
Survey responses to the Irish Commission on Taxa5on and Welfare 

Note: this is a pdf version of our responses to the Commission on Taxa6on and Welfare’s 
Consulta6on Call, which took the form of an online survey. A few minor typos have been corrected. 
It was submiCed on January 17 2022.  

Chapter One: General Ques5ons 

Q1. What elements of the taxa1on and welfare systems do you feel are working well?  Please 
elaborate below: 

The State’s fiscal response to the COVID pandemic was deployed with impressive speed and, while 
imperfect and uneven, substan@ally alleviated the immediate economic instability and financial 
difficul@es for many individuals and businesses that were triggered by the pandemic (and the 
lockdowns)[1]. 

The universal child benefit and state pension are valuable supports (although the laJer would be 
beJer if it was also universal). 

We would echo the Environmental Pillar’s endorsement of the use of environmental taxes in 
Ireland in its submission to this consulta@on call. In par@cular, the plas@c bag tax is well known for 
effec@vely curbing the use of plas@c bags and for genera@ng useful revenue[2].  

The Irish taxa@on and welfare systems are rela@vely transparent, and their online administra@on 
services generally func@on well. Communica@on can be clear and informa@ve - as for example in 
the Terms of Reference for this submission. 

Compared to many countries, the Irish taxa@on and welfare systems are perceived as being 
rela@vely free from illegal corrup@on[3]. 
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Q2. What elements of the taxa1on and welfare systems do you feel are not working well? Please 
elaborate below: 

The COVID pandemic exacerbated the already-uneven nature of welfare benefits. Those who were 
unable to work but did not qualify for COVID relief could quickly be thrown into precarity. This had 
repercussions on the societal level as well as the individual one, since it is difficult to self-isolate (in 
order to lessen the risk of spreading a contagious disease) with no pay when your ability to survive 
depends on paid work outside the home. 

It is highly unlikely that the COVID pandemic will be the last one, and indeed there are predic@ons 
of more frequent pandemic outbreaks in the future owing to biodiversity loss and other serious 
damage caused by human ac@vi@es[1]. As and when another pandemic occurs, it will be important 
to have a welfare system already in place that would bypass as many as possible of the problems 
that were uninten@onally generated by the State’s COVID response. 

Even before the pandemic struck, there were clear problems in Ireland with a welfare system that 
failed to lie a substan@al percentage of the popula@on above the poverty line[2]. We believe that 
this is partly due to an insufficient alloca@on of funds for poverty reduc@on. (It should be borne in 
mind, in this context, that Ireland’s revenue from taxa@on and social services is currently lower 
than the European average[3]).  

An addi@onal cause of the system’s failure to sufficiently address poverty at present is the 
diversion of some exis@ng funds to try and solve problems that need not exist in the first place. 
The concept of ‘failure demand’, as discussed by the Wellbeing Economy Alliance (of which Feasta 
is a member) in a recent interna@onal report[3], is relevant in this regard. Failure demand means 
paying to fix - or try and fix - what we con@nue to break through economic choices.  

A strong example of failure demand in Ireland is in the rela@onship between welfare payments and 
housing. As Social Jus@ce Ireland stated in a recent briefing, ‘almost €2 in every €5 spent on 
housing by the State ends up being allocated to make up for the way that poverty damages 
people’s lives’. [4]   

This is a clear example of an inefficient use of funding. We will argue in Chapter 3 that the means 
tes@ng within the current welfare system is another form of inefficiency.  

In addi@on to such efficiency-related issues, there are also problems with funding that ac@vely 
encourages destruc@ve behaviour.  For example, certain elements of the taxa@on and welfare 
system currently undermine aJempts to alleviate environmental damage. Two examples of this are 
fossil fuel subsidies (in all sectors where they apply, not just transport)[6] and the current property 
tax. The laJer penalises improvements to property, including the deep retrofikng which will be 
vital to achieving the energy transi@on.  

Feasta climate group members also have concerns about the ability of the proposed carbon tax to 
being about greenhouse gas emissions reduc@on at a sufficiently rapid pace, and about the 
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alloca@on of the carbon tax revenue. We discuss this further, and propose some poten@al 
solu@ons, in Chapter 4 below.  

Finally, we wish to emphasise that it is extremely important to take the perspec@ve and needs of 
Global South countries into account on the issue of corporate tax. This is discussed further under 
Chapter Six below.  
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Q3 Good quality public services, welfare provision and infrastructure are financed mainly from 
taxa1on and PRSI. What are the features that you think our taxa1on and welfare systems should 
have in order to meet these needs? Please specify:  

It is important to keep in mind that good quality public services, welfare provision and 
infrastructure are all vital investments which are needed to achieve a sustainable future economy, 
rather than simply expenses - albeit desirable and deserved ones - whose effects will disappear 
into the ether.  

This may seem like a seman@c point, but it provides the ra@onale for an argument that many 
analysts, par@cularly in the US, are making at present: these vital provisions can be (and, they 
would argue, are already) funded by government spending which does not derive from taxa@on[1].  

The Irish State, being in the Eurozone, is not in a posi@on to literally spend money into existence, 
but it can currently borrow from the EU on a long-term basis at very low interest rates. This is not a 
@me to be concerned about minimising borrowing so as to avert a perceived - but purely 
hypothe@cal - risk of being seen to lack ‘credibility’ in the global financial markets or by foreign 
investors. It should also be borne in mind, in this regard, that the EU is currently revising its 
economic governance framework, including its fiscal spending rules.  
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We are in an emergency situa@on with regard to the environment - and in reality all countries are 
in the same boat, even if some jurisdic@ons are slower than others to realise it. The European 
Council president, Charles Michel, has joined many other commentators in describing climate 
disrup@on as an ‘act of war’[2].  

When there is a war, the primary objec@ve must be to win the war. This is a @me to borrow 
sufficient funds so as be able to invest heavily in the enormous infrastructural and societal changes 
that are needed to achieve the green transi@on[3]. Many such investments - e.g. in retrofikng and 
in transport infrastructure - are highly front-loaded.  

In the longer run, taxa@on can help with addressing long-term public debt where that is considered 
necessary (keeping in mind the fact that the EU’s fiscal rules are likely to change). In the shorter 
term, the goals of taxa@on should primarily be to encourage economic ‘good behaviour’ and to 
discourage economic ‘bad behaviour’ (including environmental damage), to help to reduce 
inequality so as to build social cohesion, and to prevent infla@on.  

