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During President Joe Biden’s administration, the 
U.S. economy experienced its longest period 
with an official unemployment rate below 4% 
since the 1960s.1 Yet many economic challenges 
persist or have even gotten worse. Well-paying 
jobs are out of reach for too many without 
costly college degrees.2, 3 Child care is often 
either unavailable or unaffordable.4 The ratio 
of the median home sale price to the median 
wage is higher now than at any point since the 
metric began being tracked in the early 1970s.5  
Many feel as though they cannot afford to save 
enough for retirement, or count on the benefits 
being promised by Social Security.6 Health-care 
expenses are rising faster than wages.7  At a 
time when everything seems to cost too much, 
working families are feeling the squeeze and 
having to make hard choices.

How our government chooses to allocate 
public resources has a huge impact on each 
of these challenges. A budget is not merely 
a spreadsheet full of numbers — it is how 
people choose to prioritize limited resources 
among these many competing demands. Our 
government’s budget is a reflection of what we 
as a society value. Every election, we choose 
leaders who are supposed to levy taxes and use 
the revenues they collect to fund programs that 
benefit society as a whole. The principle that our 
leaders allocate public resources consistent with 
the values of the people who elect them is often 
known as “fiscal democracy.”

INTRODUCTION

Paying for Progress:
A Pragmatic Blueprint to Cut Costs, Boost Growth, 
and Expand American Opportunity

“Don’t tell me what you value. Show me your 
budget and I’ll tell you what you value.” 

— President Joe Biden 
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The Fiscal Challenge We Face
Regrettably, in the United States today, fiscal 
democracy has deeply eroded. Last year, 
Congress only voted on how to allocate roughly 
one out of every four dollars spent by the federal 
government — a category of the budget known 
as “discretionary spending.” The remainder, most 
of which is considered “mandatory spending,” 
was spent automatically based on decisions 
made by previous generations of policymakers. 
This dynamic has not always been the case: 
only in the last 50 years has the majority of 
federal money been spent on autopilot (Fig. 1).8 
Fiscal democracy cannot function if most of the 
budget is already locked in before the winners of 
an election are even sworn in.9

In addition to undermining fiscal democracy, 
the squeetze on discretionary spending has 
gutted critical public investments in our future. 
More than half of discretionary spending 
goes towards national defense, and what’s 
left is responsible for funding everything from  

food safety to highway maintenance. Today, 
federal spending on public investments in 
education, infrastructure, and scientific research 
— investments that lay the foundation for 
economic growth — is less than two-thirds of 
what it averaged as a percent of gross domestic 
product (GDP) between 1965 and 1980.10  
Instead of investing in the future, most federal 
spending now goes to supporting present 
consumption.

The explosive growth of mandatory spending 
is primarily due to health-care and retirement 
programs such as Social Security and Medicare. 
These programs are not only the largest in the 
federal budget, together comprising more than 
half of all non-interest spending by the federal 
government, they are also the fastest growing.11 
As life expectancy rises and birth rates decline, 
older Americans are increasingly relying on 
a relatively smaller pool of taxpayers to fund 
more benefits for a greater number of years in 
retirement. While there were 3.4 workers paying 

FIGURE 1. MANDATORY VS. DISCRETIONARY SPENDING OVER TIME
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taxes to fund the benefits of each retiree in 
1989, today that ratio is just 2.7 to 1 — and it’s 
continuing to shrink further.14  

Instead of preparing for this demographic 
tsunami by slowing the growth of benefits or 
raising taxes to pay for them, policymakers 
from both parties made the problem worse by 
repeatedly cutting taxes for voters who typically 
rewarded this behavior at the ballot box. As a 
result of this unchecked borrowing, today our 
national debt is roughly equal to the total value 
of all goods and services produced by the U.S. 
economy in a given year — and half of that debt 
is due to tax cuts enacted within the past 25 
years.15 For most of that time, the consequences 
of our mounting debt were seen as only being a 
problem for the future. 

However, it’s increasingly clear Americans 
are starting to feel the effects of unchecked 
deficits now — and even commentators who 
spent the better part of two decades arguing for 
inaction are finally changing their tune.16, 17 While 
temporary borrowing to support the economy 
through a downturn such as the 2008 financial 
crisis or the COVID-19 pandemic can help make 
up for the loss of demand from the private 
sector, deficits become counterproductive during 
good economic times. If the government spends 
too much more than it collects in taxes when 
private demand for goods and services is high, 
it simply fuels inflation by pumping more dollars 
into the economy that bid up the prices of a fixed 
supply of resources. 

By comparison, that’s nearly three times the 
average deficit-to-GDP ratio from 1946 to 2019.21 
Although much of the inflation experienced 
following the COVID-19 pandemic was due 
to supply-chain issues and other unique 
circumstances, several independent estimates 
have concluded overspending added 2-4 
percentage points to inflation.22, 23, 24​​

The Federal Reserve has largely brought inflation 
under control over the past 27 months through 
interest rate hikes, which help cool demand for 
goods and services by making spending more 
costly today relative to the future.25, 26 While this 
approach is ideal for slowing consumption during 
periods of high demand, it also raises the cost 
of capital for sorely-needed investments. For 
example, even as our country faces a housing 
shortage, building new housing has become 
increasingly expensive.27 

Higher interest rates also raise the cost of 
servicing our mounting national debt. The 
federal government now spends more than 
3.2% of GDP on annual interest payments — the 
highest level in U.S. history, and more than it 
spends on national defense. The more our debt 
grows, the more our government has to spend 
servicing that debt. If current policies continue, 
interest on the debt will surpass Social Security 
as the single largest line item in the federal 
budget within the next 30 years.28

If our debt is too large, the Federal Reserve 
may lose its ability to combat inflation through 
interest rate increases because any resulting 
reduction in private spending will be more 
than offset by an increase in deficit-financed 
government spending on interest payments — a 
dynamic known as “fiscal dominance.”29 As the 

In the three years since the COVID-19 vaccine 
became widely available, annual deficits have 
averaged more than $1.7 trillion, or 6.5% of GDP, 
despite rebounding private demand.18, 19, 20  
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government borrows more money each year 
to finance ever-growing interest payments, it 
increases the risk of entering a vicious debt 
spiral. In the worst-case scenario, bondholders 
could lose confidence in our government’s 
ability to repay debts without massively inflating 
away their value. Nobody knows if or when 
exactly a fiscal crisis would happen, but the 
unpredictability of interest rates on government 
debt means that it could come quickly and 
unexpectedly.

Even in the best case scenario, large debt 
stifles our economy by crowding out long-term 
investments by both the private and public 
sector. The nonpartisan Congressional Budget 
Office (CBO) estimates that per-capita incomes 
will be $5,400 lower (in 2024 dollars) in 2054 on 
our current trajectory than they would be if our 
national debt were stable relative to the size of 
our economy.30 But the larger it gets, the more 
our debt has the potential to become an even 
greater existential threat. 

In addition to these economic consequences, 
mounting debt undermines faith in government 
– a major obstacle for progressives who believe 
government should be doing more to solve the 
nation’s many social and economic problems. 
Voters are unlikely to support an expanded role 
for any government that they believe can’t even 
pay for the promises it’s already making.31 This 
is particularly true of working-class voters, who 
represent the decisive swing vote in the pivotal 
states that determined the winners of the last 
two presidential elections. Polling commissioned 
by the Progressive Policy Institute within the last 
year found that these voters overwhelmingly 
saw inflation as the biggest challenge facing 
the country, that they believe overspending is 

the primary cause of it, and that more fiscal 
responsibility is one of the biggest changes 
they want to see from both the Democratic and 
Republican parties.32 Our leaders must take 
notice and act accordingly. 

American Fiscal Policy is at a Crossroads
The next president and Congress will be 
confronted by a unique confluence of fiscal 
deadlines that present an opportunity to change 
course. Early next year, lawmakers will have to 
address the expiration of a measure passed 
in the Fiscal Responsibility Act of 2023 that 
temporarily suspended the federal debt limit 
— a mechanism that limits the government’s 
ability to finance old debts rather than its ability 
to incur new ones.33 Failure to act in a timely 
manner would force the U.S. government to 
default on its obligations for the first time in 
history, sending borrowing costs through the 
roof and potentially sparking a global economic 
catastrophe. Policymakers will also need to 
decide whether to extend or modify caps on 
discretionary spending that were paired with the 
previous debt limit suspension.

At the end of next year, trillions of dollars in tax 
cuts enacted as part of the Tax Cuts and Jobs 
Act (TCJA) in 2017 will expire. Although this 
bill took many positive steps towards making 
the tax code simpler and more internationally 
competitive, the Republicans who passed it on a 
party-line basis prioritized cutting taxes for the 
rich over adequately funding our government. 
Permanently extending all expiring TCJA 
provisions without offset would add $4.5 trillion 
to our already unsustainable deficits over the 
next 10 years.34 Other policies subsequently 
enacted by the Biden administration, such as 
an expansion of health-care premium subsidies, 
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are also set to expire at the same time, making 
it a clear moment of fiscal reckoning for the 
country.35

Finally, many of the federal trust funds used to 
finance Social Security, Medicare, and highway 
spending are on track to be depleted within 
the next decade. These trust funds are internal 
government accounting mechanisms that 
attempt to clarify the link between program 
spending and taxes that are ostensibly used 
to fund them, but each of these programs now 
consistently spends more than it collects in 
dedicated revenue sources. At the moment, 
the Treasury covers the shortfalls by taking on 
general government debt to account for previous 
years, when annual trust-fund surpluses reduced 
the need for public borrowing to finance general 
government deficits. But when the funds are 
depleted, current law requires future spending to 
be automatically limited to the amount payable 
with incoming revenue.36 If lawmakers don’t 
begin phasing in changes to modernize these 
programs soon, they will be forced to choose 
between allowing automatic across-the-board 
cuts to take effect or forcing young Americans to 
foot the bill for previous generations’ mistakes. 

Unfortunately, neither party’s current leadership 
thus far has shown any real willingness to 
tackle these challenges. President Biden 
successfully led the country in revitalizing major 
public investments during the first half of his 
administration, but before withdrawing from 
the 2024 presidential race he also repeatedly 
pledged to neither accept any cuts to Social 
Security or Medicare nor raise taxes on 98% of 
American households to help pay for them. As 
previous PPI analysis has demonstrated, even 
taxing income not protected by the pledge at 

revenue-maximizing rates would be insufficient 
to support the Biden administration’s proposed 
spending levels without debt continuing to grow 
faster than the economy.37  

Donald Trump is even worse. He is campaigning 
to not only extend but expand the unaffordable 
tax cuts his administration enacted in 2017.38, 39 
Whereas previous conservative leaders like Mitt 
Romney and Paul Ryan understood that Social 
Security and Medicare could not be sustained by 
our current tax code, let alone one that collects 
less revenue, the self-proclaimed “king of debt” 
has led his party in taking reform off the table.40 
In fact, recent GOP proposals would likely lead 
to more total spending than those proposed by 
President Biden.41

These irresponsible policy promises are not 
only a recipe for more debt and less growth 
— they sever the crucial link between citizens’ 
demands for more government spending and 
their willingness to pay for it, which is essential 
for fiscal democracy to function. If most voters 
who can contribute to funding public programs 
are unwilling to do so at the level needed to 
sustain them, those programs don’t have a true 
democratic mandate to continue as they are. 
Only by reckoning with the tradeoffs can we 
craft public budgets that reflect our values as a 
society. 

Republicans, so long as they are captivated by 
Trumpism, are only likely to break government 
and worsen societal problems by adopting 
fiscally irresponsible budgets that don’t add up. 
But as Democrats craft a new agenda for the 
post-Biden era, they have the opportunity to offer 
a better alternative: A budget that pairs robust 
public investments with the fiscal restraint 
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FIGURE 2. IMPACT OF PPI PROPOSALS ON PROJECTED FEDERAL DEBT

Note: Current law projection assumes many policies in place today will expire if they are scheduled to in the law as currently written. Current policy 
projection assumes that today’s tax and spending policies remain in place, even if they are scheduled to change under current law. Projections of 
PPI’s budget assume all proposed policies either take effect or begin a scheduled phase-in in Fiscal Year 2026 and that any projected surpluses 
would be split evenly between tax cuts and spending increases.

Sources: Office of Management and Budget,42  Congressional Budget Office,43, 44 Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget,45 and PPI calculations. 
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necessary to prevent those investments 
from being snuffed out by ballooning interest 
payments. Demonstrating to voters that they 
have an ambitious vision to cut costs, boost 
growth, and expand American opportunity – 
along with a realistic plan to pay for it – would 
help our leaders restore confidence in the 
government’s ability to tackle big problems. In 
this report, the Progressive Policy Institute offers 
policymakers a “radically pragmatic” blueprint 
for achieving these goals so they can create a 
more prosperous society for all (Fig. 2).      
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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

The next administration must confront the 
consequences that the American people are 
finally facing from more than two decades of 
fiscal mismanagement in Washington. Annual 
deficits in excess of $2 trillion during a time 
when the unemployment rate hovers near a 
historically low 4% have put upward pressure 
on prices and strained family budgets. Annual 
interest payments on the national debt, now the 
highest they’ve ever been in history, are crowding 
out public investments into our collective future, 
which have fallen near historic lows. Working 
families face a future with lower incomes and 
diminished opportunities if we continue on our 
current path.

The Progressive Policy Institute (PPI) believes 
that the best way to promote opportunity for 
all Americans and tackle the nation’s many 
problems is to reorient our public budgets away 
from subsidizing short-term consumption and 
towards investments that lay the foundation for 
long-term economic abundance. Rather than 
eviscerating government in the name of fiscal 
probity, as many on the right seek to do, our 
“Paying for Progress” Blueprint offers a visionary 
framework for a fairer and more prosperous 
society. 

Our blueprint would raise enough revenue to 
fund our government through a tax code that 
is simpler, more progressive, and more pro-
growth than current policy. We offer innovative 
ideas to modernize our nation’s health-care 
and retirement programs so they better reflect 
the needs of our aging population. We would 
invest in the engines of American innovation 
and expand access to affordable housing, 

education, and child care to cut the cost of living 
for working families. And we propose changes to 
rationalize federal programs and institutions so 
that our government spends smarter rather than 
merely spending more.

Many of these transformative policies 
are politically popular — the kind of bold, 
aspirational ideas a presidential candidate 
could build a campaign around — while 
others are more controversial because they 
would require some sacrifice from politically 
influential constituencies. But the reality is that 
both kinds of policies must be on the table, 
because public programs can only work if the 
vast majority of Americans that benefit from 
them are willing to contribute to them. Unlike 
many on the left, we recognize that progressive 
policies must be fiscally sound and grounded 
in economic pragmatism to make government 
work for working Americans now and in the 
future. 

If fully enacted during the first year of 
the next president’s administration, the 
recommendations in this report would put the 
federal budget on a path to balance within 
20 years (Fig. 3). But we do not see actually 
balancing the budget as a necessary end. 
Rather, PPI seeks to put the budget on a healthy 
trajectory so that future policymakers have the 
fiscal freedom to address emergencies and 
other unforeseen needs. Moreover, because 
PPI’s blueprint proposals meet such an 
ambitious fiscal target, we ensure that adopting 
even half of our recommended savings would be 
enough to stabilize the debt as a percent of GDP. 
Thus, our blueprint will remain a strong menu of 
options for policymakers to draw upon for years 
to come, even if they are unlikely to be enacted 
in their entirety any time soon.  
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This report contains roughly six dozen federal 
policy recommendations organized into 12 
overarching priorities, which are summarized 
below to give readers a complete overview 
of our blueprint. The main body of the report 
offers a greater level of detail about each 
recommendation for those who are interested. 
At the end of the report is an appendix with 
10-year and 30-year fiscal estimates for each 
individual policy. Although a separate report 
with additional technical detail could be written 
about every one of these ideas, this report is 
designed to give policymakers a strong starting 

point for developing better economic policies 
that would cut costs, boost growth, and expand 
opportunity for all Americans.

I. Replace Taxes on Work with Taxes on 
Consumption and Unearned Income 
PPI proposes a package of ambitious reforms 
to shift the burden of taxation from working 
and savings to consumption and unearned 
income. We would start by repealing the 
regressive payroll tax that depresses wages 
without actually paying for the Social Security 
and Medicare benefits it was ostensibly created 

Note: Current law projections assume many policies in place today will expire if they are scheduled to in the law as currently written. Current policy 
projections assume that today’s tax and spending policies remain in place, even if they are scheduled to change under current law. Projections of 
PPI’s budget assume all proposed policies either take effect or begin a scheduled phase-in in Fiscal Year 2026. Chart does not show revenue or 
spending levels for PPI’s budget after it is projected to achieve balance because the snowballing savings from compounding surpluses would create a 
misleading depiction of implausible outcomes.

Sources: Office of Management and Budget,46 Congressional Budget Office,47, 48, 49 Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget,50 and PPI 
calculations.  

FIGURE 3. FEDERAL REVENUES VS. SPENDING
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to finance. In its place, we call for a 15% value-
added tax and a border-adjusted carbon tax 
to reduce both the deficit and greenhouse gas 
emissions. We would also replace the antiquated 
gas tax with a new vehicle-miles traveled tax 
to sustainably fund our nation’s transportation 
infrastructure. Finally, PPI would replace the 
estate tax with a progressive inheritance tax 
that ensures that no one pays a higher tax rate 
on hard-earned wage income than on income 
they inherit. Together, these changes would raise 
far more revenue while promoting growth by 
rewarding work over wealth.  

II. Make the Individual Income Tax Code 
Simpler and More Progressive 
The 2017 Tax Cuts and Jobs Act was a massive 
giveaway to the wealthy at the expense of 
workers and future generations, who will have 
to bear the burden of paying the debt used to 
finance it. PPI proposes to fix these flaws by 
replacing TCJA’s individual income tax rate 
structure with one that is more progressive, 
including two new tax brackets for individuals 
with annual incomes over $1 million and $10 
million. We would tax capital gains in these 
brackets at the revenue-maximizing rate and 
close a myriad of loopholes that allow wealthy 
people to delay or avoid ever paying those 
taxes. To further promote tax simplicity and 
progressivity, we propose to permanently 
expand the standard deduction to reduce the 
number of households that have to itemize and 
cap the value of deductions for those who still 
do. PPI also proposes specific reforms to curtail 
or eliminate the most expensive and regressive 
of these tax preferences, such as replacing 
tax subsidies for state and local governments 
that inefficiently flow through high-income 
households with grants to support them directly. 

III. Reform the Business Tax Code to Promote 
Growth and International Competitiveness
TCJA did include some positive reforms to 
broaden our corporate income tax base and 
make the rate more internationally competitive, 
but lawmakers overshot when they slashed 
the rate from 35% to 21%. Our plan would 
recoup the lost revenue by raising the federal 
corporate income tax rate to 25%, which is 
still competitive with other OECD countries. 
We propose a transformational shift to a full-
expensing system that would promote economic 
growth and international competitiveness by 
allowing businesses to immediately deduct the 
cost of investments they make in equipment, 
construction, and research like they already do for 
most other expenses. We also propose reforms to 
equalize the tax treatment of stock buybacks with 
dividends, curtail the abuse of nonprofit status 
by profitable businesses, and cut other inefficient 
tax loopholes left in place by TCJA. Finally, we 
urge policymakers to fix the broken Corporate 
Alternative Minimum Tax and adopt international 
tax reforms that prevent other countries from 
collecting taxes that U.S. companies should be 
paying to our Treasury instead.

IV. Secure America’s Global Leadership
Contrary to the claims of “America First” neo-
isolationists, America is stronger and more 
prosperous when it stands with our democratic 
allies and engages with global markets. Our 
plan to secure America’s global leadership 
begins with dramatically increasing funding 
for scientific research to fulfill the promise of 
the CHIPS and Science Act and maintain our 
country’s technological edge in areas such as 
artificial intelligence. PPI believes the baseline 
defense spending trajectory should largely be 
maintained, but that cutting waste can free 
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up resources to better support our allies in 
defending democracy and deter direct conflict 
with Russia and China in what could be the 
early days of a new Cold War. To cut costs, 
we recommend eliminating protectionist 
policies such as “Buy America” provisions 
and unnecessary tariffs that are regressive, 
discriminatory, and inflationary. We support 
measures to secure our border from illegal 
immigration but also recognize that, at a 
time when there are more job openings than 
unemployed Americans looking to fill them, our 
country must lean into its history as a nation of 
immigrants by inviting them in to help reduce 
inflationary pressures and shore up the finances 
of programs like Social Security and Medicare.

V. Strengthen Social Security’s 
Intergenerational Compact 
Social Security’s finances are strained by a 
growing number of retirees depending on a 
relatively smaller pool of taxpayers to fund 
their benefits. Our innovative framework for 
strengthening the program would improve 
retirement security for millions of seniors without 
placing an undue tax burden on young Americans. 
Under a more-egalitarian benefit formula 
developed by PPI, benefits would be based on how 
many years an individual worked rather than how 
much they earned. Parents would also receive 
up to five years of credit for caregiving to better 
reflect their contributions to future Social Security 
solvency. We would index both the ages at which 
someone can claim reduced and maximum 
monthly benefits to longevity, but create a special 
exemption for low-income workers because 
the gains from longevity have not been evenly 
shared. We would also change cost-of-living 
adjustments to track inflation more accurately 
but boost benefits for the oldest beneficiaries 
most at risk of outliving their savings. And we 

would reform spousal and survivor benefits to 
better protect widow(er)s from falling into poverty. 
These changes would make Social Security far 
more progressive and fiscally sustainable than the 
current benefit structure while cementing its ethos 
as an “earned-benefit” program.

VI. Modernize Medicare
Medicare suffers from a disjointed benefit 
structure and inadequate financing that does a 
disservice to beneficiaries and taxpayers alike. PPI 
proposes to fix the problem by consolidating the 
three parts of traditional fee-for-service Medicare 
— Hospital Insurance (Part A), Supplemental 
Medical Insurance (Part B), and Prescription Drug 
Coverage (Part D) — into a simplified “Medicare 
One” benefit with one premium, one annual 
deductible, one copayment or coinsurance rate 
for spending above that deductible, and an out-
of-pocket cap.  We would leverage competition 
to reduce inefficiencies and cut costs by basing 
the taxpayer subsidy for Medicare premiums on a 
weighted average of Medicare One and Medicare 
Advantage coverage costs. Americans ages 
55-64 who do not receive employer-sponsored 
insurance would be allowed to buy into Medicare 
at a premium sufficient to make this buy-in 
deficit-neutral. Together with proposed reforms 
to Medicare reimbursement rates, these policies 
would reduce government spending without 
increasing costs for the average beneficiary.

VII. Cut Health-Care Costs 
and Improve Outcomes
The United States spends more money on 
health care than almost any country in the 
world but doesn’t have the superior outcomes 
to show for it. We propose to tackle the problem 
of high prices directly by setting maximum 
rates (based on a multiple of Medicare One 
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reimbursement rates) for what providers can 
charge for out-of-network care. We would 
also build upon recent legislation to make 
prescription drugs more affordable by expanding 
the availability of generic alternatives. To 
promote medical innovation and prepare the 
country for costly public health emergencies 
like the COVID-19 pandemic, we propose to 
establish a forward-thinking Public Health 
Security Fund. To guarantee all Americans 
have access to affordable health insurance, 
we propose a fiscally responsible premium tax 
credit expansion to permanently fix the “cash 
cliff.” Meanwhile, our reforms to Medicaid would 
streamline the waiver process to support state 
innovation, eliminate financing gimmicks, and 
improve health care for needy populations. 

VIII. Support Working Families 
and Economic Mobility
PPI’s blueprint offers a well-targeted, fiscally 
responsible way to advance many of the goals 
from the Biden administration’s unsuccessful 
Build Back Better agenda. Our plan would 
provide basic paid-leave benefits to all new 
parents so they don’t have to choose between 
starting a family and paying their bills. We 
would put affordable child care within reach for 
all families by expanding the Child Tax Credit 
for children under age three and supporting 
states that expand public education to include 
all-day preschool for children ages three and 
four. To equip students with the skills they need 
to succeed in our workforce, PPI would replace 
regressive tax subsidies with a “Super Pell” 
program and expand non-college pathways to 
well-paying jobs instead of railroading them into 
four-year college degrees. For those who do still 
choose to pursue college, PPI’s blueprint would 
cut costs and reform income-driven payments 

to protect low-income borrowers without giving 
billions in taxpayer subsidies to affluent elites. 
We also propose to better connect underserved 
communities to the financial system and 
create “Child Opportunity Accounts” that teach 
financial management skills through experience 
and help children from disadvantaged 
backgrounds access the same opportunities as 
their wealthier peers. 

IX. Making Housing Affordable for All
The skyrocketing cost of housing is one of 
the biggest burdens on working families 
today. Because this problem is fundamentally 
caused by a lack of housing supply in high-
demand areas, PPI would create a competitive 
grant program that rewards state and local 
governments for relaxing restrictive land-use 
policies and successfully boosting housing 
availability. We also propose to capitalize a 
housing construction bank that would help 
insulate housing construction from higher 
interest rates that tame inflation by reducing 
output throughout the economy. To take some 
pressure off demand in this supply-constrained 
market, we would phase out ineffective tax 
subsidies for homeownership, such as the 
mortgage interest deduction, that benefit 
higher-income households at the expense of the 
Treasury, renters, and homebuyers who take the 
standard deduction on their taxes. As supply 
increases, we would phase in reforms to housing 
choice vouchers that tighten eligibility criteria 
but increase funding so that everyone who is 
eligible for rental assistance is able to receive it.

X. Rationalize Safety-Net Programs
PPI’s blueprint includes several other reforms 
to improve the social safety net in a fiscally 
responsible way. We would reduce penalties 
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for working and saving in the Supplemental 
Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) and 
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) so that 
beneficiaries have fewer obstacles to escaping 
poverty. As we do with Social Security, PPI 
proposes to index cost-of-living adjustments 
for all government benefits to a more-accurate 
measure of inflation. We would also reform 
agricultural subsidies to save taxpayers money 
while rationalizing our food supply chains. With 
the savings from these changes, plus funds 
repurposed from other ineffective poverty-
reduction programs, we would pay for better-
designed benefits that increase support for the 
neediest Americans.

XI. Improve Public Administration
Whether by re-evaluating when policies don’t 
work, or making small but important technical 
changes to federal programs, PPI believes 
policymakers should be constantly working to 
“reinvent government” to work better for their 
constituents. We would restore and reform 
IRS spending increases to improve customer 
service while making it harder for wealthy 
tax cheats to escape paying the taxes they 
legally owe. Improving coordination between 
agencies charged with enforcing antitrust 
laws and requiring them to prioritize sectors 
where consumers face the highest costs will 
help increase competition and affordability 
for consumers. The federal government could 
also use its leverage to encourage state and 
local governments to raise revenue through 
progressive taxes instead of regressive fees. 

These are just a few examples of how PPI 
proposes to make government work better at the 
margins.

XII. Manage Public Debt Responsibly
PPI makes a key distinction between temporary 
“cyclical” deficits that can help resolve national 
emergencies and “structural” deficits that cause 
debt to grow faster than GDP in both good times 
and bad. Our blueprint proposes to strengthen 
automatic stabilizers so they better support 
the economy with smart borrowing during 
downturns and pay down debts during times 
of prosperity. We would replace dysfunctional 
debt-limit brinkmanship, which is like refusing 
to pay our credit card bill after we've already 
incurred the charges, with a better process for 
addressing the structural drivers of our debt. 
Because it is essential that we tackle our debt 
without undermining the foundations of growth, 
PPI also proposes to create a durable public 
investment budget that restores and maintains 
funding at historical levels. If adopted in their 
entirety, the recommendations in this blueprint 
would eliminate structural budget deficits 
after 20 years and stabilize both government 
spending and revenue around 23% of GDP. Our 
blueprint cuts future interest payments by more 
than half to give future policymakers the fiscal 
flexibility they need to address any unforeseen 
challenges (Fig. 4). This thoughtful approach 
demonstrates that fiscal responsibility and 
robust public investments are not contradictory 
goals, but rather complementary components of 
an economic abundance agenda. 
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Note: Current law projection assumes many policies in place today will expire if they are scheduled to in the law as currently written. Projections 
of PPI’s budget assume all proposed policies either take effect or begin a scheduled phase-in in Fiscal Year 2026. By increasing GDP growth faster 
than revenues and spending, the immigration reforms assumed in PPI’s budget may create the appearance of cuts in this chart that are not being 
proposed by PPI.

Sources: Congressional Budget Office,51, 52 Office of Management and Budget,53 and PPI calculations.

FIGURE 4. PPI BUDGET VS. CURRENT LAW
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I. REPLACE TAXES ON WORK WITH TAXES 
ON CONSUMPTION AND UNEARNED INCOME

The goal of a good tax system should be to raise 
adequate revenue for government services in 
the most efficient and equitable way possible. 
On these measures, the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act 
(TCJA) largely did more harm than good. At 
a time when the federal government needed 
more revenue to support our aging population 
and public investments in America’s future 
prosperity, Donald Trump and his Republican 
allies in the 115th Congress instead chose to 
slash federal revenues to the lowest level they’ve 
been during an economic expansion since the 
1950s. To artificially reduce TCJA’s sticker 
price and ease its passage through Congress, 
Republicans set many of the bill’s provisions 
to expire at the end of 2025.54 Although this 
approach increased complexity and made costly 
tax cuts seem less expensive than they truly 
were, it also gives the next president and the 
119th Congress a unique opportunity to correct 
those mistakes.

PPI believes now is not just the right time to 
think about the future of these expiring TCJA 
provisions, but also to re-evaluate on a more 
fundamental level what the ideal tax code for 
our government should look like. The federal 
income tax code is ostensibly progressive, 
meaning that people with higher incomes pay a 
higher percentage of that income in taxes. But 
this progressivity is heavily undermined by the 
fact that over a third of federal revenue comes 
from regressive taxes that apply only to wage 
income.55 Meanwhile, people who never worked 
a day in their lives can inherit millions of dollars 
without paying a penny in taxes. This dynamic 

is backward and at odds with our nation’s 
meritocratic ideals.

Given the needs of our aging population, the 
unfortunate reality is that most Americans — 
not just the very rich — will need to contribute 
more.56 Public programs that benefit the vast 
majority of Americans can only work if the vast 
majority of Americans are willing to make some 
contribution to them. But those contributions 
can be collected in ways that are fairer, more 
efficient, and less harmful to economic growth 
than our current system. PPI proposes a 
package of ambitious reforms to do just that by 
shifting the burden of taxation from working and 
savings to consumption and unearned income. 

Although some critics contend that 
consumption taxes are inherently regressive 
because lower-income people spend a higher 
proportion of their income on consumption, 
previous PPI analysis has demonstrated that 
consumption taxes are distributionally neutral 
when their impact is measured over a lifetime.57 
Moreover, PPI’s blueprint includes many tax 
and spending provisions that together more 
than offset the impact of new consumption 
taxes on the most vulnerable Americans in 
any given year, adding to the progressivity of 
our tax system rather than reducing it. And if 
these consumption taxes lead to any increases 
in the price of necessities, those effects will 
be offset for vulnerable Americans by cost-of-
living adjustments in both new and existing 
programs.58, 59

1. Repeal the Payroll Tax
The payroll tax is a highly regressive tax on 
workers’ wages. It imposes a flat rate of 15.3% 
on most wages, but less than 4% on earnings 
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above $168,600. Because of the lower marginal 
rate for earnings above that threshold, lower- 
and middle-earners pay far higher effective 
payroll tax rates than high-earners do.60 The 
payroll tax also suppresses wages because 
although employers nominally pay half of all 
payroll taxes, employers pass most of the 
impact of employment taxes along to their 
workers in the form of lower wages (and self-
employed workers are required to pay the entire 
tax themselves).61, 62, 63  

When the payroll tax was first imposed in 1937, 
it was set at a rate of just 2% on the first $3,000 
of income ($66,453 in 2024 dollars).64, 65, 66 But 
as Social Security and Medicare have expanded 
over the years, the tax has become an enormous 
burden on workers: the Joint Committee on 
Taxation (JCT) estimated in 2023 that it would 
account for more than 95% of net revenues 
raised from workers who earn less than $80,000 
that year.67

The tax served an important political purpose 
by establishing that Social Security (and later 
Medicare) were earned-benefit programs by 
creating a link between a worker’s lifetime 
contributions and the benefits they drew upon 
in retirement. But the link between program 
contributions and benefits has become 
increasingly tenuous, as dedicated revenues are 
insufficient to fund promised benefits.68 

Many popular proposals to shore up the 
programs would either further strain the 
link between contributions and benefits or 
impose an even greater burden on workers. 
For example, eliminating the Social Security 
payroll tax “cap” and taxing all income above 
$168,600 at the full 12.4% rate — while providing 

no additional benefits to those who are now 
making substantially increased contributions — 
would only close about half of Social Security’s 
financing gap even as it constrains lawmakers’ 
ability to raise taxes on high-income households 
to fund other policy priorities.69 Alternatively, 
simply raising the payroll tax rate would 
make young Americans foot the entire bill for 
beneficiaries who did not contribute enough to 
finance the program during their working lives. 

Since Social Security is already dependent on 
general revenues to pay its bills, there is no 
point in retaining a regressive and anti-growth 
tax when it can’t even serve the purpose for 
which it was created. As discussed in Section 
V of this report, PPI’s Social Security proposals 
would cement a stronger link between work and 
benefits earned without the need to rely on an 
outdated and inefficient funding mechanism. 
Medicare, meanwhile, already receives most 
of its revenue from sources besides payroll 
taxes and premiums, yet remains politically 
popular. These realities render the payroll tax 
unnecessary as a financing mechanism. 

Accordingly, PPI proposes to phase out both 
the Social Security and Medicare payroll taxes 
over five years. Policymakers would have a 
number of options available for financing Social 
Security and Medicare without relying on payroll 
taxes. Congress could retain the use of trust 
fund accounting by earmarking a new revenue 
source to replace the lost payroll tax revenue. 
Alternatively, policymakers could replace the 
trust funds with a global budget that lets them 
dictate program spending instead of relying on 
payroll tax revenue to determine what resources 
are available to pay benefits. As long as the 
program stays on a sustainable fiscal trajectory, 
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the existence of this separate budget would 
remove Social Security and Medicare from the 
annual budget process and protect it from cuts, 
just as the trust funds currently do. 

The one thing politicians should not do is provide 
an open-ended subsidy for these programs 
while they remain unsustainable through general 
revenue transfers — doing so would result in 
these programs drawing even more resources 
away from other important public investments.

2. Adopt a Value-Added Tax
Many developed countries, including Canada 
and all of those in the European Union, raise 
revenues through a consumption tax collected 
incrementally at each step in a product’s supply 
chain, known as a value-added tax (VAT). 
Producers pay a VAT on their total sales, but they 
can deduct the tax that was paid on the supplies 
they bought to create their product. Thus, each 
business in a supply chain only pays the VAT on 
the value that it adds to the products it sells.70 
The VAT is ultimately paid entirely by the final 
purchaser of the good, the consumer.

Economists prefer consumption taxes over 
income taxes because consumption taxes 
encourage people to build wealth and reward 
consumers for saving money rather than 
spending it, which makes money available 
to invest in growing the economy. A VAT is 
also neutral with respect to the treatment of 
capital and labor, which means employers can 
make hiring and investment decisions based 
on economic benefits rather than favorable 
tax treatment. Further, VATs are self-enforcing 
because businesses deduct the VAT that was 
already paid on their supplies, meaning they pay 
more if they buy from suppliers that did not pay 
the VAT themselves.71

To replace revenue lost from the payroll tax 
repeal, PPI proposes to phase in a 15% VAT 
over five years that applies to spending on 
all goods and services except for education, 
government health-care programs, charitable 
services, and services provided by state and 
local governments.72 The VAT would be more 
progressive than the payroll tax it replaces 
because there is no “taxable maximum” on a VAT 
that slashes the rate for high-earners. 

State and local governments that currently raise 
revenue through sales taxes could piggyback off 
of federal VAT administration and enforcement 
to collect that revenue more efficiently.73 Existing 
sales taxes are often a burden to administer, 
and they exempt various goods and services 
which makes administering them even more 
difficult. States and localities that harmonize 
their sales tax bases with the federal VAT base 
could maximize efficiency simply by allowing the 
federal government to collect all the revenue and 
then return to the state or locality its share. But 
even those that choose to have slightly different 
tax bases could benefit from administrative 
efficiencies, much like how state income tax 
collectors can benefit from synergy with the 
federal income-tax code.74 

3. Enact a Carbon Tax
When the price of a good does not reflect all of 
the undesirable outcomes the product causes 
to society, people will produce and consume 
more of the product than is most economically 
efficient. One way to address these negative 
“externalities” is to subsidize the production and 
consumption of a substitute good that doesn’t 
have such negative effects. In the context of 
climate change, this was the approach taken by 
President Biden’s Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) 
and Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act 
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(IIJA), which, by investing hundreds of billions 
of dollars in renewable energy production, 
electric vehicles, and more, marked the largest 
investments in combating climate change by 
any government in world history.75, 76, 77    

However, direct subsidies such as those in the 
IRA are costly and tend to reduce emissions by 
less per dollar spent when they favor specific 
technologies over others.78 Moreover, the IRA’s 
subsidies and tax credits are set to begin to 
phase out or expire in the early 2030s, at which 
point lawmakers will need to weigh options for 
how to balance continuing to cut greenhouse 
gas emissions amongst their many budgetary 
priorities.  

To spur innovation and achieve emissions 
reductions in an economically efficient and 
fiscally responsible way, PPI proposes to 
enact a broad-based carbon tax on energy- 
and manufacturing-related greenhouse gas 
emissions. Placing a tax equal to the “social 
cost” of carbon on producers puts those social 
costs on the emitter and ensures that carbon 
is only emitted when the benefits outweigh the 
true costs. This approach harnesses the power 
of market competition to cut emissions: carbon-
intensive businesses would pay higher taxes for 
producing more carbon, and businesses that 
invest in reducing their emissions would gain a 
competitive advantage. Similarly, carbon taxes 
reward consumers for using low-emissions 
energy sources regardless of the source type, 
so carbon taxes would make clean energy 
producers compete on efficiency. 

Resources for the Future's model, which the 
Environmental Protection Agency uses in its social 
cost of carbon estimates, projects that a metric 

ton, or tonne, of carbon-dioxide equivalent emitted 
in 2030 will impose a social cost of $104.79, 80 
However, immediately imposing a carbon tax at the 
full social cost of carbon would be overly disruptive 
to consumers and the economy. Thus, if enacted 
in 2026, PPI’s proposed carbon tax rate would start 
out at $36 per tonne of carbon-dioxide equivalent, 
rise with inflation through 2031, and then grow 
with inflation plus 5% each year afterward until the 
carbon tax reaches the estimated social cost of 
carbon. We anticipate that the carbon tax rate will 
reach the social cost of carbon in 2056, after which 
point the rate will be adjusted with inflation plus any 
annual change in the social cost of carbon. 

Under this plan, many companies will be 
incentivized to switch to cleaner sources of 
energy sooner rather than later because they 
can take advantage of the IRA’s generous 
tax subsidies and face a lower carbon tax 
rate for their remaining emissions. As the 
rate gets closer to the social cost of carbon, 
the carbon tax will incentivize producers in 
harder-to-decarbonize sectors to develop clean 
technologies that may not currently exist in 
an economically viable form but which would 
benefit society overall. With this structure, the 
temporary IRA subsidies and permanent carbon 
tax work like a “carrot” and “stick,” respectively, to 
accelerate the clean-energy transition. 

PPI’s proposed carbon tax would also feature a 
border adjustment mechanism that levels the 
playing field for domestically and internationally 
produced goods by taxing imports from 
countries that lack an equivalent domestic 
carbon price and refunds U.S. producers who are 
exporting goods to countries without a carbon 
tax. For any imported good, the Treasury would 
take into account the firm making the product, 
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the type of product itself, and the country in 
which it was made when estimating the carbon 
emissions resulting from the good’s production. 
Then, if the good was produced in a country that 
lacks an equivalent carbon tax, it would apply a 
tax equal to the difference between the tax that 
would be owed if it were produced in the United 
States and any carbon taxes paid to the country 
of origin. This structure prevents American 
businesses from being put at a competitive 
disadvantage and ensures our policy reduces 
emissions rather than simply outsourcing them 
to other countries with lower standards. 

4. Replace the Gas Tax with a 
Vehicle-Miles Traveled Tax
The federal government primarily finances 
national highways with an 18.4-cents-per-gallon 
tax on gasoline and a 24.4-cents-per-gallon tax 
on diesel fuel. These fuel taxes are intended to 
ensure that those who use roads pay the most 
for the roads’ construction and maintenance.81 
But revenue raised by these taxes has failed to 
keep up with transportation funding needs, both 
because Congress never indexed the rates to 
inflation and because improvements in vehicle 
fuel efficiency are reducing the amount of 
gasoline that the average driver needs to buy
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(Fig. 5).86 As a result, Congress has increasingly 
relied on general revenue transfers to maintain 
highway funding. In the future, the user-fee base 
for funding infrastructure will further erode as 
the vehicle fleet becomes electrified. 

Reversing the erosion of user fees in funding 
infrastructure would both discourage the 
overuse of resources that are expensive to 
maintain and guarantee that the revenue 
available to fund that maintenance rises with 
need. To make achieving this goal possible, the 
Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA) 
passed in 2021 included funding for a national 
pilot program to help develop a mechanism for 
taxing the number of miles that a car travels, 
known as a vehicle miles-traveled (VMT) tax. 
Many states have already been conducting 
similar pilots for years.87 

PPI supports replacing existing fuel taxes with a 
VMT tax set at the level necessary to fully fund 
the highway trust fund when the national pilot 
concludes in 2026. The tax could also potentially 
incorporate the weight of the vehicle being 
driven to account for the fact heavier vehicles do 
more damage to roads than lighter ones.88 This 
approach would more directly link the amount 
that someone drives to how much they must pay 
for the roads that they drive on compared to the 
gas tax. The change would also be progressive 
because the average fuel efficiency of vehicles 
in rural and low-income communities has 
historically been lower than in urban or wealthier 
communities.89 Although replacing a fuel tax 
with a mileage tax in isolation would reduce 
incentives for improving fuel efficiency, PPI’s 
proposed carbon tax preserves and strengthens 
the incentive for decarbonization already created 
by the IRA tax credits. And as more people shift 

from buying gas vehicles towards hybrid and 
electric cars due to these incentives, a VMT tax 
will ensure that these drivers are paying for the 
costs of infrastructure upkeep. 

5. Turn the EITC into a Living-Wage Tax Credit
Although the switch from taxing payrolls to 
taxing consumption would be good for most 
workers in the long-run, there would be some 
years in which low-income and unemployed 
workers whose consumption nearly equals or 
exceeds their earnings bear a disproportionate 
burden if no other changes are made to the 
tax system.90, 91 To ensure the tax code’s 
progressivity is maintained and improved upon, 
PPI proposes to replace the Earned Income Tax 
Credit (EITC) with a much larger Living Wage 
Tax Credit (LWTC). The LWTC would function 
similarly to the EITC, which provides a credit to 
low-income workers that grows with earnings 
and family size up to a certain threshold and has 
proven to be an effective tool for promoting work 
and reducing poverty.92  

The LWTC, however, would provide far greater 
benefits that stretch further up (and down) the 
income distribution, particularly to childless 
adults — currently the only group that taxation 
can leave with post-tax income below the federal 
poverty level even if their pre-tax income was 
above it (Fig. 6).93 By expanding upon the EITC’s 
pro-work design, the LWTC can make work pay 
for low-income workers while keeping costs 
down for consumers. For example, despite 
their societal importance, wages in the child- 
and elder-care industries can often be quite 
low, creating weak incentives to stay in these 
professions.94 This dynamic leads to chronic 
staffing shortages for employers and higher 
prices for consumers.95, 96 PPI’s LWTC makes 
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NO CHILD 1 CHILD 2 CHILDREN 3+ CHILDREN

BASE BENEFIT (BENEFIT AT 0 
EARNINGS) $800 $800 $800 $800

PHASE-IN RATE (APPLIES TO 
EARNINGS) 11% 43% 67% 70%

PHASE-IN ENDS $12,727 $12,791 $12,836 $12,857

MAXIMUM BENEFIT $2,200 $6,300 $9,400 $9,800

PHASEDOWN BEGINS $27,500 $27,500 $27,500 $27,500

PHASEOUT RATE 6% 10% 12% 12%

PHASEOUT ENDS $64,167 $90,500 $105,833 $109,167

FIGURE 6. PPI'S PROPOSED LIVING WAGE TAX CREDIT

SINGLE FILER

NO CHILD 1 CHILD 2 CHILDREN 3+ CHILDREN

BASE BENEFIT (BENEFIT AT 0 
EARNINGS) $1,600 $1,600 $1,600 $1,600

PHASE-IN RATE (APPLIES TO 
EARNINGS) 7% 44% 69% 69%

PHASE-IN ENDS $12,857 $12,955 $12,754 $12,754

MAXIMUM BENEFIT $2,500 $7,300 $10,400 $10,400

PHASEDOWN BEGINS $29,500 $29,500 $29,500 $29,500

PHASEOUT RATE 7% 12% 13% 13%

PHASEOUT ENDS $65,214 $90,333 $109,500 $109,500

MARRIED, FILING JOINTLY

Note: Chart shows illustrative values (in 2023 dollars) for the LWTC in 2026 if PPI’s reforms took effect immediately rather than phasing in over time. 
Values are indexed to chained CPI on an annual basis.
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work in lower-wage industries such as these 
pay well, incentivizing people to enter and stay 
in these professions without raising prices for 
services.  Moreover, by phasing out slower than 
the current EITC does, the LWTC would create 
better incentives for low-wage workers to find 
higher-paying jobs without fear of quickly losing 
the income from the tax credit.97

PPI would phase in the differences between 
the current EITC structure and the LWTC 
over the same timeframe as our VAT and 
payroll tax changes to mitigate the impact of 
these policies on households with little-to-no 
earnings. However, in the absence of those 
policies, we would call for an EITC expansion 
that is significantly pared down from the above 
parameters. 

We also propose several structural changes 
to improve on the current design. While the 
EITC is only available to workers up to age 65, 
workers up to age 70 who are not collecting 
Social Security benefits could receive the LWTC 
as a means to encourage older Americans to 
remain in the workforce and delay claiming. Like 
the EITC, the LWTC would be fully refundable, 
meaning that eligible workers can receive a 
payment from the government if the tax credit 
reduces their tax liability below zero. PPI would 
also give workers the option to reduce their 
income tax withholding by up to the full value 
of their expected LWTC throughout the year to 
help pay their monthly expenses. Finally, the 
rules for claiming a child under both the LWTC 
and the modified Child Tax Credit PPI proposes 
in Recommendation 46 of this report would be 
harmonized to prevent any fraud or mistakes 
when claiming either credit.98 

6. Replace the Estate Tax with a Progressive 
Inheritance Tax
Underpinning the American Dream is the 
belief that success should come from your 
personal initiative and hard work, not from 
being born to wealthy parents. But today, 
roughly 60% of all wealth in the United States 
comes from inheritance.99 Moreover, most 
inherited wealth comes in the form of extremely 
large inheritances: 40% of all inherited wealth 
came from the 2% of inheritances worth 
over $1,000,000.100 Upon death, the federal 
government taxes wealthy individuals’ estates 
at a rate of up to 40% before the proceeds are 
passed on to heirs. Under current law, the estate 
tax only applies to the value of individual estates 
over $13.6 million per person (or $27.2 million 
for couples), meaning that more than 99.9% 
of all estates paid no estate tax.101 This high 
exemption means that an individual who inherits 
up to $27 million from their deceased parents in 
2024 will pay no taxes on that income.102 

There is no reason a wealthy heir should pay 
lower taxes than a middle-class schoolteacher 
or an entrepreneur who earns wealth through 
their own hard work. PPI proposes to replace the 
current estate tax with a progressive inheritance 
tax that levels the playing field by preventing 
heirs from accumulating massive amounts of 
wealth simply because they were lucky enough 
to be born into it. The tax would subject inherited 
income above a lifetime exemption of $1 million 
to an heir’s personal income tax rate plus a 15% 
surtax. We would also close several loopholes 
related to the treatment of trusts and accounting 
of assets that allow wealthy families to avoid the 
current estate tax. Every dollar raised from this 
proposal is a dollar we would not need to raise 
by taxing work or investments. 
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Our proposal has several advantages over the 
current estate tax. Although the burden of the 
estate tax is borne by heirs, the tax is technically 
paid by the decedent’s estate. This has led 
to Republicans lambasting it as a “death tax,” 
which has no doubt sown public confusion.103 
Our proposal shifts the payment of the tax to 
the heir and makes clear that this is a tax on 
unearned income, not a tax on the dead. It is 
also a more equitable point of taxation: whereas 
the exemption threshold under the estate tax is 
unaffected by the number of beneficiaries, the 
amount of money that can be passed along tax-
free under an inheritance tax depends on how 
much is left to how many heirs. In other words, 
an inheritance tax structure deconcentrates 
wealth in America. 

To prevent heirs who are otherwise middle-
income from being taxed at the same rates 
as the ultra-wealthy, heirs would be allowed 
to amortize their inheritance over the year it 
is received plus the four previous tax years. In 
other words, the inheritance would be subject to 
tax as if it was received in parts over that five-

year period rather than as a lump sum. Heirs 
with annual incomes that already place them 
in the highest tax bracket would still be subject 
to the top rate on inherited income whether or 
not they avail themselves of this provision, but 
lower-earners who receive large inheritances 
would benefit from a greater share of the 
inheritance being taxed in lower brackets. The 
heir would be required to disregard net operating 
losses in this calculation when both amortizing 
or not, so they cannot artificially concentrate 
business losses in years when they receive 
inheritances to lower their inheritance tax rate. 

To further protect those who inherit illiquid 
assets like a family farm or business, recipients 
would be allowed to amortize their tax over a 
period of up to 30 years, inclusive of a market-
level interest rate. Our approach ensures no 
one will have to sell a profitable farm or family 
business just to pay the tax bill, while still 
leveling the playing field between those who 
have to build such businesses from scratch and 
those whose family history gives them a head 
start.
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II. MAKE THE INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX CODE 
SIMPLER AND MORE PROGRESSIVE

Although some of the individual income tax 
provisions in the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act (TCJA) 
had merit, the net effect of the legislation was a 
massive giveaway to the wealthy at the expense 
of workers and future generations who will have 
to bear the burden of the debt used to finance 
it.104 It also did little to reduce the complexity of 
our tax code. Each year, the federal government 
loses more than $1.5 trillion to tax expenditures, 
which are provisions in the tax code that reduce 
the tax liability of taxpayers who engage in 
certain preferred behaviors (such as buying a 
home).105 Whereas real tax reform would have 
simplified the tax code by curtailing these tax 
expenditures, there are currently about as many 
tax expenditures in law as there were in 2017.106 
Tax expenditures are effectively spending in the 
tax code and are a major reason why Americans 
spend an estimated 6.5 billion hours and more 
than $280 billion each year on tax compliance.107 

Fortunately, most of TCJA’s individual income 
tax provisions are set to expire at the end of next 
year. But lawmakers will no doubt engage in an 
intense debate over which provisions, if any, to 
extend. If all expiring provisions are extended in 
their entirety, they will add another $4.5 trillion to 
our national debt that we cannot afford.108 Thus, 
PPI proposes to extend only the few provisions 
that improve tax simplicity and equity while 
raising more than enough revenue to offset 
the cost. In the process, our proposed reforms 
would make the individual income tax code 
simpler and more progressive than it was before 
or after the passage of TCJA.

7. Raise Individual Income and 
Capital Gains Tax Rates
The most expensive part of TCJA was its 
cuts to individual income tax rates, which 
disproportionately benefited the highest earners. 
Making just these rate cuts permanent would 
cost an additional $3.4 trillion over the coming 
decade.109  PPI proposes to reverse these 
unaffordable income tax cuts by implementing 
a new income tax rate structure that raises 
adequate revenue and is more progressive than 
both the pre- and post-TCJA rate structure (Fig. 
7). Our aim is not to “soak the rich” out of spite, 
but to restore the power of progressive taxation 
to reduce extreme income inequality in America. 

Our proposed rate structure would include two 
new brackets on high-earners: a top marginal 
income tax rate of 45% for income over $1 
million and 50% for income over $10,000,000, 
the thresholds for which would not be indexed to 
inflation for the first ten years after enactment 
(Fig. 8). High marginal tax rates for the highest 
incomes will help further combat the United 
States’ dramatic growth in income inequality. 
From 1979 to 2019 (the last year prior to the 
COVID-19 pandemic), average incomes for 
the top fifth of income earners rose by 114%, 
compared to just 45% for the lowest fifth.110 
Raising more revenues from extremely high-
income people lets the government raise 
less money, taxing the incomes of lower and 
middle-class people who need the extra money 
for necessities. These higher rates also make 
up for the 3.8% net investment income tax 
and Medicare payroll tax on earnings above 
$200,000 that PPI proposes to repeal in 
Recommendation 1.111, 112  
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Additionally, policymakers should raise more 
revenue from people who get their money from 
capital gains, which are profits made by selling 
an asset for a higher price than the original price 
at which it was purchased. Although gains from 
assets held for less than a year are taxed as 
ordinary income, gains on assets held for one 
year or longer are taxed at a preferential rate.121 
Long-term capital gains are taxed at lower rates 
than earned income both because the value of 
the taxable capital gain includes the effects of 
inflation and, in the case of corporate stocks, 

because the federal government already taxes 
the profits that give the stock value as corporate 
income.122 

Capital gains are a major source of income for 
high-earners: capital gains account for 26% 
of income for households in the top 1% of the 
income distribution, compared to just 0.5% of 
income for households in the bottom fifth of the 
distribution.123 Raising capital gains tax rates is 
thus essential for creating a fair and progressive 
tax system.

FIGURE 7. EFFECTIVE TAX RATES UNDER DIFFERENT INCOME TAX SYSTEMS
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Note: Chart shows the share of income that would be paid in payroll and income taxes by a single filer who receives all their incomes from wages 
and claims the standard deduction under each tax code if it were law in 2024. Earlier tax brackets are adjusted for inflation. Values over $500,000 are 
compressed to better display the impact of reforms on the top 1% of income earners without obscuring the impact of reforms on the bottom 99%.

Sources: Tax Foundation,113, 114, 115 Congressional Budget Office,116, 117 Tax Policy Center,118, 119, 120 and PPI calculations. 
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But while raising capital gains tax rates can 
increase revenue for the government, high 
rates can actually reduce revenue if they result 
in investors no longer believing the return on 
investment is worth the risk. Capital gains are 
sensitive to taxation, and some analyses have 
found that taxing capital gains as ordinary 
income would likely cost the government 
money.124, 125 PPI recommends raising capital 
gains taxes on income over $1 million to the rate 
that would raise the maximum possible revenue, 
given the other parameters of our tax reform. 

8. Close Capital Gains Tax Loopholes
PPI would further improve equity in the tax 
code by closing several loopholes in the current 
capital gains tax structure. Under current law, 
people who sell assets they inherited rather 
than purchased themselves only pay capital 
gains taxes on the increase in its value from 
when they inherited it, not when the decedent 
bought it. This “step-up basis” loophole creates 
an enormous incentive for taxpayers to hoard 
their assets until death. PPI would end this 
practice by requiring anyone who sells an 

FIGURE 8. PPI'S PROPOSED INCOME TAX BRACKETS

Note: All of the brackets are for the year 2026. All bracket thresholds except for the top two brackets are adjusted annually using chained CPI-U 
starting in 2026. The top two brackets are frozen through 2035 and then indexed to chained CPI-U beginning in 2036. 

TAX RATE BRACKET BEGINS AT . . .

ORDINARY RATE CAPITAL GAINS SINGLE JOINT HEAD OF 
HOUSEHOLD

10% 0% $0 $0 $0

15% 0% $12,140 $24,290 $17,360

24% 15% $49,100 $98,200 $49,100

27% 15% $61,240 $122,480 $61,240

30% 20% $100,310 $200,620 $100,310

36% 25% $190,060 $380,110 $190,060

40% 30% $395,950 $791,900 $395,950

45% 36% $1,000,000 $1,250,000 $1,000,000

50% 36% $10,000,000 $12,500,000 $10,000,000
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inherited asset to pay capital gains tax on the 
difference between the sale price and the price 
at which it was acquired by the original owner. In 
instances where records of the original purchase 
price have been lost, the taxable gain would be 
reverse-engineered using a benchmark growth 
rate calculated by the IRS that estimates how 
much an asset is likely to have appreciated 
since its original purchase date. To avoid double 
taxation, any inheritance tax paid on an inherited 
asset with unrealized capital gains would be 
added onto the basis subtracted from the sale 
price to calculate the gain.

