Social Security is controversial – makes horsetradfing inevitable 
Eli Lehrer 18 ( writer for the National Affairs; “A Politics of Public Goods”; National Affairs; https://www.nationalaffairs.com/publications/detail/a-politics-of-public-goods//TMS-Isir)
First and most important, the provision of public goods provides an alternative to the socially corrosive identity politics of modern progressivism that many academics and other influential cultural elites robustly promote. While a degree of group identity is healthy and, indeed, necessary for social progress, it is nearly impossible to build social solidarity upon the basis of group characteristics that are more or less immutable. Indeed, the enthusiastic embrace of identity politics by so many on the left has proven inconsistent with either improving the existing American welfare state or accomplishing progressivism's overriding goals, such as reducing income inequality. So long as group identity exists, it will be difficult to avoid the observation that certain aspects of the welfare state disproportionately benefit some groups over others. This makes the social insurance provided by the state far more controversial than it otherwise would be, and likely degrades the quality of the programs themselves. As America's inability to reform Social Security and Medicare shows, the groups that benefit most will try to define their benefits as somehow "earned" and "deserved," while denigrating those provided to others. Even if America theoretically could build social solidarity and increase confidence in a national project on the basis of a vastly larger social-insurance state, no current political force is interested in doing so in the short term: The left is too concerned with identity politics, while a large — if shrinking — part of the right opposes a significantly larger welfare state, believing that it would smother much of what makes America unique and prosperous. Second, public goods are more unifying for the population because they are "needed" by everyone, while the benefits of a social-insurance state are not. The overwhelming majority of able-bodied people living in a developed, stable democracy will never slip into long-term poverty regardless of whether they are involved in a social-insurance system. But nobody can provide clean air or national defense alone, and there is by definition no market demand for true basic science. Physical-infrastructure projects (which are not core public goods, in any case) can be distributed unequally and can be excludable through tolls and user fees. But they cannot practically be built by any individual alone. Governments can also take on the long-term debt necessary to finance such projects at lower interest rates than the private sector can. The horse-trading involved in our political system and the unique role of the states have resulted in large infrastructure projects that have, indeed, had widespread benefits. Both the interstate highway system and the rollout of broadband internet infrastructure, for instance, involved "over-investments" in rural areas relative to their populations, and therefore enjoy widespread support. And while it is certainly possible to exclude certain citizens from the benefits of quasi-public goods (in fact, the Jim Crow system existed primarily to do just this), doing so has not only proven quite difficult to sustain in the long term, but it is deeply inconsistent with the principle of individual liberty and the maintenance of a true liberal democracy. 
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