease taxes paid by the rich, while increasing taxes paid by the poor. In response to this reality, the political viability of the ecological tax plan must also include a recognition of the principle of justice and fairness. A transition to a sustainable economy cannot be built upon the backs of the poor. This is true not only in practical political terms, but also in terms of democracy, freedom, human development and existential security.
The democratic politics of the 21st century will increasingly, as a matter of survival and enlightened self-interest, be based on the understandings that:
€ Sustainability and prosperity are ultimately indivisible, both nationally and globally;
€ The U.S. cannot exist as an island of prosperity in an ocean of want;
€Justice and fairness will be recognized as a measure reflecting the progress toward sustainability and prosperity;
€Justice and fairness will increasingly be understood as the pursuit of common self-interest, not as charity;
€Justice and fairness will become clearly rooted in a dynamic balance of rights and responsibilities.

Justice and Survival

The consequences of the pursuit of justice and fairness will potentiate sustainability and survival, hence reproductive fitness of human social groups, while business as usual courts the collapse of civilization, the decimation of human population, and even extinction. Thus, the ethics of justice and fairness will be selected for in a Darwinian manner. 
As philosopher Mary Midgley (1994) has pointed out, ethics and human cooperation are more than normative searching for the good . They are, as Darwin understood in The Descent of Man (1871) , part of humanity's social nature and our evolutionary fitness. 
"Ultimately our moral sense or conscience becomes a highly complex sentiment -- originating in the social instincts, largely guided by the approbation of our fellow-men, ruled by reason, self-interest, and in later times by deep religious feelings, and confirmed by instructions and habit.
It must not be forgotten that although a high standard of morality gives but a slight or no advantage to each individual man and his children over the other men in the same tribe,yet an increase in the number of well endowed men and an advancement in the standard of morality will certainly give an enormous advantage to one tribe over another...and this would be natural selection." (Darwin, p. 322)

That the pursuit of survival will potentiate and encourage a practical politics of justice and fairness as a staple of a vital 21st century democracy merely offers us an enhanced chance, and never unconditional immunity from ourselves, from our choices and the consequences of our actions.What is possible, certainly does not mean inevitable, merely preferable. 




A System of Interdependent Imperatives 


The challenge to democracy in the 21st century is to bring to the village square,to community meetings, to public discourse and debate fundamental issues of citizenship rights and responsibilities, of justice and fairness, and of existential security and human development, as well as questions of the dynamic balance between freedom and community, prosperity and sustainability. These pairs of elements represent not a litany of conflicting choices, or polar opposites, but a system of interdependent imperatives. 
Interdependence, on a primary level, means that without sustainability, we will not maintain prosperity; and without prosperity, sustainability will remain a vain hope. Without justice, there can be no enduring equity or fairness; and without equity, justice becomes a mere formal myth. Without freedom, community withers under the totalitarian; and without community, freedom becomes fraught and lonely desperation.
Interdependence, as it shapes our lives, our families, our communities, our communities and our nation, on a systemic and social level means that in small and grand fashion citizenship rights and responsibilities, justice and fairness, existential security and human development, freedom and community, prosperity and sustainability are linked and interconnected. Each represents, as it were , an essential spoke supporting the wheel of society in motion. A change in anyone will influence and affect both the others and the course of society as a whole. 
On one level, arguing that we need pay attention to this degree of complexity seems daunting. How can we have an impact on such an array of broad social forces and themes, even if clear policy dynamics emerge that provide a direction, a point of entry, for one or two? 
But on another level, the argument for interconnection means that constructive change in one area will also make clear and potentiate the need for related changes in other related areas. The pursuit of justice and fairness lead us into questions of rights and responsibilities and the key American dynamic of freedom and community.
Interdependence and interconnection encourages us to stretch our minds, to try and open our eyes to see the whole elephant, and not just run our hands over portions of the grand beast and draw widely erroneous inferences as to its real nature. 
Taken together these dynamics :
€ Citizenship rights and responsibilities;
€ Justice and fairness;
€ Existential security and human development;
€ Freedom and community;
€ Prosperity and sustainability,
represent a functional model for democracy and ecological transformation in the 21st century. Democracy is indispensable for the equilibration of the exquisitely complex and interrelated dynamics of these broad social forces in motion.Command, whether unabashedly dictatorial or plutocratically managerial, lacks the ability to do more than attempt to freeze and crush the forces in motion. Democracy will not only prove itself to be the superior form of governance; it will become unavoidable. The alternatives will not merely be tyranny, but catastrophe. Extinction is possible.