References 

1.See for example The Deficit Myth, Stephanie Kelton, Public Affair, 2021 

2.hJps://www.poli@co.eu/ar@cle/eu-charles-michel-slams-climate-change-acts-of-war/ 

3.3. Some have referred to this as a ‘nature bailout’: hJps://www.academia.edu/65300085/
No_green_deal_without_a_nature_based_economy 

Q4.  In your view, what main reforms are necessary so that the Irish taxa1on and welfare 
systems can embrace the opportuni1es and meet the challenges that Ireland may face over the 
next 10-15 years?  

In taxa@on:  

• a shie towards ‘commons-based’ revenue genera@on (explained below), including site value tax, 
and away from taxa@on that discourages beneficial economic ac@vity 
• increased wealth taxa@on. This could include the introduc@on of taxes on the use of robots and 
on digital data transac@ons 
• improved and expanded environmental taxa@on  

In welfare: 
• a Universal Basic Income 
• a strengthened social wage (Universal Basic Services that are free at point of delivery)  

Please see below for more detail on these reforms.  
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Chapter 2 Fiscal Sustainability  

Q1. What reforms to the taxa1on and welfare systems should be considered to ensure the 
system is sustainable and resilient and that there are sufficient resources available to meet the 
costs of public services and supports in the medium and longer term? Please specify taxa1on 
reforms you consider important. 

To the greatest extent possible, taxa@on should encourage - or at least, avoid discouraging - 
ac@vi@es that add value to the economy, such as employment and property improvement, and it 
should penalise rent-seeking[1] ac@vi@es that make use of collec@vely-owned common pool 
resources[2]. Such resources include land value (discussed under Chapter 5 below), the 
atmosphere (discussed under Chapter 4), the electromagne@c spectrum and the financial 
transac@ons network.  

Reforms should also promote greater financial equality, including increased taxa@on on wealth and 
on the consump@on of luxury goods.  

Reforms should, wherever possible, penalise environmentally harmful behaviour (discussed under 
Chapter 4) - however, great care should be taken to ensure that the welfare system supports those 
on low incomes or with low levels of wealth whose wellbeing could be adversely affected by 
environmental taxes.  

This shie in orienta@on towards commons-based taxa@on, increased financial equality and 
environmental protec@on is par@cularly urgent given the likely changes in future economic 
dynamics that are outlined in our comments on Chapter 10.  
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2. Wikipedia provides a useful working defini@on of a common-pool resource as ‘a type of good 
consis@ng of a natural or human-made resource system (e.g. an irriga@on system or fishing 
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anything from household or community ownership to State or even global ownership (e.g. the 
atmosphere). To be clear, it does not necessarily entail a co-opera@ve management structure, 
although we are certainly not opposed to that in principle.  

Please specify welfare reforms you consider important: 

In Ireland, housing is currently a major block to societal wellbeing and is also a significant 
impediment to the green transi@on. The housing sector’s inflated costs greatly distorts the overall 
cost of living for many people[1], and the way in which social housing is currently administered 
acts as an unnecessary and significant drain on the welfare system[2], diver@ng funds which would 
be much beJer used elsewhere. Furthermore, poor planning both in housing and in transport 
infrastructure over the last few decades has made it more challenging in Ireland than in many 
other parts of Europe to achieve the ’15 minute ci@es’ that are widely recognised to be a necessary 
part of the green transi@on[3]. This urgently needs to be addressed.  



We support the recommenda@ons made by Social Jus@ce Ireland on housing, which include sekng 
a target of 20% of all housing stock to be social housing and achieving this through building more 
social housing[4].  

We also strongly recommend the introduc@on of a Site Value Tax, which is further discussed under 
Chapter 5 below. 

Equally importantly, and as men@oned above, we strongly urge the government to introduce a 
Universal Basic Income in tandem with a more robust  social wage (Universal Basic Services). The 
UBI could be funded in part by dividend-based distribu@on of revenues from commons-based 
taxa@on. This is discussed further under Chapters 3 and 4 below.  
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Q2. Rate each issue below in terms of strategic importance to the taxa1on and welfare system 
over the next 10-15 years (1 being least important and 5 being most important):  

Achieving good public health outcomes for our people: 5  

Addressing the climate crisis: 5  

Adequate social transfers and benefits: 5  

Growing employment: 3  

Sustainability of public finances: 3  

Sustained economic growth: 1  

Q3. Given approaching demographic pressures and future uncertain1es, future funding of public 
services is a cri1cal issue. In order to meet these challenges, what is the appropriate balance 
between the taxa1on of a) earned income, b) consump1on e.g. VAT and c) wealth e.g. capital 
acquisi1ons tax? Please outline your views:  

As stated above, taxa@on should seek to encourage ac@vi@es that add value to the economy, such 
as employment and property improvement, and penalise rent-seeking ac@vi@es that make use of 
collec@vely-owned common pool resources. It should also aim to reduce overall income and 
wealth inequality and to discourage environmental damage.  



Chapter 3 Promo5ng Employment 

Q1. What reforms to the taxa1on and welfare system should be considered to ensure that 
taxa1on and welfare work in tandem to support economic ac1vity and promote employment 
while also suppor1ng those most vulnerable in an equitable way? Please outline what reforms 
should be considered:  

As this ques@on implies, welfare policy around the world - including in Ireland - tends to operate 
on the assump@on that supports are necessary for the most vulnerable, but these need to be 
tapered off for those who are capable of work in order to ensure that there will be sufficient 
aggregate economic ac@vity to keep the system funded[1].  

In other words, it is oeen assumed that those who are considered to be able to work need to be 
strongly nudged - indeed coerced - into par@cipa@ng ac@vely in the economy. There is a perceived 
risk that without this pressure to work, too many of them will choose instead to simply ‘freeload’ 
off the State (and the taxpayer), which would undermine the whole system.  

However, a substan@al body of empirical evidence from the past few decades[2] indicates that, if 
people are given the op@on to undertake economic ac@vity whilst con@nuing to receive benefits, 
the risk of their choosing to remain ‘passive’ and live solely off the benefits is minimal and does 
not pose any problem to the func@oning of the overall economy[2]).  

