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Federal Government’s Taxing & Spending Power
Name
Institution
Federal Government’s Taxing Power
It is certain that the ever-increasing growth of online retailing has driven the federal government and the state governments to seek better and greater power to capture more sales tax revenue. For long, the internet's power and prevalence have altered the dynamics of the national economy. This expansion that has seen an increased revenue shortfall can be addressed by the federal government’s power. The Federal government through its three distinct branches: legislative, executive, and judicial, whose powers are vested by the U.S. Constitution in the Congress, the President, and the federal courts, respectively have the mandate to pass laws that allow states to collect sales tax from companies that sell products over the Internet (Klock, 2014). Undoubtedly, the move to collect taxes from online retailers has proved to be challenging over the years, however, it is the legislative branch through the Supreme Court that the federal government has the possibility of taxing online retailers.
 Supreme Court Rulings on E-commerce markets
 The federal government’s desire to address the taxation in the state taxes on online-oriented businesses started in1992. At this time, in ruling between a case Quil v. North Dakota, the Supreme Court ruled on the premise that for a seller to be subject to state’s sales taxation he/she must have a physical presence, or “connection,” in the particular state (Justicia, 2019). This could be presumed to represent the principle of “no taxation without representation” in action, which largely benefits consumers by ensuring healthy tax competition among states. With the age of the internet, and many organizations economic presence shifting to online marketplaces, the federal government through the Supreme Court had to address the state’s tax system (Auxier & Reuben 2018). 
Overturning of the 1992’s Supreme Court Ruling
On June 2018, the U.S. Supreme Court made a major ruling on that undercut the 1992’s Quil v. North Dakota advantage that many e-commerce companies have enjoyed over brick-and-mortar rivals over the years. The federal government freed states governments and required them to start collecting billions of dollars in new sales taxes from online retailers (Wolf, 2018). This ruling was a blow to online retailers as over the years; the internet market has been considered a tax-free zone, putting traditional retailers at a disadvantage. This ruling show president Donald Trump, take it to social media to congratulate the Supreme Court for a big win on internet sales tax. He believed that the new ruling will ensure fairness for consumers and retailers, and online retail powerhouse companies such as Amazon Com Inc. that had long been tax-exempt will now start paying taxes (Stohr, 2018). According to the projections, it is projected that this taxing power granted by the federal government to the states will see state governments accumulate an additional $8 billion to $23 billion annually. 
Federal Government’s Spending Power
The federal government can withhold highway funds from states that allow alcohol consumption by persons under 21 years of age. Back in 1984, Congress passed legislation requiring the secretary of transportation to hold back 5% of federal highway funds from states that upheld a drinking age below 21. However, the Spending Power of the Federal government; Congress has three general restrictions. First, the spending power must be used for the pursuit of general welfare; second the conditions for spending must be explicit, to allow the states to make a meaningful choice and be aware of the significances and consequences of the choice; and third, the conditions must be allied to a federal interest in countrywide projects or programs (Justicia, South Dakota v. Dole, 483 U.S. 203 (1987), 2019). 
As identified the Congress in some way have the authority to withhold funds from states that permitted alcohol consumption under 21 years of age. This power is vested in the Consitution; the Spending Clause in Article I, Section 8. However, this power has been subjected to question. For instance, the state of South Dakota appealed this rule was an unconstitutional exercise of the Congressional spending power. In 1987, Supreme Court case; South Dakota v. Dole,  the South Dakota claimed that it is unconstitutional for Congress to regulate activities in areas conventionally reserved to the states by using its spending power (Casefiles, 2019). The Supreme Court reached the verdict that so long as the general restrictions of the federal government are made, then the Congress was acting constitutionally.  This legislation pursued general welfare, it was drafted in unambiguous terms and also it is directly related to safe travel from state to state; the primary reason for expending highway funds.
Most recently, the spending power of the Congress was weighed in the Supreme Court’s 2012 verdict in the Obamacare case; “National Federation of Independent Businesses v. Sebelius.” The case mainly focused on the constitutionality of the "individual mandate" of the Affordable Care Act, under the consideration that states were meant to lose all their Medicaid funding if they opted not to expand the ACA program (Logue, 2016). Just like in Dole’s case, the condition laid out by the ACA program was found not to be in violation of one of Dole’s requirements; being coercive. Notably, there is has not been a scenario that has curtailed the federal government continuing to wield the spending power to influence state policy. 
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