Freedom and Community
On the ground, where we live, both the grand structural themes, the entwined relationship between market, nation, and state, and the major social questions of justice and fairness, rights and responsibilities, existential security and development can be grasped though the pursuit of freedom and community. This is an accessible point of entry to deal with these complex and interrelated issues. The American embrace and romance with freedom as summum bonum, a sort of Platonic archetype, has unfortunately been at the expense of community, leading us, in the name of freedom, to act in ways that help undermine the very conditions necessary for freedom's nurturance and survival. 
The excesses undertaken in the name of freedom have established the political and social need for a healing response to strengthen both freedom and community, and therefore present us with a basic point of entry for our democracy to address the major issues of our time. These include underlying questions of citizenship rights and responsibilities, justice and fairness, existential security and human development, freedom and community, prosperity and sustainability. Freedom and community, I believe, is the question that will allow us access to the ferment, creativity and dynamism abundant in the American spirit and free these energies for constructive ends. Freedom is what we desire and value most, pursue relentlessly, and yet feel we have not attained. The pursuit of freedom oblivious to community, indeed often at the expense of community is an attempt to grasp a mirage. Freedom and community cannot be separated. Freedom and community need be understood as interdependent imperatives whose pursuit can help determine and guide the basis for our democratic actions from the local to the global.
We are searching for ways to facilitate and enhance the expression of our humanity, not for any abstract and bloodless principles of justice and fairness. The goal is to enable each of us to act as free people in a free society to the best of our abilities. As Amatrya Sen (1999) notes in his Development as Freedom , the underlying issue of development transcends the economic question of human capital, and goes to the heart of the social purpose of development. Personal freedom, agency, efficacy, and democracy are central, not peripheral, to economic concerns. Freedom is both a condition for and an expression of economic development.
And yet, we need go beyond Sen and suggest that not only is economic development inextricably related to the exercise of freedom, but inseparable as well from the embrace of both freedom and community as well as sustainability and prosperity. Development that does not lead to sustainability is the path to dissolution and catastrophe, the destruction of freedom as well as community and the possibility of development. We need pay attention to both freedom and community, not just one or the other to understand that from rather basic assumptions, enormous consequences sometimes follow. The really big mistakes usually follow from assumptions and postulates offered in the first few pages or minutes.
Building and maintaining a dynamic balance between freedom and community is essential for human development, the expression of our capabilities and the embracing social structures that support and conditions our lives. Freedom and community are not natural antagonists. They can be in conflict, but, at bottom, each is a concomitant for the realization and health of the other. This balance between freedom and community establishes the basis for justice and fairness as an expression not of law, but as a part of our daily lives reflected in law and policy. 
We are playing with table stakes. If self-interest and survival is predicated, at least in part, on the practical realization of justice and fairness, then we must pay far more than lip service to both freedom and community. This is a challenge to business as usual.
The United States has embraced freedom as central, as the defining characteristic of political and economic life. Freedom is taken as near absolute in importance. My state's motto is "Live Free or Die". 
In the American mind, community has often come to be identified as a polar opposite or antagonist to freedom. Community is often considered as synonymous with bureaucratic and intrusive government, identified with the Soviet Union and dictatorial socialism But, in fact, community is not by its nature freedom's antagonist. Community is the social structure upon which individual freedom thrives and evolves. At its core, community in a free society is an expression of a voluntary civil society. 
Community is not a code word for government or the nation state. In fact, the Platform will address the need for the ongoing evolution of civil society, community, and the nation to transcend the bloody march of war and conflict that characterized the 20th century and its nation-states.
The thrust for constructive and enduring social change must come from the bottom up and not from the top down; from the efforts that arise from a dynamic civil society and are not simply imposed by government or corporate power. Democracy means opportunity. Fundamental change comes from how we live, what we do, the choices we make. These are central, not peripheral, the guts of change.
As individuals, we are neither solitary and voracious egos in competition, nor dutiful and obedient drones. The fecund and dynamic relationship between freedom and community is the well spring of both personal autonomy and of the flowering of a complex civil society, of the unity in diversity that characterizes a sustainable civilization and ecosystem. Without freedom we can not have true community; without community freedom withers. Freedom and community need be maintained in artful balance. To accept this premise, opens the door to democratic renewal, to an accessible cascade of constructive, healing and liberatory change that has meaning for ordinary people and their daily lives, not just for politicians, experts, theorists, and managers.

A Balance of Rights and Responsibilities
The dynamic balance between freedom and community is experienced by individuals as a mixture of rights and responsibilities; opportunities and duties. This is the practical social basis for justice and fairness, as well as the underlying social structure that supports freedom and community.
Justice has a personal as well as a general valence. Can we really believe that we would live in a just society if most of us declare that our lives are unfair and conditions we live under unjust? What can freedom mean in such a society, beyond an abstract principle that recognizes with equanimity the freedom to starve as well as to prosper? This is a freedom that pays no notice to the fact that members of the society start from very different social and material circumstances.
In a just society each of us has a right to a fair share. This is a fair share of the social product that enables us to meet our basic needs and use our abilities. At the same time, we have a responsibility, in exchange for the fulfillment of this right, to contribute our efforts and labor to help sustain our community. Justice means duty as well as rights. Responsibility balances entitlement. 
In this regard, I disagree with John Rawls' formulation as justice as fairness. Rawls' magisterial work, A Theory of Justice is based on a contractarian individualism. But such a social contract in the abstract is, of course, an invention and a social conceit that allows Rawls and liberalism to pay rather little attention to community and responsibilities, in addition to fairness, as constituents of justice. 
Community and responsibility matter very much indeed and can never be set aside for the sake of a finer analysis of the behavior of individuals. Classical liberalism and democracy arose in response to the all too apparent power and authority of aristocracy and the privileged, and the copious written and unwritten rosters of often hereditary responsibilities for the many and special rights for the few. It is not surprising that the focus of liberalism is on freedom and the rights of individuals and their behavior of freedom citizens. 
But democracy, constitutions, rights and responsibilities are neither givens nor abstract realities, but everywhere specific social constructions as the Declaration of Independence made quite clear. Justice is fairness, but it also must be viewed, as well, from the standpoint of real community, and therefore as a matter of responsibilities that underlie the rights to fair treatment and the pursuit of existential security. 
Rights and responsibilities reflect a mixture of selfishness and selflessness. We act in our own interest and in the interest of all. In a democracy, we are entitled to more than just a nominal equality of opportunity from vastly unequal circumstances, or the right to starve. 
Indeed, the doctrine of inalienable rights and their connection to democracy, and, I argue, to justice and fairness, are central expressions of the Enlightenment and of the Declaration of Independence--

"We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their creator with certain inalienable rights, that among these are life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness. That to secure these rights governments are instituted among men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed,..."

Inalienable rights are not subject to forfeiture by consent or by contract. We are not, and should never simply be free to sell ourselves into slavery. Otherwise, the unequal and unfair impositions of power upon the weak will never be resistible, and plutocracy, not democracy, will flourish. In this sense , inalienable rights are rooted in the democratic and the social, in freedom and community.Their practical, that is, lived expression need bend to justice and fairness, to rights and responsibilities. 
Inalienable rights are not simply privileges conferred upon us. They are secured by and balanced by our responsibilities as citizens in our democracy. If real social change is on the table, we must understand and explore the connection of our ecological tax plan to our democracy, to justice and fairness, to the balance of rights and responsibilities, indeed to the inalienable rights for whose protection the U.S. Declared its independence and fought an empire.
We have seen that justice and fairness are not merely normative and ethical principles, but, following Darwin, in the 21st century part of the response to necessity, the imperative for sustainability, the establishment of rules for the market and the reinvigoration of democracy. 
The pursuit of justice and fairness quickly leads us into the enchanted wood of freedom and community, into engagement with the mythos of American freedom and its neglected, and oft unspoken of concomitant, community. It is freedom and community that is the point of entry that allows us to deal with the fundamental questions and dynamics of American polity and society.
Justice and fairness represent a kind of wild and untameable river. It is a river filled with and driven by the cries of sick and hungry children, the homeless, the lost and impoverished fighting unequal battles for dignity and survival. Freedom and community is the bridge that spans the torrent that allows all of us to cross to the farther shore, to engagement with rights and responsibilities within a democratic polity. Democracy in action can manifest justice, fairness, freedom, community, prosperity, and sustainability as a web of interdependent and interrelated realities both individual and collective. Justice is not reduced to fairness. It is inextricably linked to a balance of rights and responsibilities, and hence to freedom and community. 
Ultimately, in the 21st century we, perhaps more than ever before , will find ourselves in the same boat. But for now, we are still often advised that justice is charity, and what is called for is tough love, the lesson learned by freedom's self-reliant practitioners.
"Do what we did and do what we do and you will be rich like us, and in the balance, reasonably happy." And also, " We will, as we always have, somehow muddle through the crises of the 21st century." And, "Damn both the torpedoes and the gathering realities. Full speed ahead." While these may be the loudest voices, for the moment, in a plutocratic present, they are certainly not the only ones that have and are still speaking clearly to Americans.
II. A Practical Framework for Justice and Fairness