Conversely, the welfare system as it currently stands does in fact undermine economic ac@vity in 
several serious ways. It creates significant obstacles for those who wish to work but would lose 
their benefits if they do so[3]; it increases the stress level of already-stressed vulnerable people by 
forcing them to deal with onerous paperwork in an inherently humilia@ng means-tes@ng 
process[4], thereby adversely affec@ng their overall health and ability to contribute; and it 
s@gma@ses people who are considered over-dependent. The laJer issue has repercussions both in 
the way job-seekers are viewed by poten@al employers, and for their own confidence and, 
therefore, their ability to undertake economic ac@vity.  

Addi@onally, as men@oned under the ‘general ques@ons’ heading above, the current system 
undermines public health - and thus, indirectly, economic ac@vity - by making it economically 
challenging, or indeed impossible, for people who have been exposed to contagious diseases and 
who are dependent on pay from work outside the home to self-isolate.  

For these reasons - along with a host of others, including environmental ones which are discussed 
under Chapter 4 below - we strongly urge the State to introduce a Universal Basic Income (UBI) for 
all its residents.  

However - to be clear - we are not arguing that UBI should be the sole welfare support provided. 
We also believe that certain social goods need to be directly supplied by the State, in parallel to a 
UBI, rather than lee to the vagaries of the market. These could be placed under the umbrella of a 
‘social wage’ or “Universal Basic Services’, and should include healthcare, educa@on, childcare, 
adult care, legal services and public transport.  

We refer the Commission to the research carried out by Social Jus@ce Ireland on the funding of a 
UBI[5].  



Concerns are some@mes raised that a UBI could have adverse environmental effects by 
encouraging harmful forms of consump@on. The cap-based, supply-end system for phasing out 
undesirable resource use which we describe in Chapter 4 would address this.  

Finally: we believe it is also important to reflect cri@cally on the reasons for promo@ng paid 
employment, rather than assuming that employment (of any kind) should always and everywhere 
be promoted - or even maximised - as appears to be the case both in the @tle of this chapter and in 
the ques@on.  

We would argue that far greater emphasis needs to be placed on encouraging meaningful ac@vi@es 
than on a simplis@c vaun@ng of ‘employment crea@on’ which could include poorly-paid, 
environmentally destruc@ve and socially ques@onable work. Moreover, there are increasing calls 
for reduc@ons in the amount of @me devoted to paid work, with many arguing in favour of 
introducing a four-day working week, for both social and environmental reasons[6].  
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Q2. Does Ireland’s taxa1on and welfare system strike the right balance between maintaining the 
incen1ve to increase earnings and allevia1ng some of the risks of low income (poverty and 
depriva1on)?  

Not Answered 

Please explain your view: 

This ques@on is oddly phrased, and so we find it impossible to provide a yes or no answer.  

The ques@on appears to imply that there is an inherent trade-off or ‘balance’ between 
encouraging people to contribute to the economy, keeping it produc@ve and vibrant (assuming 



that is the inten@on behind ‘maintaining the incen@ve to increase earnings’[1]), and ‘allevia@ng 
some of the risks of low income’.  

Yet, as argued above, we do not believe that any such trade-off exists. Rather, we believe that a 
combina@on of a robust social wage (Universal Basic Services) and a Universal Basic Income would 
create a posi@ve dynamic whereby people would simultaneously be supported by the State and 
incen@vised to contribute meaningfully to the economy. Please see our answer to ques@on 1 of 
this sec@on for further discussion.  
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1. While it is certainly the case that those who are currently below the poverty line urgently need 
more money (whether through increased earnings or through other sources), this does not imply 
that overall economic prosperity depends on everyone - or even only that sec@on of the 
popula@on - striving to increase their earnings. Indeed, many are now arguing that wealthy 
countries such as Ireland should be focussing on achieving an equitable economy - and helping to 
ensure that countries elsewhere, par@cularly in the Global South, can also achieve equitable 
economies - rather than con@nually trying to expand their own already-substan@al aggregate 
wealth. See for example The Economics of Arrival by Katherine Trebeck and Jeremy Williams 
(Bristol University Press, 2019), and the research of the Wellbeing Economy Alliance: hJps://
weall.org/resources#resources  

Q3. Are income supports equitable in terms of how they treat people of working age?  

Not Answered  

Q4. What changes to the social insurance system should be considered to ensure sustainability 
into the medium to longer term? (Please note the recommenda1ons of the Pensions Commission 
and NESC Report 151 on the future of the Irish social welfare system) Please specify changes to 
be considered: 

As implied in our responses above, we believe that the Irish system should evolve in the direc@on 
of universal payments.  

Chapter 4 Climate 

Q1. As Ireland moves to a low carbon economy, what should be the role of the taxa1on and 
welfare system in:  

a) taking advantage of opportuni1es? :  

Firstly, we wish to emphasise that the green transi@on will not only require decarbonisa@on - vital 
though that is - but will also require a wide-ranging restora@on of biodiversity, the nurturing of 
healthy habitats, and preven@ng the breaching of the other planetary boundaries[1].  

The transi@on to a decarbonised, green economy, if well-managed, could generate many posi@ve 
ripple effects which would bring about a substan@al increase in overall societal wellbeing. Here are 
a few examples:  



• a reduc@on in fossil fuel combus@on will improve air quality, which will significantly reduce 
healthcare costs. Approximately one in five deaths worldwide are currently aJributed to fossil fuel 
air pollu@on[2]  

• an increase in ac@ve travel (walking and cycling) will also reduce healthcare costs, partly because 
of the aforemen@oned improvements to air quality, but also because of increased physical fitness 
and resilience, along with a decrease in serious road accidents. It will also improve community 
liveability and overall quality of life by easing traffic conges@on and making the streets safer for 
children[3]  

• Improved biodiversity and (related) increased access to green spaces will have strongly posi@ve 
effects on mental and physical health[4]  

• Energy retrofikng of houses will make them more comfortable, improving overall quality of life, 
and will reduce health problems associated with poor living condi@ons  

• ’15-minute city’ urban development will create more liveable and convivial community spaces, 
with easier access to goods and services [5]  

• we share the Environmental Pillar’s view that environmental taxa@on can play a highly posi@ve 
role in s@mula@ng the development of the circular economy. We would endorse the Pillar’s specific 
recommended policies concerning the circular economy, which include: levying the ‘plas@cs own 
resource’ tax on producers; taxing ‘virgin plas@c’, introducing a levy on aggregates used in the 
construc@on industry’ providing VAT relief for refurbished and repaired items; increasing the 
landfill tax rate and introducing a levy on the incinera@on and exports of reusable and recyclable 
waste.  

