
Oregonians 
deserve accurate 
information when 
it comes to public 

policy proposals that would have far-reach-
ing consequences. So it was disappointing 
to read The Oregonian’s recent editorial dis-
paraging Initiative Petition 28, a proposal to 
raise corporate income taxes.

The editorial engaged in an apples-to-or-
anges comparison in wrongly portraying 
IP28 as a hidden sales tax. In doing so, the 
paper misinformed readers about a proposal 
that promises to boost much-needed fund-
ing for schools, health care and senior ser-
vices.

Since 1929, corporations that don’t pay 
enough under Oregon’s pro!ts tax must pay 
an alternate minimum tax. As noted by The 
Oregonian, IP28 modi!es the current min-
imum tax by levying a 2.5 percent tax on 
Oregon sales of $25 million or more a year. 
This new bracket would only apply to C cor-
porations — corporations like Walmart and 
Bank of America that are taxed separately 
from their shareholders. IP28 would a"ect a 

narrow slice of all corporations doing busi-
ness in Oregon. Only about 1,000 of the 
some 30,000 C corporations — fewer than 4 
percent of all C corporations doing business 
in Oregon — would pay the new minimum 
tax. That doesn’t even factor in the tens of 
thousands of S-corporations, limited liabil-
ity companies, partnerships and sole propri-
etorships that would be una"ected.

The Oregonian editorial board based its 
argument against the measure on a report 
by the Oregon Legislative Revenue O#ce 
(LRO) on the imaginary impact of a broad 
gross receipts tax. That’s the main $aw in 
The Oregonian’s editorial: LRO’s guessti-
mate assumed a tax that would apply across 
the board to all businesses, not just 1,000 
or so large C corporations. This makes com-
parison of the LRO hypothetical estimate to 
IP28 one of apples to oranges.

Although the editorial noted that IP28 
“di"ers in some ways” from the broad gross 
receipts tax modeled by LRO, it neverthe-
less declared that “the e"ects would be gen-
erally similar.” There is, however, no basis 
for The Oregonian editorial board to reach 

that conclusion. Testifying before a legisla-
tive committee about its hypothetical broad 
gross receipts tax, the head of LRO acknowl-
edged that the impact of IP28 “will be dif-
ferent.” He also noted that LRO’s predictive 
model produces “a gross simpli!cation” of 
the real world.

There is a very good reason to believe that 
much of the impact of IP28 would not be 
passed on to consumers: competition. Most 
companies doing business in Oregon won’t 
be subject to IP28. Nor will many online 
retailers selling all over the country. This 
competition will help deter the relatively 
few corporations impacted by the tax from 
passing it on to consumers. To stay compet-
itive, these !rms may simply pay for it by 
reducing the pro!ts going to shareholders 
or spread the costs across the country. With 
Oregon accounting for only 1 percent of the 
national economy, a bump in costs here is 
barely a blip for a nationwide retailer.

What, if any, portion of IP28 would actu-
ally be passed on to consumers will be 
hard to verify and prove. If IP28 becomes 
law, academics will be debating that for 

decades to come. What is clear is that if IP28 
becomes law, it will be a game-changer. It 
will enable Oregon to !nally dig itself out 
of the hole created by Measure 5 and pro-
vide our children the kinds of schools they 
deserve.

•

Chuck Sheketo! is executive director of the 
Oregon Center for Public Policy (www.ocpp.org).
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Initiative Petition 28 would levy a 2.5 percent 
tax on Oregon sales over $25 million by C 
corporations, such as Bank of America.
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