In the United States in the year 2002, the world's richest and most powerful nation, it should be unacceptable that there is still enormous poverty and preventable human misery. There are three quarters of a million homeless and another two million whose home is a jail cell, and millions of children living in poverty.
This need be seen as more than just a challenge to the charitable impulses of the rich, or a call for welfare doctors to administer to poor patients. It is a challenge to our basic values of inalienable rights and democracy . If we continue to violate the former, we shall not long possess in substance, not just in form, the latter.
Globally, the World Bank finds that 3 billion people live on less than $2 per day (1.3 billion of those living on less than $1 per day). And the United Nations Development Program (UNDP) indicated in 1999 that in 80 countries per capita income was lower than a decade before.
Our nation, and our world, still bears a sad resemblance to the conditions remarked upon by Tom Paine in the Spring of 1797:
"Whether the state that is proudly, perhaps erroneously, called civilization, has most promoted or most injured the general happiness of man, is a question that may be strongly contested.- On one side, the spectator is dazzled by splendid appearances; on the other he is shocked by extremes of wretchedness; both of which he has erected. The most affluent and the most miserable of the human race are to be found in the countries that are called civilized."

Paine's remedy for America in Agrarian Justice was specific, practical and non-rhetorical. He called for a wealth tax and the establishment of a National Fund to pay every person at age 21 fifteen pounds sterling, and at age fifty, ten pounds per year per life. For Paine these payments represented a right, not a charity, based on loss of peoples' natural inheritance through the establishment of the system of landed property that "created a species of poverty and wretchedness, that did not exist before". Agrarian Justice offers clear moral and social signposts to help us respond to inequity and to deal with wealth and citizenship rights and justice in ways that encourages both justice and social solidarity:
"The fault, however, is not in the present possessors [of wealth]. No complaint is intended, or ought to be alleged against them, unless they adopt the crime of opposing justice. The fault is in the system, and it has stolen imperceptibly upon the world, aided afterwards by the Agrarian law of the sword. But the fault can be made to reform itself by successive generations, without diminishing or deranging the property of any of the present possessors...
It is proposed that the [National Fund] payments...be made to every person, rich or poor. It is best to make it so, to prevent invidious distinctions. It is also right it should be so, because in lieu of the natural inheritance, which, as a right, belongs to every man, over and above the property he may have created or inherited from those who did." (Paine, p. 401)

Paine touches on a number of themes that should inform our constructive work: 
€ Our common rights and heritage; the systemic nature of injustice;
€ The community based and non-punitive task we face; 
€ The need to neither stigmatize the poor, nor punish the rich
€ The availability of resources to accomplish the social tasks at hand.

Questions About Rights and Responsibilities

Following Tom Paine, the task we face is to nurture, and not rupture, the dynamic balance between freedom and community, between rights and responsibilities. Our basic concern in this volume of the Platform is taxation and sustainability. These are clearly and inescapably linked, not only to the politics, but to the process and the reality of social justice. This is not a question that can be derived by formula or mathematical solution, or by one perfect and unchanging solution. It is a matter of democracy and democratic decisions. 
An ensemble of questions face us as we address issues of social justice from a perspective of balancing individual rights and responsibilities:
€ What are our basic rights and responsibilities as citizens? How do we define them?
€ What responsibilities balance our rights? How do rights and responsibilities change over our lifetime? What are the best ways within the context of democratic rights and responsibilities to develop and enhance our individual capabilities?
€ Do the same rights and responsibilities apply to everyone? Do rights and responsibilities vary based on where we live? Do they differ between citizens and residents? Between legal and illegal immigrants? What happens to people who do not fulfill their responsibilities? And who decides, and how do they decide? Do certain responsibilities apply only to those who choose to take advantage of certain rights?
€ When and how do we recognize common problems as social in origin, and not just the result of personal misfortune, bad choices, or bad conduct?
€ What are the trade offs between your right to a fair share of the social product, however that is defined, and your responsibilities? 
€ What are our policy choices to provide each of us with a fair share to be balanced by our responsibilities? Shall we as a society choose to adopt, for example, programs such as an enhanced earned income tax credit, or a negative income tax , or a social wage? While these differ, all provide income that is spent as recipients desire essentially without the imposition of a nanny state . Are these in contrast to, or balanced by, kinds of targeted assistance, for example, programs for health care, child care, housing, fuel and food purchases? 
€ What things should be means tested? What should be available to all without regard to means? What things are considered to be insurance whose value varies with the monetary value of contributions based on income? What is the balance to be struck between the general and the targeted?
€ Are our responsibilities to be met simply by working and paying taxes? Is other kind of service required? Do our rights need to be balanced by an explicit period of national service? Do we have to perform a certain amount of socially useful work in a lifetime, or in a year, or in a decade of our life? What about unpaid or underpaid work? What defines, and who decides, what is or is not a socially useful contribution? Should a child being raised by a single parent be treated differently if that single parent family was the result of death of a spouse as opposed to parental desertion, as we do now with an apparent vengeance?
The answer to these questions clearly are both political and dependent upon the particular social,economic circumstances. There is no correct or final answer to be determined through application of some abstract calculus balancing rights and responsibilities that will successfully equilibrate freedom and community, and let us decide what are our rights and what are our responsibilities. This is a matter for democracy in all its flaws and glory.
It's important to recognize , however, that by embracing the underlying unity between rights and responsibilities, we understand that one cannot exist without the other in a healthy democracy. What is at issue is how we define and implement these rights and responsibilities, and how we make the connection between the two. When George Bush says no child should be left behind, he is implicitly recognizing this balance and the reciprocity between rights and responsibilities that goes far beyond mere charity and good intentions.
There is no free lunch for any of us, rich or poor, although clearly the nature of our circumstances and the consequences of our actions can have vastly different personal meaning as well as short and long term effects both for individuals and for society as a whole.