PPI would also repeal the Qualified Small 
Business Stock exclusion, which allows founders 
and other early employees of successful 
startups to avoid ever having to pay capital 
gains taxes when they sell early-issued stock.126 
This provision was created to incentivize more 
startups by increasing the ultimate payout 
for founding a successful one. However, there 
is little evidence that this exclusion actually 
creates more innovative startups than would 
naturally happen without it.127 Furthermore, 
because the tax benefit grows with the success 
of the business, the largest tax benefits are 
going to the people who need them least. 

In addition, our plan would close loopholes 
that allow investors to avoid tax by engaging 
in multiple trades at once. “Wash-sale” rules 
prevent the recognition of a loss from selling 
an asset if the same or a substantially identical 
asset is purchased 30 days before or after the 
sale.128 This rule stops people from gaming their 
capital gains tax by selling stocks at a loss, 
rebuying the same thing right away, and then 
writing off the realized loss on that year's taxes. 
We believe this rule should also apply to digital 

assets, which are currently exempt, to prevent 
them from receiving an undue tax advantage 
relative to traditional securities like stocks. 
Similarly, we also propose to eliminate the 
“like-kind exchange” loophole that lets wealthy 
investors avoid paying capital gains taxes on 
real property if they accept a similar property as 
payment for the sale of the first.129 

Another tax-avoidance trading tactic PPI would 
eliminate is the “heartbeat trade” loophole that 
exclusively benefits exchange-traded funds 
(ETFs). ETFs are investment vehicles that can 
be bought and sold like individual stocks but 
are structured to track things like commodity 
prices or the S&P 500. ETFs are able to defer 
capital gains tax when they realize a stock gain 
if they use that stock to pay off an investor 
withdrawing from the fund, creating a massive 
tax advantage on hundreds of billions of dollars 
in stock trades.130 PPI proposes to eliminate this 
loophole by recognizing the gain on these trades 
and taxing them the same as similar investment 
vehicles like mutual funds.  

Finally, PPI proposes to eliminate the “carried 
interest” loophole that lets many investment 
fund managers pay capital gains tax rates on 
their share of the mutual fund’s profits, even 
though this income represents compensation 
for their services rather than a return on capital 
they’ve invested.131 Tax systems are generally 
more efficient when they treat similar activities 
the same for tax purposes and there is no 
justification for taxing the earned income of 
some of the wealthiest Americans at a lower 
rate than their middle-class peers. Removing 
this special-interest loophole would subject fund 
managers to the same tax rates on their labor 
that everyone else pays on theirs.
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9. Make Permanent Changes to the Standard 
Deduction and Personal Exemptions
The government allows taxpayers to deduct 
the cost of some activities from their income 
when they calculate their income tax liability, 
effectively making the money spent on those 
activities tax-free. Taxpayers can choose 
between itemizing their individual income tax 
deductions or taking a “standard deduction” 
that is the same for everyone, though there are 
a few deductions that taxpayers may claim 
even if they do not itemize. In 2023, more than 
70% of households with adjusted gross income 
over $1 million itemized deductions, whereas 
less than 3% of households below $100,000 
did.132 More high-income households itemize 
their deductions than lower-income households 
because those with high incomes are more 
likely to have expenses that both qualify for 
itemized deductions and are large enough to 
make itemizing more beneficial than taking the 
standard deduction. 

Prior to the 2017 GOP tax law, taxpayers could 
also claim a personal exemption that reduced 
their tax burden regardless of whether they 
claimed the standard deduction or itemized 
their deductions. The tax law consolidated 
the personal exemption into a new standard 
deduction that was almost twice the size of 
the old one.133, 134 By increasing the size of the 
standard deduction, lawmakers made itemizing 
attractive to fewer taxpayers and slashed 
taxes on those who already had not been 
itemizing their deductions. PPI would make the 
expansion permanent to cut taxes for middle-
income Americans while reducing the impact 
that distortionary tax preferences have on our 
economy. 

However, we would further simplify the 
standard deduction by eliminating an additional 
standard deduction that can be claimed only 
by individuals over age 65.135 Although seniors 
typically have lower incomes than their working-
age counterparts, they are more likely to have 
accumulated assets such as a paid-off home 
and receive Social Security benefits that only 
partially count as taxable income.136, 137 As a 
result, seniors are generally better off than their 
working-age counterparts who have the same 
taxable income and are taxed at the same rates. 
There is little justification for giving seniors 
even lower tax rates through a higher standard 
deduction, especially considering that today’s 
working-age Americans will already have to 
pay more in taxes to support programs such 
as Social Security and Medicare than today’s 
seniors did when they were working.138 

10. Limit the Value of All Itemized Deductions 
The alternative minimum tax (AMT) and Pease 
limitation require wealthy taxpayers to calculate 
their tax liability under both the normal income 
tax system and another formula, then pay 
the higher of these two tax burdens. These 
provisions were intended to prevent wealthy 
taxpayers from eliminating their tax liability 
through the use of tax expenditures, but they 
are complex and make tax compliance even 
more cumbersome. Rather than reform the 
system to improve simplicity and equity, TCJA 
simply slashed taxes on the rich by drastically 
increasing the exemption threshold and the 
income at which it phases out to reduce the 
number of people who pay this tax.139  

PPI proposes to replace the AMT with a simpler 
but stronger mechanism for ensuring the rich 
do not disproportionately benefit from itemized 
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deductions. We would limit the value of itemized 
deductions to 30 cents for each dollar of eligible 
expense. For example, if a taxpayer facing a 25% 
marginal rate deducts $100 of eligible expenses 
from their income, their tax liability is reduced 
by $25. However, under current law, that same 
deduction is worth $40 for a taxpayer in a 40% 
bracket. With PPI’s cap in place, the taxpayer in 
the 40% bracket would only be able to reduce 
their tax liability by $30, meaning they will still 
pay $10 in taxes on the $100 they claimed 
as an itemized deduction. Because itemized 
deductions are worth more to taxpayers in 
higher tax brackets, this limitation would reduce 
the inherently regressive nature of itemized 
deductions in addition to ensuring some 
minimum tax is paid by high-income taxpayers. 

11. Replace Indirect Tax Subsidies for State 
and Local Governments With Direct Grants
There are two tax provisions in current law that 
indirectly subsidize state and local government 
activities: the state and local tax (SALT) 
deduction and the tax exemption for municipal 
bond interest. The SALT deduction allows 
itemizers to deduct the amount they paid in 
property taxes plus either income or sales taxes 
at the state and local level from their income, 
up to a temporary cap of $10,000 established 
by TCJA. This deduction theoretically enables 
states to maintain a progressive tax structure 
without fearing the loss of high-income 
constituents to other states.140 Meanwhile, by 
offering investors safe, tax-free returns, the tax 
exemption for municipal bond interest allows 
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FIGURE 9. BENEFITS OF AN UNCAPPED SALT DEDUCTION BY INCOME

Note: Chart shows the average increase in after-tax income that a household in each part of the income distribution receives from an uncapped SALT 
deduction under a scenario in which the rest of TCJA is extended in 2025.

Sources: Tax Foundation141 and PPI calculations.
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state and local governments to debt-finance 
public goods such as infrastructure at below-
market interest rates.142 As such, defenders 
of each provision argue that they are vital 
instruments through which state and local 
governments can fund important priorities.143 

However, both the SALT deduction and the 
tax exemption for municipal bond interest 
are regressive tax  provisions that are at best 
inefficient mechanisms to support public 
spending. Because higher-income families benefit 
most from the SALT deduction because they tend 
to pay more in state and local taxes and are more 
likely to itemize their taxes, the SALT deduction 
is highly regressive — and would become even 
more so if the cap expires at the end of 2025.144 
The after-tax income of the average household in 
the middle fifth of the income distribution would 
increase by less than 0.2% if the SALT cap were 
removed and state and local taxes were fully 
deductible in 2025 while the current standard 
deduction is extended. By contrast, the after-tax 
income of the average household in the top 1% 
would increase by 2.8% in this scenario  (Fig. 9).145 
The top fifth of income earners would receive 96% 
of the tax benefits from allowing the SALT cap to 
expire, with over half the benefit going to the top 
1% alone, making it a massive tax cut for the well-
off.146   

This indirect subsidy for state and local 
governments also comes at a hefty cost to the 
federal government — if the TCJA cap expires, 
the SALT deduction will worsen deficits by $1.9 
trillion over a decade.147 And out of the roughly 
$40 billion of revenue lost annually to the tax 
exemption for municipal bond interest, some 
estimates have concluded that as little as 7% 
of the value may be captured by state and local 

governments.148, 149 The remaining value of the 
tax expenditure flows to individuals, with larger 
benefits going to individuals with higher incomes 
and higher marginal tax rates. Finally, the 
subsidy nonetheless encourages municipalities 
to finance infrastructure spending by taking on 
debt (at artificially low interest rates) instead of 
raising taxes on residents.  
 
Because of their regressivity, inefficiency, 
and costliness, we propose to repeal the 
SALT deduction and municipal bond interest 
exemption entirely. We recommend the federal 
government instead support states and localities 
directly by offering Payments to Encourage 
Progressive Policy Reforms (PEPPR). PEPPR 
would provide population-weighted block grants 
whose total value nationally is roughly equal 
to 50% of the combined value of the repealed 
tax expenditures (based on savings estimates 
for the first full year following enactment). In 
future years, the value of the PEPPR grant would 
generally grow with inflation and population 
changes in each state. But to help moderate 
the impact of recessions on state budgets 
and the economy overall, PPI recommends 
the exact value of a state’s PEPPR grant in a 
given year vary depending on macroeconomic 
circumstances. Any increase in generosity 
during downturns should be offset by tighter 
spending during economic recoveries and 
expansions.

PEPPR grants would be available for states and 
localities to spend on a variety of purposes, 
such as schools and infrastructure, that 
currently benefit indirectly from revenue sources 
subsidized by the municipal bond interest 
exemption and SALT deduction. The federal 
government could also place performance-
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based conditions on the PEPPR grant to ensure 
it is being wisely spent on important public 
investments and services by the governments 
that receive it. To qualify for PEPPR, states must 
not enable individuals and businesses to avoid 
paying federal income taxes by enacting any 
new SALT workarounds once it is repealed, such 
as recent laws that allow pass-through entity 
owners to avoid the $10,000 cap under current 
law.150 

This grant more directly helps state and local 
governments to finance important public 
investments, while removing incentives for them 
to prefer debt or less-efficient tax systems. 
Importantly, states and localities would still be 
able to raise taxes or borrow from the private 
bond market to meet any needs not met by this 
grant, they would just be doing so without further 
federal subsidy.  

12. Extend Limits on Wealthy Pass-Through 
Business Owners
Pass-through business structures such 
as sole-proprietorships, partnerships, and 
S-corporations allow businesses to classify 
their profits as personal income earned by the 
business’ owner(s) rather than as corporate 
income. Doing so ensures that the profits are 
only taxed once as personal income, rather than 
being taxed first as corporate income and then 
as a dividend. 

TCJA made numerous changes to the way these 
entities are taxed. The biggest provision was 
one that gave pass-through business owners 
the ability to deduct up to 20% of their income 
from taxation. Known as the 199A deduction, 
this large regressive giveaway was ostensibly 
created to reduce taxes on “small businesses.” 

However, since over half of all pass-through 
income goes to people in the top 1% of the 
income distribution, it functioned as nothing 
more than a giveaway to the wealthy.151 

While TCJA’s changes to pass-through taxation 
were regressive overall, one particular provision 
is worth making permanent. This provision 
limits pass-through owners from deducting net 
operating losses in a business from other forms 
of unrelated non-business income, preventing 
pass-through owners from gaming the losses 
of businesses to avoid paying taxes on other 
incomes.152  PPI proposes to extend this provision 
from TCJA while allowing the regressive 199A 
deduction to expire as scheduled in 2026. 

13. Temporarily Freeze Retirement Contribution 
Limits and Close Loopholes
Current law allows taxpayers to contribute to 
several different tax-advantaged retirement 
plans that cost the Treasury hundreds of billions 
of dollars in foregone revenue each year.153 
Encouraging working Americans to save for 
retirement is a worthy public policy goal, but 
these tax preferences disproportionately benefit 
high-earners as currently structured. According 
to CBO, the top quintile of households reap 
63% of the benefits of these tax-advantaged 
plans, with a whopping 87% of the benefit 
going to the top two quintiles combined.154 
One reason for this dynamic is that typically 
wealthier households are the only ones that 
ever get close to maximizing their contributions, 
which can be up to $23,000 per person per 
year in traditional 401(k) plans.155 The limits 
are even higher for Americans over the age 
of 50, who are allowed an additional $7,500 
in “catch-up contributions.”156 According to 
an analysis by Vanguard, only around 15% of 
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those participating in one of their retirement 
plans hit the maximum contribution limit in a 
year, meaning that few working Americans are 
likely to receive the maximum tax advantage.157 
Instead, these high contribution limits merely 
give wealthy Americans additional tax 
advantages on money they were already likely to 
save anyway.

Moreover, there are a number of loopholes 
that savvy taxpayers can use to get around 
intended contribution limits. For example, 
taxpayers who have already maximized their 
annual 401(k) contribution can get additional 
tax benefits by opening a traditional IRA, making 
a non-deductible contribution of up to $7,000 
into it, and immediately converting the balance 
into a Roth IRA. This “backdoor Roth” loophole 
allows wealthy savers to avoid ever having to 
pay capital gains tax on savings well in excess 
of normal 401(k) limits, even though direct 

contributions to Roth IRAs are supposed to be 
limited to individuals with annual income below 
$161,000 and couples with a combined income 
below $240,000.158, 159

Because so few people actually hit the 
contribution limits, there is room to tighten them 
without harming the retirement security of low- 
and middle-income Americans. PPI proposes 
to freeze contribution limits for workplace 
plans like 401(k)s for five years to allow their 
real value to naturally erode with inflation. To 
make sure that catch-up contributions are only 
benefiting older Americans who did not have the 
opportunity to save adequately for retirement 
in their youth, PPI would prohibit anyone with 
retirement assets in excess of $2 million from 
making use of them. Finally, PPI would close the 
backdoor Roth loophole and others like it that 
serve as little more than tax giveaways to the 
rich.
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III. REFORM THE BUSINESS TAX CODE TO PROMOTE 
GROWTH AND INTERNATIONAL COMPETITIVENESS

The Tax Cuts and Jobs Act (TCJA) aimed to 
make our business tax code more attractive for 
international investment by reducing what was 
then the highest corporate income tax rate in 
the Organisation for Economic Co-Operation 
and Development (OECD) and paying for it 
by closing inefficient loopholes. But it didn’t 
eliminate enough of those loopholes to offset 
the cost of the rate cut, leaving our tax code 
flawed and our country further in debt. Moreover, 
it only temporarily fixed provisions that penalized 
investments while permanently making others 
worse than they were before. Instead of building 
upon TCJA’s progress by repealing additional tax 
expenditures that didn’t make sense, lawmakers 
in 2022 took a shortcut by imposing a “corporate 
alternative minimum tax” that created a second 
set of complicated tax parameters with which 
businesses must comply. Meanwhile, other 
countries are champing at the bit to exploit 
these weaknesses and claim tax revenue from 
U.S. companies that should be paid to our 
treasury instead.

PPI would overhaul the business tax code 
by moving to a full-expensing system that 
promotes rather than penalizes investments that 
grow our economy. Our plan would also recoup 
the revenue loss of TCJA by modestly increasing 
the corporate income tax rate and tackling the 
myriad of loopholes that special interests use 
to avoid it. These changes will make the U.S. 
tax code more internationally competitive and 
strengthen America's economic leadership now 
and in the future.

14. Allow Immediate Deductions for Investment 
Instead of Interest
Although businesses can deduct most ordinary 
expenses from their taxable income the year 
in which those expenses are incurred, different 
rules apply for many capital investments. Prior 
to the TCJA, these expenses had to be deducted 
over the useful life of the investment instead 
of during the year in which the money was 
spent. This practice, known as depreciation, 
limits investment by taxing businesses on 
their investment spending rather than on the 
returns generated by those investments in the 
future. And because of inflation and businesses’ 
preference for income now over an equal 
amount of income in the future, tax deductions 
that are spread out into the future are worth less 
than if they were immediately expensable (Fig. 
10). Because companies cannot capture the full 
value of the tax deduction for capital investment, 
the tax code incentivizes present consumption 
in the form of dividends and stock buybacks 
over long-term investment — ultimately coming 
at the cost of lower economic growth.160

TCJA expanded the ability of businesses to 
deduct the full cost of an investment in the year 
in which it is made, a practice known as full 
expensing. But there were several flaws: The 
law excluded structures from the provision, so 
businesses pay more taxes if they decide to 
construct or expand a building than if they make 
other investments that might be less profitable. 
Some industries were excluded entirely from 
full expensing, such as electrical energy and 
water or sewage disposal systems.161 And the 
provision began phasing out in 2023, limiting its 
ability to spur long-term investments over time. 
The tax treatment of research and development 
(R&D) spending, meanwhile, moved in the 
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opposite direction and businesses must 
now amortize costs they could previously 
expense.166 This shortsighted budget gimmick 
was not originally intended to take effect, but 
when Congress failed to prevent it from taking 
effect in 2021, the United States became 
the only developed country to require R&D 
amortization.167 

Although businesses cannot deduct their 
spending on investments, they can deduct 
the interest they pay on loans they take out 
to finance those investments — or any other 
expense — up to 30% of the company’s earnings 
before interest and taxes (EBIT).168 This structure 
provides a tax preference for raising capital by 

borrowing money rather than issuing equity, 
because dividends paid to shareholders cannot 
be deducted from taxable income. It also creates 
a strong incentive for businesses to take on 
what would otherwise be unnecessary debt, 
whether or not that debt is used to finance 
productive investments.169

PPI would transform our corporate tax code to 
more directly promote growth by making full 
expensing permanently available for virtually 
all private investments and offsetting the cost 
over 30 years by phasing out the deductibility of 
business interest. One straightforward method 
of doing so would be to reduce the 30% of 
EBIT limitation on the interest deduction by 
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FIGURE 10. VALUE OF TAX DEDUCTIONS FOR SELECT INVESTMENTS RELATIVE TO FULL EXPENSING

Note: Chart shows the net present value of future tax deductions for different investments under current depreciation schedules, after all temporary 
expensing provisions phase out at the end of 2026 as scheduled under current law. Net present-value calculations assume a discount rate of 3% and 
annual inflation of 2%. 

Sources: Internal Revenue Service,162, 163 Thompson Reuters,164 Tax Foundation,165 and PPI calculations.
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one percentage point per year until it reaches 
zero. Alternatively, policymakers could simply 
prohibit all interest on only new loans from being 
deducted, which would prevent any investment 
from getting the benefit of both full expensing 
and interest deductibility.

In addition to promoting economic growth 
broadly, moving to a full-expensing regime will 
also help the United States address other policy 
problems. For example, energy generation is 
extremely capital intensive, so removing the tax 
penalty for such investments will make more 
clean energy projects economically viable on the 
margin.170 Full expensing can also encourage 
companies to invest in more energy-efficient 
technologies and retrofit their buildings because 
those investments, which save energy costs 
over many years, are more likely to pass cost-
benefit analysis if the full value of their costs 
can be immediately deducted.171 But perhaps 
the biggest impact of this change would be 
helping to end our national housing shortage: 
allowing businesses to deduct the costs of 
building residential structures immediately, rather 
than forcing them to spread those deductions 
out over nearly three decades (as the current 
depreciation schedule requires), will make 
housing construction more profitable, expand 
the housing supply, and cut costs for potential 
homeowners.172 In short, full expensing will help 
the United States achieve many important policy 
objectives in a pro-growth manner. 

15. Raise the Corporate Income Tax 
Rate to 25%
There was broad bipartisan agreement before 
the passage of TCJA that the 35% federal 
corporate income tax rate needed to be reduced: 

it was the highest rate in the OECD, and 
businesses could pay lower taxes by moving 

their operations overseas.173 Yet despite having 
the developed world’s highest rate, the U.S. 
corporate income tax raised slightly less than 
the OECD average because of a slew of tax 
expenditures.174 These expenditures distorted 
the economic playing field by giving a leg up to 
companies who could take advantage of them 
over those who could not.175 

Real corporate tax reform would have lowered 
the corporate income rate and paid for it by 
broadening the tax base. However, by cutting the 
rate to 21%, TCJA gave away more revenue than 
it raised through eliminating tax expenditures. 
The Joint Committee on Taxation (JCT) at the 
time estimated that the rate cut would cost the 
federal government $1.3 trillion in the decade 
after the law was passed, while all offsetting 
provisions amounted to just $780 billion.176 
The roughly $520 billion difference was an 
unaffordable tax giveaway to the wealthy. 
Even worse, much of these benefits flow out 
of the United States to foreign investors, who 
own about 35% of U.S. corporate stock, pay no 
U.S. capital gains tax, and pay lower taxes on 
corporate dividends than American investors 
do.177 

Corporate income tax cuts are also less effective 
at encouraging investment than full expensing 
is. Some economists have estimated that, over 
a 10-year period, increasing capital stock by 
1 percentage point costs 10.7% of corporate 
income tax revenues if done through lowering 
the marginal effective tax rate on corporate 
income, but only 2.6% of corporate revenues if 
achieved through immediate expensing.178 Lower 
corporate income tax rates also cut taxes on 
an investment’s return, providing a windfall to 
people earning returns on investments that were 
already made rather than incentivizing future 
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investments. Immediate expensing, on the other 
hand, is a much more targeted pro-investment 
tool because it specifically eliminates taxes on 
making new investments.179 

For these reasons and more, we propose to 
raise the corporate income rate to 25%. This rate 
is within three percentage points of the OECD 
average statutory rate and would be sufficient 
to have made the TCJA corporate reforms 
revenue-neutral.180, 181, 182, 183 Corporations located 
in states with additional corporate income taxes 
would face somewhat higher marginal rates, but 
our proposal in Recommendation 11 to replace  
deductions for state and local taxes paid by 
households and businesses with direct support 
would likely reduce their use. Moreover, our 
proposal to permanently extend full expensing 
for all business investment will make up for a 
slightly higher corporate rate and strengthen 
the United States’ international economic 
competitiveness.

16. Equalize the Tax Treatment of Dividends 
and Stock Buybacks
When corporations want to distribute profits 
to shareholders, they mainly have two options 
for doing so: paying out those profits directly 
to shareholders as dividends, or buying back 
shares of their stock, which increases the value 
of outstanding shares. Income from dividends 
is taxed at the appropriate capital gains tax rate 
when a shareholder receives it. But when that 
income takes the form of higher share values, 
no tax is owed until the shares are sold.184 This 
tax advantage has helped fuel a surge in stock 
buybacks over the past few decades.185

Despite what populists say, there is nothing 
inherently wrong with share buybacks. When 

businesses distribute profits through them, they 
are giving capital back to investors to use for 
more productive investments.186 They can also 
serve as a tool for protecting against “corporate 
raiders” — aggressive shareholders who attempt 
hostile takeovers of a company.187 Despite these 
important uses, there is also no reason that share 
buybacks should enjoy a tax advantage over 
dividends.

 The Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) took a small 
step in the right direction by enacting a 1% excise 
tax on share buybacks, but the policy change 
merely reduced rather than eliminated the tax 
advantage.188 PPI proposes to eliminate the 
reminder of this advantage and achieve full tax 
parity between buybacks and dividends. One way 
to do this would be to raise the existing excise 
tax to at least 4%, an idea recently proposed by 
the Biden administration.189, 190 However, this is 
merely one option for achieving parity, with other 
methods such as an imputed dividends tax also 
being viable solutions.191 PPI ultimately supports 
any such method for achieving tax parity with 
minimal economic disruptions. 

17. Reform the Tax Treatment of Nonprofits
Nonprofit organizations often do invaluable work 
for society, providing public services that would 
otherwise have to be provided by the government. 
Organizations that provide food to the hungry, 
beds for the homeless, or truly charitable health 
care often make important contributions to the 
general welfare with relatively limited budgets 
and a reliance on charitable donations.

However, there are also far larger nonprofit 
organizations that rake in billions in profits a year 
yet continue to benefit from a tax-exempt status. 
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Due to outdated features of the American tax 
code, these “nonprofit” organizations are, for all 
intents and purposes, businesses. They often 
get paid for the programs and services they 
provide, like a university charging students 
tuition, or earn investment income that greatly 
exceeds their costs. Such organizations cost the 
Treasury billions of dollars in annual revenues 
and, because they sometimes directly compete 
with for-profit businesses, create inefficiencies in 
markets.193 While they theoretically are obligated 
to pay unrelated business income tax (UBIT) on 
net income unrelated to their charitable mission, 
current UBIT rules are riddled with loopholes. For 
example, a nonprofit selling t-shirts for a profit is 
not required to report it as income if it has any 
“educational” quality. Royalties are also entirely 
excluded from the income computation, which 
benefit large organizations like the NCAA that 
consistently lend out their brand for revenue.194 

Some of the biggest beneficiaries of this system 
are nonprofit “charity” hospitals and other health 
care nonprofits, which reap roughly 60% of the 
total benefit from the existence of tax-exempt 
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FIGURE 11. SHARE OF NONPROFIT TAX BENEFITS BY 
SECTOR

status (Fig. 11).195 Yet since they face few 
guardrails from the IRS, most tend to operate 
as for-profit actors, with one estimate finding 
that, controlling for size, nonprofit hospitals on 
average contribute only around half the charity 
care that their for-profit counterparts do.196 Kaiser 
Hospitals managed to make around $800 million 
in excess of their costs in 2022, with surpluses in 
the billions of dollars for years prior.197 Ascension 
Health Alliance, at a mere fraction of the size of 
Kaiser, managed to generate revenues nearly 
double their operating expenses, leaving $1.73 
billion of profit in 2022.198 

Universities are also major beneficiaries of 
tax-exempt status, especially elite schools with 
massive endowments. While investing for the 
future is an important tool for planning ahead, 
the money should be spent on an organization's 
actual mission, not growing in perpetuity. 
There is clearly room for some schools to 
spend more for education or research: in 
2022, Princeton University managed to bring 
in over $5 billion in revenue, which was more 
than double its costs.199 Other elite institutions 
often look very similar, generating far more 
revenue than they actually spend on program 
costs. While TCJA attempted to dissuade this 
practice by instituting a small 1.4% excise tax 
on endowment’s net investment incomes, it has 
proven insufficient to dissuade their growth.200

PPI proposes to curtail the abuse of nonprofit 
status by taxing all program service revenue 
and investment income in excess of costs at 
the corporate income tax rate. This reform 
would incentivize charities to spend any profits 
they make. Importantly, this calculation would 
exclude charitable gifts from income to prevent 
true nonprofit institutions from having to pay any 

Sources: Tax Policy Center 192 and PPI calculations.
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tax. Alternatively, policymakers could achieve 
a similar goal by closing loopholes in and 
expanding the application of UBIT rules. 

18. Repeal Special-Interest Tax Expenditures
PPI offers several specific proposals in Sections 
II, III, VIII, and IX of this blueprint to modify or 
eliminate many of the larger tax expenditures 
that overly complicate the tax code. However, 
the tax code is still littered with very small 
tax expenditures that merely support special 
interests rather than promoting growth or 
equity. In addition to lacking any coherent policy 
rationale, every dollar of revenue lost from these 
smaller tax expenditures is a dollar that has to 
either be raised from increasing taxes on the 
majority of Americans or added to the debt 
burden facing future generations. While the 
revenue raised from each individual provision 
is small, they cumulatively can add up to make 
a tangible budgetary impact, as demonstrated 
by a PPI report published last year.201 PPI’s plan 
would make the tax code more equitable by 
repealing several of these small tax expenditures 
that benefit specific industries or professions at 
the expense of all other Americans. 

For example, fossil-fuel producers benefit from 
several niche provisions that have no broader 
economic justification beyond propping up 
their industry. Fossil-fuel producers alone reap 
half the benefit of the “last in, first out” (LIFO) 
accounting method, which lets companies with 
large inventories count the newest addition to 
their inventories as the items that they sold while 
counting their older products as maintained 
inventory, thereby reducing taxable profits 
when prices are rising. Companies that derive 
90% or more of their income from fossil fuels 
and other depletable natural resources benefit 

from an automatic partnership classification 
that reduces their tax liability.202 Independent 
extraction-based fuel producers also get to 
deduct a fixed percentage of their revenues as 
their expense instead of actually determining the 
value of the natural resources they own, have 
located, and have extracted — a practice known 
as percentage cost depletion.203 PPI proposes 
to end these and all other special-interest carve-
outs in the tax code.

19. Reform the Corporate Alternative Minimum 
Tax and Protect Our International Tax Base
Our international tax system is in the middle 
of a once-in-a-generation transformation. Prior 
to 2017, the U.S. tax code did not tax foreign 
income of U.S. multinational corporations’ 
foreign subsidiaries until that income was 
repatriated to the United States.204 This design 
encouraged companies to indefinitely delay 
repatriating foreign profits so they wouldn’t 
have to pay those taxes, and it also encouraged 
companies to relocate their headquarters and 
intellectual property to other countries — eroding 
the United States’ tax base and undermining our 
economic competitiveness.205 

Amongst many changes, TCJA made three 
major reforms to international taxation to shore 
up the U.S. corporate tax base. The first is a 
new tax on “global intangible low-taxed income” 
(GILTI) which discourages companies from 
relocating their intellectual property to low-
tax countries by imposing a minimum tax of 
10.25% (13.125% after 2025) on foreign profits 
that exceed a “normal” 10% rate of return, after 
accounting for foreign taxes paid.206 A second 
TCJA provision also encourages companies to 
locate intellectual property in the United States 
by taxing profits made off of exports that came 
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from domestically-held intellectual property 
(Foreign-Derived Intangible Income, or FDII) at 
a special rate of 13.125% (rising to 16.406% 
after 2025). Finally, the Base Erosion Alternative 
Minimum Tax (BEAT) of 10% (12.5% after 2025) 
limits corporations’ ability to lower their U.S. tax 
liability by deducting payments made to affiliates 
in lower-tax jurisdictions.207 

On top of these 2017 reforms, Congress created 
the Corporate Alternative Minimum Tax (CAMT) 
in 2022 in an attempt to prevent corporations 
from reducing their tax liability to unfairly low 
levels through the claiming of deductions.208 
Under CAMT, a corporation would owe in taxes 
the minimum of 15% of its worldwide financial 
statement income (less allowable deductions) 
and the liability owed under existing tax 
laws.209 But instead of removing loopholes and 
deductions that allow companies to reduce their 
tax liabilities too low, the new law’s vagueness 
added complexity to the corporate tax code. 
Despite being scheduled to take effect at the 
start of 2023, the Treasury Department has yet 
to finalize rules regarding how CAMT will actually 
work.210  

All of these provisions leave our international 
tax system with room for improvement — and 
recent efforts between OECD countries to 

establish a new standard for global taxation in 
the 21st century creates urgent pressure to do 
so. These agreements, known as Pillar I and 
Pillar II, would create a standardized process for 
assigning profits to countries and mechanisms 
for enforcing a proposed global minimum tax 
rate of 15%. Amongst these, many enforcement 
mechanisms include rules allowing participant 
countries to scoop up profits that are being 
undertaxed by the country to which the revenue 
is owed. The Joint Committee on Taxation 
estimates that the United States stands to lose 
more than $60 billion in tax revenue over the 
next decade if it doesn’t implement reforms to 
make existing corporate tax laws, mainly CAMT 
and GILTI, compliant with Pillar II or adopt rules 
to preempt countries from collecting taxes that 
should be owed to the United States.211 

PPI supports the OECD’s goal of preventing a 
“race to the bottom,” where countries’ individual 
incentives to attract corporations collectively 
erode the global corporate tax base. But we 
also believe it is essential that the United States 
prevent other countries from collecting taxes 
that U.S. companies should be paying to our 
Treasury instead. We encourage Congress to 
pursue deficit-neutral reforms that overhaul 
CAMT and protect our tax base in the least 
cumbersome way possible. 
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IV. SECURE AMERICA'S GLOBAL LEADERSHIP

In recent years, a wave of isolationism and 
“America First” politics has prompted calls for 
our country to focus inward and shirk its global 
responsibilities. Supporters have advocated 
abandoning our democratic allies around the 
world, closing off our economy from trade, and 
shutting our borders. 212 They claim that the 
United States cannot both solve its domestic 
problems while maintaining an active role on the 
international stage. But these neo-isolationists 
couldn’t be more wrong: active global 
engagement is not a zero-sum game, but a 
mutually beneficial way to strengthen America’s 
security and prosperity while promoting our 
values around the globe. 

At a time when authoritarian powers in Russia, 
China, and Iran have increased geopolitical 
tensions and threatened the democratic order, 
the United States must reinforce rather than 
retreat from its role as the leader of the free 
world in what could potentially be a second 
Cold War. PPI’s blueprint would support these 
objectives by maintaining a smart national 
security spending strategy and encouraging 
pragmatic reforms to our procurement, trade, 
and immigration systems. These reforms 
would strengthen partnerships abroad, support 
our beleaguered allies in Ukraine and Taiwan, 
and provide large benefits for the American 
economy. 

20. Increase Appropriations to Meet Our 
Research and Development Goals
From medicine to communications, federal 
support for scientific research and development 
has led to the creation of countless technologies 

that power economic growth and benefit 
Americans throughout their daily lives. These 
investments not only make the United States 
more internationally competitive by keeping 
it on the cutting edge of technology and 
advancement but also reinforce our advantages 
over foreign adversaries such as China and 
Russia. The last time the United States found 
itself in a Cold War, the federal government 
spent as much as 1% of GDP on non-defense 
R&D as it fought to win the space race and 
put a man on the moon. Unfortunately, this 
commitment to science has eroded over time, 
with today’s federal spending on non-defense 
R&D having fallen by over two-thirds from this 
historic high.213 

In efforts to partially reverse this long-term 
trend and better position the United States 
in any potential future conflicts with China, 
lawmakers passed the bipartisan CHIPS and 
Science Act of 2022. In addition to the billions of 
dollars in tax incentives for companies to build 
semiconductors in the United States, it also 
authorized a total of $200 billion in additional 
funding for the National Science Foundation, 
National Institutes of Standards and Technology, 
and the Department of Energy Office of Science. 
These planned scientific investments promised 
to strengthen the U.S. position as a global leader 
in developing the technologies of the future 
and restore America’s commitment to scientific 
advancement.214 

Yet while the money for semiconductors 
managed to make its way out the door, the 
increased funding for research has not. 
Congressional appropriations for these three 
science agencies not only failed to meet the 
higher amounts authorized by the CHIPS 
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and Science Act in 2023 and 2024 — they fell 
below appropriations from the year before the 
legislation even passed.215 This failure was 
in part due to the Fiscal Responsibility Act, a 
bipartisan budget bill in 2023 that imposed 
discretionary spending caps and limited the 
growth of any discretionary appropriations. 
Rather than take steps to remedy structural 
drivers of debt, policymakers cut vital public 
investment into the nation’s future. Worse 
yet, authorization for these investments is 
set to expire after 2027, at which point public 
investment is likely to continue its pre-CHIPS 
trend towards historic lows as a fraction of 
economic output. 

PPI proposes to massively expand federal 
support for research and development to bring 
it back to its historical average. This funding 
would be more than enough to fully appropriate 
the authorized CHIPS and Science programs 
and extend that funding to support scientific 

research in perpetuity.  But we would go even 
further by using this additional funding to 
massively expand federal support for basic 
research activities — those that explore 
foundational scientific principles with no explicit 
commercial objectives in mind. Basic research is 
a quintessential public good: its benefits can be 
unpredictable but tend to permeate throughout 
society, benefitting the country and the economy 
in ways we can’t predict. Yet unlike applied 
research and development, the other two stages 
in the R&D process, the private sector has little 
incentive to focus on basic research because 
individual businesses are generally unable to 
predict or capture the benefits for themselves 
(Fig. 12).

Past federal investments into basic R&D have 
proved enormously successful. For example, a 
study of NIH’s Human Genome Project estimated 
that the project generated an astonishing $178 
for every $1 spent, resulting in nearly $1 trillion 
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of additional economic growth.219 Although 
few public R&D projects will generate such 
immense gains, other analyses have estimated 
an average return between 150% and 300% 
on nondefense R&D investment.220 Similarly, 
investing more into basic research will enable 
the United States to successfully take a lead on 
emerging technologies of tomorrow, such as 
artificial intelligence. Beyond fueling buzzworthy 
chatbots, artificial intelligence (AI) is already 
being used in self-driving cars, in discovering new 
drugs and diagnosing diseases, and in improving 
the electrical grid.221 Keeping our country at the 
forefront of research into AI and other promising 
technologies is good for both economic growth 
and national security.

21. Defend Democracy with Smarter 
Military Spending
National security is one of the federal 
government’s most fundamental responsibilities, 
especially in an era of growing geopolitical 
tensions and great-power rivalry. In Europe, 
Putin’s invasion of Ukraine has brought war 
right to NATO’s doorstep for the first time 
in decades.222 In the Indo-Pacific, increased 
Chinese belligerence has challenged our 
democratic allies and threatened the 
independence of Taiwan.223 As major powers act 
more aggressively, dangerous non-state actors 
also remain a threat, as evidenced by Hamas’s 
terrorist attack on October 7, 2023.224 

The United States must be prepared for an era 
of emboldened geopolitical adversaries. This 
not only means preparing our own military for 
potential conflict, but making investments in our 
allies abroad such as Ukraine. If Putin were to 
overrun Ukraine, victory might embolden him and 
other autocrats to pursue more of their 
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UKRAINE COMPARED TO OTHER MAJOR CONFLICTS
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antagonistic ambitions. China might be convinced 
by this success to attack Taiwan, potentially 
entangling the U.S. military in a great power 
conflict. This outcome would be not just horrific 
in its toll on human lives, but also tremendously 
expensive — a conflict on the scale of World War 
II would cost U.S. taxpayers roughly 160 times as 
much as all the aid it has sent to Ukraine over the 
past three years (Fig. 13).230 Improving military 
readiness at home, and funding the protection of 
democracy abroad, are sound moral and fiscal 
investments in global and national security.

Additionally, activities conducted in the name 
of national defense can also contribute to 
the domestic economy, just as non-defense 
public investments do. For example, research 
conducted by the Department of Defense 
contributed to the development of the internet, 
GPS, and artificial intelligence.231 Policymakers 
shouldn’t undermine these crucial investments, 
or shortchange our allies in maintaining our 
military’s qualitative superiority just to save the 
federal budget a few pennies on the dollar.

But none of these realities mean the Pentagon 
needs a blank check, as some leading 
Republican lawmakers have proposed.232 
Congress consistently appropriates billions a 
year in defense money for parochial projects with 
little justification of their connection to national 
security objectives.233 In fact, as recently as 2023, 
appropriators gave the Pentagon $43 billion more 
than they even asked for.234, 235 While some of 
this additional spending may reflect adjustments 
for inflation or previously unanticipated needs, 
cutting out money the Pentagon doesn’t even 
request is low-hanging fruit for fiscal savings.236

Likewise, there is clearly space for the Pentagon 

to make smarter spending decisions. In 2015, 
the Department of Defense wrote a report 
that estimated the Department could save 
$125 billion over five years by encouraging 
early retirements, using fewer expensive 
contractors, and using information technology 
more efficiently.237 More recently, other 
reports from the Government Accountability 
Office; a bipartisan Commission on Planning, 
Programming, Budgeting and Execution 
Reform; and the Department’s own Inspector 
General have likewise noted areas for smarter 
procurement and spending decisions.238, 239, 240 

Accordingly, PPI supports largely maintaining 
our baseline defense spending trajectory 
but reallocating that spending to better 
support our national-security objectives. We 
recommend establishing a commission of 
retired military and civilian defense officials to 
identify common-sense savings from wasteful 
procurement practices and unnecessary 
personnel expenses.241, 242 This commission 
could be structured like the Base Realignment 
and Closure Commissions (BRAC) that 
led the process for shutting down old or 
unneeded military bases up until 2005. BRAC 
made recommendations based on objective, 
transparent criteria and those recommendations 
were automatically implemented unless stopped 
by Congress, which improved its chances 
of success by not forcing any members of 
congress to actively vote for shuttering facilities 
in their district.243 A similar process today could 
help identify wasteful spending that would 
be better spent aiding the defense of global 
democracy. If geopolitical tensions continue to 
rise and necessitate additional spending beyond 
what can be offset by cutting inefficiencies, the 
fiscal space created by other recommendations 
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in this blueprint will give policymakers the 
flexibility they need to meet those challenges.

22. Cut Tariffs and Make Trade Deals
Taxes on imported goods, known as tariffs, 
can serve a strategic purpose in some limited 
contexts. For example, targeted and temporary 
tariffs can create leverage for the United 
States in negotiating freer trade with foreign 
countries that have their own barriers. They can 
also be a tool for pushing back against unfair 
trade practices such as intellectual property 
theft or export subsidies, protecting national 
security interests, or shielding infant domestic 
industries as they gain expertise and develop the 
economies of scale needed to compete in the 
global marketplace.244 

But the tariffs implemented by the Trump 
administration — and largely continued by the 
Biden administration — principally raised costs 
for working Americans without forming the 
basis for any comprehensive trade strategy.245 
Instead of enhancing national security or helping 
negotiate better deals, Trump’s trade wars 
alienated partners at the very moment in which 
the United States should have been looking 
for new export markets and forging a stronger 
coalition to roll back abusive Chinese policies 
such as coerced technology transfer and 
mass-scale subsidization of manufacturing.246 
Several analyses show that the U.S. actually 
lost manufacturing and construction jobs, and 
also farm income, as a result of the Trump 
tariffs. In addition to provoking the European 
Union, the United Kingdom, India, China, and 
others to place “retaliatory” tariffs on American 
exports, the Trump tariffs directly raised those 
industries’ input costs and therefore eroded their 
competitiveness.247, 248, 249, 250  

Even the pre-Trump tariff schedule contains 
a mess of antiquated provisions which do 
nothing to concretely further working Americans’ 
interests, often single them out for especially 
high taxation, and are ripe for far-reaching 
reform.251 The Harmonized Tariff Schedule 
contains over 11,000 separate lines taxing 
everything from infant formula to playing 
cards.252 Beyond being opaque and excessively 
complicated, they’re also discriminatory and 
regressive. Many women’s clothing items, 
for example, are explicitly taxed at higher tax 
rates than men’s.253 And items like spoons and 
sweaters face higher tariff rates if they’re made 
out of cheaper materials like steel and acrylic, 
respectively, than if they’re made from expensive 
materials like sterling silver or cashmere (Fig. 
14).254 As a result, lower-income and working 
Americans must bear these higher costs of 
maintaining a century-old tariff system. 

Yet despite these problems, Trump has 
proposed to make them dramatically worse 
by replacing all income taxes with tariffs.255 
Tariffs in general are a poor form of taxation 
because they raise prices by much more than 
the government receives in revenue and damage 
some parts of the economy to protect others.256 
For these reasons, no successful economy, 
apart from extremely small island states such 
as the Bahamas, relies on tariffs for much of 
its revenue. Trump’s proposed 10% global tariff 
and even higher tariffs on Chinese-made goods, 
added on top of the current system, would likely 
yield an average tariff rate around 12%. That 
would be in the range of Zimbabwe’s 11.4% 
average tariff, Iran’s 12.0%, and Venezuela’s 
13.6% — hardly suitable models for U.S. tax 
policy.257 If implemented, this disastrous 
approach would raise taxes on the average 
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American household by up to $5,000 while 
cutting taxes on families in the top 0.1% by 300 
times as much, blow up our national debt, and 
likely induce shortages of goods from energy to 
shoes.262, 263

Instead of destroying our economy by isolating 
it from the world, the United States should 
encourage open rules-based trade and create 
new markets for American goods. Policymakers 
should start by immediately eliminating the 
Trump-era tariffs on critical inputs such as steel 
and aluminum, as well as tariffs on Chinese 
goods that are not critical for national security 
or the result of unfair state subsidies. Next, 
they should sunset all tariffs on goods that 

aren’t produced in the United States because in 
those instances there is no domestic industry 
to protect. Policymakers should also eliminate 
the outright discrimination in our tariff schedule 
by equalizing rates on gendered items such as 
clothing or eliminating said tariffs altogether. 
Finally, the schedule for any remaining 
tariffs should be dramatically streamlined to 
consolidate categories, simplify rates, and 
reduce regressivity.

PPI also urges the next administration to re-
enter or forge new trade agreements with our 
partners abroad. Easy opportunities include 
rejoining the Comprehensive and Progressive 
Agreement for Trans-Pacific Partnership 

FIGURE 14. TARIFF RATES ON SELECTED HOME GOODS
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(CPTPP) and concluding a free trade agreement 
with the United Kingdom. These agreements 
strengthen our partnerships internationally, 
promote production and sale of U.S. goods 
through larger markets, and lower costs for the 
American consumer. Even more importantly, 
agreements such as the CPTPP will help the 
United States meet the China challenge by 
building alliances that give us the upper hand 
in setting international trade law in the Pacific 
for the 21st century on issues ranging from 
market access to subsidization, digital trade, and 
intellectual property rights.264 

While reducing tariffs and strengthening our 
trade relationships would create jobs and benefit 
Americans overall, there are inevitably some 
workers and communities for whom the costs 
outweigh the benefits. But it is shortsighted 
and wrong for policymakers to put the needs 
of the few above the needs of the many by 
abandoning the broad benefits of trade. Instead, 
PPI encourages them to complement trade 
deals with other policies in Section VIII of this 
report that would strengthen the social safety 
net and expand skills-based programs to help all 
displaced workers — whether their displacement 
is caused by trade, automation, or some other 
factor — find good, well-paying jobs.265

23. Repeal Counterproductive 
Protectionist Policies
Public procurement regulations are laden with 
a host of protectionist policies that prioritize 
or require agencies to purchase American 
goods and services over foreign-produced 
counterparts, even if those foreign goods 
are offered at a lower price for equal quality 
by American allies. These protectionist “Buy 
American” requirements come at significant 

cost to both current and future generations: 
one study found that, in 2019, “Buy American” 
requirements led American taxpayers to pay 
almost 6% more for publicly procured goods on 
average than they would have if government 
agencies had been allowed to choose the 
most price-competitive option among goods 
meeting safety, quality, security, and other 
specifications.266 If these costs aren’t borne by 
present-day Americans through higher taxes, 
they are imposed on future generations through 
reduced public capital and infrastructure. 
Moreover, because each additional dollar that 
goes to purchasing American-made goods 
above the free-trade equilibrium is a dollar that 
is not spent creating jobs elsewhere in the 
economy, “Buy American” requirements cost 
jobs and the American economy overall.267

To make sure taxpayers can get the greatest 
bang for their buck on public investments, 
PPI proposes to repeal all “Buy American” 
requirements in public procurement and 
contracting that are not essential for national 
security. We would also repeal the Foreign 
Dredge Act and the Jones Act, which require 
dredges and ships operating in U.S. waters to be 
built, registered, and staffed in America. Contrary 
to helping the American shipping industry’s 
development, these outdated laws unnecessarily 
increase the cost of transporting goods by water, 
harm the industry and act as a broader drag 
on the American economy.268, 269 The fact that, 
as of 2022, U.S. shipping yards were building 
only five commercial vessels while the EU was 
building 315, South Korea was building 734, 
and China was building 1,794 is evidence that 
we need a new approach.270 Repealing these 
outdated laws will help boost the returns on our 
public investment spending, improve economic 
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productivity, cut costs for consumers, and 
generate savings for taxpayers in the form 
of discretionary spending savings that don’t 
undermine our economic future. 

24. Modernize Our Immigration System 
for the 21st Century
America is both a nation of immigrants and 
a nation of laws. An unprecedented rise in 
unauthorized border crossings have strained our 
asylum system and put pressure on cities that 
must handle the rapid influx of people.271 At the 
same time, the flow of deadly fentanyl that is 
coming across the southern border is destroying 
communities and the lives caught in its wake.272 
It is clear that policymakers need to put better 
policies and more resources in place to secure 
our border and enforce our nation’s immigration 
laws. 

However, taking steps to secure the border 
should be complementary to, not exclusive 
of, reforming those laws to secure the clear 
economic benefits that more legal immigration 
could bring. The U.S. labor market has been tight 
since the end of the pandemic, with more jobs 
available than workers to fill them. At its peak 
in mid-2022, there were two job openings per 
unemployed worker and today that ratio sits at 
1.2.273 This persistently tight labor market has 
both increased demand for goods and services, 
because workers are able to negotiate higher 
wages that they then spend, and prevented 

employers from meeting that demand. These 
forces together put upward pressure on inflation. 
Rather than take jobs from Americans, allowing 
skilled workers to come and fill these roles 
would provide Americans with more goods 
and services at lower cost. Immigrants also 
contribute to the dynamism and innovation of 
the nation’s economy. Despite being merely 14% 
of all American citizens, immigrants account 
for a quarter of its patents, and they start 
businesses at higher rates than their native-born 
counterparts.274

In addition to boosting economic growth, 
immigration reform can help directly mitigate 
the long-term fiscal challenges of an aging 
native-born population. Only 59% of native-
born Americans are considered “working-
age” (between 18 and 64), compared to 77% 
of foreign-born people.275 While native-born 
Americans’ participation in the labor force will 
decline in future years as a result of a higher 
average age, the working-age immigrant 
population will hold steady and the number of 
working-age children of immigrants will grow.276 
By reinforcing our workforce, these immigrants 
and first-generation Americans will help shore 
up Social Security and Medicare’s finances. 
Policymakers should not wait to modernize our 
immigration system so that it prioritizes both 
border security and welcoming more skilled 
workers to grow our economy and reduce 
inflationary pressures. 
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V. STRENGTHEN SOCIAL SECURITY’S 
INTERGENERATIONAL COMPACT 

Social Security is the largest program in the 
federal budget and consists of two components: 
Old Age and Survivors Insurance (OASI) and 
Disability Insurance (DI). OASI provides monthly 
income to old-age beneficiaries who worked 
in jobs covered by Social Security for 10 
years or longer, as well as their spouses and 
children under the age of 18. In 2023, OASI paid 
$1.23 trillion in benefits to 53 million retired 
workers and 6 million surviving relatives, while 
DI paid $152 billion in benefits to 9 million 
beneficiaries.277 Social Security was designed 
to be an “earned-benefit” program, with the idea 
that dedicated payroll taxes serve as a worker’s 
contribution into Social Security and establish 
a link between contributions and benefits. But 
in reality, the payroll taxes paid by the current 
generation of workers and retirees have not 
been enough to pay for the benefits they’ve 
supposedly earned. 

In years when payroll tax revenue exceeded 
Social Security payments, as it did from 1984 
to 2009, the Treasury Department credited the 
programs’ “trust funds” with the balance and 
used it to finance general government deficits 
in lieu of borrowing from the private sector.278 
The Treasury also credited trust funds with 
interest on their remaining balance each year, 

even though their “assets” generate no real 
return for the government.279 Since 2010, the 
Treasury Department has been drawing upon 
this established credit to make up the shortfall 
between Social Security spending and dedicated 
revenue sources with general revenues. The 
gap will grow worse in the coming years as 
America’s population ages: the Social Security 
Administration (SSA) projects that the ratio of 
workers paying the benefits for each beneficiary 
will be just 2.3 to 1 in 2040, compared to 3.4 to 1 
in 2000.280 

Without reform, the Social Security trustees 
project the programs’ trust funds will be 
depleted by 2035. At that point, the program 
will only be able to pay out benefits equal to its 
incoming revenues, resulting in an across-the-
board benefit cut of at least 20% (Fig. 15).281 The 
prospect of such a steep and sudden benefit cut 
makes it difficult for current workers to plan for 
retirement and risks throwing many vulnerable 
seniors who are already retired into poverty.282 
Some have proposed resolving Social Security’s 
financial challenges simply by raising taxes on 
current workers, but doing so would place an 
undue tax burden on young Americans, who 
face many financial challenges that their elders 
did not. Social Security is an intergenerational 
compact, and it must be updated for 21st-
century demographics in a way that is fair to 
both younger workers and older beneficiaries.
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FIGURE 15. SOCIAL SECURITY SPENDING
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PPI’s proposals would prevent a sudden benefit 
cut from occurring through a package of 
gradually phased-in reforms that would improve 
retirement security for millions of seniors and 
strengthen Social Security’s standing as an 
earned-benefit program Americans can depend 
on. In addition to shoring up Social Security’s 
finances, these reforms would strengthen the 
program by increasing benefits for those most 

at risk of falling into poverty in old age, such as 
low-income workers, surviving spouses, and 
people with above-average lifespans who are 
likely to outlive their savings. We also restructure 
the program to address inequities in the current 
benefit structure, including provisions that 
create unfair gender disparities or penalize 
work at a time when policymakers should be 
encouraging more of it. 

Note: Chart depicts projections using the assumptions of Social Security’s trustees, which differ from those of the Congressional Budget Office. It 
does not include the effects on program outlays from proposals outside the Social Security section of this report. The Scheduled Benefits scenario 
assumes benefits continue to be paid based on the current formula even after the trust funds are exhausted. The Payable Benefits scenario assumes 
benefit payments are limited to dedicated revenue after the exhaustion of the trust funds, which is what would occur automatically under current law.  

Sources: Social Security Trustees,283 Urban Institute DYNASIM,284 and PPI calculations.
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FIGURE 16. PPI PLAN COMPARED TO PAYABLE AND SCHEDULED BENEFITS
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Altogether, PPI’s proposed reforms are the 
equivalent of fixing roughly half of the program’s 
shortfall over the next 30 years through benefit 
changes and half through greater contributions 
from workers. Beneficiaries in the top fifth of 
the lifetime earnings distribution would absorb 
cuts relative to the current formula that are on 
average comparable to the ones already slated 
to occur under current law (Fig. 16). By contrast, 
workers in the bottom quintile would receive 
monthly benefits that are roughly a quarter 
higher than they could receive under the current 
formula once they retire. And while the median-
income worker would receive a small cut if they 

work a shorter-than average career, they would 
receive an increase in benefits over the current 
schedule if they stayed in the labor force longer 
(Fig. 17). By 2055, PPI's plan would reduce the 
poverty rate for Americans 70 years or older 
by roughly 10% relative to current policy, and 
more than 40% relative to the scenario in which 
policymakers do nothing to shore up Social 
Security’s finances.287 In short, PPI’s Social 
Security reforms would make the program 
substantially more progressive and pro-work 
while generating savings that can be invested in 
younger generations.

Note: Chart shows the average benefit change under PPI’s plan for OASI beneficiaries who are claiming benefits under the new PPI formula in 2055. 
The Scheduled Benefits scenario assumes benefits continue to be paid based on the current formula even after the trust funds are exhausted. The 
Payable Benefits scenario assumes benefit payments are limited to dedicated revenue after the exhaustion of the trust funds, which is what would 
occur automatically under current law.  

Sources: Urban Institute DYNASIM,285 Social Security Trustees,286 PPI calculations.  
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FIGURE 17. PPI PROPOSAL IMPACT ON THE AVERAGE MIDDLE-QUINTILE BENEFICIARY BY YEARS WORKED
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25. Calculate Benefits Based on Years 
Worked Instead of Lifetime Earnings 
Social Security benefits are currently calculated 
based on the average of an individual’s 35 
highest-earning years (adjusted for wage 
growth). The monthly benefit for someone who 
claims benefits at the normal retirement age 
in 2024 is equal to 90% of the first $1,174 in 
average monthly earnings, plus 32% of those 
earnings between $1,174 and $7,078, and 15% 
of those earnings above $7,078.289 The system is 
somewhat progressive because Social Security 
replaces a higher proportion of pre-retirement 
income for lower-earners than higher-earners, 

but it nevertheless awards higher benefits to 
those who need them least. 

Another problem with the current formula is that 
it provides poor incentives to remain in the labor 
force. Benefits are only based on an individual’s 
35 highest-earning years, so additional work 
years only increase benefits if earnings in those 
additional years are higher than in previous 
ones. Because most long-career workers will 
have already maximized their lifetime earnings 
in the high-replacement rate brackets, there is 
a low return to additional work.290 These broken 
incentives result in diminished savings, a smaller 

Note: Chart shows the average benefit change relative to scheduled benefits for a worker in the middle fifth of the lifetime earnings distribution in 
2055 once that beneficiary begins claiming benefits. The Scheduled Benefits scenario assumes benefits continue to be paid based on the current 
formula even after the trust funds are exhausted. Changes in relative benefits are disaggregated by the number of years the beneficiary has worked. 
The width of each bar is proportional to the approximate percentage of middle-quintile earners with each range of work years. Fewer than 1% of 
beneficiaries with median quintile lifetime earnings are projected to work fewer than 20 years so the effects on their relative benefit change were 
omitted.

Sources: Urban Institute DYNASIM 288 and PPI calculations. 
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FIGURE 18. PPI'S PROPOSED WORK-CREDIT BENEFIT STRUCTURE

Note: Figures are in 2024 wage-indexed dollars and assume Social Security is claimed at the maximum benefits age.

