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TARGETED JOBS TAX CREDIT

FRIDAY, APRIL 3, 1981

U.S. SENATE,
SuBcoMMITTEE ON EconoMIic GROWTH,
EMPLOYMENT, AND REVENUE SHARING,

Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 12:30 p.m., in room
2221, Everett McKinley Dirksen Building, Hon. John Heinz (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Senators Heinz and Dole.

{The press release announeing this hearing and the joint commit-
tee print follows:] .

FINANCE SuBcoMMITTEE ON EcoNomic GROwTH, EMPLOYMENT, AND REVENUE
SHARING SETs HEARING ON TAX INCENTIVES FOR EMPLOYMENT

Senator John Heinz (R-Pa.). Chairman of the Subcommittee on Economic Growth,
Employment, and Revenue Sharing announced today that the Subcommittee will
hold a hearing on April 3, 1981 on the use of tax incentives to increase employment,
including a review of the experience with the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit.

The hearing will be held on Friday, April 3, in Room 2221 of the Dirksen Senate
Office Building, and will begin at 12:30 p.m.

The hearing will focus on the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit that was enacted as part
of the Revenue Act of 1978. The Targeted Jobs Tax Credit was designed to focus tax
incentives for employment on seven specific target groups that experience high
unemployment rates, and replaced the former New Jobs Tax Credit. It is expected
that witnesses will address how well the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit has performed as
a device for increasing employment among the targeted groups. Witnesses are also
invited to suggest other approaches for stimulating employment through the use of
tax incentives, particularly in small business. :

In general, it is anticipated that witnesses will be able to advise the Subcommittee
on ways to increase the level of employment by reducing the additional labor costs

-imposed by Federal taxes. The use of tax incentives to increase national; regional,
and urban employment will be explored, according to Heinz.

Requests to testify ‘

The Committee requested that persons desiring to testify during this hearing
make their requests to testify in writing to Robert E. Lighthizer, Chief Counsel,
Committee on Finance, Room 2227, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Washington,
D.C. 20510, not later than Friday, March 27, 1981. Persons so requesting wiil be
notified as soon as possible after this date whether they will be scheduled to appear.
If for some reason a witness is unable to appear at the time scheduled, he may file a
written statement for the record in lieu of the personal appearance.

Consolidated testimony

The Committee urged all witnesses who have a common position or with the same
general interest to consolidate their testimony and designate a single spokesman to
present their common viewpoint orally to the Subcommittee. This procedure will
enable the Subcommittee to receive a wider expression of views than it might
otherwise obtain. The Committee urges very strongly that all witnesses exert a
maximum effort to consolidate and coordinate their statements.

Legislative Reorganization Act
The Committee observed that the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, as
amended, and the rules of the Committee require witnesses appearing before the
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Committees of Congress to file in advance written statements of their proposed
testimony and to limit oral presentations to brief summaries of their arguments.

The Committee stated that all witnesses who are scheduled to testify must comply
with the following rules:

(1) All witnesses must include with their written statements a one-page summary
of the principal points included in the statement.

(2) The written statements must be typed on letter-size (not legal size) paper and
at least 100 copies must be delivered to Room 2227, Dirksen Senate Office Building,
not later than noon of the last business day before the witness is scheduled to
appear.

(3) Witnesses are not to read their written statements to the Subcommittee, but
are to confine their oral presentations to a summary of the points included in the
statement.

(4) Not more than 10 minutes will be allowed for the oral summary.

Witnesses who fail to comply with these rules will forfeit their privilege to testify. -

Written statements

Persons requesting to testify who are not scheduled to make an oral presentation,
and others who desire to present their views to the Subcommittee, are urged to
prepare a written statement for submission and inclusion in the printed record of
the hearing. Statements submitted for inclusion in the record should be tgpewritten,
not more than 25 double spaced pages in length and mailed with five (5) copies to
Robert E. Lighthizer, Chief Counsel, Committee on Finance, Room 2227, Dirksen
?ggiate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20510, not later than Friday, March 27,



BACKGROUND
ON
TAX INCENTIVES
FOR EMPLOYMENT .

PREPARED FOR THE USE OF THE

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
BY THE STAFF OF THE

JOINT COMMITTEE ON TAXATION

INTRODUCTION

The Subcommittee on Economic Growth, Employment, and Revenue
Sharing of the Committee on Finance has scheduled a hearing on
APIE‘il 3, 1981, on the use of tax incentives to increase employment.

his pamphlet, prepared in connection with the hearing, contains
three parts. The first part discusses the legislative history of tax incen-
tives for employment, beginning with the WIN tax credit as adopted
in 1971. The second part describes the present targeted jobs tax credit
and WIN tax credit. The third part provides data on recent use of the
credits and summarizes several recent reports evaluating the credits.