• a greater emphasis on locally-grown, fresh food will lead to a revitalisa@on of rural areas and a 
rediversifica@on of rural agriculture, as well as improvements in public health arising from 
improvements in diet. Within urban areas, localised food systems have also been shown to yield 
notable social benefits[6]  

• if our recommenda@on to introduce a UBI along with a social wage described in Chapter 3 of this 
submission is adopted, it is likely to unleash an enormously valuable flood of innova@on and 
crea@vity rela@ng to the energy transi@on, which will have significant benefits for society as a 
whole. As Basic Income Ireland stated in a 2019 paper on the Just Transi@on, ‘many members of 
society are passionate about making the necessary changes and are involved in projects and 
enterprises aimed at food security, community energy, habitat restora@on, waste elimina@on, 
improved mental health and wellbeing, among other goals. Many such projects are currently 
precarious because the market does not reward them at present, and those involved in them are 
either doing the work without pay, or trying to make an income but struggling. Yet these and other 
enterprises will be central in a future economy that is much more localised, with shorter supply 
chains and less reliance on transporta@on.’[7] Giving such enterprises a boost via the UBl would 
have a highly s@mula@ng effect on local economies. Furthermore, a UBI would help to enable the 
arts to thrive. The arts are vital both to overall societal wellbeing[8] and to the genera@on of the 
kinds of fresh and crea@ve ideas that will be needed in the coming decades to bring about the 
energy transi@on[9] 

• if our recommenda@on to recycle the revenue generated by carbon fees in a way which benefits 
the Global South (described below) is followed, this would help to reorient the global economy in a 



fairer and more resilient direc@on. If such a programme was carried out at scale it is highly likely 
that geopoli@cal tensions would be reduced, thereby easing the condi@ons that compel people to 
flee their homelands and crea@ng opportuni@es for increasingly rich and meaningful intercultural 
connec@ons and exchanges[10] 
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4. ‘Research 348: Nature and Environment to AJain and Restore Health (NEAR Health)’, Carlin et al, 
EPA (Ireland), 2020: hJps://www.epa.ie/publica@ons/research/environment--health/research-348-
nature-and-environment-to-aJain-and-restore-health-near-health.php  

5. See hJps://www.15minutecity.com  

6. ‘More Than Food: The Social Benefits of Localized Urban Food Systems’, Diekmann et al, 
Fron@ers in Sustainable Food Systems: hJps://www.fron@ersin.org/ar@cles/10.3389/
fsufs.2020.534219/full  

7. ‘Basic Income: A Necessary Policy for a Just Transi@on’ Basic Income Ireland, 2019: hJps://
basicincome.ie/wp-content/uploads/2021/09/Basic-Income-Ireland-Public-Consulta@on-for-
Climate-Ac@on.pdf  

8. ‘Crea@ve Health: The Arts for Health and Wellbeing’, All-Party Parliamentary Group on Arts 
Health and Wellbeing (UK), 2017: hJps://www.artshealthresources.org.uk/docs/crea@ve-health-
the-arts-for-health-and-wellbeing/  

9. Indeed, the close rela@onship between successful innova@on in STEM fields and ac@ve 
involvement in the arts is quite striking: one study found that ‘Nobel laureates in the sciences are 
seventeen @mes likelier than the average scien@st to be a painter, twelve @mes as likely to be a 
poet, and four @mes as likely to be a musician’’: hJps://blogs.scien@ficamerican.com/guest-blog/
from-stem-to-steam-science-and-the-arts-go-hand-in-hand/  

10. Our proposal for establishing a globally-focussed system to cap carbon and share the revenue 
from fossil fuel produc@on and import fees is described on the CapGlobalCarbon website: hJp://
www.capglobalcarbon.org  

b) mi1ga1ng the risks?: 

Please see sec@on (c) below, including the footnotes.  



c) in mee1ng Ireland’s emissions targets?:  

Feasta climate group members recognise the posi@ve intent behind the current carbon-tax-
focussed approach to lowering emissions in Ireland.  

However, we believe that a cap on the fossil fuel supply is needed in order for a carbon tax/price/
fee to be effec@ve.  

To be clear, we do believe that pricing has an important role in decarbonisa@on, as we will explain 
further down. But we would argue that a price without a cap could simply move money around 
without actually reducing aggregate emissions. Therefore, a carbon taxa@on program should 
include a cap on overall emissions, which may be implemented through a limit on fossil fuel 
extrac@on and importa@on. We are pleased to note that Ireland has already commiJed to do 
something like this through its involvement in the Beyond Oil and Gas Alliance.  

To quote a 2019 Feasta submission to the Irish government on carbon tax alloca@on[1]: 

 
“’The ul6mate goal of any carbon pricing scheme is to help to reduce, and eventually eliminate, 
greenhouse case emissions. Yet, as a recent literature review by UCD environmental policy students 
puts it, “there is a lack of informa6on on the correla6on between...carbon pricing and its effect on 
emission reduc6on”[2].  

“Troublingly, such research as has been carried out indicates that a slump in the overall fossil fuel 
price can spur an increase in emissions even where there is a rela6vely high carbon tax; this 
occurred in Bri6sh Columbia in recent years[3]. One can aCempt to offset the effects of a slump in 
fossil fuel price by increasing the carbon fee level, but this requires a certain amount of guesswork 
as to what level of price increase is likely to trigger the ‘correct’ emissions reduc6on, and would 
necessarily be reac6ve.”  

Furthermore, energy demand is rela@vely inelas@c at present, because energy’s role in the overall 
economy is uJerly fundamental[4]. This is a major challenge in the green transi@on and should not 
be underes@mated, par@cularly since the renewable energy supply is quite different in nature from 
the fossil-fuel-based energy supply and, crucially, will probably never be able to match the laJer’s 
scale[5].  

This means that, while a sufficiently sharp carbon price increase might impact the fossil fuel 
consump@on of many individuals and businesses, there is no guarantee that it would have the 
desired aggregate effect on emissions reduc@on. It would not prevent the ‘Jevons paradox’ from 
arising, whereby emissions that are saved in one sector are simply generated elsewhere instead. To 
take one example, even a very high carbon price would be unlikely to significantly diminish the 
extremely voluminous greenhouse gas footprint of wealthy climate skep@cs, for whom money is 
liJle or no object. It should not be forgoJen that over half of cumula@ve carbon emissions of 
greenhouse gases were generated by the wealthiest 10% of the global popula@on between 1995 
and 2015 [6].  