CREDIT LEVEL YEARS EARNED MONTHLY BENEFIT 

Basic Credit 1 to 20 $100.00

Standard Credit (80% of Basic) 21 to 50 $80.00

Bonus Credit (25% of Basic) 51+ $25.00

workforce, and increased government spending 
on retirees who don’t need it. The average 
woman’s Social Security benefit is also over 20% 
lower than the average man’s benefit, resulting 
in women having a lower standard of living in 
retirement than men.291, 292 This discrepancy 
stems from the fact that women take more 
time out of the workforce to serve as caregivers 
than men do and, even among full-time workers, 
women’s average annual earnings are only about 
84% of what the average man earns.293, 294

PPI proposes to replace the current system with 
a “work credit” benefit structure. Beneficiaries 
would receive a monthly benefit based on 
how many years they worked rather than how 
much they earned. To qualify for a work credit, 
a beneficiary must have earned income that is 
roughly equivalent to working 40 hours per week 
for 50 weeks at a wage of $13 per hour (which 
is the 5th percentile of hourly wages for full-
time workers, meaning 95% of full-time workers 
would qualify for a full work credit in a given 
year).295, 296 Workers who do not earn enough for 
a full work credit can earn a proportional partial 
credit rounded to the nearest tenth. For example, 

if someone earned the equivalent of 40 hours 
per week working at federal minimum wage for 
50 weeks in a given year, they would be awarded 
0.6 credits for that year. Similarly, if someone 
earned the equivalent of 12 hours per week 
working at $13 per hour for 50 weeks in a given 
year, they would be awarded 0.3 credits for that 
year. Both the threshold for earning work credits 
and the value of the credit in retirement for each 
cohort would be tied to the average wage index. 

The monthly benefit awarded for each work 
credit would depend on how many years a 
beneficiary has previously worked. The first 20 
years would be awarded at the “Basic Credit” 
level, which would be set at $100 in 2024 
dollars for someone retiring at the maximum 
benefits age (currently age 70). Years 31-50 
would be awarded “Standard Credits,” which 
would be equal to 80% of the Basic Credit. After 
accumulating 50 years of work credits, additional 
“Bonus Credits” would continue to be awarded at 
25% of the Basic Credit level (Fig. 18). With these 
benefit amounts, anyone who works at least 20 
years will receive a benefit that keeps them out of 
poverty. 
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Basing benefits on work instead of income 
would make the system more progressive by 
ensuring a low-skilled worker and their college-
educated boss receive the same benefit in 
retirement if they work for the same number 
of years, despite the fact that the former had 
much lower lifetime earnings. This structure will 
cut costs by reducing benefits to retirees who 
have earned high incomes over their lifetimes, 
while alleviating poverty among lower-income 
retirees. Offering higher benefit credits for the 
first 20 years also provides additional support 
to low-income workers, who generally work 
shorter-than-average careers.297 Additionally, 
the new system incentivizes Americans to work 
longer to accumulate more work credits and 
receive higher benefits. To encourage “partial 
retirements” that have a myriad of social and 
health benefits, Americans can continue to 
earn work credits after claiming Social Security. 
Partial retirement helps keep older workers, who 
tend to be well-qualified and productive, in the 
labor force for longer and smooths the harsh 
transition individuals face when they move from 
full-time work to retirement.298 

PPI also proposes to allow caregivers to receive 
up to five years of work credit for the purposes 
of benefit calculation. While workers pay for 
Social Security with the taxes on their earnings, 
parents contribute to the program’s long-term 
sustainability by providing the economy with 
future workers. It makes little sense not to 
provide benefits in return for this contribution. 
Caregiver credits can be awarded on a partial 
basis, so part-time caregivers can benefit from 
the credit for more than 5 individual years. 
For example, if a part-time caregiver would be 
eligible to receive only a half credit based on 

their earnings, they would actually be awarded 
one full credit for that year. The caregiver credit 
would continue to benefit this caregiver for 10 
years of this arrangement instead of 5 because 
they are only claiming half a caregiver credit in 
each year.

We propose that the new formula be gradually 
phased in for new beneficiaries over 10 years. 
Beneficiaries who turn age 62 in 2027 would 
have benefits calculated under both the old 
and new system, then be awarded a benefit 
equal to 10% of the work-credit benefit plus 
90% of their benefit under the current formula. 
The proportion of the benefit based on the 
new formula would increase by 10 percentage 
points per year until it reached 100% in 2036 
(when the transition to the work-credit system is 
complete).

26. Adjust the Retirement Age 
to Improve Simplicity and Equity
Social Security benefits are adjusted based on 
when they are claimed by a beneficiary to ensure 
that, on average, lifetime benefits collected 
are the same no matter when the beneficiary 
chooses to begin claiming them. Someone who 
claims benefits at the normal retirement age, 
which will be 67 for anyone born in 1960 or 
later, receives 100% of the benefit as calculated 
above.299 But people can claim benefits as early 
as age 62, with reduced monthly benefits, and as 
late as 70, with increased monthly benefits.300, 301

A key driver of Social Security’s financial 
challenges is rising life expectancy. Since 
Social Security was created in 1935, the life 
expectancies of a 65-year-old man and woman 
have both increased by nearly half and are 
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projected to continue growing further.302, 303 The 
result is that retired Americans are collecting 
benefits for many more years than Social 
Security’s creators initially envisioned.  

To address this problem, PPI proposes to index 
the minimum and maximum benefits ages to 
longevity. Beginning with beneficiaries who turn 
age 62 in 2027, the maximum-benefit retirement 
age would increase by one month every two 
years. The minimum-benefit retirement age 
would increase by two months every year after 
until such time that it equaled the maximum-
benefit retirement age minus six years, after 
which it would increase at the same rate as 
the maximum-benefit retirement age. PPI’s 
plan would also ensure that the minimum and 
maximum benefit payments would be actuarially 
adjusted to ensure equal overall benefits for 
Americans regardless of when they retire. The 
concept of a “normal” retirement age between 
the minimum and maximum benefits age is 
unnecessary and so would be eliminated under 
our plan to reduce any signal that suggests 
people should claim benefits before they need 
to.304

Although Americans are living longer overall, life 
expectancy gains have not been evenly shared. 
For example, for men born in 1930, the gap in 
life expectancy at age 50 between the top 20% 
of the income distribution and the bottom 20% 
of the income distribution was 5.1 years, while 
for men born in 1960 this gap rises to 12.7 
years.305 Additionally, chronically low earners 
work long careers in thankless jobs and can 
have difficulty finding employment towards the 
end of their working life. To enable these workers 
to enjoy a secure retirement, PPI proposes to 

allow beneficiaries to receive the average of their 
maximum and minimum benefit beginning at 
age 62 so long as:

•	 This benefit would be enough to replace 
100 percent or more of their pre-retirement 
earnings (measured as a price-adjusted 
average of the previous 10 years of 
earnings); and

•	 The beneficiary meets an asset test similar 
to the one that exists for Supplemental 
Security Income (SSI).

For example, someone who earned the 
minimum wage their entire lives would be able 
to claim Social Security after 35 years, because 
at that point the average of their minimum and 
maximum benefits would be greater than the 
amount they would earn working full-time. The 
same would be true for someone who earned 
a high wage for 30 years, but then could no 
longer find employment above the minimum 
wage for several years after that. Individuals 
who earn wages above the median in their 50s 
and early 60s, however, would not be able to 
claim benefits before the minimum benefits 
age because the average of their minimum and 
maximum benefits would not replace 100% of 
the average of their last 10 years of income.

PPI’s proposed adjustments to the early 
retirement age are designed to discourage 
beneficiaries from claiming benefits too early 
to give them sufficient lifetime incomes or from 
retiring early when they can continue to have 
productive working lives. At the same time, 
our plan would strengthen the safety net for 
those most in need. It would also allow earlier 
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retirements for long-career workers because 
their averaged benefit will be higher than the 
averaged benefit of short-career workers.

27. Change Cost-of-Living-Adjustments
After a beneficiary begins collecting Social 
Security benefits, their benefits rise each year to 
account for rising prices. Currently, these cost-
of-living adjustments (COLAs) are calculated 
based on the Consumer Price Index for Urban 
Wage Earners and Clerical Workers (CPI-W). For 
the reasons explained in Recommendation 62, 
we believe it would make more sense for future 
COLAs to be based on a measure called the 
Chained Consumer Price Index For All Urban 
Consumers (C-CPI-U) that grew about 0.24 
percentage points per year more slowly than did 
CPI-W over the past decade.306, 307 

We would also impose a dollar-value cap on 
COLAs for current beneficiaries, such that 
the maximum COLA received by any OASI 
recipient will be equal to the COLA that a 
person who retired at the maximum benefits 
age with 50 work credits could receive under 
the new formula. This measure will cut costs 
— particularly in the form of benefits for 
the wealthiest beneficiaries — and prevent 
Americans who retired under the current system, 
with high lifetime incomes, from receiving higher 
COLAs than the vast majority of Americans who 
retire under the new system. 

The biggest concern about switching to 
C-CPI-U COLAs is that savings from the switch 
compound into excessively large benefit 
reductions for beneficiaries with above-average 
lifespans (who are also more likely to outlive their 
savings).308 We propose to negate this problem 
by re-indexing COLAs to average wage growth, 

which grew 1.08 percentage points more quickly 
than C-CPI-U over the past decade, 24 years 
after the beneficiary has reached the minimum 
benefits age.309, 310 This change will result in 
COLAs which are more generous for beneficiaries 
who have lived longer than the approximate 
median life expectancy at the earliest eligibility 
age.311 The enhanced COLA bump-up would 
take effect when the first retirees under the new 
system will have been eligible for Social Security 
for 24 years. Unlike the standard COLA, there 
would be no cap on the boosted COLA.

28. Reform Survivor Benefits 
to Reduce Poverty
When a Social Security beneficiary dies, their 
spouse is entitled to a survivor benefit. Under 
the current formula, a surviving spouse gets 
the larger of the couple’s two Social Security 
benefits.312 This structure presents a huge 
problem for couples with comparable lifetime 
earnings, who can see household benefits cut in 
half upon the death of the spouse even though 
household consumption doesn’t fall by an equal 
amount. PPI proposes to allow the surviving 
spouse to keep 75% of the couple’s Social 
Security benefits when the other spouse dies. 
Initial benefits for couples would be reduced 
by 10% to ensure that the average couple 
receives the same lifetime benefits under the 
new survivors benefit as it would under the 
current one. These changes are particularly 
important because widow(er)s have far higher 
poverty rates among the elderly than do married 
couples (who have the lowest).313 It also further 
strengthens retirement security for women, who 
are more likely to outlive their spouses than are 
men. The reforms to survivor benefits would only 
apply to the dependents of beneficiaries turning 
age 62 in 2027 or later. 
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29. Reduce Spousal Benefits
Lower-earning spouses receive benefits that 
are at least equal to half those of the main 
breadwinner. This spousal benefit was created 
for an era in which fewer women worked, but 
the role of women in the workplace has changed 
dramatically over the past decades: the share 
of adult women who work has grown by more 
than 70% since 1950.314 With women now 
having far more employment opportunities 
than they did when Social Security was created, 
far more couples are two-earner households. 
The current spousal benefit now discourages 
work by providing a windfall to single-earning 
couples, especially those with higher incomes.315 
These high-income couples are most likely to 
benefit from the spousal benefit in the first place 
because they can afford to have only one earner. 

Under PPI’s proposal, spousal benefits claimed 
at the maximum-benefit retirement age would 
be capped at $1,200 per month in 2027 (with 
actuarial reductions for those who claim earlier) 
and would be means-tested based on assets 
and income to reduce unnecessary subsidies to 
the wealthy. This cap would grow with chained 
CPI instead of the average wage index after 
implementation. As with survivors benefits, 
the reforms to spousal benefits would apply to 
beneficiaries turning age 62 in 2027 or later. 

30. Improve Disability Insurance
Social Security DI benefits are based on the 
same formula used to calculate OASI benefits, 
so the program will require some changes to 
conform with the work-credit benefit formula 
PPI proposes using for OASI.316 Some policies 
in this package will also likely increase demand 
for DI benefits. Although this plan provides an 
exemption to our proposed increase in the early 

retirement age for low-income workers, not 
every worker in a physically demanding job will 
qualify, meaning some older workers will claim 
DI benefits when they would have otherwise 
claimed OASI benefits. To address these issues, 
PPI would reroute some savings from other 
provisions to increase DI funding. We also 
recommend that policymakers use some of this 
funding to address structural problems with DI 
that discourage beneficiaries from seeking work, 
such as a “cash cliff” that suddenly cuts benefits 
to zero if a beneficiary earns above a certain 
threshold.317

31. Increase Taxes on High-Income 
Social Security Benefits
Most proposed reforms to Social Security (except 
those relating to COLAs) don’t make changes to 
benefits for people currently collecting benefits 
from the program. This principle is important for 
preventing the disruption of retirement security 
for people living on a fixed income, but it also 
prevents older generations from contributing 
their fair share to Social Security solutions. 
But through taxation of benefits, policymakers 
can wring out some contribution from wealthy 
retirees without hurting the most vulnerable. 
Under current law, individuals for whom the 
combination of their adjusted gross income, 
non-taxable interest income, and half of their 
Social Security benefits totals more than $25,000 
must pay taxes on up to 85% Social Security 
benefits.318 PPI proposes to also make benefits 
100% taxable for individuals and couples with 
combined incomes above $45,000 and $58,000, 
respectively (Fig. 19).
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PERCENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS SUBJECT TO 
INCOME TAX

IF BENEFICIARY HAS INCOME ABOVE. . . 

INDIVIDUALS COUPLES

Current Law

0% $0 $0

50% $25,000 $32,000

85% $34,000 $44,000

PPI Proposal 100% $45,000 $58,000

FIGURE 19. TAXATION OF SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS

Note: Unlike many provisions of our tax code, neither the current-law thresholds nor PPI’s new thresholds would be indexed to grow with inflation.319
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VI. MODERNIZE MEDICARE

Medicare is the largest health insurer in the United 
States, covering nearly 67 million Americans 
aged 65 and older and/or receiving Social 
Security Disability Insurance benefits in 2023.320 
Outside of net interest payments, it is also the 
fastest-growing line item in the federal budget, 
with spending as a percent of GDP expected to 
increase by 70% over the next 30 years.321 Two-
thirds of this increase is due to rising per-person 
health costs, while one-third is due to the aging 
of our population.322 By 2055, there will be nearly 
50% more Americans aged 65 and older than 
there were in 2022, and close to three times 
as many Americans aged 85 and older.323 The 
number of working-age Americans, meanwhile, 
will only increase by 4%.324 Because older people 
tend to have more health problems than younger 
ones, the aging of the population magnifies the 
cost of our expensive health care system.

The next section of this report (Section VII) 
details ways to control the underlying cost of 
health care in the private sector, but the success 
of those mechanisms depends on having an 
efficient and well-functioning Medicare program. 
During past program expansions, new benefits 
were tacked on as separate programs with 
new rules and financing mechanisms rather 
than being incorporated into a coherent benefit 
structure.325 This disjointed structure creates 
complexity for beneficiaries and misaligned 
incentives for providers. Moreover, because 
only about half of Medicare spending is 
currently covered by dedicated revenue sources 
such as payroll taxes and premiums paid by 
beneficiaries, the growth of costs poses a grave 
threat to other federal priorities that could see 
more general revenues diverted to bankrolling 
Medicare (Fig. 20).326 

FIGURE 20. SOURCES OF REVENUE FOR MEDICARE

0%

1%

2%

3%

4%

5%

6%

19
70

19
75

19
80

19
85

19
90

19
95

20
00

20
05

20
10

20
15

20
20

20
25

20
30

20
35

20
40

20
45

20
50

20
55

PE
RC

EN
T 

OF
 G

DP

GENERAL REVENUES

OTHER TAXES & FEES

PREMIUMS

PAYROLL TAX

HISTORICAL      PROJECTED

Note: Projections are based on current law.

Source: Medicare Trustees Report.327



PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P62

PPI’s proposed reforms would modernize 
Medicare for America’s current health-care 
needs, with streamlined rules to promote better 
delivery and responsible management of care 
for seniors. Just as importantly, our proposed 
reforms would cap out-of-pocket costs and set 
premiums for most seniors at or below what 
they are projected to be under current law. These 
reforms would be a win for beneficiaries and 
taxpayers alike.

32. Consolidate Medicare Parts A, B, and D 
into a Streamlined “Medicare One” Benefit
Medicare beneficiaries have two options for 
coverage. The first option, traditional fee-for-
service Medicare, allows beneficiaries to enroll 
in three different services: Medicare Part A 
(Hospital Insurance), which covers hospital 
services, nursing facilities, home health 
assistance, and hospice care; Medicare Part B 
(Supplemental Medical Insurance), which covers 
outpatient services and medical equipment; and 
Medicare Part D (Prescription Drug Benefits). 

Each benefit operates with its own complicated 
set of rules. Part A is operated by the 
government and funded by a 1.45% payroll tax. 
Beneficiaries must pay an initial copayment for 
each incident requiring hospitalization before 
costs are paid by the government, then they 
are often on the hook for daily copayments 
for extended in-patient treatments. Part B is 
also administered by the government but has 
a very different benefit structure: beneficiaries 
pay a small annual deductible out of pocket, 
then enrollees pay 20% of additional costs for 
covered services. The program is also funded 
by a combination of income-based premiums 
and general tax revenue instead of a dedicated 

payroll tax. Part D plans, on the other hand, are 
chosen by the enrollee among several privately 
administered options that each have rules of 
their own. Like Part B, Part D plans are funded 
by a combination of premiums and general 
revenues.328

The alternative to this convoluted structure is for 
beneficiaries to choose a Medicare Advantage 
(MA) plan. MA plans — also known as Medicare 
Part C — provide the same benefits as Medicare 
Parts A, B, and D, but do so in one consolidated 
benefit structure (similar to how most employer-
sponsored insurance works). Beneficiaries pay 
a premium to their MA plan just as they would 
with traditional Medicare or private insurance, 
with the federal government providing a lump-
sum subsidy to pay for the share of expenses 
that would be covered by taxpayers in traditional 
Medicare. It then falls upon these MA plans to 
manage care for their enrollees.329

PPI proposes to consolidate Medicare Parts A, B, 
and D into a streamlined “Medicare One” benefit 
with one premium, one annual deductible, one 
copayment or coinsurance rate for spending 
above that deductible, and an out-of-pocket 
cap. From the enrollees’ perspective, they 
would have one consolidated benefit, just like 
they would receive from Medicare Advantage. 
Administratively, Medicare Parts A and B would 
become one program within the Center for 
Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS) that has 
one set of reimbursement rates (as opposed 
to the current system, where reimbursement 
rates differ between Parts A and B).330 The 
combined AB plan would then be paired with 
the prescription drug benefits package of an 
enrollee’s choice. Enrollees’ premiums and 
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deductibles for a Medicare One plan would 
be set based on the package of prescription 
drug benefits. PPI’s proposal also leaves open 
the option for lawmakers to add additional 
benefits, such as coverage for hearing, vision, 
and/or dental services — which many Medicare 
Advantage plans already provide — to Medicare 
One, but only if they are fully financed with 
income-based premiums rather than higher 
taxes on working Americans.331

Medicare One has a number of advantages 
over the current system. Cost-sharing rules are 
simpler for patients to follow so they won’t have 
to worry about being caught between multiple 
deductibles. Although costs may rise slightly for 
about half of beneficiaries in most years, lifetime 
expenses for many Medicare beneficiaries 
would fall because acute episodes of care 
(such as those requiring hospitalization) would 
receive more support from Medicare One than 
is currently provided by Part A.332  This proposal 
would also strengthen incentives for Medicare to 
make investments and improve benefit designs 
to reduce health costs. For example, combining 
or directly partnering Part D plans with the 
Part AB program would create incentives to 
provide improvements in drug coverages that 
would reduce patients’ likelihood of expensive 
hospitalizations down the road, which allows for 
shared savings. Medigap plans, which provide 
Medicare beneficiaries with supplemental 
coverage to assist with out-of-pocket costs, 
would also be restricted from covering parts of 
the new cost-sharing structure where doing so 
is likely to result in over-utilization, including first-
dollar coverage of deductibles and over 50% of 
coinsurance/copayment rates.

33. Base Medicare Premium Subsidies 
on Average Bids
Unlike private health insurance plans, premiums 
don’t fully cover the cost of providing Medicare 
coverage because Medicare plans receive 
massive taxpayer subsidies. This dynamic is a 
critical part of the intergenerational compact: 
young workers pay taxes now to reduce the 
cost of health care when they are older. For 
enrollees in traditional Medicare, the taxpayer 
subsidy is equal to roughly 75% of spending 
for Parts B and D (adjusted based on a 
beneficiary’s income) and all of Part A (minus 
other cost-sharing, as described in the previous 
recommendation).333 Taxpayer subsidies for 
Medicare Advantage plans are based on a 
statutory benchmark set between 95% and 
115% of Medicare spending per capita in the 
beneficiary's county. Plan administrators submit 
bids for per-enrollee spending, and if the bid falls 
below the benchmark, the subsidy is reduced 
by up to half of the difference. Subsidies are 
also risk-adjusted so that plans covering sicker 
populations receive more financial support per-
beneficiary.334

But this benchmark is problematic because 
Medicare spending per capita does not 
necessarily reflect the costs that MA plans face, 
and the government overpays these plans as 
a result. While per-beneficiary MA subsidies 
are about the same as traditional Medicare 
spending per-beneficiary, spending on Medicare 
Advantage patients was an average of 12% 
less than spending on traditional Medicare 
patients in 2022, adjusted for health risk 
factors.335 The government should not subsidize 
Medicare Advantage plans any more than the 
plans actually need to make covering seniors 
profitable. 
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PPI proposes to restructure the government’s 
subsidy for Medicare to be based on a 
competitive bidding process. CMS would pool 
the bids from MA plans in each region, as well 
as the cost of covering a beneficiary under 
Medicare One, and calculate an average bid 
weighted by the number of enrollees in each 
plan. Every plan, whether it be Medicare One or 
Medicare Advantage, would receive a taxpayer 
subsidy for each enrollee equal to 83.5% of the 
average-bid benchmark (with the appropriate 
risk and income adjustments). Enrollees would 
then pay a premium equal to the difference 
between the government subsidy and the full 
premium value of the plan they’ve selected.

Moving subsidies from being plan-specific 
to being based on a benchmark would better 
incentivize plans to pursue greater efficiency 
in managing care because doing so would no 
longer reduce the subsidy they receive from 
taxpayers.336 Beneficiaries would be protected 
from plans seeking to wring out savings by 
cutting benefits because the package of benefits 
offered by Medicare Advantage plans would 
be required to have the same actuarial value 
as Medicare One coverage. In the aggregate, 
the move by all plans in the system to increase 
efficiency and manage care better will bring 
down costs throughout the system, thereby 
slowing the growth of the benchmark over time. 
Consumers will also be incentivized to choose 
efficient plans because those plans will have 
lower premiums, meaning that the weighted 
average will favor more efficient plans over 
time. These forces together will compound into 
significant savings for the Medicare program.337 

To capture more fiscal savings from this policy 
and PPI’s other proposed Medicare reforms that 

compound savings over time, we also propose to 
gradually reduce the proportion of the average-
bid benchmark covered by taxpayers by 0.3 
percentage points per year for the first five years 
until it reaches 82%, and by 0.05 percentage 
points per year thereafter until reaching 80% 
40 years later. Even with this provision, PPI 
estimates that average Medicare premiums 
paid by enrollees will not increase compared 
to current law, ensuring that our policy will not 
create additional burdens for seniors.

34. Create a Budget-Neutral Medicare Buy-in 
for People Ages 55-64
People ages 55 or older but not otherwise 
eligible for Medicare should be able to purchase 
Medicare coverage directly. A Medicare buy-
in regime would reduce costs on the private 
insurance market by taking sicker people, 
who add risk to the insurance pool, out.338 
Buy-in beneficiaries would have access to the 
same Medicare options as aged or disabled 
beneficiaries, including both Medicare One and 
Medicare Advantage plans. The main difference 
would be premiums: while people currently 
eligible for Medicare would have at least 80% 
of their premiums subsidized by taxpayers, the 
buy-in population would be charged premiums 
necessary to cover the full cost of their 
coverage. The only subsidies buy-in beneficiaries 
would receive are those they would be eligible 
for under the Affordable Care Act (ACA) to 
purchase private plans on the exchanges.

CMS would also be directed to create a system 
allowing buy-in enrollees to get their premium 
tax credits in advance via monthly estimated 
amounts, with subsequent reconciliation on 
their annual tax returns. Medicare would thus 
be authorized to use the “data hub” that ACA 
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exchanges and plans use when determining 
advance tax credits. Medicare would also be the 
secondary payer behind any employer coverage. 
Although the Medicare buy-in population 
would be older and sicker than the exchange 
population overall, they would be healthier than 
the existing pool of Medicare beneficiaries. 
Additionally, costs would be lower in Medicare 
because Medicare reimbursement rates are 
lower than those paid by private insurers.

35. Expand the Use of Site-Neutral 
Payment Policies
Every year, Medicare pays tens of billions more 
for services performed in a hospital than it does 
for the same services performed in an outpatient 
clinic. While this distinction might make sense 
in some limited circumstances, such as select 
operations in long-term care hospitals for 
which the unique challenges for providing care 
can potentially justify the higher rate, there is 
usually no good reason for taxpayers to pay 
more for the same service just because of 
where it is delivered.339, 340 The current structure 
not only increases costs to taxpayers, but to 
beneficiaries as well, increasing cost sharing 
for Medicare beneficiaries by an estimated $1.5 
billion annually.341 It has also encouraged large 
hospital systems to buy up private physician 
offices for the primary purpose of charging 
higher reimbursement rates, creating more 
anti-competitive monopolies in the health-care 
sector.342 

Thankfully, lawmakers are beginning to take 
action. The bipartisan Site-based Invoicing 
and Transparency Enhancement (SITE) 
Act introduced in 2023 would equalize 
reimbursement rates between independent 
physician offices and hospital outpatient 

departments that are located outside their 
hospitals’ main campuses.343 This legislation 
would remove a clause that previously allowed 
these off-campus clinics or emergency rooms 
to charge the higher hospital rate for services, 
despite the services being nearly identical to 
what they would receive at an independent 
physician office. It would also improve the 
tracking of provider billing by giving them a 
unique identifier number that differs from their 
off-campus settings. 

PPI supports these reforms, but believes they 
should only be a first step. Our plan would 
build upon the SITE Act by applying site-neutral 
standards to as many payments as possible, 
including routine outpatient services that can be 
performed in both a hospital and a smaller clinic, 
such as imaging, routine check-ups, or fulfilling 
drug prescriptions. The same rules would apply 
to all surgical operations that can be safely 
administered in an independent physician's 
office, with payment being equivalent regardless 
of where it was done.344 

36. Rebase Medicare Payment Rates 
on Current Levels
In 2013, the Budget Control Act of 2011 
triggered a 2% reduction in reimbursement 
rates to providers, Part D plans, and Medicare 
Advantage for 10 years when the super-
committee failed to agree on a comprehensive 
deficit-reduction plan. Since then, Congress 
extended this spending cut as an offset for 
other policies with fiscal costs.345 It’s clear this 
cut is here to stay, but current-law projections 
nevertheless show it expiring after 2031 (which 
is why extending the cut one or two years at 
a time has become a go-to budget gimmick 
for Congress). PPI proposes to permanently 
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reset provider reimbursement rates at the level 
they would be if the Medicare sequester were 
extended in perpetuity after 2031.

37. Expand Telehealth Access in Medicare
For nearly two decades before the COVID-19 
pandemic, Medicare only allowed beneficiaries 
who lived in rural areas to use telehealth health 
care services — health services which are done 
via telecommunication technologies rather 
than any in-person setting. Even then, Congress 
only allowed telehealth coverage for nine types 
of services. Patients needing to see a mental 
health professional or a speech pathologist, 
for example, had to see a physician in-person, 
regardless of where they lived. Policymakers 
were concerned that expanding access to 
telehealth would lead Medicare beneficiaries 
to consume more health-care services, and 
that this increase would outweigh any per-visit 
savings in health-care costs.346 

But amid the widespread social-distancing 
measures adopted during COVID-19, Congress 
and the president granted the Department of 
Health and Human Services (HHS) the power 
to relax Medicare’s restrictions on telehealth 
access. During this period, HHS expanded 
telehealth eligibility to an additional 240 types 
of services, accessible by rural and non-rural 
Americans alike, and allowed patients to receive 
care through phone calls, text messages, email, 
and video calls. As a joint PPI and Americans 
for Prosperity report demonstrated, the number 
of Medicare recipients receiving telehealth 
services increased by 7,400% between January 
and June of 2020. But rather than substantially 
consuming more health care and driving up 
costs, the number of doctors’ appointments 
made by patients who used telehealth versus 

patients who didn’t was not statistically different 
across most conditions (the few exceptions 
being visits for mental health and communicable 
diseases).347 

Despite these promising results, the expanded 
telehealth access for Medicare beneficiaries 
ceased when the COVID-19 state of emergency 
ended. PPI would authorize HHS to restore 
the COVID-era rules that expanded telehealth 
coverage to Medicare beneficiaries. However, we 
would reimburse these services at slightly lower 
rates than in-person visits because they impose 
fewer costs on providers and require patients to 
meet their normal deductible before accessing 
benefits (which was not the case under COVID-
era rules).348 We also support empowering 
CMS to detect and prevent fraud and excessive 
spending within telehealth services by allowing 
greater scrutiny for clinicians that are outliers in 
telehealth billing and requiring in-person visits 
before expensive services are ordered.349  We 
believe this approach would expand choice 
and flexibility for Medicare patients across the 
country, without significantly increasing program 
costs.

38. Reform GME and IME Payments
Medicare compensates teaching hospitals for 
both the direct and indirect costs of medical 
education. While Graduate Medical Education 
(GME) funding directly supports residents’ 
salaries, Indirect Medical Education (IME) 
funding covers things like the additional tests 
and time the hospital must take up to provide 
residencies.350 Analyses have consistently found 
that the formula for IME payments overstates 
the actual indirect cost to teaching hospitals 
of hosting residents.351, 352 PPI thus proposes 
cutting IME spending by as much as President 
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Obama proposed doing in his FY 2017 budget, 
adjusted for inflation since then.353

Additionally, we support reforming GME to 
ensure that the outcome standards of residency 
programs are held to accomplish the program’s 
goal of training medical students to provide high-
quality health care. If revising these standards 
saves money, Medicare should use the savings 
to expand the number of residency slots to meet 
the rising medical demands of our aging society 
— one study found the United States is expected 
to face a shortage of roughly 124,000 doctors by 
2034 if current trends continue.354
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VII. CUT HEALTH-CARE COSTS AND                
IMPROVE OUTCOMES

The American health-care system has materially 
improved since the Affordable Care Act (ACA) 
was passed in 2010. This transformative law 
helped reduce the uninsured rate from 16% 
in 2010 to 7.6% in 2023 and improved health 
outcomes on measures ranging from maternal 
health to cancer treatment for vulnerable 
populations that lacked coverage prior to its 
passage.355, 356, 357 In addition to expanding 
insurance coverage, the law also had some 
modest success in curtailing the growth of 
health-care costs.358 While national health 
expenditures still grew in the years after the ACA 

passed, they did so at a far slower rate than in 
the decade preceding it.359 

But despite the ACA’s successes, the United 
States still spends more on health care than 
almost any other country in the world — nearly 
17% of GDP — and ranks near the bottom in 
access, equity, and overall health status when 
compared to other OECD countries (Fig. 21).360, 
361 One reason is that several of the law’s most 
promising cost-control mechanisms, such as 
the “cadillac” tax on expensive health plans, 
were delayed for years before being ultimately 
repealed.362 Other provisions sought to promote 
a shift in payments from a “fee-for-service” 
model, where cost is based on quantity of care, 
to “value-based” care, where payment is based 

FIGURE 21. NATIONAL HEALTH-CARE SPENDING IN 2022
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on its quality. But fee-for-service still remains 
the primary metric for 60% of total payments.364 
Americans are also stymied by a lack of 
competition and transparent prices in the health-
care system that prevent them from shopping 
around for cost-effective care.365, 366  

Policymakers’ failure to rein in these persistently 
high costs has left millions of households 
collectively shouldering more than $200 billion 
of medical debt.367 PPI’s proposals would tackle 
the drivers of this problem directly by building 
upon the ACA to better control costs so that 
all Americans have access to affordable health 
care. At the same time, our approach would 
promote choice and competition by preserving 
our hybrid system of public and private 
coverage, maintaining America’s status as the 
world leader in medical research and innovation. 

39. Set a Maximum Rate on What Providers 
Can Charge for Out-of-Network Care
The United States has higher health-care 
costs per person than most other developed 
countries. These costs generally don’t stem from 
overutilization of services or an inherently older 
or sicker population; rather, our high costs are 
simply a result of high prices for treatment368 
One contributor to our higher prices is the lack 
of bargaining power among individual payers 
in our system. Prices are particularly high in 
places where one or two provider networks 
have a monopoly on service delivery and can 
charge whatever price they want.369 Medicare 
can negotiate lower reimbursement rates than 
private insurers because it covers about one out 
of every six Americans, so providers lose access 
to millions of potential patients if they don’t 
accept Medicare’s prices. Medicare spending 
per enrollee grew about two-thirds as quickly 

as spending did in the private system between 
2008 and 2022.370

Some on the far left believe the solution to our 
price problem is Medicare for All, under which 
everyone would be covered by one government 
program. In this single-payer system, 
providers’ monopoly power is challenged by 
the government’s monopsony power, leading 
to a more balanced negotiation dynamic. But 
a single-payer system abandons the benefits 
of competition (including innovation) in the 
insurance market, and polls show that a majority 
of respondents oppose Medicare-for-All when 
told the system would eliminate private health 
insurance.371

Instead, PPI proposes to leverage the 
government’s bargaining power on behalf of 
consumers and private insurers rather than 
putting insurers out of business. The federal 
government would tackle the price problem 
directly by setting a maximum rate on what 
providers can charge payers for out-of-
network care, similar to the cap on charges for 
some emergency services created by the No 
Surprises Act.372 But our proposal would be far 
more expansive: all commercial health plans 
would have the option of using these default 
prices for all emergency and out-of-network 
claims, and all health-care providers would be 
required to accept them.373 Providers would be 
prohibited from passing the costs of this care 
onto consumers through balance billing for any 
emergency or non-emergency service without 
adequate price disclosure in advance.

Policymakers should set localized caps based 
on existing Medicare reimbursement rates 
(which vary regionally), measures of provider 
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concentration, and population density. CMS 
can subject provider monopolies to tighter rate 
caps, thereby discouraging these monopolies 
from further acquisitions and even potentially 
encouraging break-ups to promote competition 
in pursuit of higher payment rates.374 Meanwhile, 
setting higher default prices in areas with low 
population density can ensure this policy does 
not compromise the ability of smaller remote 
hospitals to continue operating (but these caps 
should not be set so high as to encourage 
monopoly pricing or incentivize consolidation 
in rural areas where competition currently 
exists).375 Our plan proposes that the average 
rate cap under this policy should start at 200% 
of current Medicare rates then be reduced by 5 
percentage points per year until the default price 
reaches 125% of Medicare reimbursement rates 
15 years later.

These price caps would reduce costs for both 
in-network and out-of-network care because 
insurers would have little incentive to bring 
providers into their network at fee-for-service 
payment rates significantly higher than the 
default price. Knowing that they can only receive 
a limited payment for each service rendered, 
providers may also be incentivized to move away 
from fee-for-service arrangements altogether 
and instead enter into contracts with insurers 
that reward outcomes and efficiency of care over 
the number of services provided. Over time, as 
provider prices fall and better payment models 
are developed, more insurers can afford to enter 
new markets, thus increasing competition in the 
insurance market.

Savings achieved from reducing health-care 
prices would be passed on to consumers in the 
form of lower premiums because of the ACA’s 

medical-loss ratio, which caps the share of 
premiums that can be spent on administration 
instead of paying for services.376 Lower 
premiums will then result in lower government 
spending on ACA premium subsidies and lower 
employer spending on health coverage. Because 
spending on employer-sponsored insurance 
premiums is given preferential tax treatment, 
this reduction in employer premium spending 
will translate to higher taxable incomes and thus 
more federal revenue.

40. Make Prescription Drugs More Affordable
One of the greatest concerns Americans have 
about health care is the cost of prescription 
drugs.377 Unlike many other areas of health care, 
Congress has actually taken steps in recent 
years to get them under control. The 2019 
CREATES Act promoted greater competition 
by permitting generic drug developers to sue 
brand manufacturers who restrict access 
to samples needed for FDA testing, which 
helps facilitate the entry of more generic 
alternatives into a market.378 The IRA also made 
substantial changes to bring down drug prices. 
Most notably, it permitted Medicare to set its 
purchase prices for certain drugs, bringing 
down their costs for the federal government and 
beneficiaries.379 In addition, the IRA imposed 
a $2,000 annual out-of-pocket spending limit 
for Medicare beneficiaries, while reducing their 
required coinsurance rates for prescription drugs 
after reaching this “catastrophic zone.”380

PPI believes policymakers should wait a few 
more years to determine if the IRA’s price-setting 
policy has any adverse effects on innovation 
before expanding it to cover more drugs. But 
there are more steps than can be taken in the 
interim. Congress should prohibit “pay-for-
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delay” patent settlements, in which brand-name 
manufacturers pay generic companies not to 
bring lower-cost alternatives to market. This 
anticompetitive behavior keeps margins high 
for brand-name manufacturers at the expense 
of the American consumer. One 2019 study 
by the Federal Trade Commission found that 
the reduced competition resulting from these 
agreements costs consumers and taxpayers 
$3.5 billion in higher drug costs each year.381 A 
more recent study found an even higher cost 
at $6.2 billion annually.382 PPI also supports 
banning  “evergreen patents,” which allow a 
company to extend their exclusivity period 
for a drug by releasing a variant with minimal 
biological changes just prior to a cheaper 
generic alternative reaching the market.383 
Finally, Congress should reverse the problematic 
incentives they created for drug development 
by offering longer price protections to costly 
biologic drugs over potentially cheaper 
alternatives.384 Taking these steps to increase 
the availability of generics will help control the 
rising costs of prescription drugs.  

41. Create a Public Health Security Fund
Developing treatments for public health 
emergencies is enormously expensive and risky 
for pharmaceutical companies. There is often 
a mismatch between individuals’ willingness to 
pay for new treatments and the high value of 
that innovation for saving lives. Or there may be 
cheaper existing alternatives that outcompete 
their innovations, even if a more-diverse set of 
treatments would be valuable. These factors 
push prices down and dissuade companies from 
making investments whose high costs they are 
unlikely to recoup.385 Treatments and vaccines 
should be inexpensive and generally available 

for all in the middle of a public-health crisis, but 
this market failure means that the government 
has a critical role to play in funding research and 
development of new technologies that provide 
societal benefits well beyond those for the 
individual. 

COVID-19 is the clearest example of why it is 
so important to be better prepared for public-
health emergencies. The virus killed over one 
million Americans and nearly six million people 
abroad.386, 387 The economic consequences 
were also devastating — the COVID-19 virus 
cost the U.S. economy at least $14 trillion in 
lost output, added trillions to the U.S. national 
debt, and could permanently reduce the next 
generation’s wages because of academic 
learning loss.388, 389 The enormous human and 
economic costs of COVID-19 should spur 
policymakers to invest much more in preparing 
for and preventing future pandemics, particularly 
when epidemiologists estimate that the annual 
probability of extreme epidemics is increasing 
each year from factors including increased 
globalization and climate change.390  

Though we don’t know when the next pandemic 
will happen, we do know that the world already 
faces a similar threat with the rise of bacteria 
and fungi that may eventually render our current 
antimicrobials useless. When antimicrobials 
are used, some individual bacteria or fungi may 
survive the treatment and reproduce.391 Over 
time, natural selection creates strains that resist 
our best treatments if our technologies do not 
advance.392 Antimicrobial resistance is already 
a problem — around 35,000 Americans died 
from resistant strains in 2019 — and it will get 
even worse if health-care providers can’t access 
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more advanced antimicrobials to supplement 
the ones currently available.393 But creating new 
antimicrobials is very expensive, and the market 
for them is small because they would only be 
deployed after all currently available treatments 
have failed.394 As with pandemic risks, there 
just aren’t strong enough market incentives for 
private companies to invest in preventing “super” 
bacteria and fungi from evolving and killing 
many Americans.

There are also ongoing examples of public-
health problems that the market has not 
stepped up sufficiently to solve. Opioid overdose 
deaths have risen steadily over the past few 
decades, claiming the lives of roughly 106,000 
Americans in 2022 alone.395 Nine million more 
Americans struggle with opioid addiction.396 
The consequences for affected individuals, their 
families, and their communities are devastating. 
But because opioids are extremely effective at 
reducing pain and are cheap to manufacture, 
private pharmaceutical companies haven’t had 
enough incentive to create alternative pain-
management medications despite the clear 
societal need.397 

To address these and other market failures, 
PPI proposes to establish a permanent Public 
Health Security Fund within the National 
Institutes of Health. This fund would invest 
$100 billion over the first 10 years, starting 
with vaccine development, new monitoring and 
early disease warning systems, and cutting-
edge air filtration technologies to help prepare 
for future pandemics. It would also sponsor 
research into developing new antimicrobials, 
pain-management alternatives to opioids, and 
other innovations that would be clear public 
goods. Considering the economic costs of 

COVID-19 alone, if the fund can help reduce the 
deadliness of the next pandemic by just 3%, 
it will be money well spent.398 But preventing 
pandemics, combating antimicrobial resistance, 
and solving the opioid crisis isn’t just about 
economic benefits — it’s about saving lives. This 
small investment in public health technologies 
will drastically improve and protect the lives and 
wellbeing of those living in the United States and 
abroad. 

42. Permanently Smooth the ACA Subsidy Cliff
The ACA provides subsidies, through the 
premium tax credit, for consumers who are 
not eligible for employer-sponsored insurance. 
The subsidies are set such that anyone with a 
modified adjusted gross income under 400% 
of the federal poverty level (FPL) does not have 
to spend more than a certain percentage of 
income to purchase a mid-level plan (known as 
a Silver plan) on their local exchange, with the 
cap gradually rising with a consumer’s income. 
If premiums for the second-cheapest Silver plan 
on the exchange are greater than the income 
cap, the ACA provides a subsidy equal to the 
difference.399 Consumers can then use this 
subsidy to help purchase any eligible plan on the 
exchange.

But in the subsidy structure originally 
established by the ACA, the cap did not apply 
for consumers with incomes even one dollar 
over 400% of FPL, creating a “cliff” that results in 
large costs for anyone just outside the eligibility 
range for subsidies and incentivizes people to 
earn a lower income so they can avoid this steep 
drop off in benefits.400 The American Rescue 
Plan and the IRA both temporarily solved the 
cliff by applying the cap to all consumers above 
400% of FPL and allowing them to claim the 
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premium tax credits. These bills also made the 
subsidies more generous for all beneficiaries by 
reducing the share of income the lowest-income 
recipients had to pay and setting the cap at 8.5% 
after 400% of FPL, as opposed to the previous 
cap of 10%.401 

Although fixing the subsidy cliff was a positive 
change, the way the cap is currently applied 
gives sizable subsidies to families much further 
up the income ladder than the premium tax 
credit was ever intended for. This approach 
made the expansion far more expensive than 
a simple fix to the subsidy cliff should have 
been, costing taxpayers $64 billion over just five 
years to give benefits well in excess of what 
was needed to provide everyone with access to 
affordable health insurance.402, 403 And because 
the expansion is temporary, it sets up the return 
of a subsidy cliff in 2026. 

PPI proposes a path that is more fiscally 
responsible and more progressive by providing 
fewer benefits to those higher up the income 
ladder while permanently eliminating the subsidy 
cliff. Under PPI’s proposed plan, the income 
shares for those under 300% of FPL would be 
more generous than under current law but less 
generous than the IRA’s massive subsidies, 
reducing costs for those at the very bottom 
of the income ladder in a fiscally responsible 
manner.  However, the plan differs from the 
current temporary IRA expansion by continuing 
to grow as income rises, requiring that recipients 
pay more of their income for an exchange plan 
as they get wealthier. This creates a gradual 
phase-out to replace the steep cliff without 
a costly expansion for relatively well-off 
households. 

43. Encourage State Innovation in Medicaid
States are the laboratories of democracy 
in our federalist system. There is no better 
example of this dynamic than the health-
care program created by Governor Mitt 
Romney in Massachusetts, which provided 
the foundation for the ACA four years later.404 
Medicaid programs are particularly well-suited 
to experiment with new models of delivering 
and paying for care because they have to 
set a budget for managing the health care 
of all enrollees each year. This structure can 
encourage states to seek the most bang for 
their buck. A waiver system created by the ACA 
allows states to apply to HHS for exemptions to 
certain Medicaid rules, so long as they are not 
expected to compromise care.405 

The waiver system is conducive to innovation. 
Oregon won a waiver from HHS in 2010 
that allowed it to pay networks of health-
care providers (known as Coordinated Care 
Organizations, or CCOs) a set dollar amount 
per patient (adjusted for the financial risks 
associated with each patient’s personal health) 
instead of paying providers for each service 
delivered. These CCOs were encouraged 
to coordinate with health-care providers, 
community organizations, and other social 
services to address all their patients’ needs. The 
additional support provided under this system 
proved successful in early evaluations: the 15 
CCOs saved roughly $2 billion over five years.406 

Other states should explore similarly innovative 
ways to move away from fee-for-service 
payments and better coordinate with all services 
provided across state agencies. To promote 
state experimentation, PPI supports universal 
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waiver approval: if states have demonstrated 
a successful model, states should easily be 
able to replicate the waiver and move through 
an expedited approval process. The savings 
achieved through these and other innovations 
in Medicaid should be shared between the state 
and federal governments.

44. Curtail Medicaid Financing Gimmicks
Unfortunately, not every state “innovation” in 
Medicaid has been positive. One such example 
is the abuse of health-care provider taxes, 
which are levied on hospitals, clinics, nursing 
homes, or physician practices to artificially 
inflate federal matching funds. States will use 
the money raised from a provider tax to capture 
federal payments for increased payment rates 
that states have set for those same providers, 
in effect allowing states to increase their 
federal Medicaid match at no additional cost to 
themselves. 

Consider a hypothetical state that wanted to 
increase its federal Medicaid match. To do 
so, this state doubles its Medicaid provider 
payments from $100 million to $200 million. 
Because the state receives a 50% match from 
the federal government, $50 million of that extra 
$100 million in new spending will come from the 
federal government. After enacting the higher 
payments, the state then enacts a tax on those 
same providers, expected to raise $50 million in 
revenue. 

This scheme allows the states to recoup their 
share of the spending but retain the additional 

federal support, creating a strong incentive 
for states to enact provider taxes at great 
expense to federal taxpayers.407 Although there 
are currently some provisions in place to limit 
the ability of states to profit from provider-tax 
gimmicks, they still inflate federal Medicaid 
spending by tens of billions of dollars each 
year.408 Provider taxes also remain a large 
component of how states fund their Medicaid 
programs, second only to general-fund 
revenue.409 

We believe the federal government should 
reform Medicaid reimbursement formulas to 
eliminate the incentives for provider-tax gaming 
and other similar financing gimmicks. If state 
governments truly need the revenue to meet 
their Medicaid obligations, that support should 
be provided through intentional changes to 
matching and reimbursement rates rather than 
back-door gimmicks. Any residual savings from 
curtailing these taxes should be used to help 
address other pressing public health crises 
facing populations predominantly served by 
Medicaid. For example, using savings to expand 
medication-assisted treatment and better 
enforce benefit parity for behavioral health 
coverage could help address the nation’s opioid 
crisis that impacts 9 million Americans, who are 
disproportionately Medicaid-eligible.410 Likewise, 
savings could be spent to reduce the nation’s 
unacceptably high maternal mortality rate, 
which currently sits at 22 deaths per 100,000 
live births, compared to an OECD average of 
roughly 11 deaths.411 
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VIII. SUPPORT WORKING FAMILIES                      
AND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY

Working families have been left in the lurch by 
years of economic policy decisions that have 
favored the priorities of retirees, affluent elites, 
and special interests. As a greater and greater 
share of spending by the federal government 
goes to support the elderly, parents are facing 
costs of raising children that have never 
been higher.412 Access to well-paying jobs is 
increasingly reserved for those who pursue 
expensive college degrees that can leave them 
drowning in debt. Children from disadvantaged 
backgrounds simply don’t get the same 
opportunities to build wealth as their privileged 
peers. 

Continuing the status quo would not only 
be unfair, it would be bad for our economy. 
Chronically low birth rates across the United 
States imperil the future of our retirement and 
health-care programs, and they require future 
generations to shoulder increasingly large tax 
burdens just to fund current benefits.413 Some 
on the right seem to believe that taking away 
family-planning tools and forcing births is the 
solution.414 Pragmatic progressives, however, 
believe that the government should empower 
prospective parents with choice by giving them 
the support needed to raise the children they 
want to have.

The Build Back Better (BBB) agenda pursued 
by Democrats during the first year of the Biden 
administration sought to address many of these 
problems and more. But BBB was hobbled by 
a refusal to prioritize: rather than limit new 

spending to the amount they were willing to 
raise in new revenues, Democratic leaders 
sought to make the bill seem cheaper using 
budget gimmicks.415 If the policies in the bill 
had all been enacted on a permanent basis, 
they would have added more than $2 trillion to 
deficits over a decade and likely made inflation 
even worse than it was already near its peak.416 
The bill collapsed as a result, and only a fraction 
of its ambitious goals were later achieved by the 
Inflation Reduction Act.

In this blueprint, PPI seeks to achieve similar 
goals to BBB, but with better-targeted proposals 
that truly are fully paid-for. Our reforms would 
put affordable child care in reach for all families, 
expand public education to include preschool, 
and give those children many different pathways 
to a well-paying job instead of the “one-size-fits-
all” approach of college for everyone currently 
promoted by federal policy. Taken together, 
these well-targeted proposals will empower 
parents to fulfill all their children's needs while 
ensuring those children have opportunities to 
achieve the American dream regardless of their 
background.  

45. Provide Paid Parental Leave Benefits
Parents should not have to choose between 
their livelihood and their family. While the Family 
Medical Leave Act guarantees parents twelve 
weeks of unpaid leave after their child is born, 
the United States is the only OECD country 
that does not guarantee paid leave for new 
parents.417,418 Accordingly, only about 23% of 
workers in the United States get any paid family 
leave at all from their employer.419 This benefit 
is often a luxury for those at the top, with 40% 
of workers in the top tenth of income earners 
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having access to paid leave, compared to just 
6% for the lowest tenth of income earners.420 

Expanding access to paid leave for everyone 
would have several economic and social 
benefits. New parents who have paid-leave 
benefits are more likely to return to work after 
giving birth, which will both increase their family 
income and help ease labor market tightness. 
For example, after California implemented 
its own paid family leave policy in 2004, 10% 
more of its working mothers returned to the 
labor force in the year after their child was born 
than before the law was passed.421 In addition, 
workers who are already considering having 
children may be more likely to do so if they 
face fewer tradeoffs between professional 
and child-rearing goals, which can help with 
the long-term financing challenges of Social 
Security and Medicare. For example, one study 
found Quebec’s expansion of paid parental 
leave in 2006 increased fertility by 23.5% among 
eligible recipients relative to their non-eligible 
counterparts.422  

One cost-effective option would be for the 
federal government to create a universal paid 
leave benefit that replaces between four-fifths 
and two-thirds of wages up to $15 an hour for 
up to 12 weeks after the birth of a child. This 
approach would guarantee at least a basic 
income for all new parents to keep paying 
their bills, and employers could supplement 
the benefit to replace more lost wages for 
higher earners. Alternatively, the federal 
government could offer employers a tax credit 
that subsidizes continued payment of some 
proportion of a new parent’s previous wage. The 
subsidy rate would decline as the employee’s 
wage rises to ensure the benefit is targeted 

towards working parents most in need. Under 
either approach, PPI would index the benefit with 
wage growth to preserve its value as a wage-
replacement mechanism in the future.

However, many states have already led the way 
by establishing state paid-leave programs of 
their own — several of which are even more 
generous than the one we’ve proposed. To 
encourage state innovation, PPI would allow 
states with paid-leave programs that meet 
minimum coverage standards to receive 95% of 
the estimated cost to provide their population 
with federal paid-leave benefits as a block grant 
instead.

46. Expand the Child Tax Credit
The Child Tax Credit (CTC) is a refundable tax 
credit that allows the parents of children under 
the age of 17 to reduce their tax liability by up 
to a set amount per child.  Moreover, parents 
who have no income tax liability can get a 
refund worth up to 15% of their income above 
a “refundability threshold,” until the refund 
hits a maximum refund value.423 The CTC is 
an especially great way to support families 
because it empowers parents to decide how to 
best spend resources for their kids rather than 
leaving those decisions up to bureaucrats.

The 2017 Tax Cuts and Jobs Act (TCJA) made 
many temporary changes to the CTC, such 
as doubling the maximum per-child CTC from 
$1,000 to $2,000 and lowering the income 
needed to qualify for the refundable credit from 
$3,000 to $2,500, increasing the generosity for 
many lower-income and working families. Yet 
the law also limited the CTC’s refundability to 
$1,600 while more than doubling the maximum 
income a parent can have to receive the full 
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credit.424 These regressive changes limited 
low-income parents with very little income tax 
burden to a smaller credit than the one that can 
be claimed by higher-income parents. In fact, 
many low-income parents do not qualify for the 
credit at all because their income is below the 
$2,500 refundability threshold.425 

The American Rescue Plan (ARP) passed 
in 2021 addressed these shortcomings by 
temporarily increasing the CTC to $3,000 per 
child, making it fully refundable and available to 
parents of 17-year-olds, and allowing parents to 
receive monthly payments instead of a lump-
sum payment at tax time. It also increased the 
maximum benefit to $3,600 per child under six 
years old.426 However, these changes expired at 
the end of 2021, as will the TCJA changes at the 
end of 2025. While the ARP CTC significantly 
reduced childhood poverty, it would cost $1.6 
trillion over 10 years if made permanent.427 
Better-targeted reforms could achieve much of 
the poverty reduction at a fraction of the cost. 

PPI’s proposed expansion of the CTC would 
build upon both policies to make the benefit 
more generous to low- and middle-income 
families in a fiscally responsible way. We would 
make permanent TCJA’s $2,000 per-child CTC 
but make the credit fully refundable (a provision 
which by itself was responsible for roughly half 
of the ARP credit’s poverty impact despite only 
comprising 17% of the cost).428 We would also 
make the credit available to parents of 17-year-
olds and available in monthly installments. 
To ensure the credit value doesn’t erode over 
time, we would index the credit’s value to grow 
with inflation. PPI’s modified CTC would begin 
phasing out at a 5% rate for individuals and 
couples whose incomes exceed $125,000 or 

$250,000, respectively (down from the TCJA 
thresholds of $200,000 and $400,000). 

To help parents better afford child care at the 
time it’s most expensive, we would increase 
the maximum CTC to $5,000 for children under 
the age of three. We would partially pay for our 
proposed CTC expansion by repealing the Child 
and Dependent Care Tax Credit (CDCTC), a more-
complicated tax credit which allows families 
to reduce their tax burden if they have qualified 
child care expenses. Because the CDCTC is 
nonrefundable, it primarily benefits more-affluent 
families who have large income tax liabilities, 
as opposed to working-class families who do 
not.429 Offering a generous flat benefit to parents 
of young children instead will both simplify their 
taxes and help them cover the high costs of 
taking care of infants and toddlers in the way 
that makes the most sense for their families. 

47. Expand Public Education 
to Include Preschool
Investing in children is an investment in 
the future health of our economy and our 
society. Nobel-prize winning economist 
James Heckman estimated that investing in a 
child’s pre-kindergarten education generates 
7% to 10% annual returns for the child and 
society as a whole. This effect is even greater 
for disadvantaged children who have fewer 
resources to support them at home.430 But the 
cost of preschool programs and child care has 
substantially outpaced overall inflation in recent 
decades, putting it out of reach for many low- 
and middle- income families.431 As a result, only 
about 50% of 3- and 4-year olds are enrolled 
in some form of early childhood education. 
Furthermore, because enrollment rates decrease 
at lower incomes, the children most in need of 
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quality preschool are often unable to access it.432 

Preschool also functions as child care for many 
working families, allowing them to maintain 
jobs that support their children. When working 
parents cannot afford child care, they often need 
to sacrifice time they would otherwise spend 
working to mind their children. According to 
one survey, a majority of mothers who are not 
looking for work cited difficulty finding adequate 
child-care arrangements as a reason for staying 
out of the labor market. Many of these mothers 
say that they would look to enter the workforce 
or for a higher paying job if they had access to 
adequate child care.433 Guaranteeing access to 
all-day preschool would provide free child care 
to working families in need while giving all of 
America's children a substantial investment into 
their future. 

