


















































Taxation and Inequality 45

reduce those rates directly, the natural eutcome is indirect
reduction through special provisions.”’3?

The complexity of the effect of taxation should not be
allowed to obscure the basic trends—the growing tax burden
on the low- and middle-income classes, and the huge dis-
parity between theoretical and actual tax rates for the
wealthy. The conclusion is inescapable: Taxation has not
mitigated the fundamentally unequal distribution of income.
If anything it has perpetuated inequality by heavily taxing
the low- and middle-income groups—-those least able to bear
its burden.
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