Returning to Feasta’s 2019 submission:  

“Given the degree of risk we are facing with regard to the climate and the rela6vely short 6me-
frame which we have in which to act - and the no6ceable failure of any country so far (even 



Sweden[7]) to actually achieve significant and las6ng fossil-fuel-derived emissions reduc6ons - we 
believe it important to introduce a more direct policy instrument to ensure emissions reduc6on, 
namely, imposing a hard limit on the introduc6on of fossil fuels to the Irish economy.  

“The exis6ng Irish carbon tax framework could be modified to address this challenge by conver6ng 
the exis6ng tax system (in which the fee is based on the quan6ty of fossil fuel that is being 
introduced into Ireland) to a fee system that is based on the sale of a limited amount of permits to 
fossil fuel producers and importers. The quan6ty of permits available would gradually diminish 
from year to year. The cost of the permits could be determined by auc6on or by some other means 
if that was considered more appropriate.” 

 
As with the exis@ng carbon tax in Ireland, the cap would be applied ‘upstream’, at the point of 
entry of fossil fuel to the economy, so as to influence all economic ac@vity within the State and 
eliminate the need for extensive mapping of fossil-fuel-generated emissions at the point of 
consump@on.  

This cap on the fossil fuel supply would apply both to fossil fuel produc@on within the State and to 
fossil fuel imports. With regard to the former, we welcome the fact that Ireland recently joined the 
Beyond Oil and Gas Alliance, which undertakes to phase out oil and gas produc@on in its member 
countries in line with the Paris Agreement[8]. This is clearly a step in the right direc@on.  

We recognise that imposing a cap on the import of fossil fuels to Ireland may be more difficult to 
achieve at present than capping produc@on within Ireland, because of poten@al EU-based legal 
challenges. However, we strongly urge Irish poli@cians and policymakers to advocate for this cap to 
be introduced at the EU level (where it would be more effec@ve in any case).  

While we realise that implemen@ng this EU-wide cap would not be within the direct remit of 
policymakers within the Irish taxa@on and welfare systems, we think it important that they endorse 
and support it as a holis@c approach to climate ac@on that will absolutely guarantee emissions 
reduc@on.  

Climate finance is not men@oned in the Terms of Reference for this consulta@on call, yet it is also 
essen@al to meaningful climate ac@on, for both ethical and prac@cal reasons. In this vein, we also 
strongly recommend that the system outlined above - which could take the form of an expanded 
‘upstream’ ETS with 100% auc@oning of permits (as opposed to the current system whereby some 
permits are issued for free) - would include a partnership with a group of Global South countries of 
roughly equal total popula@on to that of the EU[9].  

Carbon pricing could play a very useful role in the energy transi@on if the revenues raised from 
permit sales, whether within the State or on the EU level, were used - in a clear way that is widely 
perceived as fair - to alleviate its regressive effects. We recognise that the current alloca@on (or 
‘virtual alloca@on’, since the funds are not officially hypothecated) of the newest tranche of carbon 
tax revenue in Ireland is intended, at least in part, to limit regressive effects, by helping to reduce 
fuel poverty. However, we believe it is unfortunate that (a) this distribu@on is means-tested and 
household-based rather than allocated per-capita, (b) it is only a part of the total carbon tax intake, 
(c) there is resistance to the idea that it should be ‘officially’ hypothecated and (d) rela@vely liJle 
considera@on appears to given to climate finance and the posi@on of the Global South. We will 
explain our reserva@ons briefly below.  



Firstly, we are not confident that the effects of the carbon price alloca@on for fuel poverty relief 
will send a clear enough signal throughout the economy to maintain confidence and trust in the 
system once the carbon price rise increases significantly. Rather, it risks being ‘buried’ in an 
already-exis@ng welfare alloca@on that, moreover, is not universally applied. We acknowledge that 
this is, at least in part, a maJer of percep@on - but percep@ons maJer, as the Yellow Vest 
movement in France showed. Mike Sandler of Feasta’s climate group has commented that ‘the 
visibility of the price signal and the resul@ng psychology are perhaps just as important as the 
[money involved]’[10]  

This visibility issue is also one reason why some groups have advocated a ‘cheque in the post’ 
system for revenue alloca@ons, despite its rela@ve inefficiency in purely economic terms. A narrow 
focus on efficiency, while understandable, may blind policymakers to other dynamics which are 
equally important to achieving economic change. We are are not dogma@cally aJached to the idea 
of cheques in the post - there are, no doubt, other ways in which the alloca@ons could be made 
equally visible - but we believe this issue of percep@on should not be ignored.  

Another percep@on-related issue is the s@gma on welfare payment recipients which was described 
in Chapter 3 of this submission. This is certainly not confined to recipients of carbon-tax-derived 
benefits, but they may prove par@cularly vulnerable to it; one can imagine a scenario where the 
carbon price is high, many people have difficulty in filling their petrol tanks, and there is a 
percep@on of favouri@sm being shown towards a par@cular group. (Again, to be clear, this has to 
do with percep@ons of fairness, and not necessarily the reality with regard to which specific groups 
are beJer or worse off financially.)  

An ESRI study in 2019[11] assessed the distribu@onal effects of different forms of alloca@on of the 
revenue from a carbon tax increase to households, including (among others) lump-sum payments, 
and concluded that the lump-sum payments would have a similarly progressive effect to socially-
targeted payments, but would be more complex to administer (par@cularly if they took the form of 
cheques in the post). This was used as a ra@onale for rejec@ng lump-sum alloca@ons. However, as 
with the visibility issue described above, we do not consider increased administra@ve complexity 
to be a fatal problem; it is en@rely possible that any adverse effects of this kind of inefficiency 
would be offset by increased public acceptance and trust in the overall system, since it would be 
universally applied.  

We also recommend that such alloca@ons be carried out on a per-capita basis rather than a 
household one, since otherwise larger households will be penalised (as the ESRI report men@oned 
above correctly describes).  