PPI proposes to make preschool universal 
by encouraging states, who have the primary 
responsibility for public education in our 
federalist system, to expand public education 
so that it begins at age 3 instead of age 5. The 
federal government would begin by subsidizing 
state spending on seats for low-income 
students, similar to how Title I education funding 
currently operates, before expanding to become 
universal. The federal government would pay 
95% of the cost in the first year for each seat it 
funds and gradually phase down to shouldering 
two-thirds of the cost after 6 years. States that 
have existing public preschool programs will 
be able to use those programs as credits for 
this match, assuming that they meet the same 
quality standards. Federal standards would also 
allow for some waivers, similar to those available 
for Medicaid, to allow states to innovate on the 
cost and quality of their programs. Finally, the 

federal government should encourage states to 
seek innovative approaches to providing families 
with different options and choices of child care 
providers and settings. This would complement 
families’ growing demand for public school 
choice in K-12 education.434  

48. Replace Regressive Tax Subsidies for 
Higher Education with a “Super Pell” Program
America’s model for financing higher education 
is broken. The combined costs of federal 
spending and tax subsidies for higher education 
has swelled since 2000.435  Yet over the same 
period, the price of education for consumers 
grew even faster than the cost of health care.436 
Part of the problem is that these subsidies 
reinforce a systemic bias in federal policy that 
favors traditional four-year bachelor’s degrees 
as the solution for all individuals. In recent 
years, the federal government has spent more 
than four times as much on postsecondary 
degree programs as it has on programs that 
provide other workforce-focused education, 
employment, and training assistance.437, 438 
The glut of college spending also encourages 
employers to make bachelor's degrees a 
requirement for many jobs that simply do not 
need them.439 To ensure all Americans have 
pathways to well-paying jobs, federal policy 
must shift the focus from pursuing degrees to 
providing skills. 

The first step towards fixing our broken higher 
education system is changing how we pay for 
it. The current system of federal support for 
higher education is far too reliant on regressive 
tax subsidies that disproportionately benefit 
wealthier Americans. One clear example is the 
529 plan, an investment account that exempts 
investments from taxes on capital gains or 
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dividends so long as the returns are used to 
pay for education expenses. Because parents 
with income below $89,250 already do not pay 
any taxes on capital gains and dividends, 529 
plans provide little to no benefit at all to those 
with lower incomes while roughly 70% of the 
tax benefit accrues to households making 
over $200,000.440 Similarly, other tax benefits 
such as the exclusion of student loan interest 
primarily accrue to wealthier households as well, 
since those with the highest debt and interest 
balances tend to be advanced degree holders 
such as doctors and lawyers.441 

PPI proposes to eliminate these regressive 
tax subsidies and redirect the savings to fund 
an expanded “Super” Pell Grant. Unlike tax 
subsidies to upper-income families, the Pell 
Grant program provides direct aid for students 
from lower-income families who otherwise 
could not afford higher education. Under PPI’s 
framework, annual funding for Pell would nearly 
double, allowing the program to support up to 
two thirds of undergraduate students in the 
United States with higher grants than the current 
average Pell award.442 This approach removes 
the unnecessary complexity of miscellaneous 
tax subsidies while directly supporting more 
students from lower and middle income 
backgrounds. PPI would also expand the range 
of programs eligible for Super Pell funding 
to include shorter-term workforce oriented 
programs that meet certain quality standards.443 

49. Expand Educational Pathways 
to High-Quality Jobs
PPI’s Super Pell proposal would provide students 
more resources for higher education as well as 
more choices, including postsecondary options 
that are industry-aligned and lead to immediate 

employment. But the government must also do 
more to expand these and other high-quality 
career-connected learning opportunities, 
which begins with reinventing how we educate 
students in high school so that they are better 
prepared for whatever is next. For example, 
Career and Technical Education (CTE) programs 
are highly effective in preparing students for 
the workforce and producing graduates that 
earn more than their peers.444, 445 Yet while 
many of our nation’s high schools emphasize 
preparing for college, career preparation is often 
overlooked and under-resourced.446 One in four 
high schools don’t offer CTE at all, and only 
3 million of the roughly 15 million public high 
school students nationwide completed at least 
three CTE course credits.447 

PPI proposes reforming the CTE system to 
ensure students are prepared for college or a 
career when they leave high school. This means 
increasing federal funding for CTE programs, 
aligning career and academic instruction in 
CTE, and making sure every young person has 
a work-based experience (such as a youth 
apprenticeship, pre-apprenticeship, or internship) 
so they learn the technical skills as well as 
the employability skills that are necessary for 
success throughout their career.

In addition to high-school reform efforts, the 
United States also must increase high-quality 
alternatives to a four-year degree so individuals 
who don’t pursue college can access post-
secondary education to achieve well-paying 
employment. One of the most proven models 
is apprenticeship, an “earn and learn” training 
model that allows people to get paid for the work 
they do in the field while they learn the critical 
skills necessary for good careers. Individuals 
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who complete an apprenticeship earn an 
average annual salary of $77,000 compared 
to the national average of $55,000, and they 
earn an average of $300,000 more over the 
course of their careers.448 Yet despite these 
large economic benefits for working Americans, 
the United States has merely a tenth of the 
apprenticeships that other countries, such as 
the United Kingdom, Germany, or Australia have, 
when compared as a percentage of the labor 
force.449 PPI proposes to close the gap by having 
the federal government sponsor 1 million new 
two-year apprenticeships each year until there 
are 4 million apprentices sponsored annually — a 
massive increase from the just under 600,000 
total apprenticeships in our country today. 

The federal government also currently operates 
47 different federal programs focused on 
workforce development across 15 different 
agencies.450 These programs provide support 
for eligible individuals to access job training, 
job placement and other career services and 
their target populations range from the long-
term unemployed or workers who lost their 
jobs based on economic shifts to farm workers 
and others in specific industry sectors. This 
constellation of programs is expensive to 
administer, difficult to navigate, and offers 
inconsistent outcomes.451 PPI proposes $2 
billion in new funding over 5 years to create an 
Advanced Research Projects Agency for Labor 
(ARPA-L) that would conduct cutting-edge 
research on what works and what doesn’t in 
public and private job training and placement 
programs. Then, we propose the federal 
government use these findings to consolidate 
existing programs into a streamlined system 
for matching skilled workers with employment 
that matches their ​​skill sets and interests. Doing 

so will both expand opportunity for working 
Americans and boost our economy by giving 
employers the workers with the skills needed to 
power growth.

50. Control the Cost of College
Many Americans will want to pursue a traditional 
four-year college degree, regardless of what 
alternative pathways are available. But programs 
are extremely expensive: The average cost for an 
in-state student at a public university is roughly 
$108,000 over 4 years, with private school 
and out-of-state costs rising even higher.452 
The Biden administration and progressive left 
have largely settled on debt cancellation as 
the primary mechanism for reducing the “cost” 
of college. But rather than cutting the cost of 
college, this approach merely passes it onto 
taxpayers — most of whom earn less than the 
typical college graduate.453 

Even worse, debt cancellation is also likely 
to further drive up prices, as schools absorb 
the financial windfall from more federal aid by 
simply raising prices further: One study by the 
Federal Reserve Bank of New York found that 
rather than cut college costs, expansions of 
subsidized loan maximums increased college 
prices by 60 cents on the dollar.454 Instead of 
improving educational outcomes, this extra 
money has largely fueled administrative bloat. 
On a per-student basis, there are now three 
times as many administrators and other 
professionals (not including university hospital 
staff) as there are faculty at the nation’s leading 
schools.455

Instead of giving universities more taxpayer 
subsidies to drive costs up, PPI proposes that 
the federal government should hold colleges 
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accountable to bring costs down. Schools 
should have to demonstrate the returns they 
offer for their students to continue qualifying 
for federal aid because allowing loans to flow to 
colleges that offer few to no prospects to their 
students is a costly mistake for both the federal 
government and students themselves. The Biden 
administration took a strong step in the right 
direction by recently implementing a “gainful 
employment rule” that would cut off federal aid 
for for-profit schools that fail to demonstrate 
labor market results for their median graduate.456 
But at a minimum, this rule should be expanded 
to include nonprofit universities as well. An even 
more ambitious reform would require universities 
to pay some of the costs when their students are 
unable to repay loans they took out for programs 
that were supposed to boost their earning 
potential.457

Another way to cut college costs would be to 
help students graduate faster by encouraging 
colleges to move from four-year to three-year 
degrees, which are standard in much of Europe.458, 

459 The most aggressive way to implement this 
reform would be to give colleges and universities 
up to 10 years to adjust their curriculums before 
limiting or cutting off federal aid (including student 
loans) to students attending those schools. This 
approach would force universities to review their 
curriculums and cut unnecessary requirements 
that don’t add to the value of their degree. A more 
modest option would be requiring schools to 
accept more coursework from both community 
colleges and advanced high-school courses 
such as Advanced Placement and International 
Baccalaureate classes.460 As part of PPI’s push to 
reinvent high schools, we support federal funding 
to expand access to this advanced coursework 
in underprivileged communities where students 

do not always have the opportunities to excel 
academically.  

51. Reform Income-Driven Repayment
Even if all of PPI’s previous proposals for 
transforming higher education were enacted, 
there would likely still be some students who 
are saddled with debt for pursuing degrees from 
which they did not benefit. The best-targeted 
and most fiscally responsible tool to help these 
struggling borrowers is an income-driven 
repayment (IDR) plan. Instead of calculating 
monthly payments based on the size of a 
borrower’s outstanding loan balance, IDR plans 
cap those payments as a percentage of the 
borrower’s monthly income. If the borrower 
makes these payments for a certain number 
of years, any outstanding balance at the end of 
the repayment period is canceled.461 If designed 
correctly, this structure ensures debt relief is 
limited only to those with crushing debt burdens 
who never experience the income boost 
necessary to pay it off.

Last year, the Biden administration dramatically 
expanded IDR when it created the SAVE plan. 
Among its major provisions, the plan cut the 
share of income that borrowers must pay on their 
monthly payments from 10% to just 5%, while 
expanding the exclusion of income considered for 
this calculation from 150% of the federal poverty 
level (FPL) to 225%. In addition, it stops the 
accrual of monthly interest as long as payments 
are being made, and forgives the debts of low-
balance borrowers on a more lenient timeline.462 

Unfortunately, the SAVE plan dramatically 
overshot by turning the IDR system from a 
safety net for struggling borrowers into a mass
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MEDIAN EARNINGS, COLLEGE GRADUATE WITH MAXIMUM FEDERAL STUDENT LOAN DEBT ($57,500)

PRE-SAVE IDR SAVE PLAN PPI'S IDR PLAN

Average Monthly Payment $358 $141 $333

Time in Repayment (years) 18.5 20 20

Percent of Principal Repaid 139% 59% 139%

Lifetime Cost (2024 $) $81,698 $34,676 $79,992

Cost as a % of 20-year Real Income 6.6% 2.8% 6.5%

FIGURE 22: STUDENT LOAN BURDENS UNDER DIFFERENT IDR PLANS

MEDIAN EARNINGS, COLLEGE DROPOUT WITH TWO YEARS OF MEAN UNDERGRADUATE DEBT ($15,769)

PRE-SAVE IDR SAVE PLAN PPI'S IDR PLAN

Average Monthly Payment $97 $19 $28

Time in Repayment (years) 16 5 16

Percent of Principal Repaid 119% 7% 52%

Lifetime Cost (2024 $) $19,232 $1,139 $8,135

Cost as a % of 20-year Real Income 3% 0.2% 1.3%

 
Note: Calculations are based on data from the U.S. Census Bureau, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO), and the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
Interest rates were set at 5.56%, consistent with 2023 CBO projections. Income assumptions were pulled from Census data on the median earnings 
of those with different educational backgrounds while the loan amounts were taken from CBO analysis on average debt burdens in the student loan 
system. 

Sources: Progressive Policy Institute,463 Congressional Budget Office,464, 465 Census Bureau,466, 467 and Department of Education.468 
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giveaway that actually encourages debt-
financing education. Previous PPI analysis 
found that the typical graduate enrolled in SAVE 
would only be required to pay back roughly 
three-fifths of the amount they initially borrowed 
and not one dollar of interest. In addition, SAVE 
would put the taxpayer on the hook for almost 
the entirety of a typical college dropout’s debt 
burden.469 Although this is exactly the population 
that IDR should help, keeping them from facing 
any financial obligations for their decisions is 
irresponsible policy that takes their skin out of 
the game entirely. 

The SAVE plan has since been held up in court, 
demonstrating the perils of pursuing unilateral 
executive action on student loans rather 
than engaging with Congress to pursue real 
reforms.470 But despite this legal setback, the 
Biden administration is seeking to compound 
the problems created by the SAVE plan by piling 
on even more student debt cancellation through 
additional unilateral executive actions, which 
would simply drive college costs higher by giving 
universities even greater windfalls of student 
aid.471 

Our proposal would curtail the SAVE plan’s 
excess by implementing a graduated rate 
structure for income-driven repayment that 
removes giveaways for wealthy Americans but 
still provides greater relief for truly struggling 
borrowers than previous IDR plans (Fig. 22). Like 
under previous law, income up to 150% of FPL 
would be excluded from income calculations. 
But graduates would only be required to 
contribute 5% of their income between 150% 
of FPL and 250% of FPL to their monthly 
payments, instead of the previous 10%. We 
would require 10% of income above 250% of FPL 

to go towards monthly paymen​​ts, and apply a 
new 15% rate on even higher incomes to offset 
80% of our IDR expansion’s cost relative to pre-
SAVE policy. Unlike the SAVE plan, which allows 
everyone to contribute 5%, this graduated rate 
system allows for the IDR system to work as 
intended, and give the most relief to those that 
need it most without substantial giveaways for 
high earners. We also urge lawmakers to enact 
safeguards that prevent future presidents from 
unilaterally doling out more than $600 billion in 
debt cancellation without explicit approval from 
Congress, as the Biden administration has done 
over the past three years.472

52. Create Child Opportunity Accounts
American children born into lower-income 
households are rarely blessed with the same 
opportunities as their wealthier counterparts. 
Children of wealthy parents often have 
assistance paying for school without loans, 
making a down payment on a house, making 
lucrative professional connections, and a familial 
safety net that allows them to take greater 
entrepreneurial risks. It is far more difficult for 
children from families without wealth to access 
these same opportunities, and even when they 
succeed in doing so, these Americans often 
lack the money-management skills that affluent 
parents and communities pass down to their 
kids.473

PPI proposes to equalize opportunity by creating 
“Child Opportunity Accounts” that would not only 
help level the playing field for young Americans 
by giving them access to “startup capital” in early 
adulthood, but arm them with the skills to grow 
it as well. Every child would receive an account 
at birth with a $700 balance administered by 
private financial institutions contracted by the 
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federal government. The universality of these 
accounts makes them easily incorporated into 
educational curricula, as children see the power 
of compound interest grow their balance. Every 
year on the child’s birthday up to their 16th 
birthday, the government will make additional 
contributions of up to $700 for households 
with family income below 150% of FPL. These 
government contributions would be gradually 
reduced as income rises until being fully phased-
out for households with family income above 
400% of FPL, or roughly $120,000 for a family of 
four. The account beneficiary, their parents, and 
any other interested party can make voluntary 
contributions with after-tax dollars. 

Some similar “baby bonds” proposals would 
“invest” the account balance in low-yield 
Treasury securities to create the appearance of 
growth.474 But if the government is both making 
contributions to an account and paying interest 
on those contributions, any perceived growth 
is merely an intragovernmental accounting 

gimmick — nobody builds wealth by paying 
interest to themselves. Instead, PPI’s proposed 
Opportunity Accounts would be automatically 
invested into a diversified target-date fund 
to generate substantial real returns on the 
investment (Fig. 23). Beginning at age 18, 
the account holder may choose to redirect 
their investment into another pre-approved 
investment vehicle. 

To help young Americans build financial 
capability, information about important topics 
such as budgeting, saving, investing, retirement 
planning, and taxation will be embedded 
into the access portals for the accounts. 
Account holders who pass a financial literacy 
assessment will be able to withdraw up to 25% 
of the balance per year between ages 18 and 
25 to use for education, health care, a down 
payment for a house or car, and/or select 
moving expenses. Beginning at age 25, account 
owners can withdraw any remaining funds 
without restrictions. The account will also 

AGE 18 AGE 25 AGE 60

CHILD FROM LOW-INCOME FAMILY (<$47K) $23,600 $35,300 $261,000

CHILD FROM MIDDLE-INCOME FAMILY ($98K) $9,500 $15,500 $114,300

CHILD FROM HIGH-INCOME FAMILY (>$125K) $1,900 $3,200 $23,300

FIGURE 23. PROJECTED ACCOUNT BALANCES FOR HYPOTHETICAL CHILDREN FROM FOUR-PERSON FAMILIES

Note: All figures shown are in 2024 dollars rounded to the nearest $100 and assume no voluntary contributions, no prior withdrawals, and an 8% 
average nominal rate of return (similar to that of the Federal Government’s Thrift Savings Plan).

Sources: Thrift Savings Plan 475 and PPI calculations. 
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include an option to roll balances over into a 
Roth IRA, which are counted against and capped 
at the beneficiary’s normal IRA contribution 
limits each year.

Upon withdrawal, account holders with annual 
incomes high enough to owe capital gains tax 
on other investments (which would be singles 
who earn more than $64,365 in 2026 and claim 
the standard deduction under the income tax 
structure PPI proposes in Section II) must pay 
the same tax rate on any gains in excess of 
contributions. This structure ensures that, unlike 
many tax-advantaged savings vehicles, the 
benefit of these accounts will primarily accrue 
to lower- and middle-income children as they 
withdraw funds.

By providing children of all backgrounds 
a starting base of wealth and the skills to 
grow it themselves, these accounts will give 
America’s children an opportunity to achieve 
self-sufficiency and economic security, boosting 
growth and reducing dependence on traditional 
welfare programs.  

53. Increase Funding for Community 
Development Financial Institutions
Access to the financial system offers access 
to credit, capital, and savings vehicles that can 
be essential for achieving self-sufficiency in 
adulthood. But many Americans, particularly 
those most in need, remain stuck outside of 
the financial system and all the benefits it can 
offer. According to a survey from the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC), 4.5% of 
Americans are completely unbanked, including 
almost 20% of households making under 
$15,000.476 One important tool to remedy this 
gap are Community Development Financial 
Institutions (CDFIs), which focus on providing 
financial services to low-income households. 
While often operating through private actors and 
financial institutions, CDFIs receive funding from 
the federal government through its CDFI Fund.477 
Yet despite federal funding, CDFIs are currently 
unable to fully meet demand for their services, 
with common constraints being insufficient 
operating funding, staffing and lending capital. 
PPI’s plan expands capacity by increasing 
funding for CDFIs up to three times its current 
funding level. Doing so will enable these 
important institutions to expand the availability 
of their services and plug more households into 
the financial system.
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IX. MAKE HOUSING AFFORDABLE FOR ALL

The biggest cost most families face is housing 
— and it’s one that has become increasingly 
unaffordable in recent years. Over the past 
decade, the average cost of housing in U.S. 
cities has grown by 47% compared to 28% for 
all goods. And even as post-pandemic inflation 
has cooled overall, the cost of housing has 
continued to soar (Fig. 24).478, 479 Furthermore, 
these numbers hide disparities in geography, 
as several large metropolitan areas across the 
west and northeast have experienced far higher 
cost growth.480 The high cost of housing affects 
all areas of American life, from putting people 

at greater risk of homelessness to decreasing 
mobility for working families.481, 482

This housing affordability crisis is fundamentally 
a housing supply crisis. Population growth has 
greatly outstripped housing construction over 
the past decade and put upward pressure on 
prices — especially in many of America’s most 
dynamic cities.483, 484 The biggest obstacles to 
fixing the problem are local land-use policies 
that, among other unnecessary restrictions, 
mandate minimum lot sizes, require parking 
spots, ban denser housing types, or give existing 
community members veto power over new 
housing construction.485 These regulations 
prevent housing from being built 

FIGURE 24. INFLATION IN AVERAGE HOUSING COSTS IN U.S. CITIES VS. ALL GOODS
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where people want to live and make whatever 
housing does get built take longer and cost 
more. Without alleviating these supply 
constraints, well-intentioned attempts to 
increase housing affordability for Americans 
through broad-based demand-side subsidies, 
such as tax incentives for homebuyers, do 
nothing more than drive up prices — at large 
cost to the government and most households.488 
Rent controls make the problem even worse 
by reducing the incentive for landlords or 
developers on the margin to provide more units 
where they can.

There are several policies throughout this 
blueprint that would make housing easier to 
build and more affordable. For example, our      
proposal in Recommendation 14 to create a 
full-expensing tax system for all investments 
— including construction — will help spur 
development by allowing deductions to be 
claimed sooner when they are more valuable.489 
The Child Opportunity Accounts described 
in Recommendation 52 would give children 
from all backgrounds the resources they need 
to save up for a down payment. But in this 
section, PPI offers a package of proposals that 
would encourage zoning reform, mitigate the 
impact of higher interest rates on construction, 
cut regressive subsidies for the rich to bid up 
housing prices, and streamline programs to 
guarantee access to affordable housing for 
people from all backgrounds. Together, PPI’s 
proposals will help achieve greater housing 
abundance and affordability for all Americans. 

54. Create a “Race-to-the-Top” Zoning Grant
One of the core causes of our housing 
affordability crisis has been the exclusionary 
zoning that localities place on the development 

of new housing. The excessive restrictions some 
states and localities put on land use, especially 
regarding multi-family housing construction, 
has perpetuated shortages and artificially kept 
down housing supply. These policies price many 
working families out of homeownership and put 
upward pressure on rents. 

While there are myriad ways in which state and 
local governments restrict housing development, 
one notorious example is single-family exclusive 
zoning, which reserves large swaths of American 
metro areas only for development of detached 
single-family homes. Roughly 75% of land zoned 
for housing in most American cities is subject 
to single-family exclusive zoning rules.490 This 
restriction prevents the construction of denser 
developments such as duplexes or apartments, 
which could provide more affordable housing 
options for more residents. Opponents of 
density will employ any number of tactics or 
rules beyond single-family exclusive zoning, 
including parking requirements, environmental 
reviews, or invoking “historical” preservation. 
While some of these laws are not inherently 
bad, they are typically employed to block denser 
developments.491 

PPI would tackle these restrictive policies by 
creating a temporary race-to-the-top zoning 
grant for states to pursue more inclusionary 
zoning policy. While many localities are often 
tied to the preferences of their loudest Not-In-
My-Backyard (NIMBY) constituents, states have 
shown a greater willingness to act on spurring 
more housing construction. This grant program 
would incentivize states to preempt restrictive 
zoning rules and allow housing of various types 
to be constructed. Like the Obama-era race-to-
the-top grants that encouraged education reform, 
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these grants would be awarded on a competitive 
basis through a multi-year process as a result 
of material improvements in zoning policy and 
affordability. States could then use the grant 
money itself for a flexible array of housing-related 
issues. 

55. Capitalize a Housing Construction Bank
The Federal Reserve raises interest rates to 
help fight inflation by reducing the availability 
of resources that can be borrowed to bid up the 
prices of goods and services. But a significant 
drawback of this approach is that it makes 
solving our housing challenges harder. Home 
builders are highly sensitive to macroeconomic 
conditions and interest rates. When the 
financing costs are too high to justify the low 
return of low-income tenants, developers will not 
build affordable housing. 

To prevent higher interest rates that are meant 
to cool demand from stifling efforts to increase 
supply in the housing market, PPI proposes to 
create a federally financed Housing Construction 
Bank. The bank would be structured as a 
government-sponsored enterprise that lends 
money at favorable interest rates to developers 
who construct multi-family housing units. By 
lending during the construction phase of a 
project, the bank could dictate some terms on 
the type of housing being built and substantially 
beat the market rate charged by typical lenders. 
Once construction is completed and a building 
is being leased with tenants, the bank can use 
various tools to convert the loan into equity 
and take a majority stake in the project. This 
approach allows the bank to monitor conditions 
on affordability while maintaining consistent 
future income flows to lend to even more 
projects. 

There is already some evidence that this “social 
housing” model can inexpensively produce 
affordable housing. A similar model has been 
pioneered in Montgomery County, Maryland, 
allowing the production of municipality-financed 
affordable housing by the county’s housing 
agency at very low cost.492 When combined 
with other housing-friendly provisions in 
this blueprint, such as the full expensing of 
structures, the cumulative impact of these 
policies would dramatically expand supply. 

Over the long-run, this Housing Construction 
Bank would be mostly self-financing while 
consistently producing below market rate units. 
However, it would require an initial capitalization 
for their loan authority. One potential way to 
offset a portion of this cost would be to sell off 
public housing units, which have long been a 
stigmatized and chronically underfunded part 
of the American safety net, typically located 
in low-opportunity-areas.493 Because of these 
characteristics, public housing reinforces 
economic segregation and helps concentrate 
poverty, leading to negative outcomes for the 
families and youth that live there.494 By selling off 
units as current tenants leave the program, the 
federal government can use the profit to fund 
higher-quality affordable housing. All the housing 
slots that would have gone to future tenants 
will instead be given to low-income Americans 
as housing choice vouchers. To speed up the 
process, the federal government could deficit-
finance the initial capitalization at whatever 
level it expects to make back through the sale of 
public housing.
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56. Phase Out Regressive Tax Subsidies 
for Real Estate
Under current law, homeowners who itemize 
their taxes can deduct, up to a certain limit, the 
interest they pay on their mortgages. Proponents 
claim this mortgage interest deduction puts 
purchasing a home within the grasp of many 
middle-class American families. In reality, there 
is little evidence the mortgage interest deduction 
increases homeownership rates.495 And because 
itemizers tend to be wealthy — particularly after 
the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act (TCJA) increased the 
standard deduction in 2017 — the mortgage 
interest deduction largely does not benefit 
middle-class families. Even worse, empirical 
research suggests that the deduction may 
make housing even more expensive for renters 
and lower- and middle-income homeowners, 
because it encourages itemizers to take on more 
debt, buy larger homes, and bid up prices.496, 497 

In a limited attempt at reform, TCJA reduced 
the maximum amount of home mortgage debt 
on which a taxpayer may deduct interest paid 
from $1 million to $750,000. It also barred 
taxpayers from deducting interest on home 
equity loans, non-disaster casualty losses, and 
some other expenses.498 But these modest 
changes apply only to new mortgages and are 
set to expire in 2025, limiting their impact. More 
importantly, the mortgage interest deduction 
is a demand subsidy, so even reforms to make 
the mortgage interest deduction less regressive, 
such as further lowering the cap or turning the 
deduction into a tax credit, wouldn’t address 
the fundamental problem of the United States 
having insufficient housing supply. 

PPI thus proposes to phase out the regressive 
and ineffective deduction for the interest 

homeowners pay on their mortgages. We 
propose that the value of the deduction initially 
be limited to 30% of mortgage interest paid, 
consistent with the cap PPI proposes to place on 
all itemized deductions in Recommendation 10. 
But the cap on the mortgage interest deduction 
would then gradually fall by 2 percentage points 
every year until the deduction is fully phased-
out in 15 years. Our plan also proposes to make 
permanent the repeal of deductions for interest 
on home equity loans, non-disaster casualty 
losses, and other miscellaneous expenses. 

57. Reform and Phase In an Expansion 
of Housing Choice Vouchers
Broad subsidies for demand generally drive up 
costs rather than cut them, especially in supply-
constrained markets like housing. But even after 
supply has been liberalized to meet demand, 
households with extremely low incomes and 
minimal assets will need government assistance 
to afford housing.499 Before they can even think 
about saving and building wealth to eventually 
buy a home, poor Americans need to stay stably 
housed long enough to access better economic 
opportunities and communities, rather than be 
constantly struggling to keep a roof over their 
heads.

Currently, the largest federal program for 
addressing these at-risk households is the 
Housing Choice Voucher (HCV) program. This 
program is open to all people who make under 
50% of an area’s median income (AMI), a metric 
calculated by the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) for each metro area. 
Over three quarters of existing vouchers are 
also required to go to households making under 
30% of AMI, a population that HUD classifies 
as “extremely low income.”  Once a household 
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receives a voucher, the federal government will 
subsidize the difference between a household’s 
rental costs and 30% of its income, which is 
HUD’s metric for affordable housing.500 

HCVs are highly effective at reducing 
homelessness, especially for families.501 By 
giving families flexibility to find housing, HCVs 
also offer families the ability to move to higher 
opportunity areas, which has very positive 
long-term effects on young children and their 
economic mobility as adults.502 Moving to 
these areas also provides more labor market 
opportunities for adults themselves, who can 
leverage more job opportunities to work towards 
buying their own homes and building wealth.

However, federal housing subsidies do not 
receive nearly enough funding to cover the 
population they are intended to help, with only 
about 1 in 4 households who are eligible actually 

receiving a voucher. This dynamic creates 
long waiting times for families before they can 
access a subsidy, typically lasting multiple 
years.503 As a result, many extremely-low-income 
families that are unable to access a voucher can 
end up on the streets, in a shelter, or forced to 
double up with other families. 

PPI proposes to tighten eligibility standards for 
HCVs but expand funding so that eventually 
everyone who meets the program’s new 
eligibility criteria can receive a voucher. We 
would phase in this new funding gradually over 
15 years to avoid subsidizing increased demand 
before supply is able to meet it. Our reformed 
HCV would cost the same as guaranteeing 
vouchers to all households with incomes below 
30% of AMI and none above it, but we would 
also support additional adjustments to prevent 
benefit cliffs and improve incentives.



PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P91

X. RATIONALIZE SAFETY-NET PROGRAMS

On top of our reforms to housing choice 
vouchers in Recommendation 57, PPI’s blueprint 
includes common-sense reforms to improve 
other safety-net programs. Good safety-net 
programs provide a hand up for truly vulnerable 
individuals and families that have fallen on tough 
economic times, acting not just as nets to catch 
their fall, but as ladders to help them climb back 
up to economic stability. Unfortunately, the 
myriad programs that comprise America’s safety 
net often do not work this way. 

Whether due to the political context in which 
they were created or just poor design, many 
safety net programs offer benefits that are not 
well-targeted towards the Americans that need 
them the most. When these programs are poorly 
targeted, they undermine the rationale for the 
safety net and put a financial strain on programs 
while providing very little societal return. Safety 
net programs also often include penalties for 
accumulating even meager assets, increasing 
one's income, or even getting married.504, 505 
While some form of these provisions can be an 
essential guardrail to ensure that benefits are 
well-targeted to people that need them most, 
those provisions can create large benefit “cliffs” 
if they are too stringent and cause recipients to 
lose out on substantial benefits after earning 
slightly more income.506 As a result of these 
penalties, the very programs that are meant to 
help people in tough circumstances can make it 
difficult for them to leave.  

PPI believes that America’s safety net should 
cost-effectively provide the truly vulnerable with 
the resources they need to get through hard times 

and get back on their feet, without hindering their 
attempts to do so. Our blueprint reforms various 
safety net programs to better target and tailor 
them to the goal of moving people into self-
sufficiency and economic security.

58. Smooth the SNAP Benefits Cliff
The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 
(SNAP) is the federal government’s main tool 
for helping low-income families afford a healthy 
diet. The maximum amount of benefits that 
a family can receive is based on how much 
a representative low-cost healthy diet plan, 
known as the “Thrifty Food Plan,” would cost. 
Currently, the contents and assumptions that 
go into creating the Thrifty Food Plan are left up 
to the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) to 
determine. In 2021, the Biden administration’s 
USDA made changes to the Thrifty Food Plan 
that increased the maximum benefit amount by 
21% and increased the projected cost of SNAP 
by up to $300 billion over 10 years.507 

Although this change will help more families 
afford food during times of economic distress, 
it also has some unintended consequences. 
SNAP benefits slowly phase out with income, 
but the law authorizing SNAP also cuts benefits 
off altogether for beneficiaries with gross 
incomes over 130% of the federal poverty level 
(FPL) or adjusted incomes over 100% of FPL 
(after taking into account deductions for other 
living expenses). By dramatically increasing the 
maximum benefit but not the phase-out rate or 
range, the Biden administration exacerbated the 
program’s “benefits cliff,” where earning a dollar 
more in income would cause a family to see a 
substantial drop in post-tax and transfer income 
(Fig. 25).508, 509 
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PPI recommends raising the income limits 
to phase SNAP benefits out much more 
gradually and improve their effectiveness as a 
safety net program. We also recommend that 
lawmakers and regulators review the asset 
limits and deductions within the SNAP benefits 
calculation to improve its work incentives 
and phaseouts without increasing spending 
or harming individuals in poverty.513 And 
although PPI supports maintaining the Biden 
administration’s 2021 increase in SNAP benefits, 
we believe Congress should put guardrails 
on the USDA’s ability to update SNAP benefit 
levels so that future administrations cannot 

unilaterally increase spending by considerable 
amounts without going through ordinary budget 
procedures and getting Congressional approval. 

59. Increase Asset Caps for Supplemental 
Security Income
Established in 1972, the Supplemental Security 
Income (SSI) program makes cash payments 
to top-up the incomes of individuals who 
are either disabled or elderly and have low 
incomes and few assets. Under current law, 
SSI beneficiaries completely lose their eligibility 
for this vital income support if the value of all 
their assets (such as vehicles and bank account 

FIGURE 25. MONTHLY SNAP BENEFIT FOR A FAMILY OF THREE
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balances) exceeds $2,000 for individuals and 
$3,000 for couples — limits that have remained 
unchanged in nominal dollars since the last 
update in 1989.514 As a result, very low-income 
individuals who would have qualified for SSI in 
prior decades due to their age, disability, and 
income no longer are eligible simply because of 
inflation.515 This massive “cash cliff” discourages 
beneficiaries from getting married or saving 
money and directly counteracts the program’s 
purpose of combating poverty.516 Moreover, 
because the asset caps are not indexed for 
inflation, the work penalty gets more punitive 
each year.517 

PPI supports mitigating this structural issue 
with SSI by increasing the asset caps to $10,000 
for single individuals and $20,000 for married 
couples. These new asset caps should account 
for the inflation the U.S. has seen since the 
program was initially established in 1972, and 
remove the marriage penalty for couples.518 
In future years, these caps would grow with 
inflation to prevent the eligibility from becoming 
increasingly strict over time again. 

60. Repurpose TANF Funds
When it was established in 1996, the Temporary 
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program 
aimed to promote self-sufficiency, encourage 
work, and ensure that needy families received 
the benefits they needed to stay afloat. The 
program it replaced, Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children, was widely considered a 
flawed program that disincentivized work with 
massive benefit cliffs that dwarf any currently 
in existence today.519  In fact, the program 
originated in the 1930s with the explicit goal 
of keeping mothers at home with their children 
instead of the workplace.520 To address these 

shortcomings, TANF focused on providing 
flexibility for states to innovate by giving 
them a block grant with few restrictions, while 
imposing more stringent work requirements 
and time limits on receiving assistance.  

However, as a result of the autonomy afforded 
to them by the block-grant structure, states 
have frequently used TANF as slush funds 
to fill gaps in the state budget rather than to 
support needy families.521 Barely more than a 
fifth of the funding is used for cash assistance 
— the original purpose of the program.522 
Furthermore, when TANF funding is used for 
programs other than basic assistance, the 
programs are not always well-targeted to those 
that need it the most, often supporting families 
with a questionable connection to poverty 
instead.523 In the worst-case scenario, the lack 
of effective guardrails on funding create wide 
openings for fraud and abuse, such as when 
state officials in Mississippi embezzled $94 
million in TANF funds in 2016.524, 525 Rather 
than spending money on needy families as 
the program intends, these funds were spent 
on various pet projects and programs to 
benefit well-off families, including the payment 
of lucrative speaking fees to former NFL 
quarterback Brett Favre and the building of a 
college volleyball gymnasium at his request.526 

Because of these failures, PPI proposes to 
repurpose TANF funds to support a myriad of 
other social programs — detailed throughout 
the earlier sections of this report — that will 
offer more cash or cash-like assistance to 
the needy families TANF was created to help. 
Furthermore, other parts of this blueprint will 
directly support programs that are currently 
being infused with TANF money, such as state 
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preschool programs that would be supported 
by Recommendation 47.527 Any beneficial 
state programs currently funded by TANF and 
not explicitly funded by another provision in 
this blueprint, such as direct investments into 
child care and child welfare systems, could 
be rolled into the PEPPR grant proposed in 
Recommendation 11.

61. Reform Agriculture Subsidies
Since the 1930s, Congress has created and 
expanded a variety of programs to protect 
farmers and the U.S. food supply from 
uncontrollable events like natural disasters 
and sudden market shocks. The three main 
components of the “farm safety net” are the 
Federal Crop Insurance Program (FCIP), Price 
Loss Coverage (PLC), and Agricultural Risk 
Coverage (ARC).528 The largest program, FCIP, 
provides a roughly 60% average premium 
subsidy to farmers for purchasing crop insurance 
and reimburses private insurance companies 
for costs associated with administering the 
program.529, 530 PLC and ARC, on the other hand, 
provide cash payouts to farmers when prices or 
revenues fall below benchmark levels set for their 
specific crop and county.531

Maintaining an adequate food supply through 
a farm safety-net program is an important 
federal policy goal, but the current suite of farm 
subsidy programs have grown to be regressive 
and economically distortionary. Rather than 
merely helping small family farmers stay 
afloat, FCIP subsidies are not means-tested 
at all.532 As a result, farms in the top 10% of 
crop sales received over 56% of all subsidies 
between 2012 and 2019.533 And this disparity 
isn’t just due to these farms being larger — the 
top 10% of farms received more than 7 times 

as much crop insurance subsidy per acre as 
farms in the bottom 50% of crop sales did 
(Fig. 26).534 Additionally, the private insurance 
administrators’ 14.5% guaranteed rate of return 
is well above the approximate 9.6% returns 
that other insurance providers receive without 
subsidization. 

Large crop subsidies also reduce farmers’ 
incentives to manage risk through diversifying 
crop types and location.535 And because only 
some commodities are eligible for the various 
programs, farmers can be encouraged to plant 
crops that are less healthy for consumers or 
worse for the environment than others.536  These 
programs come at a hefty cost to American 
taxpayers, too: the current crop insurance and 
commodities programs are already projected 
to cost more than $180 billion dollars over the 
next decade and early versions of the 2024 Farm 
Bill would increase that spending by up to $50 
billion more.537, 538, 539 During a period of record 
high farm profits and soaring federal deficits, 
lawmakers should rethink these proposed 
expansions and comprehensively review the 
effectiveness of the existing farm safety net 
programs.540 

Other countries, like New Zealand, have 
managed to maintain the same share of 
agriculture in their economy as the United 
States while eliminating nearly all subsidies 
for producers.541, 542, 543 While we wouldn’t go 
so far, PPI recommends that Congress make 
reforms to agricultural support programs that 
cut costs by at least 20% relative to current 
policy. One way Congress could cut the cost of 
farm subsidies by up to 9% is by reducing the 
government-subsidized share of FCIP premiums 
from an average of 60% to 40%.544 Lawmakers 
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could save an additional 3% by reducing the 
guaranteed rate of return for insurance providers 
to the average levels received by other insurance 
industries.547 Finally, Congress could get more 
than halfway towards the 20% savings target by 
eliminating the PLC and ARC programs without 
significantly harming farmers who are already 
covered by crop insurance.548 Because the 
current set of programs mainly benefit high-
income farms, there are many potential ways to 
create a more level playing field for farms while 
saving money for taxpayers.

62. Replace All Cost-Of-Living Adjustments 
Indexed to CPI-W with Chained CPI-U
Currently, nearly all federal programs that provide 
cash support to beneficiaries are annually 

adjusted for inflation using the Consumer Price 
Index for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical 
Workers (CPI-W). Many economists, however, 
believe the more appropriate measure of inflation 
is a measure called the Chained Consumer Price 
Index For All Urban Consumers (C-CPI-U). Unlike 
CPI-W, C-CPI-U takes the substitution effect of 
price increases into account.549 When the price 
of one good goes up, consumers will substitute 
towards purchasing other goods whose prices 
remain the same, lowering the impact of the 
price increase on overall cost of living. C-CPI-U 
grew about 0.24 percentage points per year more 
slowly than CPI-W did over the past decade, 
making the transition to it a potential source of 
significant budgetary savings relative to current 
law.550, 551, 552 

FIGURE 26. AVERAGE CROP INSURANCE SUBSIDY PER ACRE BY FARM SIZE, 2012 TO 2019
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Lawmakers already took a step in the right 
direction in 2017 by indexing all tax provisions 
designed to increase with inflation to C-CPI-
U.553 PPI proposes they complete the transition 
by doing the same for government spending 
programs. Although doing so will reduce 
spending on programs relative to the current-law 
baseline, this change represents the rescission 
of a stealth increase in benefits over time rather 
than a cut to benefits that are in place today. 
If policymakers want to increase support for 
low-income Americans, as PPI believes they 
should, those increases should come as a result 
of deliberate policy choices rather than the use 
of flawed inflation measurements. The savings 
from this change will help make possible the 
myriad of expanded supports for low-income 
households proposed earlier in this report.
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money has already started to make an impact, 
with the IRS moving to double its audit rate on 
the wealthiest Americans.557 

But since the passage of the IRA, Republicans 
have led a crusade to reverse these efforts. Time 
and again they’ve proposed deep cuts to IRS 
spending ostensibly to reduce the deficit. The 
first bill passed by the House of Representatives 
when the Republicans took control in 2022 
would have cut billions of dollars in enforcement 
funding to give the agency a “reckoning.”558 But 
in actuality, cutting the IRS funding from the IRA 
would actually increase deficits because revenue 
collections would fall by $238 billion more than 
agency spending.559 Unfortunately Republicans 
partially got what they wanted in the FRA 
and have vowed to go even further if they win 
electorally in 2024.560

PPI would reverse this counterproductive 
defunding of our nation’s tax police. We propose 
to restore IRS funding to the levels originally 
envisioned by the IRA and make those levels 
permanent to help close our nation’s tax gap 
over time. But we also believe there are other 
steps the IRS can take to spend its money 
more effectively in advancing its mission. 
Although supporting enforcement should 
be the top priority for IRA funding, activities 
such as modernizing antiquated technology 
systems and improving customer service can 
help boost revenue by increasing voluntary tax 
compliance.561 These steps will allow the IRS to 
fill its essential role for the nation’s tax system in 
enforcing the rule of law. 

XI. IMPROVE PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION

In addition to the many large policy changes 
and ambitious programs in this blueprint, 
PPI has long been committed to “reinventing 
government” for the modern age.554 Whether 
this is re-evaluating when policies don’t work, or 
making small but important technical changes 
to federal programs, policymakers should be 
constantly aiming to create a more modern and 
rational system of government. Under current 
policy, there are myriad programs and policies 
that reflect long-fractured political lines or 
antiquated policy assumptions, rather than what 
actually benefits society.

Our plan remedies these irrational or outdated 
policies through various changes to the way 
the government operates, seeking to reinvent 
government for what works best. Through 
common-sense reforms to programs and 
institutions, our plan seeks to encourage 
smarter, more rational policymaking based on 
what actually works, reinventing the government 
for a modern world.   

63. Restore and Reform IRS 
Enforcement Funding
The Internal Revenue Service (IRS) estimates 
that Americans fail to pay roughly $540 billion 
a year in taxes they legally owe — an amount 
known as the tax gap.555 To address this 
problem, the IRA expanded the funding available 
for the IRS by $80 billion over a 10-year period, 
helping to reverse the decades-long decline in 
the agency’s budget.556 The vast majority of this 
money was earmarked to increase enforcement 
of existing tax law and help catch wealthy tax 
cheats who avoided paying their fair share. The 
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64. Stop Processing Claims for the 
Employee Retention Tax Credit
At the start of the COVID-19 pandemic, Congress 
created the Employee Retention Tax Credit 
(ERTC) for qualifying businesses to keep their 
employees on payroll despite their revenue 
losses. Businesses who lost 20% of their 
revenue during the height of the pandemic, yet 
kept staff on payroll, could claim a refundable 
credit worth up to $14,000 per employee.562 
While this policy was a well-intentioned tool to 
help struggling employers, it has been widely 
abused by promoters peddling the credit to 
scores of businesses long after the pandemic’s 
economic impact subsided.563 In response to 
the large volume of these fraudulent claims, 
the IRS ceased to accept any new applications 
for the ERTC submitted after September 2023, 
issuing a moratorium as they evaluated how 
many truly eligible claims existed.564 Since that 
moratorium, the IRS has concluded that up to 
70% of unprocessed claims have “unacceptable 
levels of risk” for fraud, with merely 10-20% 
being estimated as coming from qualified small 
businesses.565 But even those few businesses 
who are legally eligible have little justification 
for seeking benefits so many years after the 
pandemic ended. 

To prevent tens of billions in taxpayer dollars 
from being irresponsibly awarded to businesses 
who are no longer affected by COVID-19 or 
outright fraudsters, PPI proposes that Congress 
statutorily disallow payment for any claims 
submitted after September 14, 2023 (the date on 
which the IRS moratorium went into effect).566 
This approach should reduce deficits by at least 
as much as the Tax Relief for American Families 
and Workers Act, which would have disallowed 
payment for claims submitted after January 31, 

2024.567 PPI also supports the bill’s provisions 
to increase penalties for fraudulent ERTC 
promotion and extend the statute of limitations 
for assessing ERTC claims and prosecuting 
those that are fraudulent.  

65. Deschedule and Tax Marijuana
Twenty-four states have voted to legalize the 
purchase and consumption of marijuana for 
recreational purposes, with another 14 states 
doing the same for marijuana used for medical 
purposes.568 But up until very recently, the 
Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA) considered 
marijuana a Schedule I drug, which is reserved 
for drugs with “no currently accepted medical 
use and a high potential for abuse” and prevents 
its sale from being legal under federal law.569 
The Biden administration’s decision to lower the 
schedule for Marijuana to Schedule III was an 
important step in the right direction, allowing 
for relaxed restrictions on marijuana related 
research.570 But despite this important change, 
restrictions remain in place as long as it is 
scheduled. 

The time has come for the federal government 
to completely step out of the way and allow 
states to regulate marijuana policy within their 
borders. Descheduling marijuana would remove 
regulatory barriers that currently limit scientists’ 
ability to conduct research on marijuana’s 
medical benefits and risks, allow marijuana-
related businesses to access normal banking 
services, and make marijuana businesses 
eligible for normal business treatment under 
the tax code.571, 572, 573 PPI would deschedule 
marijuana and allow states to determine 
whether it should be legal in their jurisdictions. In 
states that choose to legalize purchases of the 
drug, marijuana sales should be subject to the 



PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P99

same federal excise tax that currently applies to 
loose tobacco.574, 575  

66. Improve Competition Enforcement 
to Cut Costs for Consumers
Competition in a market-based system is 
essential for encouraging businesses to keep 
prices low and wages high, innovate, and 
improve the quality of goods and services. 
Excessive consolidation and high concentration 
in markets, however, can stifle competition. 
This happens when dominant firms or “tight 
oligopolies” of just a few firms work to limit 
competition, and when mergers reduce 
competition in a market. 

Concentrated market power leads to high prices 
and lower innovation, quality, and choice for 
essential goods and services. High barriers to 
entry in markets that are dominated by powerful 
firms can prevent small, entrepreneurial 
businesses from competing. And workers can 
be limited by anticompetitive restraints on their 
mobility, wages, and benefits. 

An effective enforcement agenda ensures that 
no single firm or small group of firms illegally 
stifles competition. Enforcers at the U.S. 
Department of Justice (DOJ) and Federal Trade 
Commission (FTC) work with limited budgets 
to “referee” competition in markets. They make 
tough choices about how to allocate resources 
across different areas of the law and sectors, 
and how they coordinate between the two 
agencies. 

Concentration is currently high in a number 
of critical sectors — health care and 
pharmaceuticals, food and agriculture, wireless 
telecommunications, airline transportation, and 

others in which consumers are feeling squeezed 
by rising prices and workers see low wages and 
benefits.576 While merger enforcement remains 
strong, the vast majority of resource-intensive 
anti-monopoly cases pursued by antitrust 
enforcers over the past few years have been 
in the digital tech sector, where the effects of 
market power are felt less directly in “paychecks 
and pocketbooks” than in more consumer- and 
worker-facing markets.577, 578, 579, 580

Devoting disproportionate resources to anti-
monopoly enforcement in only one sector also 
takes away from fixing other pressing market-
power problems. Moreover, with the DOJ and 
FTC each taking responsibility for investigations 
in different markets that make up some 
complex, interconnected supply chains, there 
is a risk that the agencies do not coordinate, 
jeopardizing enforcement in those sectors. 

PPI recommends mandating that the DOJ and 
FTC improve their coordination, which could 
include measures such as shifting all merger 
reviews for a single sector to a single agency. 
This improved coordination is particularly 
important in sectors where supply chains 
are “bottlenecked” by a few players with 
significant market power in critical markets 
for intermediaries, such as processing and 
manufacturing in food, and pharmacy benefit 
managers in health care.581 PPI also proposes 
that the agencies allocate no more than 30% 
of their annual budgets to anti-monopoly 
enforcement in any single sector to ensure 
that other sectors in need of greater scrutiny 
are not being neglected. These changes will 
help refocus enforcement actions on the areas 
where greater competition could cut costs for 
consumers and help workers the most.
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67. Incentivize Fair Fines and 
Fees at the Local Level
Many local governments have increasingly 
come to rely on revenue from speeding tickets, 
public defender fees, crime lab fees, and more, 
to finance their criminal justice systems.582 For 
some priorities like infrastructure, user fees 
can be an important and efficient financing 
mechanism by imposing the cost of maintaining 
public infrastructure on those who benefit from 
it. But when criminal courts become responsible 
for their own financing, it encourages them 
to prioritize rigorous fee collection over fair 
administration of justice and other more 
important public safety issues.583 

Even worse, defendants are often charged fees 
that go well beyond what is needed to cover 
the costs of maintaining the criminal justice 
system: for example, convicted individuals in 
Florida can be required to pay for prison room 
and board for every day of their sentence even 
if they’re not incarcerated.584 As a result, several 
local and state governments have even come 
to rely on fines and fees in their criminal justice 
system to fund unrelated public programs, 
like schools and infrastructure.585 This is a far 
more regressive system than simply taxing the 
general population. Not only are fees and fines 
taking a higher percentage of income from the 
low-income households likely to be affected by 
the criminal justice system, they are doing so at 
a rate that is likely higher than would be required 
with alternative funding systems. This dynamic 
makes fines and fees an especially regressive 
revenue source when compared to most revenue 
sources like a sales tax, where cities could raise 
the same amount of money at a lower rate 
by expanding the tax base and ensuring that 
everyone pays a share of their income.

These fees and fines are often automatically 
imposed without taking into account an 
individual’s ability to pay and, in some states, 
failure to pay can result in confiscation of one’s 
driver's license, suspension of voting rights, 
and even incarceration — unfairly hindering 
offenders’ ability to earn income to pay for the 
fines in the first place.586 

To remedy the perverse incentives and unfair 
impact of these local revenue structures, 
PPI proposes that the federal government 
condition 10% of federal aid for states’ and 
localities’ criminal justice systems on recipient 
governments putting in place fair fines and fees 
systems. The standards for compliance would 
be set by the Department of Justice and could 
include setting objective ability-to-pay standards 
that can be used by courts when determining 
the fines and fees individuals have to pay.587 

68. Equalize Retirement Contributions for 
Federal Employees Hired Before and After 2013
The Federal Employees Retirement System 
(FERS) provides defined-benefit annuities 
to retired civilian federal employees who 
contributed to the system during their careers.  
Over 98% of federal employees participate in 
FERS, with most of them contributing 0.8% 
of their salary toward their future annuity. To 
improve the finances of both FERS and the 
federal government more broadly, a 2012 budget 
agreement increased required contributions to 
4.4% — but only for those who were hired after 
2013.588, 589 

The rationale for exempting existing employees 
was that it would be “unfair” to change the rules 
on them after they already began federal service. 
But it is far more unfair to have a system where 
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concurrently serving civil servants pay different 
rates for the same benefits based solely on an 
arbitrary hiring date. Legacy federal employees 
already reaped a windfall relative to new hires 
because they were able to accrue the same 
annuity benefit for a much lower contribution 
rate in previous years. PPI believes the right 
approach now is to require all federal employees 
to make the same 4.4% contribution to accrue 
additional benefits going forward.

69. Extend the Window for Using Loan 
Programs Office Appropriations
The Loan Programs Office (LPO) within the 
Department of Energy (DOE) spurs clean 
energy innovation through providing direct 
loans and loan guarantees to promising new 
technologies. In doing so, the LPO provides 
a pathway for private investors to take over 
the role of financing future projects when the 

initial loans were a demonstrated success. For 
example, Tesla was one of the first recipients 
of LPO assistance, as were the first large utility-
scale solar projects, before private capital had 
made significant investments in each.590 The 
IRA expanded the Department of Energy’s 
loan authority by approximately $350 billion 
to finance clean energy projects and fuel-
efficient vehicles. However, this expanded loan 
authority is set to expire by 2028 even if all the 
appropriations for credit subsidy have not been 
expended by then.591 PPI proposes to remove 
the expiration dates and allow the loan authority 
to remain until all of the additional $350 billion 
in appropriations for credit subsidy have been 
expended. Doing so will not cost the federal 
government any additional money, and it will 
ensure that the LPO has the necessary time to 
choose projects that promise the highest returns 
to society.
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XII. MANAGE PUBLIC DEBT RESPONSIBLY

Debt is not inherently evil. Debt can be a good 
tool when used to fund public investments that 
grow the economy and raise future revenues by 
more than the cost of interest needed to finance 
it. It can also serve a vital purpose in helping 
respond to temporary, unforeseen emergencies, 
such as a national security threat or economic 
recession. These temporary deficits — known 
as “cyclical deficits” — are generally acceptable 
or even desirable. The problem with our current 
fiscal policy is that we are running massive 
structural deficits that persist in both good times 
and bad times, causing our debt to grow faster 
than our economy in perpetuity.592

The other recommendations in this report would, 
if adopted in their entirety, eliminate structural 
deficits 20 years after implementation. In this 
last section, PPI proposes reforms to better 
manage cyclical deficits and public debt so 
they support our economic future rather than 
burdening it. Our proposals would ensure that 
the United States maintains the fiscal capacity 
needed to address any event that demands a 
vigorous federal response. At the same time, 
PPI’s blueprint would bring public investment 
spending back up to historical averages as 
a share of economic output. This thoughtful 
approach demonstrates that fiscal responsibility 
and robust public investments are not 
contradictory goals, but rather complementary 
components of an economic abundance agenda.

70. Improve Automatic Stabilizers 
One of the most important roles for fiscal 
policy is to moderate the business cycle. During 
economic downturns, increased public spending 

— financed by public borrowing — helps 
compensate for the lack of private demand 
to keep the economy afloat. Then, during 
expansions, higher taxes and lower spending 
both help pay down these debts and keep the 
economy from overheating.

Unfortunately, policymakers flubbed this 
responsibility repeatedly over the past 15 years. 
In the immediate aftermath of the 2008 financial 
crisis, Congress proved too stingy with stimulus 
spending. The result was an unnecessarily 
anemic recovery in the decade that followed, 
with one study finding that GDP growth was 
0.6 percentage points lower every year than 
if federal spending had matched historical 
levels.593 Having internalized this lesson, 
lawmakers during the COVID-19 pandemic threw 
caution to the wind and passed nearly $6 trillion 
of stimulus spending in just two years, despite 
warnings from many experts that this amount 
was excessive and would likely spur inflation 
(which it ultimately did).594

The best way to prevent a repeat of these 
mistakes would be to strengthen so-called 
“automatic stabilizers,” which are policies 
designed to increase spending or reduce revenue 
during recessions and do the opposite during 
expansions without requiring additional action 
from Congress that may not be sufficiently 
timely.595 Many existing government policies 
already have this feature: if a worker earns less 
during a recession, they fall into a lower tax 
bracket and face a lower marginal income tax 
rate. A worker who is laid off becomes eligible 
for unemployment insurance, which increases 
government spending on the economy and 
bolsters their household income. 
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PPI called for making improvements to 
automatic stabilizers before the COVID-19 
pandemic. Had those calls been heeded, many 
policy mistakes made since could have been 
avoided. For example, the American Rescue 
Plan dedicated $350 billion to shoring up state 
and local government services in anticipation 
of shortfalls in tax receipts. However, budgetary 
shortfalls did not materialize for most states 
and municipalities. As a result, increased federal 
funding was largely used to cut taxes or fund 
inflationary stimulus payments instead of being 
used to prevent cuts in existing services.596, 597 
Putting in place systems in advance to base 
federal support for state and local governments 
on real-time indicators would have been far more 
prudent. 