Practical Principles of Justice and Fairness

I have attempted in a broad and provisional fashion to address the questions of rights and responsibilities as they apply to 21st century America.
Freedom and community, justice and fairness, sustainability and prosperity are the context. The following broad and interdependent guiding principles should, I suggest, inform the development of a practical framework for justice and fairness built on rights and responsibilities. 
Questions of rights and responsibilities apply to individuals in a very direct, practical and politically accessible fashion. And upon this framework of rights and responsibilities is erected the social structures of justice and fairness. Justice and fairness are not mere afterthoughts to be undertaken when we can "afford" them, but are part of the foundation for constructive change. That is 21st century realism.

Guiding Principle:
€ Existential security as a consequence of the exercise of citizenship rights and responsibilities.
Application:
€ Personal responsibilities must rest upon the right and the opportunity to develop our abilities throughout our life;
€ Justice and fairness call for making provision for a lifetime of education and training for all as a birthright;
€ Education and training represent a democratic commitment to a high skill, living wage economy for all;
€ Fair share of income, that supports a decent life, in exchange, from all who are able, for our labors; 
€ Ownership, governance and democratic control of job, home, and community institutions are practical expressions and guarantors of democracy, freedom and community;
€ Democracy and prosperity call for the strengthening of local community, local power, local economies and local entrepreneurship;
€ Reinvigorated democracy and civil society on all levels, including the voluntary associations of working people, are fundamental counterbalances to the power of government and corporations.

These represent not simply a policy grab bag or wish list, but potential democratic responses to necessity, that is, the mix of powerful social, political, economic an ecological forces shaping the 21st century. In sum, these practical principles for justice and fairness represent a community commitment to existential security from birth to death, resting upon a balance of fights and responsibilities. 

III. Justice and Fairness: A Model for Implementation

A Six Point Plan for the 21st Century
1. From Earned income Tax Credit to Social Wage 
A fair share for each of us should be understood as a basic citizenship right in exchange for labor. In practice, this can be provided initially in the form of an enhanced earned income tax credit based on a democratically determined living wage. A living wage is designed to lift a family above the poverty line. Instead of attempting to shift this burden to the employer by raising the minimum wage, the tax credit is a social commitment to lift the poorest out of poverty and improve the income and lives of working families. 
This plan is a type of negative income tax (N.I.T.) focused not only on the poorest Americans, but applicable to a substantial percentage of families. It differs from a so-called Basic Income Grant (B.I.G.), that provides a grant to all without regard to income or social contribution. The N.I.T. is, in contrast, rather a form of social wage that provides cash in return for labor. 
The N.I.T. is designed to replace a wide range of existing and more fragmentary social programs or substantially reduce their costs such as Food Stamps, Unemployment Insurance, TANF (Temporary Aid to Needy Families-- the new "welfare") etc. A practical proposal by Fred Block and Jeff Manza for a negative income tax arising out of the EITC will be discussed below. 

2. National Service. A citizenship responsibility, in exchange for the N.I.T. is, for all who are able, to fulfill a requirement for basic labor and community service. For youth, this will be a period of service, for example from 18 to 24 months, that may be divided into multiple blocks of time, to be fulfilled between ages 16 and 25. Communities will determine what constitutes such service within broad guidelines. Provisions should be made, to the extent reasonably possible, to accommodate those with differing abilities.
This is not just talk. There is a dignity to labor, as well as there is to art, leisure, and love. The dignity of labor does not mean endorsement of a life of unremitting and soul destroying toil, or alternatively, an endorsement of a dedication to money at all costs, earned at the expense of others. Nevertheless, there is fulfillment and dignity in work,and for all of us, as Americans, to meet a basic work responsibility through National Service.
As a visitor to the Great Bay Training Center in N.H., I'll never forget the look of pride and accomplishment on the faces of retarded adults, both those educable, who would graduate from the program and enter the general labor force, and those more profoundly retarded and trainable, who worked on real projects and real jobs in a sheltered workshop setting that provided education, training, counseling and medical attention. 
Adults will be able to perform additional "bread" labor (as Gandhi called it) through community service and volunteer work. Those who perform such labors, for example, in 500 hour increments, will be eligible for additional benefits, such as enhanced education and low interest loans.
3. An Educational Birthright
Those who are unemployed will be actively encouraged to use their educational and training resources These will represent a lifetime educational birthright. It should not just be the U.S. Army that encourages us to be all that you can be.
4. Health Care, child Care and Housing
In conjunction with the earned income credit living wage plan, social provisions will be made for all, based on a sliding payment scale, for health care and child care, and provisions made for housing through a combination of low or no interest mortgage loans, assistance for cooperative development of owner occupied housing and rent subsidies.
Targeted exemptions or credits to the BTU and EVAT tax system to low income people made through an electronic debit card system. This is preferable to broad tax expenditures, exempting, for instance, categories of goods such as food from the EVAT tax. While politically popular, exemptions are unnecessarily costly, undermine the purpose of the BTU-EVAT to send economic signals, and, in fact, encourage investment in areas shielded from pollution taxes.


5. Retirement and Social Security
Retirement, with the phase out of the regressive social security tax, will be paid for out of general tax revenues, and, in the long run, through new birthright programs based on National Trust Funds to be described In Chapter 6. 

6. Funding
Funding for these programs will come from tax revenues including the BTU and EVAT tax and, if necessary, from taxes on wealth to be presented below. These wealth taxes will be levied to both remedy the regressive nature of the consumption taxes, have the rich pay their fair share, and to help n maintain social and intergenerational solidarity.

The thrust of this package of programs is the pursuit of justice and fairness based on a balance of rights and responsibilities. The proposed policies are not designed to be punitive or require the overweening oversight of the nanny state. The negative income tax is the basis for a social wage that is supplemented by a variety of targeted programs to support existential security that must underlie freedom and community. We have the responsibility under this plan for an 18 to 24 month period of community labor and service. The expectation is that almost all, who are able, will take advantage of their lifetime educational and training resources, and will have family incomes overtime that exceed the modest living wage that lifts people just above poverty. 
The history of such national service plans and the question of voluntary vs. involuntary servitude is interesting. We have the experience of the military draft as selective service system for young men begun in the run up to W.W. II, and continuing in war and peace until the Vietnam War led to the adoption of a professional army, while draft registration continues even in the post cold war era.
Notwithstanding the 13th amendment ("Neither slavery nor involuntary servitude, except as punishment for crime whereof the party shall have been duly convicted, shall exist in the United States..."), the military draft was justified as essential to national survival, given the need for mass armies mobilized to fight, first, global fascism, and then deemed necessary to continue to provide soldiers for the global contest with our former communist allies. This included the war against determined and unyielding Vietnamese communist nationalism that led to enormous bloodshed, American defeat, and the end of the conscript army, although the selective service dragon waits crouched in its cave, being kept alive by being fed the names of 18 year old boys required to register. About 20 years after the end of the Vietnam war, the Clinton administration proposal for a year of universal national service was reduced by Congress to a modest and modestly funded Americorps program.
The proposal here is for the responsibility of national service (that would include voluntary military service) in exchange for the right to a liveable wage through a negative income tax. In the broad sense, it represents the embrace of a testing and initiation ritual that confers upon youth the status, the rights, and the privileges of adults and of citizens. Some native peoples go on a vision quest, aboriginals walk about, Mormon young men leave on a ministry, high school or college graduates travel cross country.
What we propose, of course, is for all of us who are able, for women and men, poor and rich, farmers, city kids and suburban mall denizens. It is meant to be a constructive and integrative experience with our nation, it's problems and its peoples. National service would be a period of constructive labor that confers of us the right to a social wage and helps establish the basic framework for justice and fairness. The eighteen to twenty-four month period of service could be undertaken in one period or divided over time, or be part of a cooperative service and education program.

