
An open letter to President Joe Biden, Xavier Becerra, Secretary of Health and Human Services, Rep. Mike 
Johnson, Speaker of the United States House of Representatives, and Sen. Chuck Schumer, Majority Leader of the 
United States Senate:

Scrap the Punitive, Unworkable, and Indefensible Excise Tax on Prescription Drugs

We, the undersigned economists, attorneys, and other expert professionals in the fields of tax and health policy 
and administration, write to express concern over a provision in the Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) of 2022 to 
levy a 95 percent excise tax on the sales of prescription medicines if their manufacturers do not accede to below-
market federal price caps. We know of few other examples from U.S. history of a tax that would be as punitive, 
unworkable, and ultimately indefensible.

Much criticism has been leveled at Subtitle B of the IRA, which provided the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services with the authority to conduct negotiations directly between the government and drug manufacturers 
supplying the private insurance plans participating in Medicare Part D (later expanding to Part B). Far less 
attention, however, has been given to the coercive mechanism that effectively forces those manufacturers to pay 
whatever price the government dictates: a 95 percent excise tax for those who choose not to participate in this 
ploy. The flaws of this approach, now embodied in Section 5000D of the Internal Revenue Code, are numerous:

•	 If the Tax Were Ever Levied, Taxpayers Would Lose Twice. Normally, most excise tax increases are either 
passed along directly to consumers or are reflected in higher prices. Yet, Section 5000D is not normal 
policy; rather, it was created to enforce price controls. Imposing price controls on one part of Medicare 
would lead to higher costs for beneficiaries elsewhere, whether through higher premiums or increased 
costs in other parts of Medicare. In general, enforcing prices set at below-market rates leads to shortages, 
squeezes the cost bubble toward some other portion of the economy, and imposes a deadweight loss on 
society.

Nonetheless, it is axiomatic that taxing a product or service at exorbitant rates tends to reduce its availability. The 
very existence of a 95 percent excise tax could therefore lead to shortages in the prescription drugs that patients 
need, as well as less innovation toward future cures as manufacturers are deterred from engaging in R&D that 
could carry a new 95 percent premium. Taxpayers could no longer count on as many future drug breakthroughs to 
bend the cost curve of more expensive treatments such as surgeries and hospital stays in government healthcare 
programs. The policy goal should be to encourage life-saving treatments that benefit seniors in Medicare, and 
ultimately, all taxpayers. This tax scheme will do the opposite. 

•	 Section 5000D Defies All Definitions of an Excise Tax. Generally, excise taxes are exactions on manufacturing, 
sales, or consumption of a given product designed to raise revenue for a related or specific purpose. As 
the National Taxpayers Union recently stated, however, Section 5000D contradicts this principle: there is 
no pretense of a given product being routinely sold between a private sector business and customer, and 
therefore a flow of commerce. Nor is the tax designed at a level to specifically offset the cost of providing 
government service. Nor is the tax firmly linked to a quantifiable externality, such as providing routine 
law enforcement or funding harm reduction. 

•	 The Tax Is Not Only Unserious, It Is Under Several Legal Challenges. The budgetary impact estimates of 
Congress’s Joint Committee on Taxation ( JCT) assume that Section 5000D 	won’t raise any revenue, 
because the Committee believes the tax will never be invoked. Congress’s scorekeepers assume what 
the architects of this provision knew all along: far from being a mere cudgel to guide the behavior of 
taxpayers, Section 5000D is effectively designed to secure compliance with federal price controls. As 
professionals in the policy, legal, and economics communities, we believe that tax laws should be crafted 
with serious, rather than spurious, purposes in mind. 

Doubts over Section 5000D’s legal pedigree and practical function are among several arguments that various 
parties, from affected manufacturers to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, have raised in litigation currently 
underway against the new drug negotiation process. Unless Section 5000D is repealed or substantially modified, 
the federal government will continue to expend considerable tax dollars in the courts on an uncertain outcome. 

Whether characterized as a massive tax with little precedent in U.S. experience, or a punitive artifice crafted to 
achieve price controls on prescription drugs, Section 5000D risks further damaging the integrity of the U.S. tax 
system. Policymakers would be wise to change course now, and jettison this ill-conceived law. 



James T. Bennett
George Mason University

Bruce L. Benson
Florida State University

David Bessler
Texas A&M University (Ret.)

John J. Bethune
Barton College

Michael Bond
University of Arizona

Bryan L. Boulier
George Washington University

Harry P. Bowen
Queens University of Charlotte

Adam Brandon
FreedomWorks

Klajdi Bregu
IU South Bend

Bryan D. Caplan
George Mason University

William J. Carney
Emory University

K.C. Chen
California State University, 

Fresno

Agnitra Roy Choudhury
Auburn University-

Montgomery

Paul F. Cwik
University of Mount Olive

Gregg Dimkoff
Grand Valley State University

Andrew Economopoulos
Ursinus College

James Edwards
Conservatives for Property 

Rights

Frank Falero
California State University

Joao Ricardo Faria
Florida Atlantic University

Susan Feigenbaum
University of Missouri-St. 

Louis

Douglas C. Frechtling
The George Washington 

University

Caleb S. Fuller
Grove City College

Paul Gessing
Rio Grande Foundation

Stephan F. Gohmann 
University of Louisville

Kenneth V. Greene
Binghamton University

Earl L. Grinols
Baylor University

Stephen Happel
Emeritus Professor of 

Economics, Arizona State 
University

Jeffrey E. Haymond
Cedarville University

Elizabeth Hicks
Consumer Choice Center

John Hoehn
Michigan State University

John S. Howe
University of Missouri

Miren Ivankovic
Anderson University

Barry Keating
University of Notre Dame

Kishore G. Kulkarni
Metropolitan State University 

of Denver

George Langelett
South Dakota State University

Nicholas A. Lash
Loyola University-Chicago

Stanley Liebowitz
University of Texas, Dallas

Tony Lima
California State U., East Bay

Dr. Christopher Lingle 
American Institute for 

Economic Research

Jody Lipford
Francis Marion University

R. Ashley Lyman
University of Idaho

D.W. MacKenzie
Independent Researcher

Abir Mandal
University of Mount Olive

Michael Marlow
Cal Polytechnic State 

University

Timothy Mathews
Kennesaw State University

Jeffrey Mazzella
Center for Individual Freedom

Michael J. McIlhon
Metropolitan State University



Roger Meiners
University of Texas - Arlington

Thomas Miller
American Enterprise Institute

Daniel Mitchell
Center for Freedom and 

Prosperity

Robert F. Mulligan
Indiana University East

Michael C. Munger
Duke University

Darren Brady Nelson
The Heartland Institute

Jane Orient
Association of American 
Physicians and Surgeons

Sheri Perez
College of Southern Nevada

Tomas J. Philipson
 University of Chicago

Arturo C. Porzecanski
American University

Stephen W. Pruitt
University of Missouri at 

Kansas City

John Ruggiero
University of Dayton

Raymond Sauer
Clemson University

D. Eric Schansberg
Indiana University Southeast

Pete Sepp
National Taxpayers Union

Carlos Seiglie
Rutgers–Newark Colleges of 

Arts & Sciences

Alan C. Shapiro
University of Southern 

California

Institutional affiliations are provided for identification purposes only.

William F. Shughart II
Utah State University

Brian P. Simpson
National University

Vernon L. Smith
Chapman University

George B. Tawadros
Winona State University

Grace-Marie Turner
American Healthcare Choices

Edward Tufte
Yale University

Richard Vedder
Ohio University

Deborah Walker
Fort Lewis College

Benjamin Zycher
American Enterprise Institute