Automatic stabilizers would also help improve 
benefit administration. During COVID-19, 
the federal government supplemented 
unemployment insurance by $600 per week 
across the board due to insufficient technical 
capability for state agencies to target payments, 
which led to three-quarters of workers eligible 
for unemployment insurance being qualified 
for payments above 100% of lost income.598 
This overly generous benefit both discouraged 
work and was profoundly unfair to the front-line 
workers who kept our country afloat in its most 
desperate time. In contrast, automatic stabilizers 
would be disbursed through existing programs, 
circumventing the need to build capacity during 
crises. Better targeting of aid would also have 
reduced overall outlays over the past three years 
and subsequent inflationary pressures that 
resulted from too much stimulus.

Many of our other proposals, such as the PEPPR 
grant in Recommendation 11 or the package 

of reforms in Section X of this report, would 
establish new or strengthen existing automatic 
stabilizers. But policymakers should go further 
by pursuing a whole-of-government approach 
to making public policy more responsive to 
macroeconomic needs. To that end, we propose 
to establish a bipartisan commission of experts 
tasked with reviewing the federal government’s 
fiscal and monetary policy in the lead-up to, and 
aftermath of, the 2008 financial crisis and the 
2020 COVID-19 pandemic.599 The commission 
would also be charged with developing policy 
recommendations that can be put in place now 
to help better prepare for, and recover from, 
future downturns, with the goal of minimizing 
inflation and unemployment while maximizing 
economic opportunity for all Americans.

71. Reform the Debt Limit
Before World War I, every issuance of debt 
and the parameters of that debt — such as the 
time until bonds matured or the rate of interest 
paid over that time — was subject to a vote 
from Congress. Beginning in 1939, Congress 
authorized the Treasury Department to manage 
debt and borrow as needed to finance deficits 
up to a limit known as the “debt limit.” This 
move was designed to give the executive better 
flexibility to implement the tax and spending 
policies passed by Congress. Because the 
debt limit is set at a nominal dollar amount, it 
regularly needs to be increased to account for 
inflation and the costs of supporting a growing 
economy. Congress did this with little fanfare 
for many decades, frequently pairing increases 
with modest policy changes to keep deficits in 
check.600 
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But in recent years, Republicans have held the 
debt limit hostage by using the threat of default to 
demand unrealistic cuts to vital public programs. 
If Congress fails to raise or suspend the debt 
limit in a timely manner while it continues to 
approve spending in excess of revenues, the 
U.S. government will default on paying many 
obligations, from government salaries to Social 
Security. Importantly, just the possibility of the 
United States defaulting on its debt can produce 
economic instability and raise borrowing costs.601 
Debt-limit brinkmanship is akin to threatening not 
to pay our credit card bill because we are unhappy 
about how much we charged to it. Such tactics 
are dangerous for our economy, posing risks far 
greater than any potential benefits. 

Debt-limit brinkmanship has also done little to 
fix our debt trajectory. Neither of the debt limit 
standoffs in 2011 or 2023 led to any reforms 
that reversed unaffordable tax cuts or curtailed 
the growth of mandatory spending — the two 
main drivers of our debt. Instead, they imposed 
tight caps on discretionary spending, the part 
of the budget that Congress appropriates each 
year. Discretionary spending barely represents 
one quarter of the federal budget today, and it’s 
projected to shrink even further in the coming 
years.602

Congress should reform the debt limit so it no 
longer poses a threat to our economic future 
and replace it with better mechanisms to 
promote fiscal restraint. One easy step would be 
to set the debt limit at a certain percent of GDP 
rather than a nominal dollar amount to reflect 
the fact that a bigger economy can support a 
bigger debt burden (similar to how a million-
dollar mortgage is far more manageable for a 
household with a $500,000 annual income than 

a $50,000 annual income). Another option would 
be passing legislation such as the Responsible 
Budgeting Act, which would set fiscal targets 
and automatically suspend the debt limit when 
either Congress passes a budget resolution that 
hits those targets or when the president submits 
a proposal to do so.603 

Congress could also establish a bipartisan 
fiscal commission comprised of independent 
experts and elected officials that has the power 
to fast-track deficit-reducing recommendations 
for a vote in Congress when fiscal targets 
are not being met.604 To promote adoption of 
the commission’s recommendations or an 
alternative proposal, lawmakers could put in 
place a “trigger” for deficit-reduction measures 
that automatically take effect if no agreement 
is enacted by a certain date. Although such 
triggers have not always been successful, there 
is evidence that they increased the probability 
of reaching compromise in past budget 
negotiations.605 

PPI believes a trigger will have a better chance 
of leading to compromise or meaningful deficit 
reduction if it includes a balanced mix of 
changes in tax policy and mandatory spending 
in addition to the discretionary spending 
programs that make up just one quarter of 
one side of the federal ledger.  For example, 
lawmakers could enact a version of the tax 
deduction cap proposed in Recommendation 
10 of this report that is automatically set at 
whatever level is projected to hit the trigger’s 
revenue target. They could also cap or suspend 
cost-of-living adjustments in benefit programs 
until mandatory savings targets are met.

Although none of the solutions mentioned in 
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this recommendation are ideal or preferable 
to Congress just doing its job and governing 
responsibly, they are far more rational than 
threatening the full faith and credit of the United 
States.

72. Create a Durable Public Investment Budget
Federal spending on discretionary programs 
has shrunk from 9.6% of GDP 40 years ago to 
6.2% of GDP today, and under current law, it’s 
projected to fall to the lowest level in modern 
history in just a few short years.606, 607 The 
decline of discretionary spending is particularly 
alarming because of what it funds. Discretionary 
spending covers a wide array of government 
functions, split roughly in half between defense 
and nondefense “domestic” discretionary 

programs. The latter contains virtually every 
non-defense, non-entitlement program in the 
federal budget, including many core functions of 
government such as federal law enforcement, 
environmental protection, and foreign relations 
that our country could not function without. 

Even more importantly, discretionary spending 
includes funding for critical investments in our 
future that provide the building blocks for long-
term economic growth, such as infrastructure, 
education, and scientific research.608 By setting 
tight caps on discretionary spending, as 
Congress did most recently in 2011 and 2023, 
lawmakers cut investment into our economic 
future rather than address structural drivers of 
debt through tax and/or entitlement reform.609 

FIGURE 27. FEDERAL PUBLIC INVESTMENT SPENDING UNDER PPI POLICIES
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Together, the other recommendations in this 
blueprint (primarily found in Sections IV and 
VIII) would raise public investment spending as 
a percent of GDP back to where it was 40 years 
ago. In dollar terms, this increase represents 
a more than 50% increase above current-law 
projections. These investments will not only 
grow our economy, they will also help tackle 
pressing social challenges and make our nation 
a world leader in innovation for the 21st century. 

It is time for policymakers to safeguard and 
prioritize important public investments, rather 
than make them casualties of the budget 
process. To do so, we propose the creation of a 
public investment budget separate from all other 
non-defense discretionary spending the way 
defense spending already is. Existing guidelines 
from the Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB) should determine what qualifies as public 
investment to prevent politicians from using 
the designation to give preferential treatment 
towards favored non-investment spending.613

We propose that spending on this new public 
investment budget (inclusive of our new 
initiatives) should grow with GDP to ensure that 
a consistent share of economic resources is 
devoted to pro-growth spending (Fig. 27). PPI 
would also exempt public investment spending 
from any across-the-board spending cuts in the 
future because of its role in promoting growth. 
Meanwhile, we propose to grow other domestic 
spending with population growth plus inflation to 
ensure that current levels of service quantity and 
quality can be maintained.

73. Restore Fiscal Democracy
Next year, the federal government will spend 
roughly $1 trillion — more than it spends on the 

entirety of our national defense — just to pay 
interest on our national debt. At 3.4% of GDP, 
these payments will have reached their highest 
level in American history.614 And it’s only on 
track to get worse: under current law, interest 
costs are set to double as a percent of GDP 
over the next 30 years.615 This is spending that 
gets locked in place decades in advance, forcing 
contemporary taxpayers to cover the cost 
without having any say through the democratic 
process. 

Enacting all the recommendations from this 
report would restore fiscal democracy by cutting 
projected interest payments 30 years from now 
by more than 75% relative to current law. Those 
savings, combined with those from all the other 
policies in this report, would put the federal 
budget on a path to balance within 20 years 
and result in growing surpluses thereafter if no 
further policy adjustments are made.

But in reality, we know such an outcome is 
neither realistic nor desirable. When the budget 
was last balanced, nobody could have predicted 
the need for new spending in response to the 
War on Terror, the 2008 financial crisis, or the 
COVID-19 pandemic. New problems will arise, 
and those problems will often require resources 
to resolve.

PPI’s budget controls costs so that future 
policymakers have the fiscal space needed 
to address those challenges without harming 
growth. We believe the choice of how to spend 
any additional spare funds created by PPI’s 
blueprint — our plan’s “fiscal democracy” 
dividend — should be left up to future 
generations and the policymakers they elect.
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Fiscal Impact Estimates
PPI staff estimated the fiscal impact of every proposal in our “Paying for Progress” Blueprint using a 
combination of government datasets, independent modeling, and advice from outside experts. Scores 
for most of this blueprint’s tax and immigration provisions are based on estimates produced by the 
Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center (TPC), while scores for Social Security provisions are based on an 
estimate of the total package from the Urban Institute’s Dynamic Simulation of Income (DYNASIM) 
model. DYNASIM’s estimates include the effects on work and claiming behavior from Social Security 
changes. TPC’s estimates include dynamic effects from changes in tax policy, immigration policy, 
and government debt levels on interest rates, revenue collections, and GDP growth. PPI also adjusted 
some spending estimates based on the macroeconomic changes projected by TPC and other policy 
interactions.

All policy proposals were measured as changes from a modified version of the Congressional Budget 
Office’s extended current law baseline, as published in the March 2024 Long-Term Budget Outlook. 
PPI adjusted this baseline to account for the national security supplemental bill that passed after its 
publication and two other technical issues. First, we removed the effects of one-time spending from 
the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act that CBO assumes will continue indefinitely. Second, we 
incorporated the “side deal” made by appropriators that allowed some limited spending outside of the 
Fiscal Responsibility Act’s official budget caps, which are the basis for CBO’s spending projections.

The following tables offer estimates for each proposal in this report. The breakdown in these 
tables differs slightly from the recommendations in the main body of the report because some 
recommendations incorporate multiple policy changes. The first estimate shows how much a policy 
would save or cost the federal government in nominal dollars over the first 10 years, which is how CBO 
would score legislation based on the proposal, rounded to the nearest $5 billion. These scores reflect 
estimates for Fiscal Years 2026-2035 because, as the first full fiscal year of the next administration, FY 
2026 is likely the earliest any of the policies in this document could be enacted. 

The second set of estimates show the budgetary impact a policy would have in select years as a 
percent of GDP. We used CBO’s baseline GDP as the denominator for the estimates in this table because 
each policy was scored individually on a static basis before macroeconomic effects were applied. The 
breakdown of policies in these tables differs slightly from the main body of the report because some 
recommendations incorporate multiple policy changes.

Estimates of an individual policy’s impact do not include interest savings/costs, but may include the 
effects of a policy’s interactions with other proposals. An asterisk in place of a score indicates that PPI 
estimates the policy to be roughly deficit-neutral or that its effects are accounted for in another score. 
Total interest savings are calculated assuming long-run balance rather than snowballing surpluses after 
the budget achieves projected balance in 2045.
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BUDGET IMPACT RELATIVE TO CURRENT LAW BASELINE
10-YEAR 
SAVINGS 

($BILLIONS)

ANNUAL SAVINGS (+) OR COST (-) AS A 
PERCENT OF BASELINE GDP

2035 2045 2055

REPLACE TAXES ON WORK WITH TAXES ON CONSUMPTION AND UNEARNED INCOME

Repeal Social Security and Medicare Payroll Taxes -$15,295 -5.32% -5.33% -5.44%

Adopt a Value-Added Tax $18,620 6.13% 6.22% 6.18%

Enact a Carbon Tax $1,065 0.32% 0.45% 0.66%

Replace the Gas Tax with a Vehicle-Miles Traveled Tax $410 0.12% 0.12% 0.12%

Turn the EITC into a Living Wage Tax Credit -$960 -0.34% -0.35% -0.38%

Repeal Current Gift and Estate Taxes -$490 -0.16% -0.17% -0.19%

Enact a Progressive Inheritance Tax  $755 0.23% 0.25% 0.28%

MAKE THE INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX CODE SIMPLER AND MORE PROGRESSIVE

Raise Individual Income Tax Rates $1,135 0.33% 0.39% 0.45%

Repeal the Net Investment Income Tax -$215 -0.07% -0.07% -0.09%

Raise Capital Gains Tax Rates $235 0.08% 0.09% 0.09%

End Step-Up Basis for Inherited Assets $235 0.09% 0.10% 0.11%

Close Other Capital Gains Loopholes $275 0.08% 0.08% 0.08%

Extend TCJA Standard Deduction and Personal Exemption $1,155 0.32% 0.28% 0.25%

Eliminate the Extra Standard Deduction for Ages 65+ $95 0.03% 0.03% 0.03%

Repeal the Alternative Minimum Tax -$760 -0.24% -0.25% -0.29%

Place 30% Limit on Itemized Deductions $645 0.19% 0.18% 0.21%

Repeal the SALT Deduction $2,205 0.59% 0.54% 0.61%

Repeal the Municipal Bond Interest Exemption $675 0.19% 0.18% 0.19%

Create a PEPPR Block Grant for States and Localities -$1,400 -0.36% -0.32% -0.28%

Extend Limits on Wealthy Pass-Through Owners $290 0.12% 0.11% 0.12%

Adjust Retirement Contribution Limits and Rules $35 0.01% 0.01% 0.01%
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BUDGET IMPACT RELATIVE TO CURRENT LAW BASELINE
10-YEAR 
SAVINGS 

($BILLIONS)

ANNUAL SAVINGS (+) OR COST (-) AS A 
PERCENT OF BASELINE GDP

2035 2045 2055

REFORM THE BUSINESS TAX CODE TO PROMOTE GROWTH AND INTERNATIONAL COMPETITIVENESS

Allow Full Expensing of Business Investment -$1,175 -0.22% -0.16% -0.15%

Phase Out Interest Deductibility for Business Loans $215 0.10% 0.21% 0.32%

Raise the Corporate Income Tax Rate to 25% $765 0.20% 0.20% 0.20%

Equalize the Tax Treatment of Dividends and Buybacks $195 0.05% 0.05% 0.05%

Reform the Tax Treatment of Nonprofits $285 0.08% 0.08% 0.08%

Repeal Special-Interest Tax Expenditures $150 0.03% 0.03% 0.03%

Reform the Corporate Alternative Minimum Tax * * * *

SECURE AMERICA’S GLOBAL LEADERSHIP

Increase Appropriations to Meet R&D Goals -$615 -0.21% -0.21% -0.21%

Defend Democracy with Smarter Military Spending * * * *

Cut Tariffs and Make Trade Deals -$750 -0.20% -0.21% -0.21%

Repeal Counterproductive Protectionist Policies $480 0.13% 0.12% 0.12%

Modernize Our Immigration System for the 21st Century $260 0.09% 0.22% 0.54%
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BUDGET IMPACT RELATIVE TO CURRENT LAW BASELINE
10-YEAR 
SAVINGS 

($BILLIONS)

ANNUAL SAVINGS (+) OR COST (-) AS A 
PERCENT OF BASELINE GDP

2035 2045 2055

STRENGTHEN SOCIAL SECURITY’S INTERGENERATIONAL COMPACT

Base Benefits on Years Worked, Not Lifetime Earnings  $130 0.08% 0.38% 0.44%

Adjust the Retirement Age $420 0.23% 0.18% 0.15%

Change Cost-of-Living-Adjustments $185 0.10% 0.17% 0.19%

Reform Survivor Benefits to Reduce Poverty -$145 -0.04% -0.04% -0.04%

Reduce Spousal Benefits $35 0.02% 0.04% 0.05%

Improve Disability Insurance -$15 -0.02% -0.05% -0.09%

Increase Taxes on High-Income Social Security Benefits $835 0.26% 0.29% 0.31%

MODERNIZE MEDICARE

Consolidate Medicare A, B, and D into “Medicare One” $190 0.06% 0.07% 0.07%

Base Medicare Premium Subsidies on Average Bids $625 0.21% 0.25% 0.26%

Reset Medicare Premiums $200 0.07% 0.08% 0.10%

Create a Medicare Buy-in for People Ages 55-64 * * * *

Expand the Use of Site-Neutral Payment Policies $210 0.08% 0.09% 0.10%

Rebase Medicare Payment Rates on Current Levels $150 0.10% 0.12% 0.12%

Expand Telehealth Access in Medicare -$25 -0.01% -0.01% 0.00%

Reform GME and IME Payments $30 0.01% 0.01% 0.01%

CUT HEALTH-CARE COSTS AND IMPROVE OUTCOMES

Set a Maximum Rate for Out-of-Network Care $445 0.17% 0.27% 0.33%

Make Prescription Drugs More Affordable $15 0.00% 0.00% 0.01%

Create a Public Health Security Fund -$95 0.02% 0.02% 0.02%

Permanently Smooth the ACA Subsidy Cliff -$100 -0.03% -0.04% -0.04%

Encourage State Innovation in Medicaid * * * *

Curtail Medicaid Financing Gimmicks * * * *

Expand Substance Abuse Treatment Availability -$45 -0.01% -0.01% -0.01%
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BUDGET IMPACT RELATIVE TO CURRENT LAW BASELINE
10-YEAR 
SAVINGS 

($BILLIONS)

ANNUAL SAVINGS (+) OR COST (-) AS A 
PERCENT OF BASELINE GDP

2035 2045 2055

SUPPORT WORKING FAMILIES AND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY

Provide Paid Parental Leave Benefits -$150 -0.04% -0.04% -0.03%

Expand the Child Tax Credit -$1,390 -0.35% -0.26% -0.19%

Repeal the Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit $50 0.01% 0.01% 0.01%

Expand Public Education to Include Preschool -$280 -0.09% -0.10% -0.08%

Repeal Regressive Education-Related Tax Expenditures $365 0.10% 0.08% 0.07%

Expand Pell Grants to Create a “Super Pell” Program -$330 -0.09% -0.07% -0.06%

Expand Early College and CTE in High-School -$35 -0.01% -0.01% -0.01%

Expand Apprenticeships -$105 -0.03% -0.03% -0.02%

Control the Cost of College * * * *

Reform Income-Driven Repayment $175 0.04% 0.04% 0.04%

Create Child Opportunity Accounts -$290 -0.07% -0.05% -0.04%

Increase Funding for CDFIs -$10 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

MAKE HOUSING AFFORDABLE FOR ALL

Create a “Race-to-the-Top” Zoning Grant -$60 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Capitalize a Housing Construction Bank * * * *

Phase Out Regressive Tax Subsidies for Real Estate $1,140 0.46% 0.65% 0.75%

Reform and Gradually Expand Housing Choice Vouchers -$220 -0.10% -0.14% -0.12%

RATIONALIZE SAFETY-NET PROGRAMS

Smooth the SNAP Benefits Cliff -$55 -0.01% -0.01% -0.01%

Increase Asset Caps for Supplemental Security Income -$10 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Repurpose TANF Funds $165 0.04% 0.03% 0.02%

Reform Agriculture Subsidies $60 0.01% 0.01% 0.01%

Index All Cost-Of-Living Adjustments to Chained CPI-U $150 0.04% 0.04% 0.03%
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BUDGET IMPACT RELATIVE TO CURRENT LAW BASELINE
10-YEAR 
SAVINGS 

($BILLIONS)

ANNUAL SAVINGS (+) OR COST (-) AS A 
PERCENT OF BASELINE GDP

2035 2045 2055

IMPROVE PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION

Restore and Reform IRS Enforcement Funding $210 0.11% 0.06% 0.03%

Stop Processing Employee Retention Tax Credit Claims $80 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%

Dechedule and Tax Marijuana $180 0.06% 0.06% 0.06%

Improve Competition Enforcement * * * *

Incentivize Fair Fines and Fees at the Local Level * * * *

Equalize Retirement Contributions for Federal Employees $50 0.01% 0.00% 0.00%

Extend Window for Loan Programs Office Appropriations * * * *

MANAGE PUBLIC DEBT RESPONSIBLY

Improve Automatic Stabilizers * * * *

Reform the Debt Ceiling * * * *

Grow Public Investment Spending with GDP -$905 -0.35% -0.38% -0.38%

Index Other Discretionary Spending to Population Growth 
+ Inflation -$475 -0.14% 0.01% 0.17%

Impact of Deficit Reduction on Revenue and Interest Costs $1,945 0.96% 2.99% 5.35%



PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P113

References
1	 “Unemployment Rate,” U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, retrieved from the Federal Reserve Economic Database, accessed July 2024, 

https://fred.stlouisfed.org/graph/?g=1pv8Z.

2	 “Median Weekly Earnings $721 for Workers Without High School Diploma, $1,864 for Advanced Degree,” U.S. Bureau of Labor 

Statistics, November 17, 2023, https://www.bls.gov/opub/ted/2023/median-weekly-earnings-721-for-workers-without-high-school-

diploma-1864-for-advanced-degree.htm.

3	 “Price of Attending an Undergraduate Institution,” National Center for Education Statistics, May 2024, https://nces.ed.gov/programs/

coe/indicator/cua.

4	 Liana Christin Landivar, Nikki L. Graf, and Giorleny Altamirano Rayo, “Childcare Prices In Local Areas,” U.S. Department of Labor, 

Women’s Bureau, January 2023, https://www.dol.gov/sites/dolgov/files/WB/NDCP/508_WB_IssueBrief-NDCP-20230213.pdf.

5	 Alexander Hermann and Peyton Whitney, “Home Price-To-Income Ratio Reaches Record High,” Joint Center for Housing Studies, 

January 22, 2024, https://www.jchs.harvard.edu/blog/home-price-income-ratio-reaches-record-high-0. 

6	 Lydia Saad, “Americans Remained Discouraged About Personal Finances,” Gallup, May 18, 2023, https://news.gallup.com/

poll/506012/americans-remain-discouraged-personal-finances.aspx.

7	 “Employed Full Time: Median Usual Weekly Real Earnings: Wage And Salary Workers: 16 Years And Over,” Federal Reserve Economic 

Database, accessed July 2024, https://fred.stlouisfed.org/graph/?g=1pvbV.

8	 “Historical Tables: Table 8.1- Outlays by Budget Enforcement Act Category: 1962–2029,” Office of Management and Budget, 

accessed July 2024, https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/historical-tables/.

9	 Eugene Steuerle, “Restoring Fiscal Democracy,” The Milken Institute Review (Urban Institute), 2016, https://www.urban.org/sites/

default/files/publication/80326/2000781-Restoring-Fiscal-Democracy.pdf.

10	 “Historical Tables: Table 9.1—Total Investment Outlays for Physical Capital, Research and Development, and Education and 

Training: 1962–2025,” The White House, Office of Management and Budget accessed July 2024, https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/

budget/historical-tables/. 

11	 “Long-Term Budget Projections,” Congressional Budget Office, March 2024, https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#1. 

12	 “Long-Term Budget Projections,” Congressional Budget Office, March 2024, https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#1.

13	 “Historical Budget Data,” Congressional Budget Office, February 2024, https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#2.

14	 “The 2024 Annual Report of the Board of Trustees of the Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance and Federal Disability Insurance 

Trust Funds,” U.S. Social Security Administration, 2024, https://www.ssa.gov/OACT/TR/2024/.

https://fred.stlouisfed.org/graph/?g=1pv8Z
https://www.bls.gov/opub/ted/2023/median-weekly-earnings-721-for-workers-without-high-school-diploma-1864-for-advanced-degree.htm
https://www.bls.gov/opub/ted/2023/median-weekly-earnings-721-for-workers-without-high-school-diploma-1864-for-advanced-degree.htm
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator/cua
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator/cua
https://www.dol.gov/sites/dolgov/files/WB/NDCP/508_WB_IssueBrief-NDCP-20230213.pdf
https://www.jchs.harvard.edu/blog/home-price-income-ratio-reaches-record-high-0
https://news.gallup.com/poll/506012/americans-remain-discouraged-personal-finances.aspx
https://news.gallup.com/poll/506012/americans-remain-discouraged-personal-finances.aspx
https://fred.stlouisfed.org/graph/?g=1pvbV
https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/historical-tables/
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/80326/2000781-Restoring-Fiscal-Democracy.pdf
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/80326/2000781-Restoring-Fiscal-Democracy.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/historical-tables/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/historical-tables/
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#1
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#1
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#2 Historical Budget Data
https://www.ssa.gov/OACT/TR/2024/


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P114

15	 “From Riches to Rags: Causes of Fiscal Deterioration since 2001,” Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, January 10, 2024, 

https://www.crfb.org/papers/riches-rags-causes-fiscal-deterioration-2001.

16	 Paul Krugman, “Why We Should, but Won’t, Reduce the Budget Deficit,” New York Times, October 10, 2023, https://www.nytimes.

com/2023/10/10/opinion/us-budget-deficit-interest-rates.html.

17	 Matthew Yglesias, “It’s a Good Time to Cut the Deficit,” Slow Boring, August 8, 2023, https://www.slowboring.com/p/its-a-good-time-

to-cut-the-deficit.

18	 “An Update to the Budget and Economic Outlook: 2024 to 2034, Data Underlying Figures” Congressional Budget Office, June 18, 

2024,  Figure 1, https://www.cbo.gov/publication/60039. 

19	 “10-Year Budget Projections,” Congressional Budget Office, June 2024, https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#3.

20	 “Historical Tables: Table 1.2—Summary of Receipts, Outlays, and Surpluses or Deficits (-) as Percentages of GDP: 1930–2029,” The 

White House, Office of Management and Budget, accessed July 2024, https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/historical-tables/ 

21	 “The Long-Term Budget Outlook: 2024 to 2054: Data Underlying the Figures and Tables,” Congressional Budget Office, March 20, 

2024, Figure 1.2, https://www.cbo.gov/publication/59711. 

22	 Francesco Bianchi, Renato Faccini, and Leonardo Melosi, “A Fiscal Theory of Persistent Inflation,” The Quarterly Journal of Economics 

138, no. 4 (September 26, 2023): 2127–79, https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjad027.

23	 Òscar Jordà et al., “Why Is U.S, Inflation Higher than in Other Countries?” Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco, March 28, 2022, 

https://www.frbsf.org/research-and-insights/publications/economic-letter/2022/03/why-is-us-inflation-higher-than-in-other-

countries/. 

24	 Laurence Ball, Daniel Leigh, and Prachi Mishra, “Understanding US Inflation during the COVID-19 Era,” Brookings, 2022,                       

https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/BPEA-FA22_WEB_Ball_Leigh_Mishra_updated.pdf. 

25	 Jeff Sommer, “How Do Higher Interest Rates Bring Down Inflation?” New York Times, June 15, 2022, https://www.nytimes.

com/2022/05/14/business/inflation-interest-rates.html. 

26	 Jeanna Smialek, “Inflation Cooled Further in June, Welcome News for the Fed and Consumers,” New York Times, July 11, 2024,       

https://www.nytimes.com/2024/07/11/business/june-inflation-data.html.

27	 Paul Davidson, “High Interest Rates Take Growing Toll As Planned Apartments, Wind Farms, Shops Are Scrapped,” USA TODAY, May 

15, 2024, https://www.usatoday.com/story/money/2024/05/15/high-interest-rates-inflation-cancel-construction/73637163007/. 

28	 “Long-Term Budget Projections,” Congressional Budget Office, March 2024, https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#1. 

https://www.crfb.org/papers/riches-rags-causes-fiscal-deterioration-2001
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/10/10/opinion/us-budget-deficit-interest-rates.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/10/10/opinion/us-budget-deficit-interest-rates.html
https://www.slowboring.com/p/its-a-good-time-to-cut-the-deficit
https://www.slowboring.com/p/its-a-good-time-to-cut-the-deficit
https://www.cbo.gov/publication/60039
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#3
https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/historical-tables/
https://www.cbo.gov/publication/59711
https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjad027
https://www.frbsf.org/research-and-insights/publications/economic-letter/2022/03/why-is-us-inflation-higher-than-in-other-countries/
https://www.frbsf.org/research-and-insights/publications/economic-letter/2022/03/why-is-us-inflation-higher-than-in-other-countries/
https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/BPEA-FA22_WEB_Ball_Leigh_Mishra_updated.pdf
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/05/14/business/inflation-interest-rates.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/05/14/business/inflation-interest-rates.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2024/07/11/business/june-inflation-data.html
https://www.usatoday.com/story/money/2024/05/15/high-interest-rates-inflation-cancel-construction/73637163007/
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#1


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P115

29	 “Fiscal Dominance and the Return of Zero-Interest Bank Reserve Requirements, by Charles W. Calomiris,” Federal Reserve Bank of St. 

Louis, 2023, 223, https://files.stlouisfed.org/files/htdocs/publications/review/2023/10/02/fiscal-dominance-and-the-return-of-zero-

interest-bank-reserve-requirements.pdf. 

30	 “Income Growth Would Slow by One-Third Due to Rising Debt,” Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, May 28, 2024, 		

https://www.crfb.org/blogs/income-growth-would-slow-one-third-due-rising-debt. 

31	 Ben Ritz, “Why Democrats Should Care About the National Debt,” Wall Street Journal, November 6, 2023, https://www.wsj.com/

articles/why-democrats-should-care-about-debt-policy-taxes-inflation-deficit-debt-labor-economy-e193bea2.

32	 Ben Ritz, “New Poll Shows Working-Class Voters Want Lower Prices and Public Debt,” Forbes, November 16, 2023, 			

https://www.forbes.com/sites/benritz/2023/11/16/new-poll-shows-working-class-voters-want-lower-prices-and-public-debt/.

33	 “Debt Limit,” U.S. Department of the Treasury, August 21, 2023, https://home.treasury.gov/policy-issues/financial-markets-financial-

institutions-and-fiscal-service/debt-limit.

34	 “TCJA Extension Could Add $4 to $5 Trillion to Deficits,” Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, June 13, 2024, 		

https://www.crfb.org/blogs/tcja-extension-could-add-4-5-trillion-deficits. 

35	 “JCT Lists Expiring Tax Provisions Through 2034,” Joint Committee on Taxation, January 18, 2023, https://www.taxnotes.com/

research/federal/legislative-documents/congressional-joint-committee-prints/jct-lists-expiring-tax-provisions-through-2034/7fw7q. 

36	 “Trust Fund Solutions,” Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, accessed July 2024, https://www.crfb.org/projects/trust-fund-

solutions.

37	 Ben Ritz, “How the $400K Tax Pledge Undermines Policymaking,” Progressive Policy Institute, January 2024, 			 

https://www.progressivepolicy.org/publication/how-the-400k-tax-pledge-undermines-policymaking/.

38	 Ben Ritz, “The RNC Platform Would Almost Certainly make Inflation Worse," Forbes, July 16, 2024, https://www.forbes.com/sites/

benritz/2024/07/16/the-rnc-platform-would-make-inflation-worse/.

39	 “TCJA Extension Could Add $4 to $5 Trillion to Deficits,” Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, June 13, 2024, 		

https://www.crfb.org/blogs/tcja-extension-could-add-4-5-trillion-deficits. 

40	 Meredith McGraw, “Trump to GOP: Don’t Touch Medicare or Social Security in Debt Ceiling Fight,” Politico, January 20, 2023, 		

https://www.politico.com/news/2023/01/20/trump-gop-medicare-social-security-debt-ceiling-00078731. 

41	 Alex Kilander, “GOP’s Budget-Busting Defense and Tax Proposals Are Incompatible,” Progressive Policy Institute, June 6, 2024, 	

https://www.progressivepolicy.org/blogs/gops-budget-busting-defense-and-tax-proposals-are-incompatible/.

https://files.stlouisfed.org/files/htdocs/publications/review/2023/10/02/fiscal-dominance-and-the-return-of-zero-interest-bank-reserve-requirements.pdf
https://files.stlouisfed.org/files/htdocs/publications/review/2023/10/02/fiscal-dominance-and-the-return-of-zero-interest-bank-reserve-requirements.pdf
https://www.crfb.org/blogs/income-growth-would-slow-one-third-due-rising-debt
https://www.wsj.com/articles/why-democrats-should-care-about-debt-policy-taxes-inflation-deficit-debt-labor-economy-e193bea2
https://www.wsj.com/articles/why-democrats-should-care-about-debt-policy-taxes-inflation-deficit-debt-labor-economy-e193bea2
https://www.forbes.com/sites/benritz/2023/11/16/new-poll-shows-working-class-voters-want-lower-prices-and-public-debt/
https://home.treasury.gov/policy-issues/financial-markets-financial-institutions-and-fiscal-service/debt-limit#:~:text=The debt limit is the,tax refunds%2C and other payments
https://home.treasury.gov/policy-issues/financial-markets-financial-institutions-and-fiscal-service/debt-limit#:~:text=The debt limit is the,tax refunds%2C and other payments
https://www.crfb.org/blogs/tcja-extension-could-add-4-5-trillion-deficits
https://www.taxnotes.com/research/federal/legislative-documents/congressional-joint-committee-prints/jct-lists-expiring-tax-provisions-through-2034/7fw7q
https://www.taxnotes.com/research/federal/legislative-documents/congressional-joint-committee-prints/jct-lists-expiring-tax-provisions-through-2034/7fw7q
https://www.crfb.org/projects/trust-fund-solutions
https://www.crfb.org/projects/trust-fund-solutions
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/publication/how-the-400k-tax-pledge-undermines-policymaking/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/benritz/2024/07/16/the-rnc-platform-would-make-inflation-worse/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/benritz/2024/07/16/the-rnc-platform-would-make-inflation-worse/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/benritz/2024/07/16/the-rnc-platform-would-make-inflation-worse/
https://www.crfb.org/blogs/tcja-extension-could-add-4-5-trillion-deficits
https://www.politico.com/news/2023/01/20/trump-gop-medicare-social-security-debt-ceiling-00078731
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/blogs/gops-budget-busting-defense-and-tax-proposals-are-incompatible/


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P116

42	 “Historical Tables: Table 7.1—Federal Debt at the End of the Year: 1940-2029,” The White House, Office of Management and Budget, 

accessed July 2024, https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/historical-tables/.

43	 “Budgetary Outcomes Under Alternative Assumptions About Spending and Revenues,” Congressional Budget Office, May 2024,  	

https://www.cbo.gov/publication/60271.  

44	 “Long Term Budget Projections,” Congressional Budget Office, February 2024, https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#1.

45	 “Debt Surges with Extensions,” Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, May 10, 2024, https://www.crfb.org/blogs/debt-surges-

extensions. 

46	 “Historical Tables: Table 1.1—Summary of Receipts, Outlays, and Surpluses or Deficits (-): 1789–2029,” The White House, Office of 

Management and Budget, accessed July 2024, https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/historical-tables/.

47	 “Long-Term Budget Projections,” Congressional Budget Office, March 2024, https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#1.

48	 “Budgetary Outcomes Under Alternative Assumptions About Spending and Revenues,” Congressional Budget Office, May 8, 2024, 

https://www.cbo.gov/publication/60114.

49	 “Historical Budget Data,” Congressional Budget Office, February 2024, https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#2. 

50	 “Debt Surges with Extensions,” Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, May 10, 2024, https://www.crfb.org/blogs/debt-

surges-extensions. 

51	 “Long Term Budget Projections,” Congressional Budget Office, February 2024, https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#2.

52	 “10-Year Budget Projections,” Congressional Budget Office, February 2024, https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#3.

53	 “Historical Tables: Table 9.1 and 10.1,” The White House, Office of Management and Budget, accessed July 2024,  			

https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/historical-tables/.

54	 Alex Muresianu, “Why Are the Individual Tax Cuts Expiring?,” Tax Foundation, April 25, 2024, https://taxfoundation.org/blog/tcja-

individual-tax-cuts-expiring-2025/.

55	 “Revenue Projections, by Category,” Congressional Budget Office, June 2024, https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#7.

56	 Ritz, “How the $400K Tax Pledge Undermines Policymaking.”

57	 Nick Buffie, “Child Payments and a VAT Are Fairer than the So-Called ‘Fair Tax,’” Progressive Policy Institute, June 2023, 		

https://www.progressivepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/06/PPI_FairTax.pdf.

https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/historical-tables/
https://www.cbo.gov/publication/60271
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#1
https://www.crfb.org/blogs/debt-surges-extensions
https://www.crfb.org/blogs/debt-surges-extensions
https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/historical-tables/
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#1
https://www.cbo.gov/publication/60114
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#2
https://www.crfb.org/blogs/debt-surges-extensions
https://www.crfb.org/blogs/debt-surges-extensions
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#2
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#3
https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/historical-tables/
https://taxfoundation.org/blog/tcja-individual-tax-cuts-expiring-2025/
https://taxfoundation.org/blog/tcja-individual-tax-cuts-expiring-2025/
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#7
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/06/PPI_FairTax.pdf


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P117

58	 Dora Benedek, Ruud A. de Mooij, and Philippe Wingender, “Estimating VAT Pass Through,” International Monetary Fund, September 

30, 2015,  https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/WP/Issues/2016/12/31/Estimating-VAT-Pass-Through-43322. 

59	 “Cost-of-Living Adjustment (COLA) Information for 2024,” U.S. Social Security Administration, accessed July 2024, https://www.ssa.

gov/cola/. 

60	 “Policy Basics: Federal Payroll Taxes,” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, October 25, 2022, https://www.cbpp.org/research/

policy-basics-federal-payroll-taxes.

61	 Patricia M. Anderson and Bruce D. Meyer, “The Effects of the Unemployment Insurance Payroll Tax Wages, Employment, Claims 

and Denials,” Journal of Public Economics, Vol. 78, (Atlanta, GA, Elsevier Science, 2000), 95, https://cpb-us-e1.wpmucdn.com/sites.

dartmouth.edu/dist/0/1994/files/2019/05/JPubE2000.pdf  

62	 Jonathan Gruber and Alan B. Krueger, “The Incidence of Mandated Employer-Provided Insurance: Lessons from Workers’ 

Compensation Insurance,” Tax Policy and the Economy, Vol. 5, (Cambridge, MA, MIT Press, 1991), 112, https://www.nber.org/chapters/

c11270.pdf.

63	 Jonathan Deslauriers et al., “Estimating the Impacts of Payroll Taxes: Evidence from Canadian Employer–Employee Tax Data,” 

Canadian Journal of Economics 54, no. 4 (December 16, 2021): 1609–37, https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/caje.12523.

64	 “Social Security and Medicare Tax Rates,” U.S. Social Security Administration, accessed July 2024, https://www.ssa.gov/OACT/

ProgData/taxRates.html.

65	 “Contribution and Benefit Base,” U.S. Social Security Administration, accessed July 2024, https://www.ssa.gov/OACT/COLA/cbb.

html#Series. 

66	 “CPI Inflation Calculator,” U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, accessed July 2024, https://www.bls.gov/data/inflation_calculator.htm.

67	 “Overview of the Federal Tax System as in Effect for 2023,” U.S. Congress, Joint Committee on Taxation, May 11, 2023, 39, 		

https://www.jct.gov/getattachment/c48acd56-9d3d-42e2-803c-202ef352f7b5/x-9R-23.pdf.

68	 “A Summary of the 2024 Annual Reports,” U.S. Social Security Administration, https://www.ssa.gov/oact/trsum/. 

69	 Brian Riedl, “Don’t Bust the Cap: Problems with Eliminating the Social Security Tax Cap,” Manhattan Institute, April 11, 2024, 		

https://manhattan.institute/article/problems-with-eliminating-the-social-security-tax-cap.

70	 “What is a VAT?,” Tax Policy Center, December 13, 2018, https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/what-vat.

71	 Catherine Rampell, “Value-Added Taxes: A Primer,” Economix (New York Times), April 19, 2010, https://economix.blogs.nytimes.

com/2010/04/19/value-added-taxes-a-primer/. 

https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/WP/Issues/2016/12/31/Estimating-VAT-Pass-Through-43322
https://www.ssa.gov/cola/
https://www.ssa.gov/cola/
https://www.cbpp.org/research/policy-basics-federal-payroll-taxes
https://www.cbpp.org/research/policy-basics-federal-payroll-taxes
https://cpb-us-e1.wpmucdn.com/sites.dartmouth.edu/dist/0/1994/files/2019/05/JPubE2000.pdf
https://cpb-us-e1.wpmucdn.com/sites.dartmouth.edu/dist/0/1994/files/2019/05/JPubE2000.pdf
https://www.nber.org/chapters/c11270.pdf
https://www.nber.org/chapters/c11270.pdf
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/caje.12523
https://www.ssa.gov/OACT/ProgData/taxRates.html
https://www.ssa.gov/OACT/ProgData/taxRates.html
https://www.ssa.gov/OACT/COLA/cbb.html#Series
https://www.ssa.gov/OACT/COLA/cbb.html#Series
https://www.bls.gov/data/inflation_calculator.htm
https://www.jct.gov/getattachment/c48acd56-9d3d-42e2-803c-202ef352f7b5/x-9R-23.pdf
https://www.ssa.gov/oact/trsum/
https://manhattan.institute/article/problems-with-eliminating-the-social-security-tax-cap
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/what-vat
https://economix.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/04/19/value-added-taxes-a-primer/
https://economix.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/04/19/value-added-taxes-a-primer/


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P118

72	 Eric Toder and Joseph Rosenberg, “Effects of Imposing a Value-added Tax to Replace Payroll Taxes or Corporate Taxes,” Urban-

Brookings Tax Policy Center and the Economic Growth Program of the New America Foundation, March 2010,  https://static.

newamerica.org/attachments/4310-effects-of-imposing-a-value-added-tax-to-replace-payroll-taxes-or-corporate-taxes/VATpaper-fin

al.5e08f4144a6143cb90e63081ff6d57a2.pdf. 

73	 William Gale, “Raising Revenue with a Progressive Value-Added Tax,” Brookings Institution and Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center, 

January 2020, https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2020/01/Gale_LO_01.13.pdf. 

74	 “How Do State Individual Income Taxes Conform With Federal Income Taxes?” Tax Policy Center, January 2024, 			 

https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/how-do-state-individual-income-taxes-conform-federal-income-taxes. 

75	 Bobby Kogan and Brendan Duke, “The Inflation Reduction Act Still Reduces the Deficit,” Center for American Progress, June 27, 2024, 

https://www.americanprogress.org/article/the-inflation-reduction-act-still-reduces-the-deficit/.

76	 “Investing in a Decarbonized America: Energy and Climate Provisions in the IIJA,” Bipartisan Policy Center, accessed July 2024, 	

https://bipartisanpolicy.org/iija-decarbonize-america/. 

77	 “Climate Mainstreaming,” European Commission, accessed July 2024, https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/eu-budget/

performance-and-reporting/horizontal-priorities/green-budgeting/climate-mainstreaming_en.  

78	 John Bistline et al., “Climate Policy Reform Options in 2025,” Environment and Energy Policy and the Economy, vol. 6 (Chicago, IL: 

University of Chicago Press, 2024), 8, 18, https://www.nber.org/books-and-chapters/environmental-and-energy-policy-and-economy-

volume-6/climate-policy-reform-options-2025.

79	 Brian C. Prest et al., “Social Cost of Carbon Explorer,” Resources for the Future, September 1, 2022, https://www.rff.org/publications/

data-tools/scc-explorer/. 

80          "EPA’s ‘Report on the Social Cost of Greenhouse Gases: Estimates Incorporating Recent Scientific Advances,’” United States      	

Environmental Protection Agency, December 2, 2023, www.epa.gov/environmental-economics/scghg.

81          Nikhita Airi et al., “What Is the Highway Trust Fund, and How Is It Financed?,” Tax Policy Center, January 2024, 			 

https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/introduction.

82	 “Highway Statistics 2022: 9.2.3 Status of the Federal Highway Trust Fund 1957-2022,” Office of Highway Policy Information (U.S. 

Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration), October 2023, https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/

statistics/2022/fe210.cfm.

83	 “Highway Trust Fund Accounts – CBO’s May 2023 Baseline, “U.S. Congressional Budget Office,” May 2023, 2, https://www.cbo.gov/

system/files/2023-05/51300-2023-05-highwaytrustfund.pdf.

https://static.newamerica.org/attachments/4310-effects-of-imposing-a-value-added-tax-to-replace-payroll-taxes-or-corporate-taxes/VATpaper-final.5e08f4144a6143cb90e63081ff6d57a2.pdf
https://static.newamerica.org/attachments/4310-effects-of-imposing-a-value-added-tax-to-replace-payroll-taxes-or-corporate-taxes/VATpaper-final.5e08f4144a6143cb90e63081ff6d57a2.pdf
https://static.newamerica.org/attachments/4310-effects-of-imposing-a-value-added-tax-to-replace-payroll-taxes-or-corporate-taxes/VATpaper-final.5e08f4144a6143cb90e63081ff6d57a2.pdf
https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2020/01/Gale_LO_01.13.pdf
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/how-do-state-individual-income-taxes-conform-federal-income-taxes
https://www.americanprogress.org/article/the-inflation-reduction-act-still-reduces-the-deficit/
https://bipartisanpolicy.org/iija-decarbonize-america/
https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/eu-budget/performance-and-reporting/horizontal-priorities/green-budgeting/climate-mainstreaming_en
https://commission.europa.eu/strategy-and-policy/eu-budget/performance-and-reporting/horizontal-priorities/green-budgeting/climate-mainstreaming_en
https://www.nber.org/books-and-chapters/environmental-and-energy-policy-and-economy-volume-6/climate-policy-reform-options-2025
https://www.nber.org/books-and-chapters/environmental-and-energy-policy-and-economy-volume-6/climate-policy-reform-options-2025
https://www.rff.org/publications/data-tools/scc-explorer/
https://www.rff.org/publications/data-tools/scc-explorer/
http://www.epa.gov/environmental-economics/scghg
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/introduction
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2022/fe210.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policyinformation/statistics/2022/fe210.cfm
https://www.cbo.gov/system/files/2023-05/51300-2023-05-highwaytrustfund.pdf
https://www.cbo.gov/system/files/2023-05/51300-2023-05-highwaytrustfund.pdf


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P119

84	 “Historical Data and Economic Projections,” U.S. Congressional Budget Office, February 2024, https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-

economic-data#11. 

85	 “Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers (CPI-U), U.S. City Average, All Items, Not Seasonally Adjusted,” Bureau of Labor      	

 Statistics, July 2024, https://data.bls.gov/timeseries/CUUR0000SA0?years_option=all_years.

86	 Airi et al., “What Is the Highway Trust Fund, and How Is It Financed?”

87	 Owen Minott, “Mileage-Based User Fee Pilot Programs and the IIJA,” Bipartisan Policy Center, February 11, 2022, 			 

https://bipartisanpolicy.org/blog/mileage-based-user-fee-pilot-programs-and-the-iija/.

88          “Pricing Freight Transport to Account for External Costs,” March 2015, 7, https://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/114th-		

               congress-2015-2016/workingpaper/50049-Freight_Transport_Working_Paper-2.pdf.

89           “Alternative Approaches to Funding Highways,” U.S. Congressional Budget Office, March 2011, viii, 10,  

               https://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/112th-congress-2011-2012/reports/03-23-highwayfunding.pdf.

90	 Bart Hobijn and Alexander Nussbacher, “The Stimulative Effect of Redistribution,” Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco, June 2015, 

4, https://www.frbsf.org/economic-research/files/el2015-21.pdf.

91	 Buffie, "Child Payments and a VAT Are Fairer Than the So-Called 'Fair-Tax.'"

92	 “How Does Earned Income Tax Credit Affect Poor Families?,” Tax Policy Center, January 2024, https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/

briefing-book/how-does-earned-income-tax-credit-affect-poor-families.  

93	 Robert Greenstein, “The Austere US Safety Net For Poor, Non-Elderly Adults Who Are Not Raising Children and Do Not Receive 

Disability Benefits,” The Hamilton Project, April 2024, https://www.hamiltonproject.org/publication/paper/the-austere-u-s-safety-net-

for-poor-non-elderly-childless-adults-no-disability-benefits/.

94	 “May 2023 National Occupational Employment and Wage Estimates,” U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, April 2024, https://www.bls.

gov/oes/current/oes_nat.htm#00-0000.

95	 Dana Goldstein, “Why You Can’t Find Child Care: 100,000 Workers Are Missing,” New York Times, October 2022, https://www.nytimes.

com/2022/10/13/us/child-care-worker-shortage.html. 

96	 Rob Preston, “The Shortage of US Healthcare Workers in 2023,” Oracle, January 2023, https://www.oracle.com/human-capital-

management/healthcare-workforce-shortage/. 

97	 “The Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC): How It Works and Who Receives It,” Congressional Research Service, November 2023, 	

https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R43805.

https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#11
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#11
https://data.bls.gov/timeseries/CUUR0000SA0?years_option=all_years
https://bipartisanpolicy.org/blog/mileage-based-user-fee-pilot-programs-and-the-iija/
https://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/112th-congress-2011-2012/reports/03-23-highwayfunding.pdf
https://www.frbsf.org/economic-research/files/el2015-21.pdf
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/how-does-earned-income-tax-credit-affect-poor-families
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/how-does-earned-income-tax-credit-affect-poor-families
https://www.hamiltonproject.org/publication/paper/the-austere-u-s-safety-net-for-poor-non-elderly-childless-adults-no-disability-benefits/
https://www.hamiltonproject.org/publication/paper/the-austere-u-s-safety-net-for-poor-non-elderly-childless-adults-no-disability-benefits/
https://www.bls.gov/oes/current/oes_nat.htm#00-0000
https://www.bls.gov/oes/current/oes_nat.htm#00-0000
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/10/13/us/child-care-worker-shortage.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/10/13/us/child-care-worker-shortage.html
https://www.oracle.com/human-capital-management/healthcare-workforce-shortage/
https://www.oracle.com/human-capital-management/healthcare-workforce-shortage/
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R43805


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P120

98	 “Common Errors for the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC),” Internal Revenue Service, accessed July 2024, https://www.irs.gov/credits-

deductions/individuals/earned-income-tax-credit/common-errors-for-the-earned-income-tax-credit-eitc. 

99	 Facundo Alvaredo, Bertrand Garbinti, and Thomas Piketty, “On the Share of Inheritance in Aggregate Wealth: Europe and the USA, 

1900–2010,” Economica 84, no. 334 (April 2017): 239–60, https://doi.org/10.1111/ecca.12233. 

100	 Laura Feiveson and John Sabelhau, “How Does Intergenerational Wealth Transmission Affect Wealth Concentration?” U.S. Federal 

Reserve, 2018, https://www.federalreserve.gov/econres/notes/feds-notes/how-does-intergenerational-wealth-transmission-affect-

wealth-concentration-20180601.html.

101	 “Policy Basics: The Federal Estate Tax,” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, November 7, 2018, https://www.cbpp.org/research/

federal-tax/policy-basics-the-estate-tax. 

102	 Amelia Josephson, “A Guide to the Federal Estate Tax for 2024,” SmartAsset, May 22, 2024, https://smartasset.com/taxes/all-about-

the-estate-tax. 

103	 Ben Ritz, “Congress Should Raise Taxes On Multimillion-Dollar Inheritances,” Forbes, April 2021, https://www.forbes.com/sites/

benritz/2021/03/22/congress-should-raise-taxes-on-multi-million-dollar-inheritances/

104	 William G. Gale, “Who Will Pay for the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act?” Tax Policy Center, January 2, 2018, https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/

taxvox/who-will-pay-tax-cuts-and-jobs-act. 

105	 “Tax Expenditures: Fiscal Year 2024,” U.S. Department of the Treasury, March 11, 2024, https://home.treasury.gov/policy-issues/tax-

policy/tax-expenditures. 

106	 “Tax Expenditures: Fiscal Year 2024.” 

107	 Demian Brady, “Tax Complexity 2024: It Takes Americans Billions of Hours to Do Their Taxes,” National Taxpayers Union, April 15, 

2024, https://www.ntu.org/foundation/detail/tax-complexity-2024-it-takes-americans-billions-of-hours-to-do-their-taxes. 

108	 “TCJA Extension Could Add $4 to $5 Trillion to Deficits,” Committee for a Responsible Budget, June 13, 2024, https://www.crfb.org/

blogs/tcja-extension-could-add-4-5-trillion-deficits.

109	 “Build Your Own Tax Extensions,” Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget,” accessed July 2024, https://www.crfb.org/build-your-

own-tax-extensions.

110	 “The Distribution of Household Income, 2019,” Congressional Budget Office, November 2022, https://www.cbo.gov/

publication/58781#.

111	 “Net Investment Income Tax,” Internal Revenue Service, accessed July 2024, https://www.irs.gov/individuals/net-investment-income-tax. 

https://www.irs.gov/credits-deductions/individuals/earned-income-tax-credit/common-errors-for-the-earned-income-tax-credit-eitc
https://www.irs.gov/credits-deductions/individuals/earned-income-tax-credit/common-errors-for-the-earned-income-tax-credit-eitc
https://doi.org/10.1111/ecca.12233
https://www.federalreserve.gov/econres/notes/feds-notes/how-does-intergenerational-wealth-transmission-affect-wealth-concentration-20180601.html
https://www.federalreserve.gov/econres/notes/feds-notes/how-does-intergenerational-wealth-transmission-affect-wealth-concentration-20180601.html
https://www.cbpp.org/research/federal-tax/policy-basics-the-estate-tax
https://www.cbpp.org/research/federal-tax/policy-basics-the-estate-tax
https://smartasset.com/taxes/all-about-the-estate-tax
https://smartasset.com/taxes/all-about-the-estate-tax
https://www.forbes.com/sites/benritz/2021/03/22/congress-should-raise-taxes-on-multi-million-dollar-inheritances/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/benritz/2021/03/22/congress-should-raise-taxes-on-multi-million-dollar-inheritances/
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/taxvox/who-will-pay-tax-cuts-and-jobs-act
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/taxvox/who-will-pay-tax-cuts-and-jobs-act
https://home.treasury.gov/policy-issues/tax-policy/tax-expenditures
https://home.treasury.gov/policy-issues/tax-policy/tax-expenditures
https://www.ntu.org/foundation/detail/tax-complexity-2024-it-takes-americans-billions-of-hours-to-do-their-taxes
https://www.crfb.org/blogs/tcja-extension-could-add-4-5-trillion-deficits
https://www.crfb.org/blogs/tcja-extension-could-add-4-5-trillion-deficits
https://www.crfb.org/build-your-own-tax-extensions
https://www.crfb.org/build-your-own-tax-extensions
https://www.cbo.gov/publication/58781#
https://www.cbo.gov/publication/58781#
https://www.irs.gov/individuals/net-investment-income-tax


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P121

112	 “Topic No. 560, Additional Medicare Tax,” Internal Revenue Service, accessed July 2024, https://www.irs.gov/taxtopics/tc560. 

113	  “Historical U.S. Federal Individual Income Tax Rates & Brackets, 1862-2021,” Tax Foundation, August 2021, https://taxfoundation.

org/data/all/federal/historical-income-tax-rates-brackets/. 

114	  Alex Durante, “2024 Tax Brackets,” Tax Foundation, November 9, 2023, https://taxfoundation.org/data/all/federal/2024-tax-

brackets/. 

115	  Kyle Pomerleau, “2017 Tax Brackets,” Tax Foundation, November 2016, https://taxfoundation.org/data/all/federal/2017-tax-

brackets/. 

116	  “Historical Data and Economic Projections,” Congressional Budget Office, July 2020, https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-

data#1.

117	 “Historical Data and Economic Projections,” Congressional Budget Office, June 2024 https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-

data#1.

118	 “Historical Individual Income Tax Parameters,” Tax Policy Center, May 11, 2023, https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/statistics/historical-

individual-income-tax-parameters. 

119	  “Standard Deduction,” Tax Policy Center, January 24, 2024, https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/statistics/standard-deduction. 

120	  “Historical Individual Income Tax Parameters.”

121	  “How are Capital Gains Taxed?,” Tax Policy Center, January 2024, https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/how-are-capital-

gains-taxed. 

122	 David Block and William McBride, “Why Capital Gains are Taxed at a Lower Rate,” Tax Foundation, June 27, 2012, 			 

https://taxfoundation.org/why-capital-gains-are-taxed-lower-rate/. 

123	  “Capital Gains Income by Income Group,” Peter G. Peterson Foundation, November 16, 2020, https://www.pgpf.org/chart-

archive/0316_capital_gains_income_group.  

