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( sustainability price) ( replacement cost)
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“Double Twisted ’in Tax Deviation and Mineral Resources Areas’ Poverty

Song Wenfei' Li Guoping' Han Xianfeng® and Sun Yongping’

(1: School of Economics & Finance Xi’ an Jiaotong University; 2: School of

Economics & Management Northwest University; 3: Hubei University of Economics)

Abstract: Tax deviation had negative effects on households’ income and thus on the resources of economic and ecological environment
development. This paper focuses on the issue of tax deviation from the perspective of tax distortions and policy distortions and gives the
explanation of its theory mechanism. In the current tax structure of the non — renewable energy resources due to the lack of
environmental taxation general taxes are too high and special taxes are too low. The distortions of the tax structure have further effects
on tax deviation. In the law of “inverted U” of government monopoly the transfer of profits declines in a short — term fluctuations and
continues to rise and then declines in trend. Thus it is necessary to break the government monopoly inertia and gradually raise the
level of the market besides the government’ s public service functions are needed. In the long tun the green tax reform green
financial system reform price reform of mineral resources and property rights reform of mineral resources are needed to solve the issue
of double twisted in tax deviation.
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