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II. ABSTRACT

The anti-avoidance provisions of the Income Tax Act 2007 are of immense concern to tax
practitioners and the Commissioner of Inland Revenue alike. This is indicated by the huge

volume of litigation in this complex area of the tax law.

This dissertation endeavours to introduce the relevant legislation, considers important
aspects of the law on tax avoidance, follows the common law developments in this area of
the law, and studies the application of the legislation by the Commissioner and the Courts

in recent tax cases in New Zealand and abroad.

The dissertation focuses on the elements of tax avoidance and draws the “purpose or effect”
element of the tax avoidance legislation and analyses the application of the “Newton
predication test” in New Zealand tax cases and how the general anti-avoidance has been

dealt with in the New Zealand tax cases.
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