124	 Block and McBride, “Why Capital Gains are Taxed at a Lower Rate.”

125	 “The Tax Break-Down: Preferential Rates on Capital Gains,” Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, August 27, 2013, 		

https://www.crfb.org/blogs/tax-break-down-preferential-rates-capital-gains.  

126	 Barbara Weltman, “Qualified Small Business Stock: What Is It and How to Use It,” U.S. Small Business Administration, April 13, 2017, 

https://www.sba.gov/blog/qualified-small-business-stock-what-it-how-use-it. 

https://www.irs.gov/taxtopics/tc560
https://taxfoundation.org/data/all/federal/historical-income-tax-rates-brackets/
https://taxfoundation.org/data/all/federal/historical-income-tax-rates-brackets/
https://taxfoundation.org/data/all/federal/2024-tax-brackets/
https://taxfoundation.org/data/all/federal/2024-tax-brackets/
https://taxfoundation.org/data/all/federal/2017-tax-brackets/
https://taxfoundation.org/data/all/federal/2017-tax-brackets/
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#1
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#1
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#1
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#1
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/statistics/historical-individual-income-tax-parameters
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/statistics/historical-individual-income-tax-parameters
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/statistics/standard-deduction
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/how-are-capital-gains-taxed
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/how-are-capital-gains-taxed
https://taxfoundation.org/why-capital-gains-are-taxed-lower-rate/
https://www.pgpf.org/chart-archive/0316_capital_gains_income_group
https://www.pgpf.org/chart-archive/0316_capital_gains_income_group
https://www.crfb.org/blogs/tax-break-down-preferential-rates-capital-gains
https://www.sba.gov/blog/qualified-small-business-stock-what-it-how-use-it


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P122

127	 Gregg D. Polsky and Ethan Yale, “A Critical Evaluation of the Qualified Small Business Stock Exclusion,” SSRN, May 13, 2023, 		

https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4445584. 

128	 “Publication 550: Investment Income and Expenses (Including Capital Gains and Losses),” Internal Revenue Service, 2023, 		

https://www.irs.gov/publications/p550. 

129	 Steve Wamhoff, “Congress Should Reduce, Not Expand, Tax Breaks for Capital Gains,” Institute On Taxation and Economic Policy, 

February 2019, https://itep.org/congress-should-reduce-not-expand-tax-breaks-for-capital-gains/. 

130	 Zachary R. Mider et al., “The ETF Tax Dodge: This Loophole Lets Investors Save Big,” Bloomberg, March 29, 2019, 			 

https://www.bloomberg.com/graphics/2019-etf-tax-dodge-lets-investors-save-big/. 

131	  “What Is Carried Interest, and How Is It Taxed?,” Tax Policy Center, accessed July 2024, https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-

book/what-carried-interest-and-how-it-taxed. 

132	  “Estimates Of Federal Tax Expenditures For Fiscal Years 2023-2027. JCX-59-23,” Joint Committee on Taxation, December 7, 2023, 

https://www.jct.gov/publications/2023/jcx-59-23/. 

133	  “How Did the TCJA Change the Standard Deduction and Itemized Deductions?,” Tax Policy Center, January 2024, 			 

https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/how-did-tcja-change-standard-deduction-and-itemized-deductions. 

134	  “What Are Personal Exemptions?,” Tax Policy Center, January 2024, https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/what-are-

personal-exemptions.  

135	  Janet Berry-Johnson and Kemberley Washington, “Standard Deductions for 2023 and 2024 Tax Returns, and Extra Benefits for 

People Over 65,” Forbes, July 3, 2024, https://www.forbes.com/advisor/taxes/standard-deduction/.  

136	  Neil Bennet, Donald Hays, and Briana Sullivan, “The Wealth of Households: 2021,” U.S. Census Bureau, June 2023, https://www.

census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/publications/2023/demo/p70br-183.pdf. 

137	  “Income Taxes and Your Social Security Benefit,” U.S. Social Security Administration, accessed July 2024, https://www-origin.ssa.

gov/benefits/retirement/planner/taxes.html. 

138	  Alicia H. Munnell, “Social Security’s Financial Outlook: The 2024 Update in Perspective,” Center for Retirement Research, May 21, 

2024, https://crr.bc.edu/social-securitys-financial-outlook-the-2024-update-in-perspective/.  

139	  “How Did the TCJA Change the AMT?,” Tax Policy Center, January 2024, https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/how-did-tcja-

change-amt-0. 

140	  “How Does the Federal Income Tax Deduction for State and Local Taxes Work?,” Tax Policy Center, January 2024, 			

https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/how-does-federal-income-tax-deduction-state-and-local-taxes-work.  

https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4445584
https://www.irs.gov/publications/p550
https://itep.org/congress-should-reduce-not-expand-tax-breaks-for-capital-gains/
https://www.bloomberg.com/graphics/2019-etf-tax-dodge-lets-investors-save-big/
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/what-carried-interest-and-how-it-taxed
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/what-carried-interest-and-how-it-taxed
https://www.jct.gov/publications/2023/jcx-59-23/
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/how-did-tcja-change-standard-deduction-and-itemized-deductions
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/what-are-personal-exemptions
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/what-are-personal-exemptions
https://www.forbes.com/advisor/taxes/standard-deduction/
https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/publications/2023/demo/p70br-183.pdf
https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/publications/2023/demo/p70br-183.pdf
https://www-origin.ssa.gov/benefits/retirement/planner/taxes.html
https://www-origin.ssa.gov/benefits/retirement/planner/taxes.html
https://crr.bc.edu/social-securitys-financial-outlook-the-2024-update-in-perspective/
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/how-did-tcja-change-amt-0
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/how-did-tcja-change-amt-0
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/how-does-federal-income-tax-deduction-state-and-local-taxes-work


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P123

141	 Watson, “Policymakers Must Weigh the Revenue, Distributional, and Economic Trade-Offs of Salt Deduction Cap Design Options.”

142	 “Subsidizing Infrastructure Investment With Tax-Preferred Bonds,” Congressional Budget Office and Joint Committee on Taxation, 

October 2009, https://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/111th-congress-2009-2010/reports/10-26-taxpreferredbonds.pdf. 

143	 “Subsidizing Infrastructure Investment With Tax-Preferred Bonds.”

144	 “How Does the Federal Income Tax Deduction for State and Local Taxes Work?,” Tax Policy Center, January 2024, 			 

https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/how-does-federal-income-tax-deduction-state-and-local-taxes-work.  

145	 Garrett Watson, “Policymakers Must Weigh the Revenue, Distributional, and Economic Trade-Offs of Salt Deduction Cap Design 

Options,” Tax Foundation, December 7, 2023, https://taxfoundation.org/blog/salt-deduction-cap-design-options/. 

146	 Christopher Pulliam and Richard V. Reeves, “The Salt Tax Deduction Is a Handout to the Rich. It Should Be Eliminated Not Expanded,” 

Brookings, September 4, 2020, https://www.brookings.edu/articles/the-salt-tax-deduction-is-a-handout-to-the-rich-it-should-be-

eliminated-not-expanded/.  

147	 “Build Your Own Tax Extensions,” Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, accessed July 2024, https://www.crfb.org/build-your-

own-tax-extensions. 

148	 “Tax Expenditures,” Department of the Treasury,  accessed July 2024, Table 1, https://home.treasury.gov/system/files/131/Tax-

Expenditures-FY2025.pdf.

149	 Calvin H. Johnson, “Repeal Tax Exemption for Municipal Bonds,” Tax Analysts Shelf Project, December 24, 2007, 1261, 		

https://law.utexas.edu/faculty/calvinjohnson/repeal-exempt-muni-bonds.pdf.

150	 Adam Ludman and Jordan Sprechman, “Can You Benefit from the Salt Cap Workaround?,” J.P. Morgan, April 5, 2024, 		

https://privatebank.jpmorgan.com/nam/en/insights/wealth-planning/can-you-benefit-from-the-salt-cap-workaround. 

151	 “What Are Pass-Through Businesses?,” Tax Policy Center, December 13, 2018, https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/what-

are-pass-through-businesses.

152	 Frank Sammartino, “Taxation of Pass-Through Businesses,” Tax Policy Center, January 2017,  https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/

publications/taxation-pass-through-businesses/full.

153	 “Tax Expenditures,” Department of the Treasury, accessed July 2024, Table 1, Line 148,  https://home.treasury.gov/system/files/131/

Tax-Expenditures-FY2025.pdf.

154	 “The Distribution of Major Tax Expenditures in 2019,” Congressional Budget Office, October 2021, https://www.cbo.gov/

publication/57413.

https://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/111th-congress-2009-2010/reports/10-26-taxpreferredbonds.pdf
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/how-does-federal-income-tax-deduction-state-and-local-taxes-work
https://taxfoundation.org/blog/salt-deduction-cap-design-options/
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/the-salt-tax-deduction-is-a-handout-to-the-rich-it-should-be-eliminated-not-expanded/
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/the-salt-tax-deduction-is-a-handout-to-the-rich-it-should-be-eliminated-not-expanded/
https://www.crfb.org/build-your-own-tax-extensions
https://www.crfb.org/build-your-own-tax-extensions
https://home.treasury.gov/system/files/131/Tax-Expenditures-FY2025.pdf
https://home.treasury.gov/system/files/131/Tax-Expenditures-FY2025.pdf
https://law.utexas.edu/faculty/calvinjohnson/repeal-exempt-muni-bonds.pdf
https://privatebank.jpmorgan.com/nam/en/insights/wealth-planning/can-you-benefit-from-the-salt-cap-workaround
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/what-are-pass-through-businesses
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/what-are-pass-through-businesses
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/publications/taxation-pass-through-businesses/full
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/publications/taxation-pass-through-businesses/full
https://home.treasury.gov/system/files/131/Tax-Expenditures-FY2025.pdf
https://home.treasury.gov/system/files/131/Tax-Expenditures-FY2025.pdf
https://www.cbo.gov/publication/57413
https://www.cbo.gov/publication/57413


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P124

155	  “401(k) Limit Increases to $23,000 for 2024, IRA Limit Rises to $7,000,” Internal Revenue Service, November 1, 2023, https://www.irs.

gov/newsroom/401k-limit-increases-to-23000-for-2024-ira-limit-rises-to-7000. 

156	  “401(k) Limit Increases to $23,000 for 2024, IRA Limit Rises to $7,000,” IRS.

157	  Lorie Konish, “High Earners Have a Little-Known Option to Boost 401(k) Plan Savings: It’s ‘The Best Place’ to Save More, Expert Says,” 

CNBC, January 4, 2024, https://www.cnbc.com/2024/01/04/how-high-earners-can-maximize-their-401k-contributions-in-2024.html.    

158	  “Amount of Roth IRA Contributions That You Can Make for 2023,” Internal Revenue Service, April 9, 2024, https://www.irs.gov/

retirement-plans/amount-of-roth-ira-contributions-that-you-can-make-for-2023. 

159	  “Backdoor Roth IRA: What It Is and How to Set It Up,” Vanguard, March 1, 2023, https://investor.vanguard.com/investor-resources-

education/article/how-to-set-up-backdoor-ira. 

160	  Eric Zwick and James Mahon, “Tax Policy and Heterogeneous Investment Behavior,” January 2016, https://doi.org/10.3386/w21876. 

161	  “New Rules and Limitations for Depreciation and Expensing under the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act,” Internal Revenue Service, April 2018, 

https://www.irs.gov/newsroom/new-rules-and-limitations-for-depreciation-and-expensing-under-the-tax-cuts-and-jobs-act.

162	  “Publication 946 (2023), How To Depreciate Property,” Internal Revenue Service, accessed July 2024, https://www.irs.gov/

publications/p946.

163	  “Tax Cuts and Jobs Act: A Comparison for Businesses,” Internal Revenue Service, December 2023, https://www.irs.gov/newsroom/

tax-cuts-and-jobs-act-a-comparison-for-businesses. 

164	  “Depreciation Quickfinder Handbook (2020 Tax Year),” Thomson Reuters, 2020, https://static.store.tax.thomsonreuters.com/static/

samplePages/QDEP17-Sample-Pages-2-1--2-4.pdf.

165	 “How the Tax Code Handles Inflation (and How It Doesn’t),” Tax Foundation, June 28, 2021, https://taxfoundation.org/blog/taxes-

inflation/.

166	 William G. Gale et al., “Effects of the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act: A Preliminary Analysis,” National Tax Journal 71(4): 589-612 (2019), 	

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3280582.

167	 “R&D Amortization.” Center Forward, December 2022. https://center-forward.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/CF-RD-Amortization-

Basic-FINAL.pdf.

168	 Garrett Watson, “Tighter Limits on U.S. Interest Deductibility Make U.S. an Outlier and Increase Pain of Rising Interest Rates,” Tax 

Foundation, December 5, 2022, https://taxfoundation.org/blog/business-interest-deduction-limitation/.

https://www.irs.gov/newsroom/401k-limit-increases-to-23000-for-2024-ira-limit-rises-to-7000
https://www.irs.gov/newsroom/401k-limit-increases-to-23000-for-2024-ira-limit-rises-to-7000
https://www.cnbc.com/2024/01/04/how-high-earners-can-maximize-their-401k-contributions-in-2024.html#:~:text=In 2022%2C 15%25 of retirement,older%2C according to Vanguard research
https://www.irs.gov/retirement-plans/amount-of-roth-ira-contributions-that-you-can-make-for-2023
https://www.irs.gov/retirement-plans/amount-of-roth-ira-contributions-that-you-can-make-for-2023
https://investor.vanguard.com/investor-resources-education/article/how-to-set-up-backdoor-ira
https://investor.vanguard.com/investor-resources-education/article/how-to-set-up-backdoor-ira
https://doi.org/10.3386/w21876
https://www.irs.gov/newsroom/new-rules-and-limitations-for-depreciation-and-expensing-under-the-tax-cuts-and-jobs-act
https://www.irs.gov/publications/p946
https://www.irs.gov/publications/p946
https://www.irs.gov/newsroom/tax-cuts-and-jobs-act-a-comparison-for-businesses
https://www.irs.gov/newsroom/tax-cuts-and-jobs-act-a-comparison-for-businesses
https://static.store.tax.thomsonreuters.com/static/samplePages/QDEP17-Sample-Pages-2-1--2-4.pdf
https://static.store.tax.thomsonreuters.com/static/samplePages/QDEP17-Sample-Pages-2-1--2-4.pdf
https://taxfoundation.org/blog/taxes-inflation/
https://taxfoundation.org/blog/taxes-inflation/
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3280582
https://center-forward.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/CF-RD-Amortization-Basic-FINAL.pdf
https://center-forward.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/CF-RD-Amortization-Basic-FINAL.pdf
https://taxfoundation.org/blog/business-interest-deduction-limitation/


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P125

169	 Alan Cole, “Interest Deductibility – Issues and Reforms,” Tax Foundation, May 4, 2017, https://taxfoundation.org/research/all/federal/

interest-deductibility/.

170	 Alex Muresianu, “How Expensing for Capital Investment Can Accelerate the Transition to a Cleaner Economy,” Tax Foundation, 

January 12, 2021, https://taxfoundation.org/research/all/federal/energy-efficiency-climate-change-tax-policy/. 

171	 Muresianu, “Expensing for Capital Investment Can Accelerate the Transition to a Cleaner Economy.”

172	 Scott Hodge, “Improving the Tax Treatment of Residential Buildings Will Stretch Affordable Housing Assistance Dollars Further,” Tax 

Foundation, June 25, 2020, https://taxfoundation.org/blog/improving-the-tax-treatment-of-residential-buildings-stretch-affordable-

housing-assistance-dollars-further/.

173	 Michael Mandel, “Obama’s Corporate Tax Blunder,” New York Times, June 9, 2015, https://www.nytimes.com/2015/06/10/opinion/

obamas-corporate-tax-blunder.html. 

174	 “Reforming the Corporate Tax Code,” Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, September 26, 2012, https://www.crfb.org/sites/

default/files/documents/Reforming_the_Corporate_Tax_Code.pdf. 

175	 Matthew Gardner, Robert S. Mclntyre, and Richard Phillips, “The 35 Percent Corporate Tax Myth: Corporate Tax Avoidance by Fortune 

500 Companies, 2008 to 2015,” Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy, March 2017, https://itep.sfo2.digitaloceanspaces.

com/35percentfullreport.pdf. 

176	 “Estimated Budget Effects of the Conference Agreement H.R. 1, the ‘Tax Cuts and Jobs Act,’” Joint Committee on Taxation, December 

18, 2017, https://www.jct.gov/publications/2017/jcx-67-17/.

177	 Steven M. Rosenthal, “Foreign Investors Win Big, Tax-Free,” TaxVox, October 31, 2017, https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/taxvox/

foreign-investors-win-big-tax-free. 

178	 Gabriel Chodorow-Reich et al., Tax Policy and Investing in a Global Economy, National Bureau of Economic Research, 2024, 47, 	

https://www.nber.org/papers/w32180. 

179	 William G. Gale and Leonard E. Burman, “Congress Missed an Opportunity to Reform the Corporate Tax,” TaxVox, Tax Policy Center, 

December 26, 2017, https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/taxvox/congress-missed-opportunity-reform-corporate-tax.

180	 “Revenue Projections, by Category,” Congressional Budget Office, June 2017, Table 1 https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-

data#7. 

181	 “Revenue Projections, by Category,” Congressional Budget Office, February 2024, Table 1, https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-

economic-data#7. 

https://taxfoundation.org/research/all/federal/interest-deductibility/
https://taxfoundation.org/research/all/federal/interest-deductibility/
https://taxfoundation.org/research/all/federal/energy-efficiency-climate-change-tax-policy/
https://taxfoundation.org/blog/improving-the-tax-treatment-of-residential-buildings-stretch-affordable-housing-assistance-dollars-further/
https://taxfoundation.org/blog/improving-the-tax-treatment-of-residential-buildings-stretch-affordable-housing-assistance-dollars-further/
https://www.nytimes.com/2015/06/10/opinion/obamas-corporate-tax-blunder.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2015/06/10/opinion/obamas-corporate-tax-blunder.html
https://www.crfb.org/sites/default/files/documents/Reforming_the_Corporate_Tax_Code.pdf
https://www.crfb.org/sites/default/files/documents/Reforming_the_Corporate_Tax_Code.pdf
https://itep.sfo2.digitaloceanspaces.com/35percentfullreport.pdf
https://itep.sfo2.digitaloceanspaces.com/35percentfullreport.pdf
https://www.jct.gov/publications/2017/jcx-67-17/
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/taxvox/foreign-investors-win-big-tax-free
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/taxvox/foreign-investors-win-big-tax-free
https://www.nber.org/papers/w32180
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/taxvox/congress-missed-opportunity-reform-corporate-tax
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#7
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#7
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#7
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#7


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P126

182	 “Increase the Corporate Income Tax Rate by 1 Percentage Point,” Congressional Budget Office, December 2022, https://www.cbo.

gov/budget-options/58701.  

183	 Cristina Enache, “Corporate Tax Rates Around the World, 2023,” Tax Foundation, December 12, 2023, https://taxfoundation.org/data/

all/global/corporate-tax-rates-by-country-2023/. 

184	 William G. Gale et al., “What Are Capital Gains Taxes and How Could They Be Reformed?,” Brookings, June 22, 2023, 		

https://www.brookings.edu/articles/what-are-capital-gains-taxes-and-how-could-they-be-reformed/. 

185	 Priscilla Luk and Liyu Zeng, “Examining Share Repurchases and the S&P Buyback Indices in the U.S. Market,” S&P Dow Jones Indices, 

March 2020, https://www.spglobal.com/spdji/en/documents/research/research-sp-examining-share-repurchases-and-the-sp-

buyback-indices.pdf. 

186	 Jensen, Michael C. “Agency Costs of Free Cash Flow, Corporate Finance, and Takeovers,” The American Economic Review 76, no. 2 

(1986): 323–29. https://www.jstor.org/stable/1818789.

187	 Dmytro Biryuk, “17 Defenses against Hostile Takeovers,” Biryuk Law, May 31, 2024, https://www.biryuklaw.com/hostile-takeover-

defenses/.

188	 Jane G. Gravelle, “The 1% Excise Tax on Stock Repurchases (Buybacks),” Congressional Research Service, February 2023, R47397, 

https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R47397. 

189	 “Budget of the Federal Government, Fiscal Year 2025,” Office of Management and Budget, March 2024, https://www.whitehouse.gov/

wp-content/uploads/2024/03/budget_fy2025.pdf.

190	 “The Excise Tax On Stock Repurchases: Effects On Shareholder Tax Burdens And Federal Revenues,” Penn Wharton, University of 

Pennsylvania, March 9, 2024, https://budgetmodel.wharton.upenn.edu/issues/2023/3/9/the-excise-tax-on-stock-repurchases-

effects.

191	 Daniel J. Himmel and Gregg D. Polsky, “Equalizing the Tax Treatment of Stock Buybacks and Dividends,” Public Law and Legal Theory 

Working Paper Series, No. 771, 2021, 4, https://chicagounbound.uchicago.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2189&context=public_

law_and_legal_theory. 

192	 Nathan Born and Adam Looney, “How Much do Tax-Exempt Organizations Benefit from Tax Exemption?” Tax Policy Center, July 2022, 

16, https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/publications/how-much-do-tax-exempt-organizations-benefit-tax-exemption.

193	 Scott Hodge, “Reining in America’s $3.3 Trillion Tax-Exempt Economy,” Tax Foundation, June 2024, https://taxfoundation.org/

research/all/federal/501c3-nonprofit-organization-tax-exempt/.

194	 “Tax on Unrelated Business Income of Exempt Organizations, Internal Revenue Service,” March 2021, 2, https://www.irs.gov/pub/irs-

pdf/p598.pdf.

https://www.cbo.gov/budget-options/58701
https://www.cbo.gov/budget-options/58701
https://taxfoundation.org/data/all/global/corporate-tax-rates-by-country-2023/
https://taxfoundation.org/data/all/global/corporate-tax-rates-by-country-2023/
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/what-are-capital-gains-taxes-and-how-could-they-be-reformed/
https://www.spglobal.com/spdji/en/documents/research/research-sp-examining-share-repurchases-and-the-sp-buyback-indices.pdf
https://www.spglobal.com/spdji/en/documents/research/research-sp-examining-share-repurchases-and-the-sp-buyback-indices.pdf
https://www.jstor.org/stable/1818789
https://www.biryuklaw.com/hostile-takeover-defenses/
https://www.biryuklaw.com/hostile-takeover-defenses/
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R47397
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/03/budget_fy2025.pdf
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2024/03/budget_fy2025.pdf
https://budgetmodel.wharton.upenn.edu/issues/2023/3/9/the-excise-tax-on-stock-repurchases-effects
https://budgetmodel.wharton.upenn.edu/issues/2023/3/9/the-excise-tax-on-stock-repurchases-effects
https://chicagounbound.uchicago.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2189&context=public_law_and_legal_theory
https://chicagounbound.uchicago.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2189&context=public_law_and_legal_theory
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/publications/how-much-do-tax-exempt-organizations-benefit-tax-exemption
https://taxfoundation.org/research/all/federal/501c3-nonprofit-organization-tax-exempt/
https://taxfoundation.org/research/all/federal/501c3-nonprofit-organization-tax-exempt/
https://www.irs.gov/pub/irs-pdf/p598.pdf
https://www.irs.gov/pub/irs-pdf/p598.pdf


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P127

195	 Born and Looney, “How Much do Tax-Exempt Organizations Benefit from Tax Exemption?” 

196	  “The Federal Tax Benefits for Nonprofit Hospitals,” Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, June 2024, https://www.crfb.org/

papers/federal-tax-benefits-nonprofit-hospitals. 

197	  “Kaiser Foundation Hospitals,” ProPublica, accessed July 2024, https://projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/organizations/941105628.

198	 “Ascension Health Alliance,” ProPublica, accessed July 2024, https://projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/organizations/453358926.

199	 “Trustees of Princeton University,” ProPublica, accessed July 2024, https://projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/

organizations/210634501.

200	  “What is the Tax Treatment of College and University Endowments?” Tax Policy Center, accessed July 2024, https://www.

taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/what-tax-treatment-college-and-university-endowments. 

201	  Nick Buffie, “Five Tax Loopholes that Congress Should Close,” Progressive Policy Institute, April 2023, 8, https://www.

progressivepolicy.org/publication/five-tax-loopholes-that-congress-should-close/. 

202	  “Oil & Gas Audit Technique Guide," Internal Revenue Service, February 2023, 66, https://www.irs.gov/pub/irs-pdf/p5652.pdf.

203	 Chris Zoller, David Marrison, “Using the Depletion Deduction To Minimize Oil and Gas Tax Liability,” Ohio State University, July 2020, 

https://ohioline.osu.edu/factsheet/SOGD-TAX3.

204	  Eric Toder, “Explaining the TCJA’s International Reforms,” Tax Policy Center, February 2018, https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/taxvox/

explaining-tcjas-international-reforms.

205	 Kyle Pomerleau, “A Hybrid Approach: The Treatment of Foreign Profits under the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act,” Tax Foundation, May 2018, 

https://taxfoundation.org/research/all/federal/treatment-foreign-profits-tax-cuts-jobs-act/.

206	 “What is the TCJA Tax On Global Intangible Low-taxed Income and How Does It Work?” Tax Policy Center, accesed July 2024, 	

https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/what-tcja-tax-global-intangible-low-taxed-income-and-how-does-it-work.

207	  “Explaining the TCJA’s International Reforms.”

208	  Alan Rappeport, “New Corporate Minimum Tax Ushers In Confusion and a Lobbying Blitz,” New York Times, September 2023, 	

https://www.nytimes.com/2023/09/07/business/corporate-minimum-tax-impact.html.

209	  Jane G. Gravelle, “The 15% Corporate Alternative Minimum Tax,” Congressional Research Service,  R47328 (January 2023), 		

https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R47328.

https://www.crfb.org/papers/federal-tax-benefits-nonprofit-hospitals
https://www.crfb.org/papers/federal-tax-benefits-nonprofit-hospitals
https://projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/organizations/941105628
https://projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/organizations/453358926
https://projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/organizations/210634501
https://projects.propublica.org/nonprofits/organizations/210634501
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/what-tax-treatment-college-and-university-endowments
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/what-tax-treatment-college-and-university-endowments
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/publication/five-tax-loopholes-that-congress-should-close/
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/publication/five-tax-loopholes-that-congress-should-close/
https://www.irs.gov/pub/irs-pdf/p5652.pdf
https://ohioline.osu.edu/factsheet/SOGD-TAX3
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/taxvox/explaining-tcjas-international-reforms
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/taxvox/explaining-tcjas-international-reforms
https://taxfoundation.org/research/all/federal/treatment-foreign-profits-tax-cuts-jobs-act/
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/what-tcja-tax-global-intangible-low-taxed-income-and-how-does-it-work
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/09/07/business/corporate-minimum-tax-impact.html
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R47328


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P128

210	  “IRS Clarifies Rules for Corporate Alternative Minimum Tax,” Internal Revenue Service, December 2023, https://www.irs.gov/

newsroom/irs-clarifies-rules-for-corporate-alternative-minimum-tax.

211	  U.S. Congress, Joint Committee on Taxation, Possible Effects of Adopting the OECD’s Pillar Two, Both Worldwide and in the United 

States, prepared by the Staff of the Joint Committee on Taxation, 118th Cong., 1st sess., 2023, Committee Print 8-10, https://www.

jct.gov/publications/2023/oecd-pillar-two-report-june-2023/. 

212	 James M. Lindsay, “Election 2024: Are Republicans Turning Isolationist?” Council on Foreign Relations, March 2024, https://www.cfr.

org/blog/election-2024-are-republicans-turning-isolationist. 

213	 “Historical Tables: Table 9.7, 10.1” The White House, Office of Management and Budget, accessed July 2024, 			 

https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/historical-tables/.

214	  Mariana Ambrose, John Jacobs, and Natalie Tham, “CHIPS and Science Act Summary: Energy, Climate, and Science Provisions,” 

Bipartisan Policy Center, November 2022,  https://bipartisanpolicy.org/blog/chips-science-act-summary/. 

215	  Matt Hourihan, “CHIPS And Science: FY24 Research Appropriations Short Over $7 Billion,” Federation of American Scientists, 

October 2023, https://fas.org/publication/fy24-chips-short-7-billion/.

216	  “Federal R&D Budget Funding, By Budget Function | 2022-2024,” National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics, January 

2024, Table 23, https://ncses.nsf.gov/data-collections/federal-budget-function/2022-2024#tableCtr10448.

217	  “Federal R&D Budget Funding, By Budget Function | 2021-2023,” National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics, January 

2023, https://ncses.nsf.gov/data-collections/federal-budget-function/2023#data.

218	  “The State of U.S. Science and Engineering 2024: U.S. R&D Performance and Funding Trends,” National Science Foundation, National 

Center for Science and Engineering Statistics, March 2024, https://ncses.nsf.gov/pubs/nsb20243/discovery-u-s-and-global-r-d#u-s-r-

d-performance-and-funding-trends.

219	  Meredith Wadman, “Economic Return from Human Genome Project Grows,” Nature, June 2013, https://www.nature.com/articles/

nature.2013.13187. 

220	  Andrew J. Fieldhouse and Karel Mertens, “The Returns to Government R&D: Evidence from U.S. Appropriations Shocks,” Federal 

Reserve Bank of Dallas, May 2023, 4, https://www.dallasfed.org/~/media/documents/research/papers/2023/wp2305.pdf. 

221	  Bernard Marr, “15 Amazing Real-World Applications of AI Everyone Should Kow About,” Forbes, May 2023, https://www.forbes.com/

sites/bernardmarr/2023/05/10/15-amazing-real-world-applications-of-ai-everyone-should-know-about/.

222	  “The Invasion that Shook the World,” Council of Foreign Relations, February 2023, https://www.cfr.org/councilofcouncils/global-

memos/invasion-shook-world.

https://www.irs.gov/newsroom/irs-clarifies-rules-for-corporate-alternative-minimum-tax
https://www.irs.gov/newsroom/irs-clarifies-rules-for-corporate-alternative-minimum-tax
https://www.jct.gov/publications/2023/oecd-pillar-two-report-june-2023/
https://www.jct.gov/publications/2023/oecd-pillar-two-report-june-2023/
https://www.cfr.org/blog/election-2024-are-republicans-turning-isolationist
https://www.cfr.org/blog/election-2024-are-republicans-turning-isolationist
https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/historical-tables/
https://bipartisanpolicy.org/blog/chips-science-act-summary/
https://fas.org/publication/fy24-chips-short-7-billion/
https://ncses.nsf.gov/data-collections/federal-budget-function/2022-2024#tableCtr10448
https://ncses.nsf.gov/data-collections/federal-budget-function/2023#data
https://ncses.nsf.gov/pubs/nsb20243/discovery-u-s-and-global-r-d#u-s-r-d-performance-and-funding-trends
https://ncses.nsf.gov/pubs/nsb20243/discovery-u-s-and-global-r-d#u-s-r-d-performance-and-funding-trends
https://www.nature.com/articles/nature.2013.13187
https://www.nature.com/articles/nature.2013.13187
https://www.dallasfed.org/~/media/documents/research/papers/2023/wp2305.pdf
https://www.forbes.com/sites/bernardmarr/2023/05/10/15-amazing-real-world-applications-of-ai-everyone-should-know-about/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/bernardmarr/2023/05/10/15-amazing-real-world-applications-of-ai-everyone-should-know-about/
https://www.cfr.org/councilofcouncils/global-memos/invasion-shook-world
https://www.cfr.org/councilofcouncils/global-memos/invasion-shook-world


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P129

223	 Lindsay Maizland, “Why China-Taiwan Relations are So Tense,” accessed July 2024, https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/china-taiwan-

relations-tension-us-policy-biden.

224	 Vanda Felbab-Brown, “Non-State Armed Actors in 2024: The Middle East and Africa,” Brookings, January 2024, 			 

https://www.brookings.edu/articles/nonstate-armed-actors-in-2024-the-middle-east-and-africa/. 

225	 Jonathan Masters and Will Merrow, “How Much U.S. Aid is Going to Ukraine?” Council on Foreign Relations,” May 2024,  

https://www.cfr.org/article/how-much-us-aid-going-ukraine.

226	 Brendan W. McGarry and Emily M. Morgenstern, “Overseas Contingency Operations Funding: Background and Status,” Congressional 

Research Service, R44519 (September 2019), 2-3, https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R44519.

227	 “Historical Tables: Table 1.2— “Outlays by Superfunction and Function,'" The White House, Office of Management and Budget, 

accessed July 2024, https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/historical-tables/. 

228	 “10-Year Budget Projections,” Congressional Budget Office, May 2023, https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#3.

229	 Ben Ritz, “Ukraine Aid Costs Pale in Comparison to the Price Of Appeasement,” Forbes, December 2023, https://www.forbes.com/

sites/benritz/2023/12/18/ukraine-aid-costs-pale-in-comparison-to-the-price-of-appeasement/.

230	 Ritz, “Ukraine Aid Costs Pale in Comparison to the Price Of Appeasement.”

231	 “DARPA Accomplishments: Seminal Contributions to National Security, Defense Advanced Research Project 

Agency,” Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency, October 2015, https://www.darpa.mil/attachments/

DARPAAccomplishmentsSeminalContributionstoNationalSecurity.pdf. 

232	 Kilander, “GOP’s Budget-Busting Defense and Tax Proposals Are Incompatible.”

233	 John M. Donnelly, “Members Want $26 Billion for Programs the Pentagon Didn’t Seek,” Roll Call, December 2023, 			 

https://rollcall.com/2023/12/01/members-want-26-billion-for-programs-the-pentagon-didnt-seek/.

234	 “Defense Budget Overview: Fiscal Year 2024 Budget Request,” U.S. Department of Defense, Office of the Undersecretary of Defense, 

March 2023, 3, https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/FY2024/FY2024_Budget_Request_Overview_

Book.pdf.

235	 U.S. Department of Defense, Office of the Undersecretary of Defense, United States Department of Defense Fiscal year 2023 Budget 

Request, (April 2022), https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/FY2023/FY2023_Budget_Request_

Overview_Book.pdf. 

236	 Kilander, “GOP’s Budget-Busting Defense and Tax Proposals Are Incompatible.”

https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/china-taiwan-relations-tension-us-policy-biden
https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/china-taiwan-relations-tension-us-policy-biden
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/nonstate-armed-actors-in-2024-the-middle-east-and-africa/
https://www.cfr.org/article/how-much-us-aid-going-ukraine
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R44519
https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/historical-tables/
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#3
https://www.forbes.com/sites/benritz/2023/12/18/ukraine-aid-costs-pale-in-comparison-to-the-price-of-appeasement/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/benritz/2023/12/18/ukraine-aid-costs-pale-in-comparison-to-the-price-of-appeasement/
https://www.darpa.mil/attachments/DARPAAccomplishmentsSeminalContributionstoNationalSecurity.pdf
https://www.darpa.mil/attachments/DARPAAccomplishmentsSeminalContributionstoNationalSecurity.pdf
https://rollcall.com/2023/12/01/members-want-26-billion-for-programs-the-pentagon-didnt-seek/
https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/FY2024/FY2024_Budget_Request_Overview_Book.pdf
https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/FY2024/FY2024_Budget_Request_Overview_Book.pdf
https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/FY2023/FY2023_Budget_Request_Overview_Book.pdf
https://comptroller.defense.gov/Portals/45/Documents/defbudget/FY2023/FY2023_Budget_Request_Overview_Book.pdf


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P130

237	 Craig Whitlock and Bob Woodward, “Pentagon Buries Evidence of $125 Billion in Bureaucratic Waste,” The Washington Post, 	

December 5, 2016, https://www.washingtonpost.com/investigations/pentagon-buries-evidence-of-125-billion-in-bureaucratic-	

waste/2016/12/05/e0668c76-9af6-11e6-a0ed-ab0774c1eaa5_story.html?utm_term=.4c4e5b357fc6. 

238	 “Costs Continue to Rise While Planned Use and Availability Have Decreased,” U.S. Government Accountability Office, GAO-24-	

106703, April 2024, https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-24-106703.

239	 “Final Report,” PPBE Reform Commission, March 6, 2024, ppbereform.senate.gov/finalreport/. 

240	 “Statement of Theresa S. Hull Before the Committee on Oversight and Reform,” U.S. Department of Defense, Office of the\		

Inspector  General, January 19, 2022, https://media.defense.gov/2022/Jan/26/2002927697/-1/-1/1/TESTIMONY%20FOR%20	

PRICE%20GOUGING%20IN%20MILITARY%20CONTRACTS.PDF.

241	 F. Matthew Woodward, "Atlas of Military Compensation," Congressional Budget Office, https://www.cbo.gov/publication/59475.

242	 “Building a F.A.S.T. Force: A Flexible Personnel System for a Modern Military,” Bipartisan Policy Center, March 20, 2017, 		

https://bipartisanpolicy.org/report/building-a-fast-force/.

243	 Christopher T. Mann, “Base Closure and Realignment (BCAR): Background and Issues for Congress,” Congressional Research Service, 

R45705 (2019), https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R45705/2.

244	 Christopher A. Casey, “U.S. Tariff Policy: Overview,” Congressional Research Service, IF11030 (February 2019), https://crsreports.

congress.gov/product/pdf/IF/IF11030.

245	 Ed Gerwin, “Confronting China’s Threat to Open Trade: A Smarter Strategy for Securing America’s Innovation Edge,” Progressive 

Policy Institute, June 2018, https://www.progressivepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/PPI_China_2018.pdf.

246	 Cristiano Lima, “Trudeau: Rationale Behind Trump’s Tariffs ‘Insulting and Unacceptable’ to Canada,” Politico, June 2018, 		

https://www.politico.com/story/2018/06/01/trudeau-trump-canada-trade-tariffs-617957.

247	 Aaron Flaaen and Justin Pierce, “Disentangling the Effects of the 2018-2019 Tariffs on a Globally Connected U.S. Manufacturing 

Sector,” Federal Reserve Board, Finance and Economics Discussion Series 2019-086 (2019), https://www.federalreserve.gov/

econres/feds/files/2019086pap.pdf.

248	 Thomas Grennes, “The Economics of Tariffs: Can Restricting International Trade be Good for the Economy?,” CALS News (NC State 

University), May 2017, https://cals.ncsu.edu/news/nc-state-economist-tariffs/. 

249	 “Foreign Retaliations Timeline,” International Trade Organization, accessed July 2024, https://www.trade.gov/feature-article/foreign-

retaliations-timeline.

250	  Flaaen and Pierce, “Disentangling the Effects of the 2018-2019 Tariffs on a Globally Connected U.S. Manufacturing Sector.”

https://www.washingtonpost.com/investigations/pentagon-buries-evidence-of-125-billion-in-bureaucratic-waste/2016/12/05/e0668c76-9af6-11e6-a0ed-ab0774c1eaa5_story.html?utm_term=.4c4e5b357fc6
https://www.washingtonpost.com/investigations/pentagon-buries-evidence-of-125-billion-in-bureaucratic-waste/2016/12/05/e0668c76-9af6-11e6-a0ed-ab0774c1eaa5_story.html?utm_term=.4c4e5b357fc6
https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-24-106703
https://media.defense.gov/2022/Jan/26/2002927697/-1/-1/1/TESTIMONY FOR PRICE GOUGING IN MILITARY CONTRACTS.PDF
https://media.defense.gov/2022/Jan/26/2002927697/-1/-1/1/TESTIMONY FOR PRICE GOUGING IN MILITARY CONTRACTS.PDF
https://www.cbo.gov/publication/59475
https://bipartisanpolicy.org/report/building-a-fast-force/
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R45705/2
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/IF/IF11030
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/IF/IF11030
 https://www.progressivepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/PPI_China_2018.pdf
https://www.politico.com/story/2018/06/01/trudeau-trump-canada-trade-tariffs-617957
https://www.federalreserve.gov/econres/feds/files/2019086pap.pdf
https://www.federalreserve.gov/econres/feds/files/2019086pap.pdf
https://cals.ncsu.edu/news/nc-state-economist-tariffs/
https://www.trade.gov/feature-article/foreign-retaliations-timeline
https://www.trade.gov/feature-article/foreign-retaliations-timeline


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P131

251	  Ed Gresser, “Trade Policy, Equity, and the Working Poor: United States MFN Tariffs Are Regressive Taxes which Help Few Workers 

and Harm Many,” Progressive Policy Institute, April 2022, https://www.progressivepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/Trade-

Policy-Equity-and-the-Working-Poor-ITC-Report_FINAL.pdf. 

252	  Ed Gresser, “PPI’s Trade Fact of the Week: The U.S. Trade System is Biased Against Poor Families,” Progressive Policy Institute, March 

2022, https://www.progressivepolicy.org/blogs/ppis-trade-fact-of-the-week-the-u-s-tariff-system-is-biased-against-poor-families/.

253	 Ed Gresser and Elaine Wei, “PPI’s Trade Fact Of The Week: U.S. Clothing Tariffs Are Unfair To Women,” Progressive Policy Institute, 

December 2023, https://www.progressivepolicy.org/blogs/ppis-trade-fact-of-the-week-u-s-clothing-tariffs-are-unfair-to-women/. 

254	 Gresser, “PPI’s Trade Fact of the Week: The U.S. Trade System is Biased Against Poor Families.”

255	 Emily Wilkins and Kevin Breuninger, “Trump Floats Eliminating U.S. Income Tax and Replacing It With Tariffs on Imports,” CNBC, June 

13, 2024, https://www.cnbc.com/2024/06/13/trump-all-tariff-policy-to-replace-income-tax.html. 

256	  Lawrence H. Summers, “Trade Barrier Reduction is the Most Important Anti-Inflation Competition Policy,” Peterson Institute for 

International Economics, April 2022, https://www.piie.com/blogs/realtime-economic-issues-watch/trade-barrier-reduction-most-

important-anti-inflation.

257	 “Tariff Rate, Applied, Weighted Mean, All Products (%),” World Bank Group, Accessed July 2024, https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/

TM.TAX.MRCH.WM.AR.ZS. 

258	 “Historical Tables: Table 2.5— “Composition of Other Receipts,'" The White House, Office of Management and Budget, accessed July 

2024, https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/historical-tables/. 

259	 “Harmonized Tariff Schedule: 2024 HTS Revision 4, U.S. International Trade Commission, accessed July 2024, https://hts.usitc.gov/.

260	 “U.S. Tariff and Trade Data: Sparkling wine, made from grapes (HTS 22041000),” U.S. International Trade Commission DataWeb, 

accessed July 2024, https://dataweb.usitc.gov/tariff/database/details/22041000. 

261	 Ed Gresser, “Trade Fact Of The Week: Tariff Revenue In FY2023: $80 Billion. Reps. Fletcher And Pettersen Have Some Very Good 

Questions About Who Is Paying This Money,” Progressive Policy Institute, April 10, 2024, https://www.progressivepolicy.org/blogs/

trade-fact-of-the-week-tariff-revenue-in-fy2023-80-billion-reps-fletcher-and-pettersen-have-some-very-good-questions-about-who-is-

paying-this-money/. 

262	 Darragh Roche, “Donald Trump’s Income Tax Cut Would Cost Average Family $5,000 — Economist,” Newsweek, June 14, 2024, 	

https://www.newsweek.com/donald-trump-income-tax-cut-would-cost-average-family-5000economist-1912874. 

263	 Kimberly Clausing and Maurice Obstfeld, “Can Trump Replace Income Taxes with Tariffs?,” https://www.piie.com/blogs/realtime-

economics/2024/can-trump-replace-income-taxes-tariffs. 

https://www.progressivepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/Trade-Policy-Equity-and-the-Working-Poor-ITC-Report_FINAL.pdf
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/04/Trade-Policy-Equity-and-the-Working-Poor-ITC-Report_FINAL.pdf
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/blogs/ppis-trade-fact-of-the-week-the-u-s-tariff-system-is-biased-against-poor-families/
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/blogs/ppis-trade-fact-of-the-week-u-s-clothing-tariffs-are-unfair-to-women/
https://www.cnbc.com/2024/06/13/trump-all-tariff-policy-to-replace-income-tax.html
https://www.piie.com/blogs/realtime-economic-issues-watch/trade-barrier-reduction-most-important-anti-inflation
https://www.piie.com/blogs/realtime-economic-issues-watch/trade-barrier-reduction-most-important-anti-inflation
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/TM.TAX.MRCH.WM.AR.ZS
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/TM.TAX.MRCH.WM.AR.ZS
https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/historical-tables/
https://hts.usitc.gov/
https://dataweb.usitc.gov/tariff/database/details/22041000
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/blogs/trade-fact-of-the-week-tariff-revenue-in-fy2023-80-billion-reps-fletcher-and-pettersen-have-some-very-good-questions-about-who-is-paying-this-money/
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/blogs/trade-fact-of-the-week-tariff-revenue-in-fy2023-80-billion-reps-fletcher-and-pettersen-have-some-very-good-questions-about-who-is-paying-this-money/
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/blogs/trade-fact-of-the-week-tariff-revenue-in-fy2023-80-billion-reps-fletcher-and-pettersen-have-some-very-good-questions-about-who-is-paying-this-money/
https://www.newsweek.com/donald-trump-income-tax-cut-would-cost-average-family-5000economist-1912874
https://www.piie.com/blogs/realtime-economics/2024/can-trump-replace-income-taxes-tariffs
https://www.piie.com/blogs/realtime-economics/2024/can-trump-replace-income-taxes-tariffs


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P132

264	 Daniel C.K. Chow, “How the United States Uses the Trans-Pacific Partnership to Contain China in International Trade,” Chicago 

Journal of International Law, Article 17.2 (accessed July 2024), https://cjil.uchicago.edu/print-archive/how-united-states-uses-trans-

pacific-partnership-contain-china-international-trade. 

265	 Ed Gresser and Taylor Maag, “Why U.S. Policymakers Should Renew TAA (For Everyone),” Progressive Policy Institute, September 

2022, https://www.progressivepolicy.org/blogs/why-u-s-policymakers-should-renew-taa-for-everyone/.

266	 Gary Clyde Hufbauer and Euijin Jung, “The High Taxpayer Cost of ‘Saving’ US Jobs Through ‘Made in America,’” Peterson Institute for 

International Economics, August 5, 2020, https://www.piie.com/blogs/trade-and-investment-policy-watch/high-taxpayer-cost-saving-

us-jobs-through-made-america.  

267	 Hufbauer and Jung, “The High Taxpayer Cost of ‘Saving’ US Jobs Through ‘Made in America'."

268	 Scott Lincicome, “The Obscure Maritime Law That Ruins Your Commute,” The Atlantic, March 20, 2023, https://www.theatlantic.com/

ideas/archive/2023/03/jones-act-ship-american-1920-law-industrial-policy-joe-biden/673433/.

269	 Eric Boehm, “The Obscure Protectionist Law That Will Slow Clean-up of the Baltimore Bridge Disaster,” Reason.com, March 27, 2024, 

https://reason.com/2024/03/27/the-obscure-protectionist-law-that-will-slow-clean-up-of-the-baltimore-bridge-disaster/.

270	  John Frittelli, “U.S. Commercial Shipbuilding in a Global Context,” Congressional Research Service, IF 12534, November 2023, 	

https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/IF/IF12534.

271	  John Gramlich, “Migrant Encounters at the U.S.-Mexico Border Hit a Record High at the End of 2023,” Pew Research Center, 

February 15, 2024, https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2024/02/15/migrant-encounters-at-the-us-mexico-border-hit-a-

record-high-at-the-end-of-2023/.

272	 Boehm, "The Obscure Protectionist Law That Will Slow Clean-up of the Baltimore Bridge Disaster."

273	 Jarrell Dillard, “US Job Openings Unexpectedly Increase From a Three-Year Low,” Bloomberg, July 2, 2024, https://www.bloomberg.

com/news/articles/2024-07-02/us-job-openings-unexpectedly-increase-from-a-three-year-low.

274	 Pierre Azoulay et al., “Immigration and Entrepreneurship in the United States, U.S. Census Bureau, CES 20-44, December 2020, 	

https://www2.census.gov/ces/wp/2020/CES-WP-20-44.pdf.

275	 Jeanne Batalova and Nicole Ward, “Frequently Requested Statistics on Immigrants and Immigration in the United States,” 

Migration Policy Institute, March 14, 2023, https://www.migrationpolicy.org/article/frequently-requested-statistics-immigrants-and-

immigration-united-states-202.

276	  “The Budget and Economic Outlook: 2024 to 2034,” Congressional Budget Office, February 2024, 58, https://www.cbo.gov/

publication/59710.

https://cjil.uchicago.edu/print-archive/how-united-states-uses-trans-pacific-partnership-contain-china-international-trade
https://cjil.uchicago.edu/print-archive/how-united-states-uses-trans-pacific-partnership-contain-china-international-trade
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/blogs/why-u-s-policymakers-should-renew-taa-for-everyone/
https://www.piie.com/blogs/trade-and-investment-policy-watch/high-taxpayer-cost-saving-us-jobs-through-made-america
https://www.piie.com/blogs/trade-and-investment-policy-watch/high-taxpayer-cost-saving-us-jobs-through-made-america
https://www.theatlantic.com/ideas/archive/2023/03/jones-act-ship-american-1920-law-industrial-policy-joe-biden/673433/
https://www.theatlantic.com/ideas/archive/2023/03/jones-act-ship-american-1920-law-industrial-policy-joe-biden/673433/
http://Reason.com
https://reason.com/2024/03/27/the-obscure-protectionist-law-that-will-slow-clean-up-of-the-baltimore-bridge-disaster/
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/IF/IF12534
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2024/02/15/migrant-encounters-at-the-us-mexico-border-hit-a-record-high-at-the-end-of-2023/
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2024/02/15/migrant-encounters-at-the-us-mexico-border-hit-a-record-high-at-the-end-of-2023/
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2024-07-02/us-job-openings-unexpectedly-increase-from-a-three-year-low
https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2024-07-02/us-job-openings-unexpectedly-increase-from-a-three-year-low
https://www2.census.gov/ces/wp/2020/CES-WP-20-44.pdf
https://www.migrationpolicy.org/article/frequently-requested-statistics-immigrants-and-immigration-united-states-202
https://www.migrationpolicy.org/article/frequently-requested-statistics-immigrants-and-immigration-united-states-202
https://www.cbo.gov/publication/59710
https://www.cbo.gov/publication/59710


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P133

277	 “The 2024 Annual Report of the Board of Trustees of the Federal Old Age and Survivors Insurance and Federal Disability Insurance 

Trust Funds,” U.S. Social Security Administration, 2024, 2, 7, https://www.ssa.gov/OACT/TR/2024/tr2024.pdf. 

278	 “The 2024 Annual Report of the Board of Trustees of the Federal Old Age and Survivors Insurance and Federal Disability Insurance 

Trust Funds,” Figure II. D4.

279	 Ritz, “Defunding America’s Future.”

280	 “The 2024 Annual Report of the Board of Trustees of the Federal Old Age and Survivors Insurance and Federal Disability Insurance 

Trust Funds,” Figure II. D1.

281	 “The 2024 Annual Report of the Board of Trustees of the Federal Old Age and Survivors Insurance and Federal Disability Insurance 

Trust Funds,” 2, 7.

282	 Ben Ritz, “Millennials in Retirement: What Will Happen to Social Security?,” Bipartisan Policy Center, April 19, 2019, 			

https://bipartisanpolicy.org/blog/millennials-in-retirement-social-security-future/.

283	 “The 2024 Annual Report of the Board of Trustees of the Federal Old Age and Survivors Insurance and Federal Disability Insurance                 

Trust Funds,” Figure II. D4.

284	  “The Dynamic Simulation of Income Model DYNASIM,” Urban Institute, https://www.urban.org/research/data-methods/data-

analysis/quantitative-data-analysis/microsimulation/dynamic-simulation-income-model-dynasim. 

 

285	 “The Dynamic Simulation of Income Model DYNASIM.”     

286	 “The 2024 Annual Report of the Board of Trustees of the Federal Old Age and Survivors Insurance and Federal Disability Insurance 

Trust Funds,” Figure II. D4.

287	 "The Dynamic Simulation of Income Model DYNASIM.”      

288	 “The Dynamic Simulation of Income Model DYNASIM.”      

289	 “The 2024 Annual Report of the Board of Trustees of the Federal Old Age and Survivors Insurance and Federal Disability Insurance 

Trust Funds,” Figure V. C1.

290	 “Securing Our Financial Future: Report of the Commission on Retirement Security and Personal Savings,” Bipartisan Policy Center, 

June 2016, 90-91, https://bipartisanpolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/BPC-Retirement-Security-Report.pdf. 

291	 “Annual Statistical Supplement to the Social Security Bulletin,” U.S. Social Security Administration, 2023, 6.12-6.13, https://www.ssa.

gov/policy/docs/statcomps/supplement/2023/6b.pdf. 

https://www.ssa.gov/OACT/TR/2024/tr2024.pdf
https://bipartisanpolicy.org/blog/millennials-in-retirement-social-security-future/
https://www.urban.org/research/data-methods/data-analysis/quantitative-data-analysis/microsimulation/dynamic-simulation-income-model-dynasim
https://www.urban.org/research/data-methods/data-analysis/quantitative-data-analysis/microsimulation/dynamic-simulation-income-model-dynasim
https://www.urban.org/research/data-methods/data-analysis/quantitative-data-analysis/microsimulation/dynamic-simulation-income-model-dynasim
https://bipartisanpolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/BPC-Retirement-Security-Report.pdf
https://www.ssa.gov/policy/docs/statcomps/supplement/2023/6b.pdf
https://www.ssa.gov/policy/docs/statcomps/supplement/2023/6b.pdf


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P134

292	 Jennifer Erin Brown et al., “Shortchanged in Retirement: Continuing Challenges to Women’s Financial Future,” National Institute on 

Retirement Security, March 2016, 13, https://www.nirsonline.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/final_shortchanged_retirement_

report_2016.pdf. 

293	 Kim Parker, “Women More Than Men Adjust Their Careers For Family Life,” Pew Research Center, October 1, 2015, 		   	

https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2015/10/01/women-more-than-men-adjust-their-careers-for-family-life/.

294	 Carolina Aragão, “Gender Pay Gap in U.S. Hasn’t Changed Much in Two Decades,” Pew Research Center, March 1, 2023, 		

https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2023/03/01/gender-pay-gap-facts/. 

295	 “Employer Costs for Employee Compensation: Compensation Percentile Estimates,” U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, June 2024, Chart 

1, https://www.bls.gov/ecec/factsheets/compensation-percentile-estimates.htm. 

296	 “Low Wage Workforce Tracker,” Economic Policy Institute, January 2024, https://www.epi.org/low-wage-workforce/.

297	 Barry Bosworth, Gary Burtless and Kan Zhang, “Later Retirement, Inequality in Old Age, and the Growing Gap in Longevity 

Between Rich and Poor,” Brookings Institution, January 2016, 19, https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/

BosworthBurtlessZhang_retirementinequalitylongevity.pdf.

298	 Tunga Kantarci and Arthur Van Soest, “Gradual Retirement: Preferences and Limitations,” De Economist 156, no. 2, (2008), 113-144, 

https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007%2Fs10645-008-9086-1.pdf. 

299	 “Normal Retirement Age,” U.S. Social Security Administration, accessed July 2024, https://www.ssa.gov/oact/progdata/nra.html.

300	 “Early or Late Retirement,” U.S. Social Security Administration, accessed July 2024, https://www.ssa.gov/oact/quickcalc/early_late.html.

301	 “Delayed Retirement Credits,” U.S. Social Security Administration, accessed July 2024, https://www.ssa.gov/planners/retire/

delayret.html. 

302	​​ Felicitie C. Bell and Michael L. Miller, “Life Tables for the United States Social Security Area 1900-2100,” U.S. Social Security 

Administration, August 2005, 162, 164, https://www.ssa.gov/oact/NOTES/pdf_studies/study120.pdf. 

303	 “Period Life Table, 2021, as Used in the 2024 Trustees Report,” U.S. Social Security Administration, accessed July 2024, 		

https://www.ssa.gov/oact/STATS/table4c6.html.

304	 “How Do Retirement Ages Affect Retirement?,” The Bulletin on Retirement & Disability (National Bureau of Economic Research), 

Working Paper 27534 (September 2020),  https://www.nber.org/brd/how-do-retirement-ages-affect-retirement.