Existential Security and Social Wage

It's important to recognize that from the standpoint of existential security, which represents the durable real world expression of freedom and community, that by themselves neither the provision of a living wage and income enhancement through a negative income tax, nor a basic income grant, is sufficient to respond to the exigencies of 21st century life. 
The provision of health care, housing, education, retirement, a healthy environment, food, clothing, et.al. are fundamentally social, and are not simply commodities to be purchased in a market by consumers from sellers. In each of these there are a varieties of policies and programs federal, state and local, fiscal and monetary, laws, rules and regulations that provide a variety of direct and indirect social support for all the basic elements of our lives. 
The living wage, however provided and under what conditions, is a necessary, but clearly not sufficient means to attain the goal of existential security, of justice and fairness as an expression of democracy, of freedom and community in action.
Conventionally, under the rubric of social democracy, broad social programs were established in the 20th century, as a consequence of the collision of economic and political forces and their democratic resolution, to make provision for a wide range of what were defined as social necessities and individual entitlements. A living wage cannot be expected to transform us into individual and otherwise unaided consumers of education, housing, health care, child care, housing, and retirement services.
A living wage cannot, for example, pay for the often astronomical costs of high technology medical care. In all OECD nations, except the United States, there is a social provision for universal health care through various means ranging from a German insurance scheme to a British National Health Service to a Canadian provincially based single payer system. 
In the United States, the percentage of home ownership, as core expression of the American dream, is approaching 70%, undergirded by tens of billions of annual tax expenditures through the mortgage income tax deduction; Fannie Mae and Ginny Mae support of mortgage loans; a secondary mortgage market; financial instruments providing enormous amounts of liquidity for the housing market, FHA and other interest support programs; insurance for deposits in banks and savings and loans that support their sometimes imprudent, real estate investments; and a variety of tax credits and depreciation rules benefiting developers. There is, as well, some direct support for low income housing and a low income (section 8) rental subsidy. Nevertheless, there is substantial homelessness , and sometimes acute shortage of affordable rental housing. Whether or not the continuation of the present system of subsidies and preferences is prudent, desirable or wise, a negative income tax (or basic income grant) cannot be looked upon as an automatic replacement for such social provisions. To do so would be to delude ourselves.
The Platform for the 21st century will offer as a blueprint for the social provision of such necessities, not as an expansion or adoption of European style social democracy, but, as has been indicated, the support for communities and community empowerment; the devolution of federal power and resources to communities through the development of a model of Associative democracy; the expansion of personal ownership and participation in governance to almost aspects of our lives-- in sum, the expansion of democracy from the political to the economic and social spheres. And all supported not just by appropriations and transfer payments, but by a system of national savings, investment and birthrights to be developed in the 21st century. The National Trust System will be discussed in detail in following chapter. 
The model is more populist and participatory, as opposed to progressive and passive. To expand upon a popular aphorism, we need to help teach one another to fish, to learn how to cooperatively own our own boats and processing plants, rather than planning the lines and the regulations for the distribution of the day's catch. Both require substantial effort and social support. The first is the route to social dynamism, to sustainability and sufficiency; the second, a worthy endeavor, always needed, but essentially constrained by the limits that charity places both on donor and receiver.
The United states has changed from the halcyon days of the American celebration of the 1950s, and the period of rapid post-war economic growth until the late 1960s, and the economic consequences of the Vietnam war. What was once affordable or available to the average single earner American family, for example, employer provided or purchased health insurance, is inadequate, and often unavailable, or unaffordable even for two income middle class and working class families. Corporations are stronger, unions are weaker, profits are rising, wages are stagnant, competition is global, regulation is national.
This is combined with an abandonment by the federal government, during the Clinton years, of a commitment to basic welfare. Welfare as we knew it, clearly both an inadequate and stigmatizing failure, was replaced by an often punitive TANF program (Temporary Aid to Needy Families) based on a lifetime limits on benefits (although business cycles and human needs know such limitations). TANF limits are combined with inadequate training and education programs and resources, mandatory work without provision of both safe and adequate child care, and, in some states, an inordinate expenditure of federal block grant money on political connected corporate contractors, trading as it were welfare payments to the poor to more political acceptable welfare provisions for the corporate and the connected. This is, in part, a reflection of the political weakness of the poor and of unions, the plutocratic turn in American politics, the willingness to stigmatize the victims of economic inequality and of racism, and the convergence of the agendas of Republican and Democratic parties. 
As a middle class parent, I spent years juggling child care, looking for centers, inspecting them, advertizing for child care workers and for other parents to share the burden for the care of our son with our parents. My experience as a parent is a reflection of a lack of a social provision for our children that forces each parent to desperately seek personal solutions in a society where most parents work, and society has chosen not to make provision for the care of our children, our future. For the middle class reasonable personal solutions are more likely to be cobbled together, while the children of the poor (and their parents) suffer.
The saving grace, so far, has been the low unemployment of the Clinton years, and the period before lifetime limits are reached and the social safety net, however tattered, is completely withdrawn. A deep recession will prove painful indeed for those who most need help among us, a group that includes millions of poor children who will be told to depend upon their own resources in the world's richest nation. This is why a living wage, however provided, is essential, for Americans nd for the survival of our democracy.
Next on the agenda for some, is the "reform", that is, privatization and dismantling for the benefit of Wall street brokerages, of the social security retirement system and the social provision for retirement. This was intended to be retirement financed through a combination of social security as a floor, to be supplemented by employer pensions, and personal savings. This is to become a worker financed 401-k investment plan writ large, of mandatory investment in approved stock and bond funds a la Chile, beloved of the Chicago boys.
Today, for most Americans, being old and sick means drugs that are unaffordable or strain fixed incomes, Medicare that is increasingly shifting costs to patients and denying services, inadequate provisions for home health care and assisted living, or nursing home arrangements that are available only through medicaid regulations that requires impoverishment.
There are human faces on these stories. I see my uncle who labored all his life, living on social security, with my aunt lying in the hospital in a coma, living on the barest of financial margins and family support. I listen to my friend describe that the price of placing his wife in a nursing home, when he could no longer care for her at home, was to be stripped of all his financial assets and have to start looking again for work at 70 after his lifetime of labor. I see my next door neighbors attempting to care for two aged parents at home, one with alzheimers, the other with a recently amputated leg and struggling day by day with the arcane and often ludicrous rules and regulations of the medicaid and medicare bureaucracies that require such cruel inanities of having to separate their parents laundry so that the aid allowed to do wash for the medicaid eligible patient, does not do wash that for the ineligible medicare patient. These are social problems that require more than individual solutions or modest monetary grants.