Our sugges@on that carbon fee revenue alloca@ons should be divided with one or more Global 
South countries[12] would obviously diminish the per-capita alloca@ons in Ireland, but we do not 
see this as an obstacle to its acceptance, for the same reasons as are men@oned above, rela@ng to 
percep@ons of fundamental fairness. Moreover, significant posi@ve dynamics would be generated 
by such a system. It would help Global South countries to leapfrog the ‘dirty’ industrialisa@on of 
the Global North and to undertake and support locally-ini@ated ini@a@ves within their own regions. 
Apart from being beneficial in itself, this would also contribute to a more balanced and resilient 
global economy, where trade would be mutually beneficial rather than - as too oeen at present - 
reinforcing inequality. So it would ul@mately improve the quality of life of everyone on the planet.  



This @es in with our final point on carbon revenue alloca@on, which is that the argument against 
hypothesising carbon tax (or fee) revenue does not taken into account the fact that the 
atmosphere is a collec@vely-owned common pool resource which actually ‘belongs’ to everyone in 
the world. The revenue that is generated from the use of the atmosphere as a resource is 
therefore, in our view, an en@tlement that should be seen as a universal birthright. A per-capita 
distribu@on of revenue from a carbon fee, on a basis that could eventually be scaled to a global 
level, would reflect the fact that we are co-trustees of the atmosphere.  

We hope that these issues concerning the carbon taxa@on and emissions reduc@on will be taken 
into account by the Commission, and will be seriously debated when the 2023 Budget is being 
prepared.  
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Q2. Are there exis1ng taxa1on and welfare measures that are counter-produc1ve to Ireland’s 
climate change commitments?  



Yes 

 
If yes, please specify:  

As men@oned above, fossil fuel subsidies are highly problema@c in Ireland and need to be to 
phased out as quickly as possible, in line with the OECD’s recommenda@ons.[1]  

Energy retrofikng of property is currently penalised in Ireland because of the tax that is levied on 
property improvements. This problem would be addressed by the replacement of the Local 
Property Tax with a Site Value Tax.  

As the Environmental Pillar has also pointed out in its submission, environmentally harmful 
avia@on is currently being encouraged by preferen@al tax treatment. We recommend that Ireland 
support the EU proposals on an EU level tax on avia@on.  

On a broader level, the inefficiencies in the welfare system that are caused by the severe lack of 
social housing and the unnecessary obstacles to economic ac@vity that welfare recipients currently 
face are also ac@ng as a drag on the ability of the overall economy to adapt effec@vely to the green 
transi@on.  

Reference 

 
1. Environmental Performance of Ireland, OECD (2021): hJps://www.dfa.ie/media/missions/
prepparis/OECD-Environmental-Performance-of-Ireland.pdf.  

To what extent are these jus1fied in the Irish context and are any reforms necessary?:  

They are not jus@fied, and need to be reformed.  

Q3. What changes should be made to the taxa1on system to ensure longer term fiscal 
sustainability given the expected impact of the con1nued decarbonisa1on of the Irish economy, 
in par1cular the impact of reducing tax revenues from energy, carbon and motor taxes? Please 
detail the changes:  

We are glad to see this ques@on included, as it touches on the core challenge of recalibra@ng the 
taxa@on system in order to help achieve the green transi@on while enabling the State to con@nue 
providing essen@al services.  

Revenues from energy, carbon and motor taxes are significant, and as the ques@on correctly 
men@ons, they can be expected to diminish in the future. Moreover, environmental taxes on 
pollutants should not be considered as permanent or dependable sources of revenue, as the 
inten@on in many cases is to either seek to minimise the pollutant’s use or to phase them out 
en@rely. This applies to carbon tax (and also to the variant on carbon tax that we proposed in 
Chapter 4 of a carbon fee in combina@on with a hard cap on the fossil fuel supply). Any revenue 
generated from such taxes and fees should therefore be considered as finite.  

There is poten@al for increasing commons-based revenue genera@on within the State (from 
sources other than the atmosphere). Increasing the rate of a Site Value Tax - assuming this tax has 
been introduced - and implemen@ng an EU-wide Financial Transac@ons Tax are two examples of 



this. According to a 2016 study by NERI, the laJer could poten@ally yield an addi@onal €320 to 
€350 million per annum[1], while (as men@oned above) a study from 2011 es@mated that an SVT 
would generate a net increase of €1 billion per year, which is likely to be a significant 
underes@mate in the Irish economy of today.  

We also recommend increased - and more effec@ve - taxa@on on wealth, including the 
introduc@on of levies on luxury goods. There is also a possibility of imposing a tax on the use of 
automa@on (a ‘robot tax’), which seems worth inves@ga@ng.  

In addi@on, we refer the Commission to the Environmental Pillar’s response to this sec@on of the 
survey, which includes recommenda@ons on road charging and conges@on charges.  

It should be borne in mind, however, that not everyone agrees that the widely-held percep@on 
that social services are funded primarily by taxa@on revenue is accurate. Please see our response 
to ques@on 3 of Chapter 1 above.  

It should also be borne in mind that the overall costs of the current welfare system are not set in 
stone or, indeed, doomed to increase, even with an ageing popula@on. Effec@ve reforms that lead 
to improved efficiency of spending in areas such as housing and healthcare, and the introduc@on 
of a UBI along with strengthened social services would, in our opinion, be very likely to reduce 
aggregate welfare system costs in the medium to long term, as the need for expensive 
interven@ons such as acute emergency care or emergency accommoda@on that depends on 
market-based provision would be reduced. Moreover, the fact that more people would be able to 
contribute produc@vely to the economy should also expand the tax base.  

Finally, we encourage the Commission to inves@gate ways in which the taxa@on and welfare 
systems could beJer encourage community wealth building[2] in Ireland. Empirical evidence 
suggests that community wealth building would have a mul@plier effect on local economies, 
keeping money circula@ng in communi@es for a longer @me, building their resilience, suppor@ng 
overall prosperity and thus, providing valuable long-term support - both financial and otherwise - 
to the welfare system.  
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Chapter 5 - Housing  

Q1. Taking into account previous taxa6on related interven6ons in the housing market, what role do 
you think the taxa6on and welfare systems have to play in contribu6ng to the long-term supply of 
housing? Please outline your views:  

Site value taxa@on would help to prevent derelic@on and the hoarding of vacant or under-used 
urban buildings. A 2015 OECD working paper states that ‘a pure land tax [site value tax] increases 



the cost of hoarding land and provides incen@ves to put land to its most valuable use. 
Development becomes more aJrac@ve, par@cularly in areas where land values are high, such as 
around exis@ng infrastructure. As such, a pure land tax fosters denser ci@es’ [1].  
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1. ‘Reforming the Tax on immovable Property: Taking Care of the Unloved’, Hansjörg Blöchliger, 
OECD Economics Department Working Paper no, 1205, 2015: 
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Q2. Should the taxa1on system have a role in suppor1ng or promo1ng any specific form of 
housing tenure (e.g. home ownership, rental), or should it remain neutral?  