305	 Katelin P. Isaacs and Sharmila Choudhurry, “The Growing Gap in Life Expectancy by Income: Recent Evidence and Implications for 

the Social Security Retirement Age,” Congressional Research Service, R44846 (July 2021), https://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R44846.pdf.

https://www.nirsonline.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/final_shortchanged_retirement_report_2016.pdf
https://www.nirsonline.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/final_shortchanged_retirement_report_2016.pdf
https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2015/10/01/women-more-than-men-adjust-their-careers-for-family-life/
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2023/03/01/gender-pay-gap-facts/
https://www.bls.gov/ecec/factsheets/compensation-percentile-estimates.htm
https://www.epi.org/low-wage-workforce/
https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/BosworthBurtlessZhang_retirementinequalitylongevity.pdf
https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/02/BosworthBurtlessZhang_retirementinequalitylongevity.pdf
https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007%2Fs10645-008-9086-1.pdf
https://www.ssa.gov/oact/progdata/nra.html
https://www.ssa.gov/oact/quickcalc/early_late.html
https://www.ssa.gov/planners/retire/delayret.html
https://www.ssa.gov/planners/retire/delayret.html
https://www.ssa.gov/oact/NOTES/pdf_studies/study120.pdf
https://www.ssa.gov/oact/STATS/table4c6.html
https://www.nber.org/brd/how-do-retirement-ages-affect-retirement
https://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R44846.pdf


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P135

306	 “Consumer Price Index for All Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers: All Items in U.S. City Average [CWUR0000SA0],” Federal 

Reserve Economic Data, April 10, 2024, https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/CWUR0000SA0.

307	 “Chained Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers: All Items in U.S. City Average [SUUR0000SA0],” Federal Reserve Economic 

Data, April 10, 2024, https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/SUUR0000SA0. 

308	 Emily Brandon, “How the Chained CPI Affects Social Security Payments,” U.S. News and World Report, April 29, 2013, https://money.

usnews.com/money/retirement/articles/2013/04/29/how-the-chained-cpi-affects-social-security-payments. 

309	 “Chained Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers: All Items in U.S. City Average [SUUR0000SA0].”

310	 “Average Hourly Earnings of all Employees: Total Private  [CES05000000003],” Federal Reserve Economic Data, May 3, 2024, 	

https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/CES0500000003. 

311	 “The Dynamic Simulation of Income Model DYNASIM.”      

312	 “Securing Our Financial Future,” 97.

313	 “Income of the Population 55 or Older, 2014: Section 11: Poverty Status of Aged Persons Based on Family Income,”  U.S. Social 

Security Office of Retirement and Disability, 2014, Table 11.1, https://www.ssa.gov/policy/docs/statcomps/income_pop55/2014/

sect11.html#table11.1. 

314	 “Civilian Labor Force Participation Rate: Women [LNS11300002],” Federal Reserve Economic Data, May 3, 2024, https://fred.

stlouisfed.org/series/LNS11300002. 

315	 “Securing Our Financial Future,” 96.

316	 Umar Moulta-Ali, “Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI), Becoming Insured, Calculating Benefit Payments, and the Effect of 

Dropout Year Provisions,” Congressional Research Service, R43370 (January 2014), 2, 3, https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/

pdf/R/R43370/4.

317	 “Improve the SSDI Program and Address the Impending Trust Fund Depletion,” Bipartisan Policy Center, 2015, 6, https://

bipartisanpolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/BPC-Economy-SSDI-Program.pdf.

318	 “Income Taxes and Your Social Security Benefit,” U.S. Social Security Administration, accessed July 2024, https://www-origin.ssa.

gov/benefits/retirement/planner/taxes.html.

319	 “Income Taxes and Your Social Security Benefit.”

https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/CWUR0000SA0
https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/SUUR0000SA0
https://money.usnews.com/money/retirement/articles/2013/04/29/how-the-chained-cpi-affects-social-security-payments
https://money.usnews.com/money/retirement/articles/2013/04/29/how-the-chained-cpi-affects-social-security-payments
https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/CES0500000003
https://www.ssa.gov/policy/docs/statcomps/income_pop55/2014/sect11.html#table11.1
https://www.ssa.gov/policy/docs/statcomps/income_pop55/2014/sect11.html#table11.1
https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/LNS11300002
https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/LNS11300002
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R43370/4
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R43370/4
https://bipartisanpolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/BPC-Economy-SSDI-Program.pdf
https://bipartisanpolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/03/BPC-Economy-SSDI-Program.pdf
https://www-origin.ssa.gov/benefits/retirement/planner/taxes.html
https://www-origin.ssa.gov/benefits/retirement/planner/taxes.html


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P136

320	 The Boards of Trustees, Federal Hospital Insurance and Federal Supplementary Medical Insurance Trust Funds, 2024 Annual Report 

of the Boards of Trustees of the Federal Hospital Insurance and Federal Supplementary Medical Insurance Trust Funds (May 6, 2024), 	

https://www.cms.gov/oact/tr/2024. 

321	 “Long-Term Budget Projections ,” Congressional Budget Office, March 2024, https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#1.

322	 “The Long-Term Budget Outlook: 2024 to 2054,” Congressional Budget Office, March 2024, 23, https://www.cbo.gov/

publication/59711. 

323	 “2023 National Population Projections Tables: Table 2,” U.S. Census Bureau, https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2023/demo/

popproj/2023-summary-tables.html.  

324	 “2023 National Population Projections Tables: Table 2.”

325	 Thomas R. Oliver, Philip R. Lee, and Helene L. Lipton. “A Political History of Medicare and Prescription Drug Coverage.” The Milbank 

Quarterly 82, no. 2 (June 2004): 283–354. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0887-378X.2004.00311.

326	 Ben Ritz, “Before Expanding Medicare, We Have to Pay for Current Beneficiaries,” Progressive Policy Institute, June 7, 2018, 		

https://www.progressivepolicy.org/blogs/before-expanding-medicare-we-have-to-pay-for-current-beneficiaries/. 

327	 “2024 Expanded and Supplementary Tables and Figures, TR Figures, II.D2,” U.S. Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services, 		

https://www.cms.gov/data-research/statistics-trends-and-reports/trustees-report-trust-funds.

328	 “How is Medicare Funded,” U.S. Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services, https://www.medicare.gov/about-us/how-is-medicare-

funded.

329	 Daria Pelech and Lyle Nelson, “A Premium Support System for Medicare: Updated Analysis of Illustrative Options,” U.S. Congressional 

Budget Office, October 2017, 2, https://www.cbo.gov/publication/53077. 

330	 Patricia A. Davis and Phoenix Voorhies, “Medicare Overview,” Congressional Research Service, IF10885 (May 2020), 2, 		

https://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/IF10885.pdf. 

331	 Meredith Freed et al., “Dental, Hearing, and Vision Costs and Coverage Among Medicare Beneficiaries in Traditional Medicare and 

Medicare Advantage,” Kaiser Family Foundation, September 21, 2021, ttps://www.kff.org/health-costs/issue-brief/dental-hearing-

and-vision-costs-and-coverage-among-medicare-beneficiaries-in-traditional-medicare-and-medicare-advantage/.

332	 “Options for Reducing the Deficit: 2019 to 2028,” Congressional Budget Office, 2017, 63, https://www.cbo.gov/system/files/2019-

06/54667-budgetoptions-2.pdf. 

333	 Ritz, “Before Expanding Medicare, We Have to Pay for Current Beneficiaries.” 

https://www.cms.gov/oact/tr/2024
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#1
https://www.cbo.gov/publication/59711
https://www.cbo.gov/publication/59711
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2023/demo/popproj/2023-summary-tables.html
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2023/demo/popproj/2023-summary-tables.html
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0887-378X.2004.00311
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/blogs/before-expanding-medicare-we-have-to-pay-for-current-beneficiaries/
https://www.cms.gov/data-research/statistics-trends-and-reports/trustees-report-trust-funds
https://www.medicare.gov/about-us/how-is-medicare-funded
https://www.medicare.gov/about-us/how-is-medicare-funded
https://www.cbo.gov/publication/53077
https://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/IF10885.pdf
ttps://www.kff.org/health-costs/issue-brief/dental-hearing-and-vision-costs-and-coverage-among-medicare-beneficiaries-in-traditional-medicare-and-medicare-advantage/
ttps://www.kff.org/health-costs/issue-brief/dental-hearing-and-vision-costs-and-coverage-among-medicare-beneficiaries-in-traditional-medicare-and-medicare-advantage/
https://www.cbo.gov/system/files/2019-06/54667-budgetoptions-2.pdf
https://www.cbo.gov/system/files/2019-06/54667-budgetoptions-2.pdf


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P137

334	 Cynthia Cox et al., “Explaining Health Care Reform: Risk Adjustment, Reinsurance, and Risk Corridors,” Kaiser Family Foundation, 

August 17, 2016, https://www.kff.org/affordable-care-act/issue-brief/explaining-health-care-reform-risk-adjustment-reinsurance-and-

risk-corridors/.

335	 “Chapter 12: The Medicare Advantage program: Status Report and Mandated Report on Dual-Eligible Special Needs Plans (March 

2022 Report),” U.S. Medicare Payment Advisory Commission Table 12.6, https://www.medpac.gov/document/chapter-12-the-

medicare-advantage-program-status-report-and-mandated-report-on-dual-eligible-special-needs-plans-march-2022-report/.

336	 “A Premium Support System for Medicare,” CBO.

337	 Steven M. Lieberman et al., “A Proposal to Enhance Competition and Reform Bidding in the Medicare Advantage Program,” Brookings 

Institution, 2018, 6, https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/ma-bidding-paper.pdf. 

338	 Julie Rovner, “5 Controversial Ideas for Shoring Up Health Insurance Markets,” National Public Radio, August 30, 2017, https://www.

npr.org/sections/health-shots/2017/08/30/546793927/5-controversial-ideas-for-shoring-up-health-insurance-markets.

339	 “Moving to Site Neutrality in Commercial Insurance Payments,” Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, February 14, 2023, 	

https://www.crfb.org/papers/moving-site-neutrality-commercial-insurance. 

340	 Anil N. Makam et al., “Effect of Site-Neutral Payment Policy on Long-Term Acute Care Hospital Use.” Journal of the American Geriatrics 

Society 66, no. 11 (November 2018): 2104–11. https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6382068/.

341	 Zachary Levinson, Tricia Neuman, and Scott Hulver, “Five Things to Know About Medicare Site-Neutral Payment Reforms,” Kaiser 

Family Foundation (June 14, 2024), https://www.kff.org/medicare/issue-brief/five-things-to-know-about-medicare-site-neutral-

payment-reforms/. 

342	 “Moving to Site Neutrality in Commercial Insurance Payments,” CRFB.

343	 “Key Takeaways from the Site-based Invoicing and Transparency Enhancement (SITE) Act,” Committee for a Responsible Federal 

Budget, June 13, 2023, https://www.crfb.org/blogs/key-takeaways-site-based-invoicing-and-transparency-enhancement-site-act.

344	 “Equalizing Medicare Payments Regardless of Site-of-Care,” Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, February 23, 2021, 	

https://www.crfb.org/papers/equalizing-medicare-payments-regardless-site-care. 

345	 Ryan J. Rosso and Patricia A. Davis, “Medicare and Budget Sequestration,” Congressional Research Service, R45106 (November 

2023), 4, https://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R45106.pdf. 

346	 Arielle Kane, “Telehealth Saves Money and Lives: Lessons from the COVID-19 Pandemic,” Progressive Policy Institute, November 10, 

2021, https://www.progressivepolicy.org/publication/telehealth-saves-money-and-lives-lessons-from-the-covid-19-pandemic/.

347	 Kane, “Telehealth Saves Money and Lives: Lessons from the COVID-19 Pandemic.” 

https://www.kff.org/affordable-care-act/issue-brief/explaining-health-care-reform-risk-adjustment-reinsurance-and-risk-corridors/
https://www.kff.org/affordable-care-act/issue-brief/explaining-health-care-reform-risk-adjustment-reinsurance-and-risk-corridors/
https://www.medpac.gov/document/chapter-12-the-medicare-advantage-program-status-report-and-mandated-report-on-dual-eligible-special-needs-plans-march-2022-report/
https://www.medpac.gov/document/chapter-12-the-medicare-advantage-program-status-report-and-mandated-report-on-dual-eligible-special-needs-plans-march-2022-report/
https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/ma-bidding-paper.pdf
https://www.npr.org/sections/health-shots/2017/08/30/546793927/5-controversial-ideas-for-shoring-up-health-insurance-markets
https://www.npr.org/sections/health-shots/2017/08/30/546793927/5-controversial-ideas-for-shoring-up-health-insurance-markets
https://www.crfb.org/papers/moving-site-neutrality-commercial-insurance
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6382068/
https://www.kff.org/medicare/issue-brief/five-things-to-know-about-medicare-site-neutral-payment-reforms/
https://www.kff.org/medicare/issue-brief/five-things-to-know-about-medicare-site-neutral-payment-reforms/
https://www.crfb.org/blogs/key-takeaways-site-based-invoicing-and-transparency-enhancement-site-act
https://www.crfb.org/papers/equalizing-medicare-payments-regardless-site-care
https://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R45106.pdf
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/publication/telehealth-saves-money-and-lives-lessons-from-the-covid-19-pandemic/


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P138

348	 “Fiscal Considerations for the Future of Telehealth,” Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, April 21, 2022, https://www.crfb.

org/papers/fiscal-considerations-future-telehealth.

349	 “Fiscal Considerations for the Future of Telehealth,” CRFB.

350	 Nguyen Xuan Nguyen and Steven H. Sheingold, “Indirect Medical Education and Disproportionate Share Adjustments to Medicare 

Inpatient Payment Rates,” Medicare & Medicaid Research Review 1, vol. 4 (2011): E3, https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/22340777/.

351	 Nguyen and Sheingold, “Indirect Medical Education and Disproportionate Share Adjustments to Medicare Inpatient Payment Rates,” E1.

352	 “Revising Medicare’s Indirect Medical Education Payments to Better Reflect Teaching Hospitals’ Costs,” U.S. Medicare Payment  

Advisory Commission, June 15, 2021, https://www.medpac.gov/recommendation/revising-medicares-indirect-medical-education-

payments-to-better-reflect-teaching-hospitals-costs-june-2021/.

353	 “Budget of the United States Government: Fiscal Year 2017,” U.S. Office of Management and Budget, 2017, https://www.govinfo.gov/

content/pkg/BUDGET-2017-BUD/pdf/BUDGET-2017-BUD.pdf.

354	 “The Complexities of Physician Supply and Demand: Projections From 2021 to 2036,” Association of American Medical Colleges, 

March 2024, https://www.aamc.org/media/75236/download?attachment.

355	 Aparna Soni, Laura R. Wherry, and Kosali I. Simon, “How Have ACA Insurance Expansions Affected Health Outcomes? Findings From 

The Literature,” Health Affairs 39, no. 3 (March 2020), https://www.healthaffairs.org/doi/10.1377/hlthaff.2019.01436. 

356	 “U.S. Uninsured Rate Drops by 26% Since 2019,” Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, June 18, 2024, https://www.cdc.gov/

nchs/pressroom/nchs_press_releases/2024/20240618.htm. 

357	 Robin A. Cohen, Brian W. Ward, and Jeannine S. Schiller, “Health Insurance Coverage: Early Release of Estimates From the National 

Health Interview Survey, 2010,” Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhis/earlyrelease/

insur201106.htm. 

358	 Joyce Frieden, “The ACA at 10: Some Successes, Some Problems,” MedPage Today, March 23, 2020, https://www.medpagetoday.

com/publichealthpolicy/healthpolicy/85571.

359	 Melinda Beeuwkes Buntin and John A. Graves, “How The ACA Dented The Cost Curve,” Health Affairs 39, no. 3 (March 2020), https://

www.healthaffairs.org/doi/10.1377/hlthaff.2019.01478.  

360	 Munira Z. Gunja, Evan D. Gumas, and Reginald D. Williams II, “U.S. Health Care from a Global Perspective, 2022: Accelerating 

Spending, Worsening Outcomes,” The Commonwealth Fund, January 31, 2023, https://www.commonwealthfund.org/publications/

issue-briefs/2023/jan/us-health-care-global-perspective-2022.

361	 Gunja, Gumas, and Williams II, “U.S. Health Care from a Global Perspective.”

https://www.crfb.org/papers/fiscal-considerations-future-telehealth
https://www.crfb.org/papers/fiscal-considerations-future-telehealth
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/22340777/
https://www.medpac.gov/recommendation/revising-medicares-indirect-medical-education-payments-to-better-reflect-teaching-hospitals-costs-june-2021/
https://www.medpac.gov/recommendation/revising-medicares-indirect-medical-education-payments-to-better-reflect-teaching-hospitals-costs-june-2021/
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/BUDGET-2017-BUD/pdf/BUDGET-2017-BUD.pdf
https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/BUDGET-2017-BUD/pdf/BUDGET-2017-BUD.pdf
https://www.aamc.org/media/75236/download?attachment
https://www.healthaffairs.org/doi/10.1377/hlthaff.2019.01436
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/pressroom/nchs_press_releases/2024/20240618.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/pressroom/nchs_press_releases/2024/20240618.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhis/earlyrelease/insur201106.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nhis/earlyrelease/insur201106.htm
https://www.medpagetoday.com/publichealthpolicy/healthpolicy/85571
https://www.medpagetoday.com/publichealthpolicy/healthpolicy/85571
https://www.healthaffairs.org/doi/10.1377/hlthaff.2019.01478
https://www.healthaffairs.org/doi/10.1377/hlthaff.2019.01478
https://www.commonwealthfund.org/publications/issue-briefs/2023/jan/us-health-care-global-perspective-2022
https://www.commonwealthfund.org/publications/issue-briefs/2023/jan/us-health-care-global-perspective-2022


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P139

362	 Louise Norris, “What Was the Goal of the ACA's Cadillac Tax and Why Was It Repealed?” Verywell Health, May 21, 2023, 		

https://www.verywellhealth.com/what-is-the-aca-cadillac-tax-4092993.

363	 “Health Spending,” Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development, accessed July 2024, https://data.oecd.org/healthres/

health-spending.htm.

364	 Patrick Filbin, “Fee-For-Service Payment Remains Dominant Model in Health Care,” Home Health Care News, December 2, 2002, 	

https://homehealthcarenews.com/2022/12/fee-for-service-payment-remains-dominant-model-in-health-care/.    

365	 Martin Gaynor, “What to Do about Health-Care Markets? Policies to Make Health-Care Markets Work, The Hamilton Project,” Bookings, 

March 2020, https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Gaynor_PP_FINAL.pdf.

366	 “February Semi-Annual Compliance Report 2024,” Patient Rights Advocate, February 2024, https://www.patientrightsadvocate.org/

semi-annual-report-feb2024.

367	 Shameek Rakshit, et al., “The Burden of Medical Debt in the United States, Health System Tracker (Peterson-KFF), February 12, 2024, 

https://www.healthsystemtracker.org/brief/the-burden-of-medical-debt-in-the-united-states/. 

368	 Irene Papanicolas, Liana R. Woskie, Ashish K. Jha, “Health Care Spending in the United States and Other High-Income Countries,” 

JAMA 319, no. 10 (2018): 1024-1039, https://jamanetwork.com/journals/jama/article-abstract/2674671. 

369	 Robert Pearl, “U.S. Healthcare: A Conglomerate Of Monopolies,” Forbes, February 9, 2023, https://www.forbes.com/sites/

robertpearl/2023/01/16/us-healthcare-a-conglomerate-of-monopolies/.

370	 Matthew McGough et al., “How Has US Spending on Healthcare Changed Over Time?,” Kaiser Family Foundation, December 2023, 

https://www.healthsystemtracker.org/chart-collection/u-s-spending-healthcare-changed-time.

371	 Ashley Kirzinger, Cailey Muñana, and Mollyann Brodie, “KFF Health Tracking Poll – January 2019: The Public on Next Steps for the 

ACA And Proposals To Expand Coverage,” Kaiser Family Foundation, January 2019, https://www.kff.org/health-reform/poll-finding/

kff-health-tracking-poll-january-2019/.

372	 “Frequently Asked Questions for Providers About the No Surprises Rules,” U.S. Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services, April 2022, 

https://www.cms.gov/files/document/faq-providers-no-surprises-rules-april-2022.pdf. 

373	 “Capping Hospital Prices,” Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, February 23, 2021, https://www.crfb.org/papers/capping-

hospital-prices.

374	 Avik Roy, “Affordable Hospital Care Through Competition and Price Transparency,” FREOPP, January 2020, https://freopp.org/

affordable-hospital-care-through-competition-and-price-transparency-765714c69ed8. 

https://www.verywellhealth.com/what-is-the-aca-cadillac-tax-4092993
https://data.oecd.org/healthres/health-spending.htm
https://data.oecd.org/healthres/health-spending.htm
https://homehealthcarenews.com/2022/12/fee-for-service-payment-remains-dominant-model-in-health-care/
https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Gaynor_PP_FINAL.pdf
https://www.patientrightsadvocate.org/semi-annual-report-feb2024
https://www.patientrightsadvocate.org/semi-annual-report-feb2024
https://www.healthsystemtracker.org/brief/the-burden-of-medical-debt-in-the-united-states/#:~:text=Adults in worse health are,more of the poverty line
https://jamanetwork.com/journals/jama/article-abstract/2674671
https://www.forbes.com/sites/robertpearl/2023/01/16/us-healthcare-a-conglomerate-of-monopolies/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/robertpearl/2023/01/16/us-healthcare-a-conglomerate-of-monopolies/
https://www.healthsystemtracker.org/chart-collection/u-s-spending-healthcare-changed-time/#Cumulative growth in per enrollee spending, by private insurance, Medicare, and Medicaid, 2008-2022
https://www.kff.org/health-reform/poll-finding/kff-health-tracking-poll-january-2019/
https://www.kff.org/health-reform/poll-finding/kff-health-tracking-poll-january-2019/
https://www.cms.gov/files/document/faq-providers-no-surprises-rules-april-2022.pdf
https://www.crfb.org/papers/capping-hospital-prices
https://www.crfb.org/papers/capping-hospital-prices
https://freopp.org/affordable-hospital-care-through-competition-and-price-transparency-765714c69ed8
https://freopp.org/affordable-hospital-care-through-competition-and-price-transparency-765714c69ed8


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P140

375	 Erik Wengle, Linda Blumberg, and John Holahan, “Are Marketplace Premiums Higher in Rural than Urban Areas?,” Urban Institute, 

November 2018, https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/99341/moni-ruralurban_-_final_1.pdf. 

376	 “Explaining Health Care Reform: Medical Loss Ratio (MLR),” Kaiser Family Foundation, February 29, 2012, https://www.kff.org/health-

reform/fact-sheet/explaining-health-care-reform-medical-loss-ratio-mlr/.

377	 Ashley Kirzinger et al., “Public Opinion on Prescription Drugs and Their Prices,” Kaiser Family Foundation, August 29, 2023, 		

https://www.kff.org/health-costs/poll-finding/public-opinion-on-prescription-drugs-and-their-prices. 

378	 “Access to Product Samples: The CREATES Act,” U.S. Food and Drug Administration, December 2022, https://www.fda.gov/drugs/

guidance-compliance-regulatory-information/access-product-samples-creates-act. 

379	 Robert Popovian, Erin Delaney, and Michael Mandel, “Are We on the Cusp of a New Drug Pricing Paradigm?” Progressive Policy 

Institute via Medium, May 12, 2023, https://progressivepolicyinstitute.medium.com/are-we-on-the-cusp-of-a-new-drug-pricing-

paradigm-fdf611c009b3. 

380	 Nitzan Arad and Mark B. McClellan, “Drug Pricing Reform In The Inflation Reduction Act: What Are The Implications? Part 1,” Health 

Affairs, December 14, 2022, https://www.healthaffairs.org/content/forefront/drug-pricing-reform-inflation-reduction-act-implications-

part-1. 

381	 “Pay for Delay: When Drug Companies Agree Not to Compete,” Federal Trade Commission, 2019, https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/

media-resources/mergers-competition/pay-delay.

382	 Robin Feldman, “The Price Tag of ‘Pay-for-Delay’,” Science and Technology Law Review 23, No. 1 (March 2022): 1, 			 

https://doi.org/10.52214/stlr.v23i1.9389. 

383	 “Limiting Evergreening for Name-Brand Prescription Drugs,” Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, July 26, 2021, 		

https://www.crfb.org/papers/limiting-evergreening-name-brand-prescription-drugs.

384	 Ana Mulero, “IRA Creates Unintended Complications for Biologics,” BioSpace, August 29, 2023, https://www.biospace.com/article/ira-

creates-unintended-complications-for-biologics-/. 

385	 Michael Kremer, “Creating Markets for New Vaccines - Part 1: Rationale,” Innovation Policy and the Economy, Volume 1, (MIT Press, 

2001), 35. 

386	 “United States COVID-19 Deaths, Emergency Department (ED) Visits, and Test Positivity by Geographic Area,” Centers for Disease 

Control and Prevention, accessed July 2024, https://covid.cdc.gov/covid-data-tracker/#maps_deaths-total. 

387	 “COVID-19 Dashboard by the Center for Systems Science and Engineering (CSSE) at Johns Hopkins University (JHU),” Johns Hopkins 

University of Medicine, March 10, 2023, https://coronavirus.jhu.edu/map.html. 

https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/99341/moni-ruralurban_-_final_1.pdf
https://www.kff.org/health-reform/fact-sheet/explaining-health-care-reform-medical-loss-ratio-mlr/
https://www.kff.org/health-reform/fact-sheet/explaining-health-care-reform-medical-loss-ratio-mlr/
https://www.kff.org/health-costs/poll-finding/public-opinion-on-prescription-drugs-and-their-prices/#:~:text=While about eight in ten,somewhat easy%E2%80%9D (65%25)
https://www.fda.gov/drugs/guidance-compliance-regulatory-information/access-product-samples-creates-act
https://www.fda.gov/drugs/guidance-compliance-regulatory-information/access-product-samples-creates-act
https://progressivepolicyinstitute.medium.com/are-we-on-the-cusp-of-a-new-drug-pricing-paradigm-fdf611c009b3
https://progressivepolicyinstitute.medium.com/are-we-on-the-cusp-of-a-new-drug-pricing-paradigm-fdf611c009b3
https://www.healthaffairs.org/content/forefront/drug-pricing-reform-inflation-reduction-act-implications-part-1#:~:text=The Inflation Reduction Act %28%E2%80%9CIRA%E2%80%9D%29%2C signed by President,drug pricing provisions pertain directly only to Medicare
https://www.healthaffairs.org/content/forefront/drug-pricing-reform-inflation-reduction-act-implications-part-1#:~:text=The Inflation Reduction Act %28%E2%80%9CIRA%E2%80%9D%29%2C signed by President,drug pricing provisions pertain directly only to Medicare
https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/media-resources/mergers-competition/pay-delay
https://www.ftc.gov/news-events/media-resources/mergers-competition/pay-delay
https://doi.org/10.52214/stlr.v23i1.9389
https://www.crfb.org/papers/limiting-evergreening-name-brand-prescription-drugs
https://www.biospace.com/article/ira-creates-unintended-complications-for-biologics-/
https://www.biospace.com/article/ira-creates-unintended-complications-for-biologics-/
https://covid.cdc.gov/covid-data-tracker/#maps_deaths-total
https://coronavirus.jhu.edu/map.html


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P141

388	 Terrie Walmsley et al., “Macroeconomic consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic,” Economic Modelling 120, (March 2023), 		

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2022.106147.  

389	 Eric A. Hanushek and Ludger Woessmann, “The Economic Impacts of Learning Losses,” The Organization for Economic Cooperation 

and Development, September 2020, https://hanushek.stanford.edu/sites/default/files/publications/The%20Economic%20

Impacts%20of%20Learning%20Losses_final_v1.pdf. 

390	 Marco Marani et al., “Intensity and Frequency of Extreme Novel Epidemics,” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences (August 

2021), https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2105482118. 

391	 Francesca Prestinaci, Patrizio Pezzotti, and Annalisa Pantosti, “Antimicrobial Resistance: A Global Multifaceted Phenomenon,” Taylor 

and Francis 109, no. 7 (October 2015): 309, 10.1179/2047773215Y.0000000030. 

392	 Prestinaci, Pezzotti, and Pantosti, “Antimicrobial Resistance: A Global Multifaceted Phenomenon,” 309. 

393	 “About Antimicrobial Resistance,” Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, April 22, 2024, https://covid.cdc.gov/covid-data-

tracker/#maps_deaths-total.

394	 Dana M. Klug et al., “There Is No Market For New Antibiotics: This Allows An Open Approach To Research And Development,” 

Wellcome Open Research, (June 2021): 3, 10.12688/wellcomeopenres.16847.  

395	 “Provisional Drug Overdose Death Counts,” Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, February 15, 2023, https://www.cdc.gov/

nchs/nvss/vsrr/drug-overdose-data.htm.  

396	 “SAMHSA Announces National Survey on Drug Use and Health (NSDUH) Results Detailing Mental Illness and Substance Use Levels 

in 2021,” Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, January 4, 2023, https://www.samhsa.gov/newsroom/press-

announcements/20230104/samhsa-announces-nsduh-results-detailing-mental-illness-substance-use-levels-2021.

397	 Meg Tirrell, “Experimental Pain Drug May Offer Alternative to Opioids for Acute Pain, Study Suggests,” CNN, January 30, 2024, 	

https://www.cnn.com/2024/01/30/health/experimental-pain-drug-vertex/index.html. 

398	 Sachin Silva, Eric Goosby, and Michael J.A. Reid, “Assessing the Impact Of One Million COVID-19 Deaths in America: Economic And 

Life Expectancy Losses,” Scientific Reports 13, 3065 (2023): 2, https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-30077-1.

399	 “Explaining Health Care Reform: Questions About Health Insurance Subsidies,” Kaiser Family Foundation, October 6, 2023, 		

https://www.kff.org/affordable-care-act/issue-brief/explaining-health-care-reform-questions-about-health-insurance-subsidies/. 

400	 Bernadette Fernandez, “Health Insurance Premium Tax Credit and Cost-Sharing Reductions,” Congressional Research Service, 

R44425 (February 2024), https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R44425. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2022.106147
https://hanushek.stanford.edu/sites/default/files/publications/The Economic Impacts of Learning Losses_final_v1.pdf
https://hanushek.stanford.edu/sites/default/files/publications/The Economic Impacts of Learning Losses_final_v1.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2105482118
https://doi.org/10.1179%2F2047773215Y.0000000030
https://covid.cdc.gov/covid-data-tracker/#maps_deaths-total
https://covid.cdc.gov/covid-data-tracker/#maps_deaths-total
https://doi.org/10.12688%2Fwellcomeopenres.16847.1
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/nvss/vsrr/drug-overdose-data.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/nvss/vsrr/drug-overdose-data.htm
https://www.samhsa.gov/newsroom/press-announcements/20230104/samhsa-announces-nsduh-results-detailing-mental-illness-substance-use-levels-2021
https://www.samhsa.gov/newsroom/press-announcements/20230104/samhsa-announces-nsduh-results-detailing-mental-illness-substance-use-levels-2021
https://www.cnn.com/2024/01/30/health/experimental-pain-drug-vertex/index.html
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-023-30077-1
https://www.kff.org/affordable-care-act/issue-brief/explaining-health-care-reform-questions-about-health-insurance-subsidies/
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R44425


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P142

401	 Molly F. Sherlock et al., “Tax Provisions in the Inflation Reduction Act of 2022 (H.R. 5376),” Congressional Research Service, R47202 

(August 2022), 5, https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R47202. 

402	 “Estimated Budgetary Effects of H.R. 1319, American Rescue Plan Act of 2021,” Congressional Budget Office, March 2021, 2, 	

https://www.cbo.gov/publication/57056. 

403	 “Estimated Budgetary Effects of H.R. 5376, the Inflation Reduction Act of 2022,” Congressional Budget Office, July 2022, 1, 		

https://www.cbo.gov/publication/58366. 

404	 Jessica Taylor, “Mitt Romney Finally Takes Credit for Obamacare,” National Public Radio, October 23, 2015, https://www.npr.org/

sections/itsallpolitics/2015/10/23/451200436/mitt-romney-finally-takes-credit-for-obamacare.

405	 “Medicaid Waiver Tracker: Approved and Pending Section 1115 Waivers by State,” Kaiser Family Foundation, July 8, 2024, 		

https://www.kff.org/medicaid/issue-brief/medicaid-waiver-tracker-approved-and-pending-section-1115-waivers-by-state/.

406	 “CCO 2.0: The Future of Coordinated Care,” Oregon Health Authority, Health Policy and Analytics Division, October 2018, 1, 		

https://www.oregon.gov/oha/OHPB/Documents/CCO%202.0%20Report.pdf. 

407	 “Medicaid Provider Taxes Inflate Federal Matching Funds,” Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, September 28, 2023, 	

https://www.crfb.org/papers/medicaid-provider-taxes-inflate-federal-matching-funds.   

408	 “Medicaid: CMS Needs More Information on States’ Financing and Payment Arrangements to Improve Oversight,” U.S. Government 

Accountability Office, GAO-21-98, December 2020, accessed July 2024, https://www.gao.gov/assets/gao-21-98.pdf. 

409	 “Time to Fix Medicaid Financing Schemes,” Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, June 23, 2023, https://www.crfb.org/

papers/time-fix-medicaid-financing-schemes. 

410	 Jeneen Interlandi, “48 Million Americans Live With Addiction. Here’s How to Get Them Help That Works,” New York Times, December 

13, 2023, https://www.nytimes.com/2023/12/13/opinion/addiction-policy-treatment-opioid.html.  

411	 “Maternal and Infant Mortality,” Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development, November 7, 2023, 			 

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/social-issues-migration-health/health-at-a-glance-2023_1ea5684a-en.  

412	 James Bickerton, “Inflation Pushes Cost of Raising a Child in U.S. to $300,000,” Newsweek, August 22, 2024, https://www.newsweek.

com/inflation-cost-raising-child-us-1735411. 

413	 Devika Rao, “Why Does the US Fertility Rate Keep Dropping?” The Week, May 21, 2024, https://theweek.com/science/us-fertility-rate-

declining-2023. 

414	 Kirsty Hatcher, “Lauren Boebert Blames Nation’s Falling Birth Rate on Abortion, Overlooking Data That Says Otherwise,” People, 

January 19, 2024. https://people.com/lauren-boebert-blames-low-birth-rate-abortion-8546307. 

https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R47202
https://www.cbo.gov/publication/57056
https://www.cbo.gov/publication/58366
https://www.npr.org/sections/itsallpolitics/2015/10/23/451200436/mitt-romney-finally-takes-credit-for-obamacare
https://www.npr.org/sections/itsallpolitics/2015/10/23/451200436/mitt-romney-finally-takes-credit-for-obamacare
https://www.kff.org/medicaid/issue-brief/medicaid-waiver-tracker-approved-and-pending-section-1115-waivers-by-state/
https://www.oregon.gov/oha/OHPB/Documents/CCO 2.0 Report.pdf
https://www.crfb.org/papers/medicaid-provider-taxes-inflate-federal-matching-funds
https://www.gao.gov/assets/gao-21-98.pdf
https://www.crfb.org/papers/time-fix-medicaid-financing-schemes
https://www.crfb.org/papers/time-fix-medicaid-financing-schemes
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/12/13/opinion/addiction-policy-treatment-opioid.html
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/social-issues-migration-health/health-at-a-glance-2023_1ea5684a-en
https://www.newsweek.com/inflation-cost-raising-child-us-1735411
https://www.newsweek.com/inflation-cost-raising-child-us-1735411
https://theweek.com/science/us-fertility-rate-declining-2023
https://theweek.com/science/us-fertility-rate-declining-2023
https://people.com/lauren-boebert-blames-low-birth-rate-abortion-8546307


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P143

415	 Ben Ritz, “Reconciling with Reality: The Top Priorities for Building Back Better,” Progressive Policy Institute, October 2021, 		

https://www.progressivepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/Reconciling-with-Reality-10.5.21-1.pdf. 

416	 “A Permanent Build Back Better Act Could Cost $3.8 Trillion,” Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, November 30, 2021, 	

https://www.crfb.org/blogs/permanent-build-back-better-act-could-cost-48-trillion. 

417	 “Family and Medical Leave Act,” U.S. Department of Labor, accessed July 2024, https://www.dol.gov/agencies/whd/fmla. 

418	 “Paid Family Leave Across OECD Countries,” Bipartisan Policy Center, March 1, 2022, https://bipartisanpolicy.org/explainer/paid-

family-leave-across-oecd-countries/. 

419	 “What Data Does the BLS Publish on Family Leave?” U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, September 21, 2023, https://www.dol.gov/

agencies/whd/fmla. 

420	 “A Look at Paid Family Leave by Wage Category in 2021,” U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, January 10, 2022, https://www.bls.gov/

opub/ted/2022/a-look-at-paid-family-leave-by-wage-category-in-2021.htm.  

421	 Charles L. Baum and Christopher J. Ruhm, “The Effects of Paid Family Leave in California on Labor Market Outcomes,” National 

Bureau of Economic Research, December 2013, https://www.nber.org/system/files/working_papers/w19741/w19741.pdf. 

422	 Xiaoling Lim Ang, “The Effects of Cash Transfer Fertility Incentives and Parental Leave Benefits on Fertility and Labor Supply: 

Evidence from Two Natural Experiments,” Journal of Family and Economic Issues 36, no. 2 (June 1, 2015): 263–88, https://doi.

org/10.1007/s10834-014-9394-3.

423	 Andrew Lautz and Rachel Snyderman, “Breaking Down the Child Tax Credit: Refundability and Earnings Requirements,” Bipartisan 

Policy Center, December 18, 2023, https://bipartisanpolicy.org/blog/breaking-down-the-child-tax-credit-refundability-and-earnings-

requirements/. 

424	 “What is the Child Tax Credit?,” Tax Policy Center, January 2024, https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/what-child-tax-credit. 

425	 “What is the Child Tax Credit?” 

426	 Margot L. Crandall-Hollick, “The Child Tax Credit: Temporary Expansion for 2021 Under the American Rescue Plan Act of 2021 (ARPA; 

P.L. 117-2),” Congressional Research Service, IN11613 (May 2021), 2, https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/IN/IN11613. 

427	 “What Are The Costs Of Permanently Expanding The CTC And The EITC?” Peter G. Peterson Foundation, February 15, 2022, 		

https://www.pgpf.org/blog/2023/09/what-are-the-costs-of-permanently-expanding-the-ctc-and-the-eitc. 

428	 Jack Landry and Stephen Nuñez, “Analysis of Full Refundability of the Child Tax Credit Without Expansion,” Jain Family Institute, 

October 28, 2021, https://jainfamilyinstitute.org/analysis-of-full-refundability-of-the-child-tax-credit-without-expansion/. 

https://www.progressivepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/Reconciling-with-Reality-10.5.21-1.pdf
https://www.crfb.org/blogs/permanent-build-back-better-act-could-cost-48-trillion
https://www.dol.gov/agencies/whd/fmla
https://bipartisanpolicy.org/explainer/paid-family-leave-across-oecd-countries/
https://bipartisanpolicy.org/explainer/paid-family-leave-across-oecd-countries/
https://www.dol.gov/agencies/whd/fmla
https://www.dol.gov/agencies/whd/fmla
https://www.bls.gov/opub/ted/2022/a-look-at-paid-family-leave-by-wage-category-in-2021.htm
https://www.bls.gov/opub/ted/2022/a-look-at-paid-family-leave-by-wage-category-in-2021.htm
https://www.nber.org/system/files/working_papers/w19741/w19741.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10834-014-9394-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10834-014-9394-3
https://bipartisanpolicy.org/blog/breaking-down-the-child-tax-credit-refundability-and-earnings-requirements/
https://bipartisanpolicy.org/blog/breaking-down-the-child-tax-credit-refundability-and-earnings-requirements/
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/what-child-tax-credit
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/IN/IN11613
https://www.pgpf.org/blog/2023/09/what-are-the-costs-of-permanently-expanding-the-ctc-and-the-eitc#:~:text=In addition%2C the program provided,over the 2022%2D2031 period
https://jainfamilyinstitute.org/analysis-of-full-refundability-of-the-child-tax-credit-without-expansion/


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P144

429	 “Topic No. 602, Child and Dependent Care Credit,” Internal Revenue Service, February 13, 2024, https://www.irs.gov/taxtopics/tc602. 

430	 James J. Heckman, “The Economics of Inequality: The Value of Early Childhood Education,” American Educator 35, no. 1 (2011): 31-35, 

https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ920516.pdf.  

431	 Charles S. Gascon and Devin Werner, “Pandemic, Rising Costs Challenge Child Care Industry,” Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis, 

January 2022, https://www.stlouisfed.org/publications/regional-economist/2022/jan/pandemic-rising-costs-challenge-child-care-

industry.

432	 “School Enrollment Rates of Young Children,” National Center for Education Statistics, May 2024, https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/

indicator/cfa/enrollment-of-young-children?tid=4. 

433	 Emily Wielk, “Women in the Workforce Need Family-Focused Policy,” Bipartisan Policy Center, October 10, 2023, https://

bipartisanpolicy.org/blog/women-in-the-workforce-need-family-focused-policy/. 

434	 Tressa Pankovits, “School Choice Week Must Be A Catalyst For Salvaging Our Education System,” Progressive Policy Institute, 

January 26, 2022, https://www.progressivepolicy.org/blogs/school-choice-week-must-be-a-catalyst-for-salvaging-our-education-

system/. 

435	 “Two Decades of Change in Federal and State Higher Education Funding,” The Pew Charitable Trusts, October 15, 2019, Figure 8, 

https://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-analysis/issue-briefs/2019/10/two-decades-of-change-in-federal-and-state-higher-

education-funding. 

436	 “Chained Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers: Education and Medical Care in U.S. City Average,” Federal Reserve 

Economic Data, accessed July 2024, https://fred.stlouisfed.org/graph/?g=1pRAA.    

437	 Taylor Maag, “New Skills For A New Economy: Ensuring Greater Upward Mobility For All Working Americans,” Progressive Policy 

Institute, December 2022, https://www.progressivepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/New-Skills-for-a-New-Economy-Project.

pdf. 

438	 Mary Gardner Clagett, David Bradley, and Susannah Rodrigue, “Recommendations for a Fully Funded and Transformed 

Workforce Development System,” Jobs for the Future, March 2024, https://info.jff.org/hubfs/Policy/240321-Policy-SE-

WorkforceDevelopmentRecs-FullDesign-JA-v6.pdf.      

439	 “Tear The Paper Ceiling,” Opportunity At Work, accessed July 2024, https://opportunityatwork.org/tear-the-paper-ceiling/. 

440	 Renu Zaretsky, “The Section 529 Savings Plan is A Sweet Deal. Too Sweet.,” Tax Policy Center, June 5, 2019, 			 

https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/taxvox/section-529-savings-plan-sweet-deal-too-sweet. 

https://www.irs.gov/taxtopics/tc602
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/EJ920516.pdf
https://www.stlouisfed.org/publications/regional-economist/2022/jan/pandemic-rising-costs-challenge-child-care-industry
https://www.stlouisfed.org/publications/regional-economist/2022/jan/pandemic-rising-costs-challenge-child-care-industry
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator/cfa/enrollment-of-young-children?tid=4
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator/cfa/enrollment-of-young-children?tid=4
https://bipartisanpolicy.org/blog/women-in-the-workforce-need-family-focused-policy/
https://bipartisanpolicy.org/blog/women-in-the-workforce-need-family-focused-policy/
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/blogs/school-choice-week-must-be-a-catalyst-for-salvaging-our-education-system/
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/blogs/school-choice-week-must-be-a-catalyst-for-salvaging-our-education-system/
https://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-analysis/issue-briefs/2019/10/two-decades-of-change-in-federal-and-state-higher-education-funding
https://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-analysis/issue-briefs/2019/10/two-decades-of-change-in-federal-and-state-higher-education-funding
https://fred.stlouisfed.org/graph/?g=1pRAA
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/New-Skills-for-a-New-Economy-Project.pdf
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/New-Skills-for-a-New-Economy-Project.pdf
https://info.jff.org/hubfs/Policy/240321-Policy-SE-WorkforceDevelopmentRecs-FullDesign-JA-v6.pdf?_gl=1*1l6u0qu*_gcl_au*MTg3Njg4NzY4My4xNzE5MjYwNDky*_ga*NTQxNDI5NjQ4LjE2OTQ3MTgwMTc.*_ga_3YKPLRZBRG*MTcxOTM0Nzg1My40NS4xLjE3MTkzNDc4NjUuNDguMC4w
https://info.jff.org/hubfs/Policy/240321-Policy-SE-WorkforceDevelopmentRecs-FullDesign-JA-v6.pdf?_gl=1*1l6u0qu*_gcl_au*MTg3Njg4NzY4My4xNzE5MjYwNDky*_ga*NTQxNDI5NjQ4LjE2OTQ3MTgwMTc.*_ga_3YKPLRZBRG*MTcxOTM0Nzg1My40NS4xLjE3MTkzNDc4NjUuNDguMC4w
https://opportunityatwork.org/tear-the-paper-ceiling/
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/taxvox/section-529-savings-plan-sweet-deal-too-sweet


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P145

441	 Ben Ritz, “PPI Comment On NPRM For Additional Student Debt Relief, Docket ID ED-2023-OPE-0123, Federal Register, 2024-07726,” 

Progressive Policy Institute, May 17, 2024, https://www.progressivepolicy.org/publication/ppi-comment-on-nprm-for-additional-

student-debt-relief/. 

442	 Taylor Maag, “Revisiting Super Pell: Empowering Students To Earn The Skills They Need To Succeed,” Progressive Policy Institute, 

October 30, 2023, https://www.progressivepolicy.org/publication/revisiting-super-pell/. 

443	 Maag, “Revisiting Super Pell: Empowering Students To Earn The Skills They Need To Succeed.” 

444	 “Bridging the Skills Gap: Career and Technical Education in High School,” U.S. Department of Education, 2019, https://www2.ed.gov/

datastory/cte/index.html.  

445	 Bruno Manno, “Career and Technical Education Clears New Pathways to Opportunity,” Education Next, June 20, 2024, 		

https://www.educationnext.org/career-and-technical-education-clears-new-pathways-to-opportunity/. 

446	 Meredith Hills and David Alstadt, “How State Action on CTE Can Bring Us Closer to the Big Blur,” Jobs for the Future, January 23, 

2024, https://www.jff.org/how-state-action-on-cte-can-bring-us-closer-to-the-big-blur/.  

447	 “Student Participation in CTE,” National Center for Education Statistics, accessed July 2024, https://nces.ed.gov/surveys/ctes/

tables/index.asp?LEVEL=SECONDARY_FIGURES. 

448	 “About Apprenticeship,” Jobs for the Future, May 1, 2024, https://www.jff.org/about-apprenticeship/.  

449	 Alicia Harrington et al., “Understanding the Capacity of State Apprenticeship Systems,” Urban Institute, May 2022, 			

https://www.apprenticeship.gov/sites/default/files/understanding-the-capacity-of-state-apprenticeship-systems.pdf.

450	 “Government Employment and Training Programs: Assessing the Evidence on their Performance,” The Council of Economic Advisers, 

June 2019, 1, https://trumpwhitehouse.archives.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/Government-Employment-and-Training-

Programs.pdf. 

451	 Harry J. Holzer, “Should the Federal Government Spend More on Workforce Development?” Brookings, May 23, 2023, 		

https://www.brookings.edu/articles/should-the-federal-government-spend-more-on-workforce-development/.  

452	 “Price of Attending an Undergraduate Institution,” National Center for Education Statistics, May 2024, https://nces.ed.gov/programs/

coe/indicator/cua.

453	 Nick Buffie, “How Student Debt Forgiveness Widens The Diploma Divide,” Progressive Policy Institute, June 15, 2023, 		

https://www.progressivepolicy.org/publication/how-student-debt-forgiveness-widens-the-diploma-divide/. 

https://www.progressivepolicy.org/publication/ppi-comment-on-nprm-for-additional-student-debt-relief/
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/publication/ppi-comment-on-nprm-for-additional-student-debt-relief/
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/publication/revisiting-super-pell/
https://www2.ed.gov/datastory/cte/index.html
https://www2.ed.gov/datastory/cte/index.html
https://www.educationnext.org/career-and-technical-education-clears-new-pathways-to-opportunity/
https://www.jff.org/how-state-action-on-cte-can-bring-us-closer-to-the-big-blur/
https://nces.ed.gov/surveys/ctes/tables/index.asp?LEVEL=SECONDARY_FIGURES
https://nces.ed.gov/surveys/ctes/tables/index.asp?LEVEL=SECONDARY_FIGURES
https://www.jff.org/about-apprenticeship/
https://www.apprenticeship.gov/sites/default/files/understanding-the-capacity-of-state-apprenticeship-systems.pdf
https://trumpwhitehouse.archives.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/Government-Employment-and-Training-Programs.pdf
https://trumpwhitehouse.archives.gov/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/Government-Employment-and-Training-Programs.pdf
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/should-the-federal-government-spend-more-on-workforce-development/
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator/cua
https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator/cua
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/publication/how-student-debt-forgiveness-widens-the-diploma-divide/


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P146

454	 David O. Lucca, Taylor Nadauld, and Karen Shen, “Credits Supply and the Rise in College Tuition: Evidence from the Expansion in 

Federal Student Aid Programs,” Federal Reserve Bank of New York, February 2017, https://www.newyorkfed.org/research/staff_

reports/sr733.html. 

455	 Paul Weinstein Jr., “Administrative Bloat At U.S. Colleges is Skyrocketing,” Forbes, August 29, 2023, https://www.forbes.com/sites/

paulweinstein/2023/08/28/administrative-bloat-at-us-colleges-is-skyrocketing/. 

456	 “Biden-Harris Administration Announces Landmark Final Rules to Protect Consumers from Unaffordable Student Debt and 

Increase Transparency,” U.S. Department of Education, September 2023, https://www.ed.gov/news/press-releases/biden-harris-

administration-announces-landmark-final-rules-protect-consumers-unaffordable-student-debt-and-increase-transparency. 

457	 Zachary Schermele, “Rich Colleges Leave Students with Crushing Debt. Republicans Want to Fine Them for it.” USA TODAY, January 

29, 2024, https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/education/2024/01/29/should-colleges-pay-student-loan-debt/72358170007/. 

458	 Anayat Durrani, “How Bachelor’s Degrees in the U.S. and Europe Differ,” U.S. News & World Report, February 13, 2024, 		

https://www.usnews.com/education/best-global-universities/articles/how-bachelors-degrees-in-the-us-and-europe-differ. 

459	 Paul Weinstein Jr., “Which Colleges Offer Three-Year Bachelor’s and Why Aren’t They Working?” Progressive Policy Institute, May 

2018, 3, https://www.progressivepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/PPI_ThreeYearDegrees2018.pdf. 

460	 Paul Weinstein Jr. and Veronica Goodman, “ Hidden Prices and Higher Tuition: The Case for Transparency in Higher Education Pricing 

and Advanced Credit,” Progressive Policy Institute, December 2021, https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED619542.pdf. 

461	 Ben Ritz, “The Right Way to Do Student Debt Relief,” Forbes, February 22, 2021, https://www.forbes.com/sites/benritz/2021/02/22/

the-right-way-to-do-student-debt-relief/.

462	 “Fact Sheet: The Biden-Harris Administration Launches The Save Plan, the Most Affordable Student Loan Repayment Plan Ever to 

Lower Monthly Payments for Millions of Borrowers,” The White House, August 22, 2023, https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/

statements-releases/2023/08/22/fact-sheet-the-biden-harris-administration-launches-the-save-plan-the-most-affordable-student-

loan-repayment-plan-ever-to-lower-monthly-payments-for-millions-of-borrowers/.

463	 Ben Ritz, et al., “PPI Comment On Proposed Dept. Of Ed Rule: ‘Improving Income-Driven Repayment For The William D. Ford Federal 

Direct Loan Program,’” Progressive Policy Institute, February 13, 2023, https://www.progressivepolicy.org/publication/ppi-comment-

on-proposed-dept-of-ed-rule-improving-income-driven-repayment-for-the-william-d-ford-federal-direct-loan-program/.

464	 “The Volume and Repayment of Federal Student Loans: 1995 to 2017,” Congressional Budget Office, November 2020, 		

https://www.cbo.gov/publication/56706.

465	 “Income-Driven Repayment Plans for Student Loans: Budgetary Costs and Policy Options,” Congressional Budget Office, February 

2020, https://www.cbo.gov/publication/55968.

https://www.newyorkfed.org/research/staff_reports/sr733.html
https://www.newyorkfed.org/research/staff_reports/sr733.html
https://www.forbes.com/sites/paulweinstein/2023/08/28/administrative-bloat-at-us-colleges-is-skyrocketing/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/paulweinstein/2023/08/28/administrative-bloat-at-us-colleges-is-skyrocketing/
https://www.ed.gov/news/press-releases/biden-harris-administration-announces-landmark-final-rules-protect-consumers-unaffordable-student-debt-and-increase-transparency
https://www.ed.gov/news/press-releases/biden-harris-administration-announces-landmark-final-rules-protect-consumers-unaffordable-student-debt-and-increase-transparency
https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/education/2024/01/29/should-colleges-pay-student-loan-debt/72358170007/
https://www.usnews.com/education/best-global-universities/articles/how-bachelors-degrees-in-the-us-and-europe-differ
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/PPI_ThreeYearDegrees2018.pdf
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/05/PPI_ThreeYearDegrees2018.pdf
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED619542.pdf
https://www.forbes.com/sites/benritz/2021/02/22/the-right-way-to-do-student-debt-relief/
https://www.forbes.com/sites/benritz/2021/02/22/the-right-way-to-do-student-debt-relief/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2023/08/22/fact-sheet-the-biden-harris-administration-launches-the-save-plan-the-most-affordable-student-loan-repayment-plan-ever-to-lower-monthly-payments-for-millions-of-borrowers/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2023/08/22/fact-sheet-the-biden-harris-administration-launches-the-save-plan-the-most-affordable-student-loan-repayment-plan-ever-to-lower-monthly-payments-for-millions-of-borrowers/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/briefing-room/statements-releases/2023/08/22/fact-sheet-the-biden-harris-administration-launches-the-save-plan-the-most-affordable-student-loan-repayment-plan-ever-to-lower-monthly-payments-for-millions-of-borrowers/
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/publication/ppi-comment-on-proposed-dept-of-ed-rule-improving-income-driven-repayment-for-the-william-d-ford-federal-direct-loan-program/
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/publication/ppi-comment-on-proposed-dept-of-ed-rule-improving-income-driven-repayment-for-the-william-d-ford-federal-direct-loan-program/
https://www.cbo.gov/publication/56706
https://www.cbo.gov/publication/55968


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P147

466	 “PINC-03. Educational Attainment-People 18 Years Old and Over, by Total Money Earnings, Work Experience, Age, Race, Hispanic 

Origin, and Sex,” U.S. Census Bureau, accessed July 2024, https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/income-poverty/

cps-pinc/pinc-03.html.

467	 “PINC-04. Educational Attainment--People 18 Years Old and Over, by Total Money Earnings, Work Experience, Age, Race, Hispanic 

Origin, and Sex,” U.S. Census Bureau, accessed July 2024, https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/income-poverty/

cps-pinc/pinc-04.html.

468	 “Federal Student Loan Portfolio,” Federal Student Aid, U.S. Department of Education accessed July 2024, https://studentaid.gov/data-

center/student/portfolio.

469	 Ben Ritz et al., “Comment on the Proposed Rule: ‘Improving Income-Driven Repayment for the William D. Ford Federal Direct Loan 

Program,’ Docket ID ED-2023-OPE-0004-0001, Federal Register 2022-28605,” Progressive Policy Institute, February 10, 2023, 	

https://www.progressivepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/PPI-IDR-Comment.pdf.

470	 State of Missouri v. Joseph R. Biden, Jr., 4:24-cv-00520-JAR (July 2024), https://storage.courtlistener.com/recap/gov.uscourts.

ca8.109302/gov.uscourts.ca8.109302.805045608.0.pdf.

471	 Ben Ritz, Comment on the proposed rule: “Student Debt Relief for the William D. Ford Federal Direct Loan Program (Direct Loans), the 

Federal Family Education Loan (FFEL) Program, the Federal Perkins Loan (Perkins) Program, and the Health Education Assistance 

Loan (HEAL) Program,” Docket ID ED-2023-OPE-0123, Federal Register, 2024-07726,” Progressive Policy Institute, May 17, 2024, 	

https://www.progressivepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/PPI-Student-Debt-Comment-5-17-24.pdf.

472	 “The Total Cost of Student Debt Cancellation,” Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, April 29, 2024, https://www.crfb.org/

blogs/total-cost-student-debt-cancellation. 

473	 Ben Ritz, “Improving Financial Capability Can Help Low-Income Families around the Holidays,” Forbes, December 26, 2023, 

https://www.forbes.com/sites/benritz/2023/12/26/improving-financial-capability-can-help-low-income-families-around-the-

holidays/?sh=777219803db6. 

474	 “Booker, Pressley Reintroduce Bicameral ‘Baby Bonds’ Legislation to Tackle Wealth Inequality,” Cory Booker (U.S. Senate), February 

15, 2023, https://www.booker.senate.gov/news/press/booker-pressley-reintroduce-bicameral-baby-bonds-legislation-to-tackle-

wealth-inequality. 

475	 “Rates of Return (as of June 30, 2024),” Thrift Savings Plan, June 30, 2024, https://www.tsp.gov/fund-performance/.