On the other hand, consumption data for the poor in the U.S. show that a very high percent of income is spent on basic necessities, some of which, like health insurance and child care are unavailable, scarcely affordable, or substandard, not just for the unemployed and casually employed, but for many of the full time working poor. In the year 2001, full time employment in the United States need not mean an escape from poverty or even from homelessness. This is a fundamental problem. 
The following table is for average household expenditures on five basic items considered necessities. The total of these was approximately equal over a twenty-five period, about 85%, between 1972-3 and 1996-7 (although the cost of food decreased while housing costs increased .)
Average Common Household Expenditures (Bernstein ,2000)
	Type
	% Income 1996-7

	Food
	16

	Housing
	37

	Apparel & Services
	5

	Transportation
	22

	Health Care
	6

	Total % Income
	86%


(In families with working mothers, the amount spent on childcare has remained about 7% of income.)

These statistics can only show so much. For example, health care costs have been relatively flat--and rationed through increasing the number of uninsured (from 14,8% in 1987 to 17.67% in 1996) and supported to an extent by employer and government paid insurance. In 1995 11% of all households (and 15% of those without insurance) reported they didn't see a doctor because of a lack of money.
And, most significantly, the expenditure situation in general is much more difficult for the poor. For example, comparing poor and non-poor households:
Percent Income Spent on Food, Clothing, Shelter (1992)
	Households Below Poverty
	71 %

	Households Above Poverty
	46 %



How, within the context of the U.S., can we best address not just the issue of regressiveness--not simply duplicate the already unsatisfactory status quo before a consumption tax system was adopted-- but how can compensatory measures taken fairly and effectively respond to underlying social problems?
The key issue we face, I believe, is less that there is a huge gap in income, wealth, discretionary expenditures and savings between the top and bottom of the income ladder. Whether it is ten to one, fifty to one, is less significant, than the underlying question: Does the "one" provide sufficient income in which to lead a decent life and develop our human capabilities? At present, the "one" clearly does not. This is why the adoption of a Negative Income Tax plan is essential for addressing the structural question of poverty.
This is not to say that we can ignore the implications of current U.S. Income disparity. The present 500 to 1 gap in income between top corporate executives and line workers is a recipe for plutocracy and an ever widening class and social divide.The United States in 2001 increasingly resembles the U.S. in the late 1920s before the Great Depression. This raises basic questions about not only about macroeconomic stability, but an emerging plutocracy. 
This is typified by the Jan. 200l meeting of President-elect Bush with a round table of three dozen leading business executives, 30 of whom were contributors to his campaign, representing companies such as gas and power plant giant ENRON whose executives gave millions to Republican party campaign coffers. This was among the first business attended to by a new president whose concerns were focused upon only a tiny fraction of the nearly three hundred million he represents. Money talks very loudly.
The point we are addressing here is a more narrow one. That is, in the worlds's richest nation that each of us as a citizen has a right to have a reasonable opportunity to live a decent, fulfilling life in exchange for meeting our responsibilities as citizens. Of course, a good life cannot simply be measured in dollars, or services, and cannot be guaranteed despite of circumstances and sometimes ourselves. But basic standards of justice and fairness, and not merely hollow and unfulfilled and unfulfillable opportunities need be our concern and part of 21st century public policy.
There is, at present, an enormous income disparity in the U.S. According to Congressional Budget Office (CBO) data, the ratio of the after tax household income of the top 1% of Americans compared to the lowest 20% in 1999 was fifty-nine to one.
And further, as Juliet Shore has demonstrated in The Overworked American, on average we work longer hours, have more jobs and spend less time with our families just to make ends meet and live some approximation of what we consider the American Dream and middle class lifestyle. A consumption tax system that worsens this burden, and at the same time further swells the coffers of the rich, will face, I believe, will likely not be adopted, and if adopted will not succeed.
According the Economic Policy Institute in 1999, the top 1% of stock owners hold almost half (47.7%) of all stocks, while the bottom 80% own just 4.1% of total stock holdings. Stock market gains were similarly concentrated among top stock owners, with nearly 35% of the gains going to the wealthiest 1% of households from 1989-98. 
This growing disparity is also reflected in wages. For example, during 1989-99, the median CEO whose real wage of rose 62.7%, now earned 107 times more than the typical worker, almost double the ratio of 56 to one in 1989. And at the other end of the economic spectrum, in 1998, 29% of all workers were in jobs paying poverty-level wages. These are jobs with an hourly wage so low that a worker employed full time cannot pull a family of four above the poverty line. 
How much is taxed and who pays that tax of course does not determine how tax dollars are spent. An income tax structure, for example, could be grandly progressive. A tax could rise to the 90% level for any income earned, or unearned, over $1,000,000 per year with absolutely no loopholes. But this would not stop the expenditure of all these funds on military construction, grandiose public works and buildings, and corporate subsidies for the powerful that in the aggregate lead to minimal public benefit, and minimal change in the distribution of income.



