The Human right to Smoke
The Legislative Yuan has just completed the entire three-reading procedure for the bylaw that would raise the health-tax of cigarettes from NT$10 to NT$20 on each pack from June 1, 2009.  The law is meant to help smokers quit smoking in order to “keep healthy” while using the revenue collected to help the economically disadvantaged who cannot afford National Health Insurance.  Yet the law leaves a lot of space for argument.

First of all, the government and the anti-smoking champion, John Tung Foundation (董氏基金會), indicate that the law can help smokers get rid of the habit.  They listed the harmful effects caused by smoking so as to intensify their seemingly righteous motive of promoting the legislation.  Yet, humans do things to “harm” themselves everyday.  Studying harms our eyesight; working harms our backs.  Even thinking would kill our brain cells!  Especially in the modern, industrialized and urbanized world, people are exposed to a variety of intoxicants every second.  The newest research done by Academia Sinica shows that the amount of exhaust gas that the scooter riders, the bikers and the passengers on the road are exposed to every minute equals to the amount of four hundreds of second-hand smokes.  Yet, there is no exact, clear and efficient rule to curb the production of exhaust gas.  It is no doubt that people should be protected from second-hand smoke, yet what about the rights of those who have taken precautions to smoke without invading other’s freedom or health?  Now, with the new law, smokers are treated as criminals.  And why didn't the government directly forbid smoking if it is considered a crime?  The government even owns a tobacco and alcohol company to run such business!  The obvious contradiction here needs to be examined.
The harm of smoking may be already exaggerated by the anti-smokers; the increased tax on cigarettes constitutes another serious travesty.  “Patterns of smoking before and after the 2002 tobacco tax reform in Taiwan,” a study done by National Taiwan Inst. Of Health Policy and Management in 2004, found that neither smoking prevalence nor the number of cigarettes smoked reduced after the tax-induced price increases, which means that the raising-tax policy doesn't really work on the issue of smoking.  In addition, since there are already strict laws to limit the smokers, which means it would surely cost less on the national social medical resource if those strict laws are functioning well, then what is the real meaning and purpose of levying health-tax from smokers?  And if we follow the logic that smoking would use up much more medical resource, then shouldn’t wine-drinkers pay extra tax for the possibility of damaging their health by consuming alcohol, or shouldn’t overweight people who have a high risk to get heart diseases also pay the health tax when they are having meals in McDonald‘s, KFCs or any such fast-food restaurants?  The present anti-smoking law obviously has its preferred target, and that differential treatment is quite unfair for smokers. 
The enforcement of the anti-smoking law is another big problem.  Another paper also done by National Taiwan Institute of Health Policy and Management in 2006 shows that “the prevalence of smoke-free families in Taiwan has been increasing over the past 30 years, whereas the social disparities of smoke-free families have continued widening.”  In other words, there obviously exist more complicated social issues on the topic of smoking than just “smoking” itself, according to this research.  When this observation is taken into consideration, several flaws in the enforcement of the policy become clear.  First of all, the fact that “rich families and families with a highly educated or white-collar household head are early adopters to become smoke-free” declares that most of the continued smokers tend to belong to lower social classes, which means that raising the health tax of cigarettes would have a more direct and greater impact on the blue collar class or below.   Second, despite the fact that the tax revenues would neither be used only on expanding the medical resource to help the smokers quit smoking nor be used to improve the cure for other health related problems, the communities which support the policy are mostly consisted of non-smokers from the middle-class or above and tend to be deaf to the voices of the smokers.  These communities should not stand in the position forcing the smokers to pay a higher tax and then get benefit from it at the same time.  (For instance, John Tung Foundation receives an annual special financial award from the government.) .  To sum up, raising the smoking tax actually allows the moral majority to deceitfully oppress the minority. 
Using “morality” to promote new legislation and using the legislation for moral causes both signal that the society is becoming fascist.  No one can be silent on the issue since smoking is truly a spontaneous action and has everything to do with our basic freedom of choice.  