476	 “2021 FDIC National Survey of Unbanked and Underbanked Households,” Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation, July 2023, 75, 	

https://www.fdic.gov/analysis/household-survey/2021report.pdf.

477	 “About Us,” Community Development Financial Institutions Fund, accessed July 2024, https://www.cdfifund.gov/about.

https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/income-poverty/cps-pinc/pinc-03.html
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/income-poverty/cps-pinc/pinc-03.html
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/income-poverty/cps-pinc/pinc-04.html
https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/income-poverty/cps-pinc/pinc-04.html
https://studentaid.gov/data-center/student/portfolio
https://studentaid.gov/data-center/student/portfolio
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/PPI-IDR-Comment.pdf
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/PPI-IDR-Comment.pdf
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/05/PPI-Student-Debt-Comment-5-17-24.pdf
https://www.crfb.org/blogs/total-cost-student-debt-cancellation
https://www.crfb.org/blogs/total-cost-student-debt-cancellation
https://www.forbes.com/sites/benritz/2023/12/26/improving-financial-capability-can-help-low-income-families-around-the-holidays/?sh=777219803db6
https://www.forbes.com/sites/benritz/2023/12/26/improving-financial-capability-can-help-low-income-families-around-the-holidays/?sh=777219803db6
https://www.booker.senate.gov/news/press/booker-pressley-reintroduce-bicameral-baby-bonds-legislation-to-tackle-wealth-inequality
https://www.booker.senate.gov/news/press/booker-pressley-reintroduce-bicameral-baby-bonds-legislation-to-tackle-wealth-inequality
https://www.tsp.gov/fund-performance/
https://library.bowdoin.edu/research/chicago-gov.pdf
https://www.fdic.gov/analysis/household-survey/2021report.pdf
https://www.cdfifund.gov/about


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P148

478	 “Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers: Shelter in U.S. City Average,” Federal Reserve Economic Data, accessed July 2024, 

https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/CUSR0000SAH1#.

479	 “Chained Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers: All Items in U.S. City Average (SUUR0000SA0),” Federal Reserve Economic 

Data, accessed July 2024, https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/SUUR0000SA0.

480	 “Rents Still Rising with Regional Riffs,” Federal Reserve Economic Database Blog, August 23, 2021, https://fredblog.stlouisfed.

org/2021/08/rents-still-rising-with-regional-riffs/.

481	 Alex Horowitz, Chase Hatchett, and Adam Staveski, “How Housing Costs Drive Levels of Homelessness,” The Pew Charitable Trusts, 

August 22, 2023, https://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-analysis/articles/2023/08/22/how-housing-costs-drive-levels-of-

homelessness.

482	 Kriti Ramakrishnan et al., “Why Housing Matters for Upward Mobility," Urban Institute, January 2021, https://www.urban.org/

sites/default/files/publication/103472/why-housing-matters-for-upward-mobility-evidence-and-indicators-for-practitioners-and-

policymakers.pdf.

483	 Eoin Minott, “Key Takeaways from Housing Supply Trends,” Bipartisan Policy Center, December 8, 2022, https://bipartisanpolicy.org/

blog/key-takeaways-housing-supply-trends/.

484	 Knut Are Aastveit, Bruno Albuquerque, and André K. Anundsen, "Changing Supply Elasticities and Regional Housing Booms," Journal 

of Money, Credit and Banking 55, no. 7 (2023): 1749-1783, https://doi.org/10.1111/jmcb.13009.

485	 Aastveit, Albuquerque, and Anundsen, "Changing Supply Elasticities and Regional Housing Booms.”

486	 “Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers: Shelter in U.S. City Average (CUSR0000SAH1),” Federal Reserve Economic 

Database, June 2024, https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/CUUR0000SAH1.  

487	 “Chained Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers: All Items in U.S. City Average (SUUR0000SA0),” Federal Reserve Economic 

Database, accessed July 2024, https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/SUUR0000SA0.

488	 William G. Gale, “Chipping Away at the Mortgage Deduction,” Brookings, May 13, 2019, https://www.brookings.edu/articles/chipping-

away-at-the-mortgage-deduction/.

489	 Erica York, “5 Options for Improving the Tax Treatment of Structures,” Tax Foundation, May 19, 2020, https://taxfoundation.org/

research/all/federal/neutral-cost-recovery-for-buildings/.

490	 Alex Baca, Patrick McAnaney, and Jenny Schuetz, “‘Gentle’ Density Can Save Our Neighborhoods,” Brookings, December 4, 2019, 	

https://www.brookings.edu/articles/gentle-density-can-save-our-neighborhoods/.

https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/CUSR0000SAH1#
https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/SUUR0000SA0
https://fredblog.stlouisfed.org/2021/08/rents-still-rising-with-regional-riffs/?utm_source=series_page&utm_medium=related_content&utm_term=related_resources&utm_campaign=fredblog
https://fredblog.stlouisfed.org/2021/08/rents-still-rising-with-regional-riffs/?utm_source=series_page&utm_medium=related_content&utm_term=related_resources&utm_campaign=fredblog
https://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-analysis/articles/2023/08/22/how-housing-costs-drive-levels-of-homelessness
https://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-analysis/articles/2023/08/22/how-housing-costs-drive-levels-of-homelessness
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/103472/why-housing-matters-for-upward-mobility-evidence-and-indicators-for-practitioners-and-policymakers.pdf
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/103472/why-housing-matters-for-upward-mobility-evidence-and-indicators-for-practitioners-and-policymakers.pdf
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/103472/why-housing-matters-for-upward-mobility-evidence-and-indicators-for-practitioners-and-policymakers.pdf
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/103472/why-housing-matters-for-upward-mobility-evidence-and-indicators-for-practitioners-and-policymakers.pdf
https://bipartisanpolicy.org/blog/key-takeaways-housing-supply-trends/
https://bipartisanpolicy.org/blog/key-takeaways-housing-supply-trends/
https://doi.org/10.1111/jmcb.13009
https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/CUUR0000SAH1
https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/SUUR0000SA0
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/chipping-away-at-the-mortgage-deduction/
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/chipping-away-at-the-mortgage-deduction/
https://taxfoundation.org/research/all/federal/neutral-cost-recovery-for-buildings/
https://taxfoundation.org/research/all/federal/neutral-cost-recovery-for-buildings/
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/gentle-density-can-save-our-neighborhoods/


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P149

491	 Conor Dougherty and Soumya Karlamangla, “Twilight of the Nimby,” New York Times, September 1, 2022, https://www.nytimes.

com/2022/06/05/business/economy/california-housing-crisis-nimby.html. https://www.nytimes.com/2022/09/01/business/

economy/california-nimbys-housing.html.

492	 Conor Dougherty, “This Is Public Housing. Just Don’t Call It That.,” New York Times, August 25, 2023, https://www.nytimes.

com/2023/08/25/business/affordable-housing-montgomery-county.html. 

493	 Martha Galvez and Benny Docter, “The Future of Public Housing Fact Sheet,” Urban Institute, October 21, 2019, https://www.urban.

org/sites/default/files/publication/101482/the20future20of20public20housing20public20housing20fact20sheet_0.pdf. 

494	 Bitna Kim, et al., "A Systematic Review of Public Housing, Poverty (De) Concentration, and Risk Behaviors: What about Youth?," 

Trauma, Violence, & Abuse 23, no. 1 (2022): 73-87, https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/1524838020927495. 

495	 “Do Existing Tax Incentives Increase Home Ownership?,” Tax Policy Center, January 2024, https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-

book/do-existing-tax-incentives-increase-homeownership.

496	 Matthew Davis, “The Distributional Impact of Mortgage Interest Subsidies: Evidence From Variation in State Tax Policies,” The 

Wharton School, University of Pennsylvania, January 15, 2019, https://faculty.wharton.upenn.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/

MDavis_MID.pdf.

497	 Kamila Sommer and Paul Sullivan, “Implications of US Tax Policy for House Prices, Rents, and Homeownership,” American Economic 

Review 108, no. 2 (February 1, 2018): 241–74, https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20141751. 

498	 “T18-005-Current Law Parameters for TPC Tables,” Tax Policy Center, April 12, 2018, https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/model-

estimates/current-law-parameters-tpc-tables-april-2018/t18-0051-current-law-parameters-tpc.

499	 “Assisted Housing: Local and National,” U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Policy Development and 

Research, accessed July 2024, https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/assthsg.html. 

500	 “Policy Basics: The Housing Choice Voucher Program,” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, April 12, 2021, https://www.cbpp.org/

research/policy-basics-the-housing-choice-voucher-program. 

501	 “The Family Options Study,” U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Policy Development and Research, 

accessed July 2024, https://www.huduser.gov/portal/family_options_study.html. 

502	 Raj Chetty, Nathaniel Hendren, and Lawrence F. Katz. “The Effects of Exposure to Better Neighborhoods on Children: New Evidence 

from the Moving to Opportunity Experiment,” American Economic Review 106, no. 4 (April 2016): 855–902. https://doi.org/10.1257/

aer.20150572. 

503	 “Households Receiving Housing Choice Vouchers Spend Nearly 2.5 Years on Waitlist,” National Low Income Housing Coalition, 

August 2021, https://nlihc.org/resource/households-receiving-housing-choice-vouchers-spend-nearly-25-years-waitlist. 

https://www.nytimes.com/2022/06/05/business/economy/california-housing-crisis-nimby.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/06/05/business/economy/california-housing-crisis-nimby.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/09/01/business/economy/california-nimbys-housing.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/09/01/business/economy/california-nimbys-housing.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/08/25/business/affordable-housing-montgomery-county.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/08/25/business/affordable-housing-montgomery-county.html
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/101482/the20future20of20public20housing20public20housing20fact20sheet_0.pdf
https://www.urban.org/sites/default/files/publication/101482/the20future20of20public20housing20public20housing20fact20sheet_0.pdf
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/1524838020927495
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/do-existing-tax-incentives-increase-homeownership
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/do-existing-tax-incentives-increase-homeownership
https://faculty.wharton.upenn.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/MDavis_MID.pdf
https://faculty.wharton.upenn.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/MDavis_MID.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20141751
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/model-estimates/current-law-parameters-tpc-tables-april-2018/t18-0051-current-law-parameters-tpc
https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/model-estimates/current-law-parameters-tpc-tables-april-2018/t18-0051-current-law-parameters-tpc
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/assthsg.html
https://www.cbpp.org/research/policy-basics-the-housing-choice-voucher-program
https://www.cbpp.org/research/policy-basics-the-housing-choice-voucher-program
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/family_options_study.html
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20150572
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20150572
https://nlihc.org/resource/households-receiving-housing-choice-vouchers-spend-nearly-25-years-waitlist


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P150

504	 Jonquilyn Hill, “The Safety Net Program Trapping People in Poverty,” Vox, April 2024, https://www.vox.com/2024/4/3/24119441/

government-assistance-poverty-ssi-disability-aid-asset-cap.

505	 Matt Weidinger et al., “Web event — Marriage Penalties, the Marriage Divide, and the US Safety Net,” American Enterprise Institute, 

September 2020, https://www.aei.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/200910-Web-Event-Marriage-penalties-the-marriage-divide-and-

the-US-safety-net.pdf?x88519. 

506	 “Introduction to Benefits Cliffs and Public Assistance Programs,” National Conference of State Legislatures, November 2023, https://

www.ncsl.org/human-services/introduction-to-benefits-cliffs-and-public-assistance-programs.

507	 Phillip L. Swagell, “Re: The Cost of Eight Executive Actions Taken by the Biden Administration,” Congressional Budget Office, June 

2022, https://www.cbo.gov/system/files/2022-06/58231-Smith.pdf. 

508	 “Benefits Cliffs,” National Conference of State Legislatures, https://www.ncsl.org/human-services/introduction-to-benefits-cliffs-and-

public-assistance-programs.

509	 Hilary Hoynes and Diane Whitmore Schanzenbach, “Strengthening SNAP as an Automatic Stabilizer,” Hamilton Project, accessed July 

2024, 2, https://www.hamiltonproject.org/assets/files/HoynesSchanzenbach_web_20190506.pdf.

510	 “SNAP Eligibility,” Food and Nutrition Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, June 10, 2024, https://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/

recipient/eligibility. 

511	 “A Quick Guide to SNAP Eligibility and Benefits,” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, October 2, 2023, https://www.cbpp.org/

research/food-assistance/a-quick-guide-to-snap-eligibility-and-benefits. 

512	 Karen Schulman, “At the Crossroads: State Child Care Assistance Policies 2021,” National Women’s Law Center, May 2022, https://

nwlc.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/State-of-Child-Care-2022-WIP-accessibility.pdf.    

513	 Walker Stevens, “Mitigating SNAP Benefits Cliffs,” National Conference of State Legislatures, January 12, 2024, https://www.ncsl.org/

human-services/mitigating-snap-benefits-cliffs.

514	 “Who Can Get SSI,” Social Security Administration, https://www.ssa.gov/ssi/eligibility. 

515	 “Policy Basics: Supplemental Security Income,” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, March 20, 2024, https://www.cbpp.org/

research/social-security/supplemental-security-income.

516	 Kathleen Romig, Luis Nunez, and Arloc Sherman, “The Case for Updating SSI Asset Limits,” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, 

September 20, 2023, https://www.cbpp.org/research/social-security/the-case-for-updating-ssi-asset-limits.

517	 Romig, Nunez, and Sherman, “The Case for Updating SSI Asset Limits.”

https://www.vox.com/2024/4/3/24119441/government-assistance-poverty-ssi-disability-aid-asset-cap
https://www.vox.com/2024/4/3/24119441/government-assistance-poverty-ssi-disability-aid-asset-cap
https://www.aei.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/200910-Web-Event-Marriage-penalties-the-marriage-divide-and-the-US-safety-net.pdf?x88519
https://www.aei.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/200910-Web-Event-Marriage-penalties-the-marriage-divide-and-the-US-safety-net.pdf?x88519
https://www.ncsl.org/human-services/introduction-to-benefits-cliffs-and-public-assistance-programs
https://www.ncsl.org/human-services/introduction-to-benefits-cliffs-and-public-assistance-programs
https://www.cbo.gov/system/files/2022-06/58231-Smith.pdf
https://www.ncsl.org/human-services/introduction-to-benefits-cliffs-and-public-assistance-programs
https://www.ncsl.org/human-services/introduction-to-benefits-cliffs-and-public-assistance-programs
https://www.hamiltonproject.org/assets/files/HoynesSchanzenbach_web_20190506.pdf
https://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/recipient/eligibility
https://www.fns.usda.gov/snap/recipient/eligibility
https://www.cbpp.org/research/food-assistance/a-quick-guide-to-snap-eligibility-and-benefits
https://www.cbpp.org/research/food-assistance/a-quick-guide-to-snap-eligibility-and-benefits
https://nwlc.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/State-of-Child-Care-2022-WIP-accessibility.pdf
https://nwlc.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/State-of-Child-Care-2022-WIP-accessibility.pdf
https://nwlc.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/State-of-Child-Care-2022-WIP-accessibility.pdf
https://nwlc.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/State-of-Child-Care-2022-WIP-accessibility.pdf
https://www.ncsl.org/human-services/mitigating-snap-benefits-cliffs
https://www.ncsl.org/human-services/mitigating-snap-benefits-cliffs
https://www.ssa.gov/ssi/eligibility
https://www.cbpp.org/research/social-security/supplemental-security-income
https://www.cbpp.org/research/social-security/supplemental-security-income
https://www.cbpp.org/research/social-security/the-case-for-updating-ssi-asset-limits


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P151

518	 “Policy Basics: Supplemental Security Income.”

519	 Gene Falk, “The Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Block Grant: A Legislative History,” Congressional Research 

Service, R44668 (April 2024), https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R44668.

520	 Falk, “The Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Block Grant: A Legislative History.” 

521	 “State Fact Sheets: How States Spend Funds Under the TANF Block Grant,” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, March 17, 2023, 

https://www.cbpp.org/research/income-security/state-fact-sheets-how-states-spend-funds-under-the-tanf-block-grant. 

522	 “OFA Releases FY 2021 TANF and MOE Financial Data,” U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, December 2022, https://

www.acf.hhs.gov/ofa/news/ofa-releases-fy-2021-tanf-and-moe-financial-data. 

523	 Diana Azevedo-McCaffrey and Ali Safawi, “To Promote Equity, States Should Invest More TANF Dollars in Basic Assistance,” Center 

on Budget and Policy Priorities, January 12, 2022, https://www.cbpp.org/research/family-income-support/states-should-invest-more-

of-their-tanf-dollars-in-basic-assistance.  

524	 Falk, “The Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) Block Grant: A Legislative History.” 

525	 Richard Fausset, “Money for Welfare Instead Funded Concerts, Lobbyists and Football Games, Audit Finds,” New York Times, May 4, 

2020, https://www.nytimes.com/2020/05/04/us/mississippi-department-human-services.html. 

526	 Neil Macfarquhar, “Mississippi Welfare Scandal Spreads Well beyond Brett Favre,” New York Times, September 22, 2022, 		

https://www.nytimes.com/2022/09/22/us/brett-favre-welfare-mississippi.html. 

527	 “State Fact Sheets: How States Spend Funds Under the TANF Block Grant.” 

528	 Jerry Theodorou and Caroline Melear, “Crop Insurance Reform,” R Street, March 2023, https://www.rstreet.org/wp-content/

uploads/2023/02/r-street-policy-study-no-275-v2-R3.pdf.

529	 “Reduce Subsidies in the Crop Insurance Program,” Congressional Budget Office, December 7, 2022, https://www.cbo.gov/budget-

options/58640. 

530	 “Federal Crop Insurance Program Support for Natural Disasters,” Congressional Research Service, July 21, 2022, https://crsreports.

congress.gov/product/pdf/IF/IF11924. 

531	 Caroline Melear and Jerry Theodorou, “Crop Insurance Reform,” R Street, vol. No. 280, March 2023, https://www.rstreet.org/wp-

content/uploads/2023/03/r-street-policy-study-no-280-R3-1.pdf.

532	 “Crop Insurance: Update on Opportunities to Reduce Program Costs,” U.S. Government Accountability Office, November 7, 2023, 	

https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-24-106086.

https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R44668
https://www.cbpp.org/research/income-security/state-fact-sheets-how-states-spend-funds-under-the-tanf-block-grant
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/ofa/news/ofa-releases-fy-2021-tanf-and-moe-financial-data
https://www.acf.hhs.gov/ofa/news/ofa-releases-fy-2021-tanf-and-moe-financial-data
https://www.cbpp.org/research/family-income-support/states-should-invest-more-of-their-tanf-dollars-in-basic-assistance
https://www.cbpp.org/research/family-income-support/states-should-invest-more-of-their-tanf-dollars-in-basic-assistance
https://www.nytimes.com/2020/05/04/us/mississippi-department-human-services.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2022/09/22/us/brett-favre-welfare-mississippi.html
https://www.rstreet.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/r-street-policy-study-no-275-v2-R3.pdf
https://www.rstreet.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/r-street-policy-study-no-275-v2-R3.pdf
https://www.cbo.gov/budget-options/58640
https://www.cbo.gov/budget-options/58640
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/IF/IF11924
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/IF/IF11924
https://www.rstreet.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/r-street-policy-study-no-280-R3-1.pdf
https://www.rstreet.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/03/r-street-policy-study-no-280-R3-1.pdf
https://www.gao.gov/products/gao-24-106086


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P152

533	 Eric J. Belasco and Vincent H. Smith, “Who Receives Crop Insurance Subsidy Benefits?,” American Enterprise Institute, September 

2022, https://www.aei.org/research-products/report/who-receives-crop-insurance-subsidy-benefits/.

534	 Belasco and Smith, “Who Receives Crop Insurance Subsidy Benefits?”

535	 Melear and Theodorou, “Crop Insurance Reform.”

536	 Melear and Theodorou, “Crop Insurance Reform.”

537	 “Farm Bill Primer: What is the Farm Bill?,” Congressional Research Service, February 29, 2024, https://crsreports.congress.gov/

product/pdf/IF/IF12047. 

538	 “Farm Bill, Detailed Summary,” House Committee on Agriculture, accessed July 2024, https://agriculture.house.gov/uploadedfiles/

detailed_summary_-_pdf.pdf

539	 Philip Brasher, “CBO’s New Estimate Far Below What House GOP Needs For Farm Bill,” AgriPulse, June 19, 2024, https://www.agri-

pulse.com/articles/21267-cbo-raises-deficit-estimate-lowers-snap-farm-program-cost.

540	 Vincent H. Smith and Eric J. Belasco, “Leave Reference Prices Where They Are: Farm Safety-Net Programs Already Work Too Well,” 

American Enterprise Institute, November 6, 2023, https://www.aei.org/research-products/report/leave-reference-prices-where-they-

are-farm-safety-net-programs-already-work-too-well/.

541	 Aaron Smith, “New Zealand Farmers Don’t Want the Government’s Money,” Aaron Smith Department of Agricultural and Resource 

Economic, October 28, 2020, https://asmith.ucdavis.edu/news/new-zealands-farmers-dont-want-governments-money.  

542	 “Ag and Food Sectors and the Economy,” U.S. Department of Agriculture, April 19, 2024, https://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/ag-

and-food-statistics-charting-the-essentials/ag-and-food-sectors-and-the-economy.

543	 “Gross Domestic Product: December 2023 Quarter,” Stats NZ Tatauranga Aotearoa, March 21, 2024, https://www.stats.govt.nz/

information-releases/gross-domestic-product-december-2023-quarter/. 

544	 “Reduce Subsidies in the Crop Insurance Program,” Congressional Budget Office, December 7, 2022, https://www.cbo.gov/budget-

options/58640.

545	 Belasco and Smith, “Who Receives Crop Insurance Subsidy Benefits?”

546	 “CPI Inflation Calculator.”

547	 “Reduce Subsidies in the Crop Insurance Program.”

548	 “CBO’s February 2024 Baseline for Farm Programs,” Congressional Budget Office, February 2024, https://www.cbo.gov/system/

https://www.aei.org/research-products/report/who-receives-crop-insurance-subsidy-benefits/
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/IF/IF12047
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/IF/IF12047
https://agriculture.house.gov/uploadedfiles/detailed_summary_-_pdf.pdf
https://agriculture.house.gov/uploadedfiles/detailed_summary_-_pdf.pdf
https://www.agri-pulse.com/articles/21267-cbo-raises-deficit-estimate-lowers-snap-farm-program-cost
https://www.agri-pulse.com/articles/21267-cbo-raises-deficit-estimate-lowers-snap-farm-program-cost
https://www.aei.org/research-products/report/leave-reference-prices-where-they-are-farm-safety-net-programs-already-work-too-well/
https://www.aei.org/research-products/report/leave-reference-prices-where-they-are-farm-safety-net-programs-already-work-too-well/
https://asmith.ucdavis.edu/news/new-zealands-farmers-dont-want-governments-money
https://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/ag-and-food-statistics-charting-the-essentials/ag-and-food-sectors-and-the-economy
https://www.ers.usda.gov/data-products/ag-and-food-statistics-charting-the-essentials/ag-and-food-sectors-and-the-economy
https://www.stats.govt.nz/information-releases/gross-domestic-product-december-2023-quarter/
https://www.stats.govt.nz/information-releases/gross-domestic-product-december-2023-quarter/
https://www.cbo.gov/budget-options/58640
https://www.cbo.gov/budget-options/58640
https://www.cbo.gov/system/files/2024-02/51317-2024-02-usda.pdf


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P153

files/2024-02/51317-2024-02-usda.pdf.

549	 Robert Cage, John Greenlees, and Patrick Jackman, “Introducing the Chained Consumer Price Index,” May 2003, 1, https://www.bls.

gov/cpi/additional-resources/chained-cpi-introduction.pdf. 

550	 “Use an Alternative Measure of Inflation to Index Social Security and Other Mandatory Programs,” Congressional Budget Office, 

December 9, 2020, https://www.cbo.gov/budget-options/56845.

551	 “Consumer Price Index for All Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers: All Items in U.S. City Average [CWUR0000SA0],” Federal 

Reserve Economic Data, April 10, 2024, https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/CWUR0000SA0.

552	 “Chained Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers: All Items in U.S. City Average [SUUR0000SA0]” Federal Reserve Economic 

Data, April 10, 2024, https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/SUUR0000SA0. 

553	 David Wessel and Michael Ng, “The Hutchins Center Explains: The Chained CPI,” Brookings, December 7, 2017, https://www.

brookings.edu/articles/the-hutchins-center-explains-the-chained-cpi/.

554	 Will Marshall, “Reforming Government: Obama’s Next Task,” Progressive Policy Institute, April 19, 2010, https://www.

progressivepolicy.org/blogs/reforming-government-obamas-next-task/.

555	 “Tax Gap Estimates for Tax Years 2014-2016,” Internal Revenue Service, accessed July 2024, https://www.irs.gov/newsroom/the-tax-

gap.

556	 “IRS Strategic Operating Plan: Annual Update Supplement,”  Internal Revenue Service, accessed July 2024, https://www.irs.gov/pub/

irs-pdf/p3744a.pdf. 

557	 Kate Dore, “IRS aims to more than double its audit rate for wealthiest taxpayers in strategic plan update,” CNBC, May 2, 2024, 	

https://www.cnbc.com/2024/05/02/irs-aims-to-more-than-double-its-audit-rate-on-wealthiest-taxpayers-.htm.     

558	 Ben Ritz, “New House Majority Shows Its True Colors On ‘Fiscal Responsibility,’” The Hill, January 17, 2023, https://thehill.com/

opinion/finance/3816196-new-house-majority-shows-its-true-colors-on-fiscal-responsibility/.

559	 “Estimated Budgetary Effects of H.R. 5376, the Inflation Reduction Act of 2022,” Congressional Budget Office, August 3, 2022, 	

https://www.cbo.gov/publication/58366.

560	 Alex Kilander, “Kilander for the Messenger: Republican Budget Concessions Enrich Tax Cheats and Increase the Deficit,” Progressive 

Policy Institute, January 16, 2024, https://www.progressivepolicy.org/pressrelease/kilander-for-the-messenger-republican-budget-

concessions-enrich-tax-cheats-and-increase-the-deficit/.

561	 Malder Alder, “IRS Plans to Test Modernized Taxpayer Data System After 2024 Filing Season,” FedScoop, October 25, 2023, 		

https://fedscoop.com/irs-plans-test-modernized-taxpayer-data-system/.

https://www.cbo.gov/system/files/2024-02/51317-2024-02-usda.pdf
https://www.bls.gov/cpi/additional-resources/chained-cpi-introduction.pdf
https://www.bls.gov/cpi/additional-resources/chained-cpi-introduction.pdf
https://www.cbo.gov/budget-options/56845
https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/CWUR0000SA0
https://fred.stlouisfed.org/series/SUUR0000SA0
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/the-hutchins-center-explains-the-chained-cpi/
https://www.brookings.edu/articles/the-hutchins-center-explains-the-chained-cpi/
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/blogs/reforming-government-obamas-next-task/
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/blogs/reforming-government-obamas-next-task/
https://www.irs.gov/newsroom/the-tax-gap
https://www.irs.gov/newsroom/the-tax-gap
https://www.irs.gov/pub/irs-pdf/p3744a.pdf
https://www.irs.gov/pub/irs-pdf/p3744a.pdf
https://www.cnbc.com/2024/05/02/irs-aims-to-more-than-double-its-audit-rate-on-wealthiest-taxpayers-.htm
https://thehill.com/opinion/finance/3816196-new-house-majority-shows-its-true-colors-on-fiscal-responsibility/
https://thehill.com/opinion/finance/3816196-new-house-majority-shows-its-true-colors-on-fiscal-responsibility/
https://www.cbo.gov/publication/58366
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/pressrelease/kilander-for-the-messenger-republican-budget-concessions-enrich-tax-cheats-and-increase-the-deficit/
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/pressrelease/kilander-for-the-messenger-republican-budget-concessions-enrich-tax-cheats-and-increase-the-deficit/
https://fedscoop.com/irs-plans-test-modernized-taxpayer-data-system/


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P154

562	 “Employee Retention Credit Faces 7X Cost Overrun,” Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, January 31, 2024, https://www.

crfb.org/blogs/employee-retention-credit-faces-7x-cost-overrun. 

563	 “Employee Retention Credit: Eligibility Highlights,” Internal Revenue Service, https://www.irs.gov/coronavirus/employee-retention-

credit#eligibility.

564	 “To Protect Taxpayers From Scams, IRS Orders Immediate Stop to New Employee Retention Credit Processing Amid Surge of 

Questionable Claims; Concerns From Tax Pro,” Internal Revenue Service, September 14, 2023, https://www.irs.gov/newsroom/to-

protect-taxpayers-from-scams-irs-orders-immediate-stop-to-new-employee-retention-credit-processing-amid-surge-of-questionable-

claims-concerns-from-tax-pros.

565	 “IRS Enters Next Stage Of Employee Retention Credit Work; Review Indicates Vast Majority Show Risk Of Being Improper,” Internal 

Revenue Service, June 20, 2024, https://www.irs.gov/newsroom/irs-enters-next-stage-of-employee-retention-credit-work-review-

indicates-vast-majority-show-risk-of-being-improper.

566	 “Employee Retention Credit Faces 7X Cost Overrun,” CRFB.

567	 “Estimated Revenue Effects Of H.R 7024, the ‘Tax Relief For American Families and Workers Act of 2024,’” The Joint Committee on 

Taxation, January 17, 2024, https://www.jct.gov/publications/2024/jcx-3-24/.

568	 Athena Chapekis and Sono Shah, “Most Americans Now Live In A Legal Marijuana State – And Most Have At Least One Dispensary 

in Their County,” Pew Research Center, February 29, 2024, https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2024/02/29/most-americans-

now-live-in-a-legal-marijuana-state-and-most-have-at-least-one-dispensary-in-their-county/     

569	 “Drug Scheduling: Drug Schedules,” U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration, accessed July 2024, https://www.dea.gov/drug-

scheduling.

570	 Eileen Sullivan, “The U.S. Is Easing Marijuana Restrictions. Here’s How It Works.,” New York Times, May 16, 2024, 			 

https://www.nytimes.com/2024/05/16/us/politics/marijuana-schedule-drug-biden.html.

571	 “The Health Effects of Cannabis and Cannabinoids: The Current State of Evidence and Recommendations for Research,” The National 

Academies of Sciences, Engineering and Medicine, January 12, 2017,  https://www8.nationalacademies.org/onpinews/newsitem.

aspx?RecordID=24625.

572	 Julie Anderson Hill, “Banks, Marijuana, and Federalism,” Case Western Reserve Law Review, 65, no. 3 (2015), 597, 			 

https://scholarlycommons.law.case.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1043&context=caselrev.

573	 “26 U.S. Code § 280E - Expenditures in Connection with the Illegal Sale of Drugs,” Cornell Law School, accessed July 2024, 		

https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/26/280E.

https://www.crfb.org/blogs/employee-retention-credit-faces-7x-cost-overrun
https://www.crfb.org/blogs/employee-retention-credit-faces-7x-cost-overrun
https://www.irs.gov/coronavirus/employee-retention-credit#eligibility
https://www.irs.gov/coronavirus/employee-retention-credit#eligibility
https://www.irs.gov/newsroom/to-protect-taxpayers-from-scams-irs-orders-immediate-stop-to-new-employee-retention-credit-processing-amid-surge-of-questionable-claims-concerns-from-tax-pros
https://www.irs.gov/newsroom/to-protect-taxpayers-from-scams-irs-orders-immediate-stop-to-new-employee-retention-credit-processing-amid-surge-of-questionable-claims-concerns-from-tax-pros
https://www.irs.gov/newsroom/to-protect-taxpayers-from-scams-irs-orders-immediate-stop-to-new-employee-retention-credit-processing-amid-surge-of-questionable-claims-concerns-from-tax-pros
https://www.irs.gov/newsroom/irs-enters-next-stage-of-employee-retention-credit-work-review-indicates-vast-majority-show-risk-of-being-improper
https://www.irs.gov/newsroom/irs-enters-next-stage-of-employee-retention-credit-work-review-indicates-vast-majority-show-risk-of-being-improper
https://www.jct.gov/publications/2024/jcx-3-24/
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2024/02/29/most-americans-now-live-in-a-legal-marijuana-state-and-most-have-at-least-one-dispensary-in-their-county/
https://www.pewresearch.org/short-reads/2024/02/29/most-americans-now-live-in-a-legal-marijuana-state-and-most-have-at-least-one-dispensary-in-their-county/
https://www.dea.gov/drug-scheduling
https://www.dea.gov/drug-scheduling
https://www.nytimes.com/2024/05/16/us/politics/marijuana-schedule-drug-biden.html
https://www8.nationalacademies.org/onpinews/newsitem.aspx?RecordID=24625
https://www8.nationalacademies.org/onpinews/newsitem.aspx?RecordID=24625
https://scholarlycommons.law.case.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1043&context=caselrev
https://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/text/26/280E


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P155

574	 Richard C. Auxier and Nikhita Airi, “The Pros and Cons of Cannabis Taxes,” Tax Policy Center, September 28, 2022, 			

https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/publications/pros-and-cons-cannabis-taxes/full. 

575	 “TobaccoTax Rates,” TobTax, accessed July 2024, ​​https://tobtax.avior.tax/doc/tob/tobacco-tax-rates.

576	 James M. MacDonald, “Concentration in U.S. Meatpacking Industry and How It Affects Competition and Cattle Prices,” U.S. 

Department of Agriculture, January 25, 2024, https://www.ers.usda.gov/amber-waves/2024/january/concentration-in-u-s-

meatpacking-industry-and-how-it-affects-competition-and-cattle-prices/. 

577	 Diana Moss, “Taking Stock of Merger Enforcement Under the Biden Administration,” Progressive Policy Institute, March 2024, 	

https://www.progressivepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/03/PPI_Merger-Enforcement_V3.pdf.

578	 “Re: Proposed Merger of Monsanto and Bayer,” American Antitrust Institute, Food & Water Watch, and National Farmers Union, July 

26, 2017, https://www.antitrustinstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/White-Paper_Monsanto-Bayer_7.26.17_0.pdf.

579	 “Bureau of Transportation Statistics,” United States Department of Transportation, accessed July 2024, https://www.transtats.bts.

gov/.

580	 “Wireless Network Operator Subscriptions Market Share in The United States From 2011 to 2024, By Quarter,” Statista, May 2024, 

https://www.statista.com/statistics/199359/market-share-of-wireless-carriers-in-the-us-by-subscriptions/.

581	 Diana L. Moss, “Market Power in Supply Chains,” Antitrust Chronicle (Competition Policy International, June 2022): 22-28,		

https://www.competitionpolicyinternational.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/ANTITRUST-CHRONICLE-INTERMEDIARIES-

JUNE-2022.pdf. 

582	 Aravind Boddupalli and Kim S. Rueben, “Inequitable Criminal Legal Fines and Fees Are Ripe for State Reforms,” Urban Institute, 

October 11, 2022, https://www.urban.org/urban-wire/inequitable-criminal-legal-fines-and-fees-are-ripe-state-reforms.

583	 Matthew Menendez et al., “The Steep Costs of Criminal Justice Fees and Fines,” Brennan Center for Justice, November 21, 2019, 

https://www.brennancenter.org/our-work/research-reports/steep-costs-criminal-justice-fees-and-fines.

584	 Emma Camp, “She Only Served 10 Months Behind Bars. Florida Still Slapped Her With a $127,000 Bill.,” Reason Foundation, April 24, 

2024, https://reason.com/2024/04/24/she-only-served-10-months-behind-bars-florida-still-slapped-her-with-a-127000-bill/.

585	 Menendez et al., “The Steep Costs of Criminal Justice Fees and Fines.”

586	 Aravind Boddupalli and Kim S. Rueben, “Inequitable Criminal Legal Fines and Fees Are Ripe for State Reforms,” Urban Institute, 

October 11, 2022, https://www.urban.org/urban-wire/inequitable-criminal-legal-fines-and-fees-are-ripe-state-reforms.

587	 “First Steps Toward More Equitable Fines and Fees Practices: Policy Guidance on Ability-to-Pay Assessments, Payment Plans, and 

Community Service,” Fines and Fees Justice Center, https://finesandfeesjusticecenter.org/content/uploads/2020/11/FFJC_Policy_

Guidance_Ability_to_Pay_Payment_Plan_Community_Service_Final_2.pdf.

https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/publications/pros-and-cons-cannabis-taxes/full
https://tobtax.avior.tax/doc/tob/tobacco-tax-rates
https://www.ers.usda.gov/amber-waves/2024/january/concentration-in-u-s-meatpacking-industry-and-how-it-affects-competition-and-cattle-prices/
https://www.ers.usda.gov/amber-waves/2024/january/concentration-in-u-s-meatpacking-industry-and-how-it-affects-competition-and-cattle-prices/
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/03/PPI_Merger-Enforcement_V3.pdf
https://www.antitrustinstitute.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/08/White-Paper_Monsanto-Bayer_7.26.17_0.pdf
https://www.transtats.bts.gov/
https://www.transtats.bts.gov/
https://www.statista.com/statistics/199359/market-share-of-wireless-carriers-in-the-us-by-subscriptions/
https://www.competitionpolicyinternational.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/ANTITRUST-CHRONICLE-INTERMEDIARIES-JUNE-2022.pdf
https://www.competitionpolicyinternational.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/ANTITRUST-CHRONICLE-INTERMEDIARIES-JUNE-2022.pdf
https://www.urban.org/urban-wire/inequitable-criminal-legal-fines-and-fees-are-ripe-state-reforms
https://www.brennancenter.org/our-work/research-reports/steep-costs-criminal-justice-fees-and-fines
https://reason.com/2024/04/24/she-only-served-10-months-behind-bars-florida-still-slapped-her-with-a-127000-bill/
https://www.urban.org/urban-wire/inequitable-criminal-legal-fines-and-fees-are-ripe-state-reforms
https://finesandfeesjusticecenter.org/content/uploads/2020/11/FFJC_Policy_Guidance_Ability_to_Pay_Payment_Plan_Community_Service_Final_2.pdf
https://finesandfeesjusticecenter.org/content/uploads/2020/11/FFJC_Policy_Guidance_Ability_to_Pay_Payment_Plan_Community_Service_Final_2.pdf


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P156

588	 Katelin P. Isaacs and Tamar B. Breslauer, “Federal Retirement Plans: Frequently Asked Questions,” Congressional Research Service, 

May 2, 2022, https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R47084.

589	 “Increase Federal Civilian Employees’ Contributions to the Federal Employees Retirement System,” Congressional Budget Office, 

December 7, 2022, https://www.cbo.gov/budget-options/58710. 

590	 Sarah C. Armitage, Noël Bakhtian, and Adam B. Jaffe, “Innovation Market Failures And The Design Of New Climate Policy 

Instruments,” National Bureau of Economic Research, August 2023, 26-7, https://www.nber.org/system/files/working_papers/

w31622/w31622.pdf.

591	 “Statement of The Honorable Teri L. Donaldson, Inspector General U.S. Department of Energy before the U.S. Senate Committee 

on Energy and Natural Resources,” U.S. Department of Energy Office of Inspector General, October 19, 2023, 5, https://www.energy.

senate.gov/services/files/A8162B6F-9A80-4AAD-BEEB-9659B409E15C.

592	 “Policy Basics: Deficits, Debt, and Interest,” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, July 2022,  https://www.cbpp.org/research/policy-

basics-deficits-debt-and-interest.

593	 David Cashin et al., “Fiscal Policy and Aggregate Demand in the U.S. Before, During and Following the Great Recession,” Federal 

Reserve, June 1, 2017, https://www.federalreserve.gov/econres/feds/fiscal-policy-and-aggregate-demand-in-the-us-before-during-

and-following-the-great-recession.htm. 

594	 “Voices Skeptical of the Size of $1.9 Trillion COVID Relief Plan,” Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, February 12, 2021, 	

https://www.crfb.org/blogs/voices-skeptical-size-19-trillion-covid-relief-plan.

595	 Ben Ritz, “Opportunities For Bipartisan Fiscal Policy In 2023,” Peter G. Peterson Foundation, February 2, 2023, https://www.pgpf.org/

expert-views/bipartisan-policymaking-under-divided-government/opportunities-for-bipartisan-fiscal-policy-in-2023.

596	 Justin Theal and Joe Fleming, “Budget Surpluses Push States’ Financial Reserves to All-Time Highs,” Pew Trusts, May 10, 2022, 	

https://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-analysis/articles/2022/05/10/budget-surpluses-push-states-financial-reserves-to-all-

time-highs.

597	 Wesle Tharpe, “States’ Recent Tax-Cut Spree Creates Big Risks for Families and Communities,” Center on Budget and Policy 

Priorities, November 30, 2023, https://www.cbpp.org/research/state-budget-and-tax/states-recent-tax-cut-spree-creates-big-risks-

for-families-and.

598	 Peter Ganong, Pascal Noel, and Joseph Vavra, “US Unemployment Insurance Replacement Rates during the Pandemic,” Journal of 

Public Economics 191 (November 2020): 104273, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2020.104273. 

599	 Ben Ritz, “Congressional Democrats Just Offered Their Best Inflation Plan Yet,” Forbes, June 8, 2022, https://www.forbes.com/sites/

benritz/2022/06/08/congressional-democrats-just-offered-their-best-inflation-plan-yet.

600	 “The Debt Limit Through the Years,” Bipartisan Policy Center, accessed July 2024, https://bipartisanpolicy.org/debt-limit-through-the-years/.

https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R47084
https://www.cbo.gov/budget-options/58710
https://www.nber.org/system/files/working_papers/w31622/w31622.pdf
https://www.nber.org/system/files/working_papers/w31622/w31622.pdf
https://www.energy.senate.gov/services/files/A8162B6F-9A80-4AAD-BEEB-9659B409E15C
https://www.energy.senate.gov/services/files/A8162B6F-9A80-4AAD-BEEB-9659B409E15C
https://www.cbpp.org/research/policy-basics-deficits-debt-and-interest
https://www.cbpp.org/research/policy-basics-deficits-debt-and-interest
https://www.federalreserve.gov/econres/feds/fiscal-policy-and-aggregate-demand-in-the-us-before-during-and-following-the-great-recession.htm
https://www.federalreserve.gov/econres/feds/fiscal-policy-and-aggregate-demand-in-the-us-before-during-and-following-the-great-recession.htm
https://www.crfb.org/blogs/voices-skeptical-size-19-trillion-covid-relief-plan
https://www.pgpf.org/expert-views/bipartisan-policymaking-under-divided-government/opportunities-for-bipartisan-fiscal-policy-in-2023
https://www.pgpf.org/expert-views/bipartisan-policymaking-under-divided-government/opportunities-for-bipartisan-fiscal-policy-in-2023
https://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-analysis/articles/2022/05/10/budget-surpluses-push-states-financial-reserves-to-all-time-highs
https://www.pewtrusts.org/en/research-and-analysis/articles/2022/05/10/budget-surpluses-push-states-financial-reserves-to-all-time-highs
https://www.cbpp.org/research/state-budget-and-tax/states-recent-tax-cut-spree-creates-big-risks-for-families-and
https://www.cbpp.org/research/state-budget-and-tax/states-recent-tax-cut-spree-creates-big-risks-for-families-and
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2020.104273
https://www.forbes.com/sites/benritz/2022/06/08/congressional-democrats-just-offered-their-best-inflation-plan-yet
https://www.forbes.com/sites/benritz/2022/06/08/congressional-democrats-just-offered-their-best-inflation-plan-yet
https://bipartisanpolicy.org/debt-limit-through-the-years/


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P157

601	 “Q&A: Everything You Should Know About the Debt Ceiling,” Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, May 5, 2023, 		

https://www.crfb.org/papers/qa-everything-you-should-know-about-debt-ceiling.

602	 “Long-Term Budget Projections,” Congressional Budget Office, March 2024, https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#2. 

603	 “Reps. Peters, Arrington Introduce Bipartisan Bill to Reform Debt Limit Dance that Threatens U.S. Economy,” Scott Peters (U.S. House 

of Representatives), December 6, 2021, https://scottpeters.house.gov/2021/12/reps-peters-arrington-introduce-bipartisan-bill-to-

reform-debt-limit.

604	 Ben Ritz, “Setting Up a Fiscal Commission for Success,” Peter G. Peterson Foundation, November 13, 2023, https://www.pgpf.org/

expert-views/fiscal-commission/setting-up-a-fiscal-commission-for-success.

605	 Brian Riedl, “Getting to Yes: A History of Why Budget Negotiations Succeed and Why They Fail,” Manhattan Institute, June 2019, 	

https://media4.manhattan-institute.org/sites/default/files/R-0619BRdl.pdf.

606	 “Historical Budget Data,” Congressional Budget Office, February 2024, https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#2.

607	 “Long-Term Budget Projections,” Congressional Budget Office, March 2024, https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#. 

608	 Ben Ritz, “Defunding America’s Future: The Squeeze on Public Investment in the United States,” Progressive Policy Institute, October 

2018, https://www.progressivepolicy.org/publication/defunding-americas-future/.

609	 Andrew Lautz, “How Do New Government Spending Caps Compare to Historical Efforts?,” Bipartisan Policy Center, June 2023, 	

https://bipartisanpolicy.org/explainer/how-do-new-government-spending-caps-compare-to-historical-efforts/.

610	 “Historical Tables: Table 9.1, 9.5, 9.7, 9.9, 10.1” The White House, Office of Management and Budget accessed July 2024, 		

https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/historical-tables/.

611	 “10-Year Budget Projections,” Congressional Budget Office, February 2024, https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#3.

612	 “Long-Term Economic Projections,” Congressional Budget Office, March 2024, https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#.

613	 “Introduction to the Historical Tables: Structure Coverage and Concepts,” The White House, Office of Management and Budget, 

accessed July 2024, https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/hist_intro_fy21.pdf.

614	 “10-Year Budget Projections,” Congressional Budget Office, February 2024, https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#3.

615	 "Long-Term Economic Projections,” Congressional Budget Office, March 2024, https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#1.

 

https://www.crfb.org/papers/qa-everything-you-should-know-about-debt-ceiling
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#2
https://scottpeters.house.gov/2021/12/reps-peters-arrington-introduce-bipartisan-bill-to-reform-debt-limit
https://scottpeters.house.gov/2021/12/reps-peters-arrington-introduce-bipartisan-bill-to-reform-debt-limit
https://www.pgpf.org/expert-views/fiscal-commission/setting-up-a-fiscal-commission-for-success
https://www.pgpf.org/expert-views/fiscal-commission/setting-up-a-fiscal-commission-for-success
https://media4.manhattan-institute.org/sites/default/files/R-0619BRdl.pdf
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#2
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#
https://www.progressivepolicy.org/publication/defunding-americas-future/
https://bipartisanpolicy.org/explainer/how-do-new-government-spending-caps-compare-to-historical-efforts/
https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/budget/historical-tables/
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#3
https://www.cbo.gov/data/budget-economic-data#
https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/hist_intro_fy21.pdf


PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P158

Acknowledgements
The Progressive Policy Institute’s “Paying for Progress” Blueprint to Cut Cost, Boost Growth, and 
Expand American Opportunity was produced by the staff of PPI’s Center for Funding America’s 
Future over a seven-month process. The authors would like to thank the Center’s Policy Analyst, Alex 
Kilander, and Fiscal Policy Fellow, John Wong, for their substantial contributions to the research and 
drafting of this report. We would also like to thank the other members of the PPI staff whose expertise 
helped inform our policy development process:

Will Marshall, PPI President
Lindsay Lewis, PPI Executive Director
Ed Gresser, PPI Vice President and Director for Trade and Global Markets
Michael Mandel, PPI Vice President and Chief Economist 
Diana Moss, PPI Vice President and Director of Competition Policy
Taylor Maag, PPI Director of Workforce Development Policy
Richard Kahlenberg, PPI Director of Housing Policy
Elan Sykes, PPI Director of Energy and Climate Policy
Erin Delaney, PPI Director of Health Care Policy
Paul Weinstein, PPI Senior Fellow
Bruno Manno, PPI Senior Advisor

As well as PPI Fellows Alec Evans, Afra Fairooz, Niamh Fitzpatrick, Alec Laurent, Lief Lin, Erin 
Motherway, and Ruowei Yu, who provided additional research assistance; and Alyssa Brown-Ruiz and 
Kathryn Tinker, who helped with formatting and design.

Finally, we would like to thank the following individuals from other organizations who assisted and 
advised us with developing and modeling the policy proposals compiled in this report:

Benjamin Page, Senior Fellow at the Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center
Lek Khitatrakun, Research Associate at the Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center
Karen Smith, Co-Director of the DYNASIM Microsimulation Model at the Urban Institute
Marc Goldwein, Senior Vice President at the Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget 
Josh Gordon, Director of Health Policy at the Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget
Bobby Kogan, Senior Director of Federal Budget Policy at the Center for American Progress
Max Ghenis, Co-Founder and Chief Executive Officer of Policy Engine
Scott Hodge, President Emeritus and Senior Policy Advisor at Tax Foundation 

This report was made possible in part by grants from the Peter G. Peterson Foundation and Arnold Ventures. 
The views expressed here solely reflect the views of the authors. 



PAYING FOR PROGRESS

P159

ABOUT THE CENTER FOR FUNDING AMERICA’S FUTURE

Launched in 2018, the Progressive Policy Institute’s Center for Funding America’s Future works to 
promote a fiscally responsible public investment agenda that fosters robust and inclusive economic 
growth. To that end, the Center develops fiscally responsible policy proposals to strengthen public 
investments in the foundation of our economy, modernize health and retirement programs to reflect 
an aging society, transform our tax code to reward work over wealth, and put the national debt on a 
downward trajectory.

ABOUT THE AUTHORS

Ben Ritz is the Vice President of Policy Development for the Progressive Policy Institute. In this 
capacity, he helps PPI's policy experts develop analysis and "radically pragmatic" ideas consistent 
with the organization's mission of supporting innovation, economic opportunity, and the enduring 
values of liberal democracy. Ben's expert analysis has been published in the Washington Post, the New 
York Times, the Wall Street Journal, Forbes, and other national news outlets. Ben also serves as the 
Director of PPI’s Center for Funding America’s Future.

Prior to joining PPI, Ben staffed the Bipartisan Policy Center’s Commission on Retirement Security 
and Personal Savings and served as Legislative Outreach Director for The Concord Coalition. Ben 
earned his Master’s of Public Policy Analysis; a Graduate Certificate of Public Finance; and a BA in 
Communication, Legal Institutions, Economics, and Government from American University.

Laura Duffy is a Policy Analyst with PPI’s Center for Funding America’s Future. Prior to joining PPI, 
Laura was the Executive Research Coordinator at Rethink Priorities and a Community Organizer for 
Forward Montana in her hometown of Great Falls. She also served on the steering committee for the 
Center for New Liberalism, a grassroots organization that advocates for center-left policies that will 
create a more open and prosperous society. Laura graduated from the University of Chicago with a 
Bachelor of Science in Statistics.



P160

The Progressive Policy Institute is a catalyst for policy innovation 
and political reform based in Washington, D.C. Its mission is to create 
radically pragmatic ideas for moving America beyond ideological and 
partisan deadlock.

Founded in 1989, PPI started as the intellectual home of the New 
Democrats and earned a reputation as President Bill Clinton’s “idea 
mill.” Many of its mold-breaking ideas have been translated into public 
policy and law and have influenced international efforts to modernize 
progressive politics.

Today, PPI is developing fresh proposals for stimulating U.S. economic 
innovation and growth; equipping all Americans with the skills and assets 
that social mobility in the knowledge economy requires; modernizing an 
overly bureaucratic and centralized public sector; and defending liberal 
democracy in a dangerous world.

© 2024 
PROGRESSIVE POLICY INSTITUTE 
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED.

PROGRESSIVE POLICY INSTITUTE 
1919 M Street NW,  
Suite 300,  
Washington, DC 20036 

Tel 202.525.3926 
Fax 202.525.3941

info@ppionline.org 
progressivepolicy.org

mailto:info@ppionline.org
https://www.progressivepolicy.org

	INTRODUCTION
	Summary of Recommendations
	I. Replace Taxes on Work with Taxes on Consumption
	1. Repeal the Payroll Tax
	2. Adopt a Value-Added Tax
	3. Enact a Carbon Tax
	4. Replace the Gas Tax with a Vehicle-Miles Traveled Tax
	5. Turn the EITC into a Living-Wage Tax Credit
	6. Replace the Estate Tax with a Progressive Inheritance Tax

	II. Make the Individual Income Tax Code Simpler and More Progressive
	7. Raise Individual Income and Capital Gains Tax Rates
	8. Close Capital Gains Tax Loopholes
	9. Make Permanent Changes to the Standard Deduction and Personal Exemptions
	10. Limit the Value of All Itemized Deductions 
	11. Replace Indirect Tax Subsidies for State and Local Governments With Direct Grants
	12. Extend Limits on Wealthy Pass-Through Business Owners
	13. Temporarily Freeze Retirement Contribution Limits and Close Loopholes

	III. Reform the Business Tax Code to Promote Growth and International Competitiveness
	14. Allow Immediate Deductions for Investment Instead of Interest
	15. Raise the Corporate Income Tax Rate to 25%
	16. Equalize the Tax Treatment of Dividends and Stock Buybacks
	17. Reform the Tax Treatment of Nonprofits
	18. Repeal Special-Interest Tax Expenditures
	19. Reform the Corporate Alternative Minimum Tax and Protect Our International Tax Base

	IV. Secure America's Global Leadership
	20. Increase Appropriations to Meet Our Research and Development Goals
	21. Defend Democracy with Smarter Military Spending
	22. Cut Tariffs and Make Trade Deals
	23. Repeal Counterproductive Protectionist Policies
	24. Modernize Our Immigration System for the 21st Century

	V. Strengthen Social Security’s Intergenerational Compact with Pro-Work Reforms
	Calculate Benefits Based on Years Worked Instead of Lifetime Earnings 
	26. Adjust the Retirement Age to Improve Simplicity and Equity
	27. Change Cost-of-Living-Adjustments
	28. Reform Survivor Benefits to Reduce Poverty
	29. Reduce Spousal Benefits
	30. Improve Disability Insurance
	31. Increase Taxes on High-Income Social Security Benefits

	VI. Modernize Medicare
	32. Consolidate Medicare Parts A, B, and D into a Streamlined “Medicare One” Benefit
	33. Base Medicare Premium Subsidies on Average Bids
	34. Create a Budget-Neutral Medicare Buy-in for People Ages 55-64
	35. Expand the Use of Site-Neutral Payment Policies
	36. Rebase Medicare Payment Rates on Current Levels
	37. Expand Telehealth Access in Medicare
	38. Reform GME and IME Payments

	VII. Cut Health-Care Costs and Improve Outcomes
	39. Set a Maximum Rate on What Providers Can Charge for Out-of-Network Care
	40. Make Prescription Drugs More Affordable
	41. Create a Public Health Security Fund
	42. Permanently Smooth the ACA Subsidy Cliff
	43. Encourage State Innovation in Medicaid
	44. Curtail Medicaid Financing Gimmicks

	VIIi. Support Working Families and Economic Opportunity
	45. Provide Paid Parental Leave Benefits
	46. Expand the Child Tax Credit
	47. Expand Public Education to Include Preschool
	48. Replace Regressive Tax Subsidies for Higher Education with a “Super Pell” Program
	49. Expand Educational Pathways to High-Quality Jobs
	50. Control the Cost of College
	51. Reform Income-Driven Repayment
	52. Create Child Opportunity Accounts
	53. Increase Funding for Community Development Financial Institutions

	VIII. Make Housing Affordable for All
	54. Create a “Race-to-the-Top” Zoning Grant
	55. Capitalize a Housing Construction Bank
	56. Phase Out Regressive Tax Subsidies for Real Estate
	57. Reform and Phase In an Expansion of Housing Choice Vouchers

	X. Rationalize Safety-Net Programs
	58. Smooth the SNAP Benefits Cliff
	59. Increase Asset Caps for Supplemental Security Income
	60. Repurpose TANF Funds
	61. Reform Agriculture Subsidies
	62. Replace All Cost-Of-Living Adjustments Indexed to CPI-W with Chained CPI-U

	XI. improve public administration
	63. Restore and Reform IRS Enforcement Funding
	64. Stop Processing Claims for the Employee Retention Tax Credit
	65. Deschedule and Tax Marijuana
	66. Improve Competition Enforcement to Cut Costs for Consumers
	67. Incentivize Fair Fines and Fees at the Local Level
	68. Equalize Retirement Contributions for Federal Employees Hired Before and After 2013
	69. Extend the Window for Using Loan Programs Office Appropriations

	XII. Manage public debt responsibly
	70. Improve Automatic Stabilizers 
	71. Reform the Debt Limit
	72. Create a Durable Public Investment Budget
	73. Restore Fiscal Democracy

	About the Center for Funding America’s Future
	Bookmark 90