Raise the Floor : Income, Work and Justice

A Negative Income Tax

The negative income tax (N.I.T.) was proposed by Milton Friedman and was given serious consideration by Richard Nixon. It's virtues include its targeted nature based on personal or family income--in contrast to proposals for a so-called basic income grant (B.I.G.) that would provide the same amounts of funds to both Bill Gates and the unemployed.
Further, the negative income tax is easily compatible with the responsibility to make meaningful social contribution in return for receiving income subsidy. This is the principle informing both the present earned income tax credit, an existing limited negative income tax, and the work requirements of the current inadequate welfare-training-work system.
The N.I.T. in effect provides a social subsidy to transform the minimum wage to a living wage sufficient to lift families out of poverty. It also represents a replacement, in whole or in part, for a panoply of other benefit programs such as unemployment insurance , TANF, food stamps, social security disability and others. 
By combining the negative income tax with a requirement for national service and with an extensive life long educational and training system to be established under the National Trust System, to be discussed below, people are not simply to be forced into low waged/low skilled jobs to "work off" below subsistence level income grants. Instead, the negative income tax education and training fund system is designed to allow the development, expansion and exploration of our diverse human interests and potentials.
Social contributions need not only be based, of course, on work for market level wages. For example, a person's work as an unpaid or underpaid volunteer -- teaching reading, caring for kids, volunteering in hospitals, serving as a volunteer fire fighter, coach, community gardener-- would be encouraged and supported, not penalized by the negative income tax system. 
In the 1990s Fred Block and Jeff Manza (1997)presented a negative income tax plan that would raise all base incomes of the unemployed to 90 percent of poverty and those of the working poor substantially above that. That plan would have a net additional cost of $55 billion dollars in the mid 1990s with many existing programs would be replaced by a negative income tax.
The details of the Block -Manza plan based on an expansion of the earned income tax credit (EITC) are worth examining as the basis for a negative income tax system. 
Current annual EITC expenses in 2001 are $ 32 billion. The credit starts at $1 for those with almost no income and will reach a maximum of $3,888 for a family with two children earning $9,700. The credit then is reduced as income increases and disappears when the income for a family with two children reaches $32, 152. Current EITC spending is greater than that for federal cash welfare expenditures ($22 billion), food stamps ($21 billion) and housing assistance ($10 billion).
While the EITC covers only a portion of families, all who meet income requirements are eligible based solely on objective facts about income. Families can receive EITC payments not only as a lump sum, but as a weekly supplement to earnings. The EITC, unlike programs such as welfare (TANF and home relief), food stamps or disability, involves no invidious distinctions , bureaucratic approval, or certification process.
Expansion of the EITC into a negative income tax system that can not only lift all Americans to near or above the poverty line, but contribute substantially to existential security for Americans families is a reasonably affordable goal for tax reform, whether as part of the adoption of taxes on pollution to replace those on income, or as part of the current debate over the Bush tax reduction plan.The choice which is within our grasp, but alas not placed on the table yet by the Bush administration or its Democratic critics, is a major step for justice and fairness for all Americans and the virtual elimination of poverty (and much of welfare bureaucracy) as part of tax reform. 
Under the 1997 Block-Manza plan (using 1990 census income and poverty data) designed to raise all families to at least 90% of poverty, adult citizens under 65 would receive $6,000 in 1990 dollars, and children under 18 the custodial parent would receive $2500 for the first child, $2,000 for the second child, and $1500 for each additional child. In 1990 dollars the net cost of this N.I.T. For FY 1996-7 was 55 billion, based on gross expenditures of 208 billion, offset by 128 billion in savings from existing social programs.
Between 1990 and 2000 the CPI (Consumer Price Index) increased 32%. Thus in 1990 dollars, base N.I.T. benefit amounts for 2000 would be 32% higher, increasing from $6,000 to $7,920 for individuals, and from $2,500 to $3,300 for a child. All else being equal (which it is not) the cost for a Block-Manza N.I.T. In 2000 dollars would be $73 billion. This is, however, a reasonable number to provide a rough estimate of the cost of a current Negative Income Tax plan.
Changes from 1996 to 2000 will result in some differences in expense levels. For example, according to the U.S. Census Bureau, the official poverty rate dropped to 11.8 percent in 1999 (the lowest poverty rate since 1979), compared to 13.5% in 1990, although the population has increased. In 1999, 32.3 million people were poor, down from 34.5 million in1998. The Census bureau tracks a number of other poverty indexes that range in 1999 from 11.7% poverty to 14.4% poverty, or 22% higher than the officially accepted rate. These methodologies vary in ways such as not making geographical adjustments that tend to lower poverty rates in some regions, or using a different methodology for the calculation of child care expenses.
From 1998 to 1999, poverty rates and the number of poor declined for every racial and ethnic group. Poverty rate have fallen below or equaled the lowest rate the Census Bureau has ever measured for each group except Whites. The poverty rate for those aged 65 and over dropped to a measured low of 9.7 percent in 1999, while for those under age 18 the rate dropped to 16.9 percent-the lowest child poverty rate since 1979. 
In sum, the negative income tax, based an expanded Earned income Tax credit (EITC) combined with a National Service Plan, represents an achievable way, economically, socially to advance justice and fairness in the context of rights and responsibilities. It is a vastly preferable means of cutting taxes compared to plans that provide most tax relief to the rich or alternatives that offer modest benefits to the middle class.

Lower the Ceiling: Wealth Taxes

In exchange for eliminating all income taxes on the rich, it is more than fair to institute a wealth tax to recycle some of the increased wealth of the rich for the benefit of the poor and working families and to maintain intergenerational equity and fairness and social equity. Unless this is done, the BTU and EVAT system will be viewed politically as a means to shift the tax burden from rich to poor and the vital imperatives to build a sustainable economic system we not be addressed.
The current and worsening disparity between rich and poor, as we have seen, represents and unsustainable threat to our democracy. In 1998 the top one percent of Americans had as much income as the 100 million americans with lowest earnings, and the wealth of the top one percent of households exceeds the wealth of the bottom 95 percent (CBO). That the consumption tax system might worsen existing disparities is unacceptable and unnecessary.
The adoption of an ecological tax system provides the opportunity to begin to address and to bridge the pernicious divide between rich and poor and a shrinking middle class.
Taxes on the rich and transfer payments to the poor represent a necessary and short term, equilibrating step. But the intent and purpose of the Platform for the 21st Century is not a plan to soak the rich, but to bridge this divide through national savings, investment, democratic revitalization, fair market rules, and a broad expansion of local and community based power and entrepreneurship. This is combined with a negative income tax and national service and targeted social benefit programs to provide a framework for justice and fairness and existential security.
A fundamental tenet in framing the Platform is that if the United States becomes a land of great wealth for the few and want for the many, eventually there be wealth for no one. As Jeff Gates (2000) notes in Democracy At Risk :


Populists understand that if we put too much faith in compassion, we are stuck with a "Have mercy" argument--have mercy on others and give them what they did not produce. Not only does this degrade people, it also undermines market mechanisms and leaves people no better off. Populism suggests instead that government's role is to boost the capacity of people to produce so that they can be confidently self-sufficient...
Democracy is not about marginally improving the plight of those adversely affected by capitalism. That's the progressive approach. Populism proposes instead to transform capitalism by 'pepolizing' it so that Americans gain a personal stake in the system from which they've routinely been excluded.