No, taxa@on should be neutral  

Q3. What in your view is the role that taxa1on should play in housing affordability? Please 
outline your views: 

Housing is a basic human need, and taxa@on should play a strong role in helping to ensure that it is 
affordable.  

Site value taxa@on would discourage specula@on on property, preven@ng the development of 
housing price bubbles[2].  
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Q4. Following the introduc1on and recent amendments to the Local Property Tax (LPT) and the 
commitment in Housing for All to introduce a new taxa1on measure to ac1vate vacant land for 
residen1al purposes, do you consider there is a role for a Site Value Tax in Ireland?  

Yes, Site Value Tax has a role  

Please elaborate further:  

As men@oned above, SVT would help to ease the housing supply and housing affordability crises in 
Ireland, and would encourage denser construc@on that is more conducive to achieving ’15-minute 
ci@es’, thus suppor@ng the energy transi@on. Moreover, SVT is widely considered to be the most 
economically beneficial form of taxa@on[1].  

We recommend the replacement of the LPT with a Site Value Tax, as this would end a current 
disincen@ve to retrofikng housing. Property improvements would no longer be penalised with a 
higher rate of tax.  

Research carried out in 2012 indicated that if a 2% SVT were introduced and replaced exis@ng 
property taxes, stamp duty and rates, it would generate addi@onal revenue of approximately €1 
billion per annum[2]. That figure would probably be significantly larger now.  



For a detailed explora@on of the background and poten@al for Site Value Tax in Ireland please refer 
to the book The Fair Tax (2012, Smart Taxes, ed. Emer Ó Siochru)[3]  
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Chapter 6 - Suppor5ng Economic Ac5vity  

Q1. How can Ireland maintain a clear, compe11ve, sustainable, and stable taxa1on policy with 
regard to its a^rac1veness to Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) in light of the rapidly changing 
global environment? Please outline your views: 

It is important to take a global perspec@ve on FDI, and that this should form part of a clear vision 
of what we ul@mately want from the economy.  

The ques@on uses the adjec@ves ‘clear, compe@@ve, sustainable, and stable’, but not the word 
‘fair’. In the long term, however, perceived fairness is likely to play an increasingly central role in 
achieving those other goals.  

Ireland’s low corporate tax rates are oeen cited as a reason for its high levels of FDI. It is useful to 
view this in a broader context. In 2018, African countries - which were badly in need of funds - 
raised 19 percent of their overall revenue from corporate tax[1], compared to just 10 percent for 
OECD na@ons.  

We understand that there is considerable concern in Ireland about a poten@al loss of fiscal revenue 
and employment that could be triggered by the current planned increase in corporate tax rates - 
let alone a higher increase - and by changes in the way that corporate taxes are administered. 
However, it should not be forgoJen that (a) Ireland is, at present, a rela@vely wealthy country in 
aggregate terms and (b) a 15% corporate tax rate is actually quite low compared to the current 
global average. There are strong concerns in Global South countries that the current 
interna@onally-agreed 15% rate will undermine their own tax takes; indeed, a UN panel has 
recently called for a 25-30% tax on corporate profits[2].  

This is an ongoing issue which - despite media claims to the contrary - has yet to be properly 
resolved. There probably is no immediate ‘silver bullet’ for it, but a general recalibra@on of the 
rules concerning global trade (within interna@onal bodies such as the WTO) so as to beJer take 
into account the needs of the Global South, along with a more transparent and equal nego@a@ng 
process[3], seem vital - along with the emphasis on vision that is men@oned above.  

To reiterate: we need to ask ourselves, in which direc@on should the global economy be going? 

https://smarttaxfiles.files.wordpress.com/2012/01/site-value-tax-in-ireland-identify-consulting-final-report.pdf
https://smarttaxfiles.files.wordpress.com/2012/01/site-value-tax-in-ireland-identify-consulting-final-report.pdf
https://www.academia.edu/14578271/The_Fair_Tax


 
References 

1. ‘Corporate tax sta@s@cs’. OECD: hJps://www.oecd.org/tax/tax-policy/corporate-tax-sta@s@cs-
third-edi@on.pdf 

 
2. ‘OECD tax deal is a mockery of fairness: Oxfam’, October 2021: hJps://www.oxfam.org/en/
press-releases/oecd-tax-deal-mockery-fairness-oxfam  

3. Commentators from the Global South have ques@oned the prominent posi@on which has been 
granted to the OECD in global corporate tax nego@a@ons, given the fact that the OECD primarily 
represents wealthy na@ons. They point out, moreover, that such nego@a@ons have been taking 
place behind closed doors, with liJle or no opportunity for civil society input. One proposed 
improvement would be for the UN to be given the remit to conduct future nego@a@ons on global 
taxa@on, as it currently does on climate (a process which, although flawed, does enable some civil 
society input, and which brings together representa@ves from many countries on a foo@ng which, 
officially at least, is equal). See this podcast interview with the Execu@ve Coordinator at the Global 
Alliance for Tax Jus@ce, Dereje Alemayehu: hJps://tortoiseshack.ie/632-tortoise-shack-exclusive-
execu@ve-coordinator-for-the-global-alliance-for-tax-jus@ce-dr-dereje-alemayehu/  

Q2 How can the taxa1on environment support indigenous enterprise, par1cularly small and 
medium sized enterprises (SMEs) to be produc1ve, to innovate and be compe11ve 
interna1onally?Please specify: 

As men@oned above, we recommend taxa@on measures that would encourage Community Wealth 
Building. This would have a mul@plier effect, keeping money circula@ng in communi@es for a longer 
period and enabling more local enterprises to take root and flourish[1].  

We believe a Universal Basic Income, in combina@on with strengthened social services, would also 
be a signifiant support to indigenous enterprise[2], encouraging innova@on in many sectors, 
including STEM research. Please refer to our response concerning UBI to ques@on (c) of Chapter 4 
(climate) above for more detail.  

