Empirics prove increasing progressive income taxes solve---Puerto Ricans don’t pay federal income taxes
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Social Security has only one source of revenue that is progressive—where those with higher incomes pay proportionally larger amounts. That source is the dedicated revenue from the taxation of benefits. As explained in chapter 2, if your income is high enough, a portion of your Social Security benefits is treated as income when determining how much you must pay in taxes on April 15 each year.
As we all know, the amount of federal income taxes you pay is determined by a set of progressive income tax rates. The higher your income, the higher the percentage you pay in income taxes. The revenue collected from the taxation of a portion of Social Security benefits is dedicated to Social Security and Medicare.38
This one progressive source of Social Security revenue constitutes only 2.5 percent of Social Security’s total annual income.39 In contrast, premium income and investment earnings, which make up virtually all of the rest of Social Security’s annual revenue,40 do not require the wealthy—no matter how many hundreds of millions of dollars they earn each year—to pay a larger percentage of their income or wealth. And none of the new revenue for Social Security proposed by the All Generations Plan and discussed so far in this chapter would require them to pay a larger percentage of their vast wealth. But we believe that it is just and fair that they do.
Requiring the wealthiest among us to pay more, while still retaining the great bulk of their fortunes, has precedent. In fact, it was the norm for most of the past one hundred years. The top marginal income tax rates were 70 percent or higher each and every year between 1936 and 1980, before dropping to today’s low rates.41 Indeed, even during the relatively conservative administration of President Eisenhower from 1953 to 1961, marginal tax rates exceeded 90 percent. Today, the top rate is only 39.6 percent.42 As figure 8.3 shows, a top marginal rate ten percentage points higher would still be well below what it was in the 1950s and 1960s, when the nation had a thriving middle class and much greater income and wealth equality.
Having the wealthiest bear a greater burden of expenses for the common good is as American as apple pie, and for good reason. All of us benefit from public expenditures, but the wealthy benefit the most. Since they have the most property, they are arguably disproportionately advantaged by having police, military, court systems, fire departments, and other public services designed to protect us and our property. The accumulation of large estates is dependent, in part, on the general productivity of the American economy and its infrastructure—including, for example, roads, police, and education. Also, the very well-off benefited far more than others from large tax cuts, initiated during Ronald Reagan’s and George W. Bush’s presidencies. Further, as chapter 6 highlights, since the mid-1970s a dramatic increase has taken place in the share of income going to the top 1 percent of American households, and there has been an enormous concentration of wealth. It is reasonable to ask of those who have benefited so greatly from the commonwealth (i.e., common wealth) to contribute more to the common good, specifically more to Social Security.43
Figure 8.3
A new stream of progressive revenues for Social Security could fund significant benefit expansions such as those proposed in chapter 7. It would also ameliorate excessive income and wealth inequalities. Accordingly, the All Generations Plan proposes a millionaire’s tax; that is, a new marginal income tax rate, ten percentage points higher than the current top rate (now 39.6 percent) on incomes of more than $1 million, with the new revenue dedicated to Social Security.44 Under this proposal, millionaires and billionaires would pay no more on their first million dollars. For every dollar earned in excess of $1 million, they would pay 10 percent. In other words, on the million-and-first dollar, just 10¢ would go to Social Security. The All Generations Plan imposes only a 10 percent tax. If, for example, a 20 percent rate were levied on annual incomes of more than $20 million, that, of course, would bring in considerably more revenue.
In the NCD report on the aftermath of hurricanes Katrina and Rita, people with disabilities are identified as a high-risk group for a variety of reasons, such as the inability to receive or respond to early alert systems, and contending with physical structures that are not responsive to their needs.9 Both the NCD and IPCC reports begin to identify social causes of these risks, including lack of adequate support and transportation even in good times, as well as lack of financial and social support. However, in most of the discourse on climate change risk and disability, the focus remains on preparation and response around individual needs, including preparation for evacuation, communication, and accessibility for individuals with a variety of physical and mental impairments. Less attention has been paid to the causes of disadvantages within these already vulnerable groups and methods and mechanisms to address these before, during, and after disasters.
Understanding disaster risk through an EJ lens further identifies that those most at risk for bearing a disproportionate share of impacts from climate change-related impacts, (i.e., increased heat, rising sea levels, and extreme weather events) are persons living in poverty, racial minorities, and other marginalized populations, such as people with disabilities.17 contexts An EJ framework addresses unequal protection from environmental risks among vulnerable groups within political and ethical.18 In the case of extreme weather events such as hurricanes, mounting evidence suggests that environmental injustice provides an explanation for the impact of such events.19 An EJ framework further highlights how disaster planning fails to consult with stakeholder groups, including people with disabilities.20 Inequities related to EJ also impact resources available to respond to disasters, as well as rates of and responses to displacement.2
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