Freeloader Tax

There three basic choices for a wealth tax. First, is to levy a so-called freeloader tax on corporate wealth controlled and sheltered by U.S. citizens and businesses in offshore banks and corporations. There is now a flourishing business designed to hide from taxation both the income and wealth of individuals and corporations typically using island tax havens that allow incorporation with few questions and levy no income or wealth taxes upon these assets. Type "tax havens" or "offshore corporations" in an internet search engine and you can swiftly be conveyed on a magic carpet of tax avoidance, for example, 400 banks in the Bahamas with over $190 billion on deposit that enable depositors to trade in U.S. stocks and bonds without paying capital gains taxes. Such banks frequently don't use not sophisticated electronic transfers and dummy corporate fronts, but run the old fashioned way. They advise potential depositors to just put some money in an attache case and fly south for a vacation and some banking. 
The blandishments from the Channel Islands, the isle of Man, Vanuatu, Singapore, Hong Kong, Bermuda, Bahamas, Switzerland, Panama, Anguilla, Antigua, Liberia, Gibraltar, Cyprus (shipping tax haven) and Nauru (the smallest nation) et.al. appear irresistible.
Jeff Gates, designer or the Employee Stock Ownership Plan (ESOP), currently of the shared Capitalism Institute, estimates that a freeloader tax of just 3.5% on these sheltered assets could raise $280 billion per year based on an estimates that 8 trillion dollars controlled by U.S. individuals and corporations now sheltered.
This is a question of forcing transparency in these financial markets and accountability for U.S. citizens and others. This is a worthwhile job for the WTO and a useful exercise in the global reach of international financial and economic institutions such as the WTO, IMF and World Bank. The OECD is attempting to address what it calls "harmful tax practices" and has, in 2000, secured commitments by Bermuda, Cayman Islands, Cyprus, Malta, Mauritius, and San Marino to modify their tax regimes by 2005 so that they will no longer serve as tax havens for businesses with no substantial domestic, that is, local activity (OECD 2000).
Financial transparency and standard record keeping should be a standard for the global market place of the 21st century. While compliance with this freeloader tax is likely to be lower , a 50% compliance rate would yield $140 billion annually. This should be used in targeted fashion to respond to the problems of the consumption taxes and underlying social problems through targeted programs we have considered.

Inheritance and Gift Tax

Second is a wealth tax that already exists, the estate and gift tax that currently raises $28 billion, less than 2% of revenues, and is levied on the estates of fewer than 2% of Americans who die. In 1999, a Congressional Republican sponsored vote for repeal was vetoed by Bill Clinton. Estate and gift tax repeal is again on the agenda, this time on the initiative of the of the Bush administration.
In practice, the Estate and Gift tax a moderately progressive tax on wealth, with copious opportunities for tax avoidance. In 1997 half of all estate taxes were paid by estates with a taxable value of more than 5 million dollars. These represent just five percent of all taxable estates and a tiny one-tenth of one percent of all deaths. These estates paid an average of 3.5 million dollars in taxes. And although the top marginal tax estate rate is 55%, the average tax rate was 19% on these wealthiest estate taxpayers. The 85% of estates valued below $2.5 million paid an average tax of about 12.5%.
As with the complex mixture of relatively high rates and copious loopholes of the current income tax, there is much not to like about the existing estate and gift tax regime. Progressively higher rates are combined with sufficient opportunities for sheltering, in whole or in part, estates from taxation. It said that the estate tax can almost be considered a voluntary tax for those with substantial wealth.
A reform of the estate and gift tax would combine lower rates, fewer exemptions, and imposing the tax on recipients and not on donors and estates, and using estate and gift tax revenues for the kinds of targeted benefits we have been discussing for poor and low income groups(Gale, 2000). Taxing recipients, instead of estates, given progressive tax rates, would encourage distribution of assets to a larger number of people.
Under the EVAT-BTU tax regime, the inheritance and gift tax represents more of a single and less of a double taxation of income than does the current inheritance tax. Inheritance and gift taxes, more accurately termed wealth transfer taxes, if properly applied, can help mitigate the concentration of unearned wealth and power across generations, and maintain an incentive for work that should effect all sectors of society and not just be visited upon the poor.


New Wealth Tax
The institution of a new wealth tax is an option that we hope to avoid, but is available if it proves to be a needed transitional supplement to the BTU-EVAT tax system in the interest of fairness and social justice.
A small wealth tax is typically in place in 11 advanced industrial states that are members of the OECD. Applying the Swiss wealth tax model (Wolff,2000) to the U.S. for example, would mean :
€ Exemption for $100,000 of net worth. About two-thirds of U.S. households would pay no wealth tax;
€ Net worth over $100,000 would be taxed annually, excluding pensions, household effects and car value up to $10,000;
€ Wealth tax rates would range from one-twentieth of one percent (.05%) for worth between $100,000 -$200,000 to a top rate of three-tenths of one percent (.3%)for those with worth over $1,000,000. For each additional million dollars of net worth a tax of $3,000 would be paid. A billionaire would have to pay $300,000. This is against, for example, a $70 million dollar annual return at 7% on the conservatively invested billion.
€ Produce about $40 billion tax revenue in 1999 to help fund targeted programs.

Conclusion 

Justice and fairness represent not only desirable ends, but achievable necessities that help satisfy the basic political and social requirements for the adoption of an ecological tax plan, that can play a crucial role in potentiating a transition from an industrial to ecological civilization. Justice and fairness Is rooted in a balance of rights and responsibilities. The citizenship right to a liveable wage, through a negative income tax, in exchange for the responsibility of a universal National Service work requirement, establishes the practical attainment of justice and fairness. If needed, a number of new wealth based taxes are readily available to respond to regressive effects of consumption taxes on the poor by funding targeted programs, and to help maintain intergenerational equity.
The combination of the new ecological tax plan, based on the BTU tax and EVAT, combined with a commitment to justice and fairness based on a negative income tax will mean that both rich and poor will find themselves both richer and more secure. The 21st century need not be crafted or experienced as a zero sum game where a gain for one is a loss for another. Democracy, experienced as the interrelated pursuits of freedom and community, justice and fairness, rights and responsibilities, existential security and development, sustainability and prosperity, is the key to transforming private agonies to common comforts, and an industrial society to an ecological civilization. The warrant for choice in the 21st century is extensive indeed.
________________
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