References  

1. See hJps://cles.org.uk/what-is-community-wealth-building/. See also this April 2021 Feasta/
EHFF podcast on community wealth building in Ireland: hJps://soundcloud.com/user-589284216/
community-wealth-building-boos@ng-agency-and-diversifica@on  

2. hJps://basicincome.ie/entrepreneurs/  

Q3. With regard to star1ng, scaling or growing a business in Ireland:  

a) what features of the current taxa@on system work well?: 
b) what features do not work well and how can these be improved?:  

We did not answer this ques@on. 

https://www.oecd.org/tax/tax-policy/corporate-tax-statistics-third-edition.pdf
https://www.oecd.org/tax/tax-policy/corporate-tax-statistics-third-edition.pdf


Chapter 7 - Tax Expenditures  

Q1. How do you think the process of reviewing taxa1on measures and taxa1on expenditures is 
currently func1oning? Please outline your views: 

The forma@on of the Commission is a welcome step forward, and we also welcome this 
consulta@on process. We hope that there will be further opportuni@es to feed into the taxa@on 
and welfare reform process as it evolves.  

With regard to decisions about future tax alloca@on, it may be worthwhile to research 
par@cipatory budge@ng programmes that are currently in widespread use in many countries, 
par@cularly in La@n America[1].  

Footnote 

1. hJps://www.ci@zenlab.co/blog/civic-engagement/par@cipatory-budge@ng/the-development-of-
par@cipatory-budge@ng-in-south-america/  

Q2. How do you think the process of taxa1on expenditure review could be improved? Please 
specify: 

We did not answer this ques@on. 

 
Q3. Please give examples of taxa1on expenditures that you believe run counter to public policy/
are badly designed? Please specify: 

Please refer to our response to ques@on 2 of Chapter One above. 
 
Q4. Please provide examples of taxa1on expenditures that you believe work well, either in 
Ireland or interna1onally? 
 
Please refer to our responses to ques@on 1 of Chapter One above.  

Chapter 8 - Public Health  

Q1. How well do the taxa1on and welfare systems support good public health outcomes, 
addressing health challenges including but not limited to those caused by or related to tobacco 
and alcohol use, obesity, poverty and/or environmental issues? Please outline your views: 

It is noteworthy that there is a strong link between stress - including financial stress - and addic@ve 
behaviour, including alcohol and tobacco use and overea@ng. (Indeed, stress can also be linked to 
at least some of the environmental damage that is caused by overconsump@on)[1]. If the welfare 
system provided more sustained and reliable financial and social support, this would have an 
allevia@ng effect on societal stress levels, and therefore would help to improve public health 
outcomes.  

As men@oned above, the current system also does not provide sufficient financial support for 
many people to be able to self-isolate if they are a poten@al carrier of a contagious disease, and 
this could pose significant problems during future pandemics.  



Reference 

1. ‘Is over-consump@on hard-wired into our genes?’, Caroline Whyte, 2011: hJps://
www.feasta.org/2011/07/16/is-over-consump@on-hard-wired-into-our-genes/  

Q2. What changes would you like to see to be^er promote the goal of good public health? 
Please specify:  

We believe a more robust ‘floor’ of welfare support - including a UBI and strengthened social 
services - would help to promote the goal of good public health..  

Chapter 9 - Administra5on  

We did not answer the ques@ons in this sec@on.  

Chapter 10 - Submit Your Ideas  

Q1. Taking into account the Terms of Reference, submit any other thoughts, ideas or feedback on 
taxa1on and welfare in Ireland. 

This discussion on taxa@on and welfare in 2022 is happening in the context of an existen@al 
environmental emergency that includes climate disrup@on, widespread biodiversity loss and the 
dangerous breaching of other planetary boundaries, and that imposes constraints on the supply of 
readily-available energy and other resources[1].  

Aggregate GDP expansion is likely to be affected, as there is widespread empirical evidence that an 
absolute decoupling of aggregate GDP growth from environmental degrada@on is unlikely to be 
achievable at the scale and pace that are necessary to avoid the extremely dangerous effects 
men@oned above[2].  

Within Ireland, a 2022 NERI report states that ‘absolute decoupling – which is required if economic 
growth is to be consistent with environmental sustainability – has been rare and insufficiently 
maintained where it has occurred’[3].  

This presents a clear challenge for governments around the world. The European Environmental 
Agency has summed up their dilemma:  

‘Employment levels and tax revenues are...closely linked to growth in GDP. If GDP is shrinking, it 
would therefore be highly disrup6ve and have major implica6ons for the financing of the welfare 
state, public health and educa6on, and social jus6ce. It could also make it very hard to finance 
public debt or the investments needed to achieve sustainability transi6ons.’[4]  

Fortunately, unlike environmental limits, the connec@on between economic expansion and overall 
societal wellbeing is not based on fundamental laws of nature. A rapidly-growing group of research 
ins@tutes and other organisa@ons in Europe and elsewhere are inves@ga@ng ways in which the 
taxa@on and welfare systems could best be enabled to deliver their outcomes in circumstances 
where aggregate GDP expansion may no longer be possible[5].  

Achieving a ‘growth-agnos@c’[6] (or post-growth) economy will require imagina@on, a willingness 
to ques@on oeen-entrenched assump@ons about the nature of economic progress, a focus on the 
core needs of stakeholders that can some@mes be hidden behind superficially irreconcilable 



demands, and a broad historical awareness and sensi@vity to the causes of economic and social 
instability.  

It is important to note that a shie in policy focus away from expansionism and towards well-being 
as a goal need not - and indeed, should not - be undertaken purely as a reac@ve, defensive 
measure. If well-managed, it could actually deliver a more effec@ve economy for all of us.  

The same EEA report that is quoted above also states, further down, that ‘for the EU, crea@ng an 
economy that is less reliant on growth would contribute concretely to its overall goals of increasing 
the well-being and the resilience of our economies and socie@es, as set out in the EGD [European 
Green Deal].’[7] Obviously this applies on the individual Member State level as well.  

We have made all of the sugges@ons above in this construc@ve spirit.  
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iden6fy the characteris6cs (economic, cultural and environmental) of a truly sustainable society, ar6culate 
how the necessary transi6on can be effected and promote the implementa6on of the measures required 
for this purpose.  
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the global Wellbeing Economy Alliance, and a partner of the Interna6onal Movement for Monetary 
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