I. LEGISLATIVE HISTORY
A. Employment Tax Incentives Prior to the Revenue Act of 1978

1. Work incentive program credit and welfare recipient tax credit

As part of the Revenue Act of 1971, Congress adopted a tax
credit for the hiring of recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent
Children (AFDC) who were placed in employment through the Work
Incentive Program. The amount of the credit was 20 percent of the

oss wages pald to the employee for the first 12 months of employment
z:vhether or not consecutive) during a period of 24 months from the

rst day of employment. The maximum amount of credit which could
be claimed by an employer, in any taxable year, was $25,000 plus 50
percent of any remaining tax liability in excess of $25,000. The credit
was not available to nonbusiness employers (e.g., employers of house-
hold employees). In addition, the credit was recaptured in the case of
an employee who ceased to work for the original employer unless the
employee voluntarily quit, became disabled, or was fired for miscon-
duct before two years had passed. )

The Tax Reduction Act of 1975 added the welfare recipien: tax
credit for the hiring of AFDC recipients who had received benefits
for 90 days. This credit was essentially the same as the WIN credit
except that it was available to both businesses and nonbusiness em-
ployers (with a $5,000 per year cap on eligible nonbusiness wages).
A tax credit was allowable either under the WIN credit or welfare re-
cipient tax credit but was not allowable under both with respect to
the same wages paid to the same individual. The welfare recipient tax
credit was to expire on July 1, 1976.

The Tax Reform Act of 1976 made several changes to both the WIN
tax credit and the welfare recipient tax credit. Because the Congress
was concerned that the WIN tax credit was not being used to the extent
anticipated, revisions were made to encourage its greater use: (1) the
credit was made available from the date of hiring if employment was
not terminated without cause before the end of six months; (2) an ad-
ditional exemption was added to the recapture rules so that no recap-
ture would be required if an employee were laid off due to a substantial
reduction in business; and (38) the limitation on the amount of the
credit was increased from $25.000 to $50,000 plus one-half of tax
liability in excess of $50.000. Three changes also were made to the
welfare recipient tax credit: (1) its expiration date was extended to
January 1, 1980 (2) a 12-month limit was imposed upon the period of
time for which the credit could be claimed for any one employee; and
(8) WIN agencies, as well as State and local welfare agencies, were
permitted to certify eligibility for the credit.
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2. New jobs tax credit

_ The Tax Reduction and Sim lification Act of 1977 provided a new
jobs tax credit for 1977 and 1978. This credit was equal to 50 percent
of the increase in each employer’s wage base under the Federal Un-
employment Tax Act (FUTA above 102 percent of that wage base
in the previous year. (The FUTA wage , for purposes of this
credit, consisted of the first $4,200 of wa r employee.) The em-
R‘llc:yer’s deduction for wages was reduced by the amount of the credit.

us, although the maximum gross credit with respect to each new
employee was $2,100, the effective credit per employee ran from
$1,806 (for a taxpayer in the 14-percent tax bracket) to $630 (for a
taxpayer in the 70-percent bracket).

There were four limitations on the total amount of credit which
could he claimed : (1) the credit could not exceed 50 percent of the in-
crease in total wages paid by the employer for the year above 105 per-
cent of total wages paid by the employer in the previous year; (2) the
eredit could not exceed 25 percent of the current year’s F%TA wages;

(3) the credit could not exceed $100,000 per year; and (4) the credit
conld not exceed the taxpayer’s tax liability:

Special rules were provided for businesses not covered under FUTA,
such as farms and railroads. Special rules also were provided for com-
putation of the credit by groups of companies under common control,
for businiesses with emé)loyees working abroad, and for businesses af-
fected by acquisitions, dispositions, and other changes in business from.
- Additional rules were provided for allocating the credit among mem-
bers of a gartnership and of a subchasber S corporation.

The 1977 Act also provided an additional, nonincremental credit
equal to 10 percent of the first $4,200 of FUTA wages paid to handi-
capped individuals who received vocational rehabilitation. This credit
was based on the first $4.200 of wages paid to a handicapped individ-
ual whose first FUTA wages from the employer were paid in 1977
or 1978. Only wages paid during the one-year period beginning when
the individual first was paid FUTA wages by the employer were
taken into account in computing the credit. The credit for handi-
capned workers could not exceed one-fifth of the regular 50-percent
credit which would have been allowable without regard to the $100,000
limitation. However. this special 10-percent credit was not itself
subject to any specific dollar limitation.

B. Revenue Act of 1978

The Revenue Act of 1978 substantially revised the provisions
relating to tax incentives for emplovment. The new jobs tax
credit was permitted to expire at the end of 1978 because Congress
believed that the unemployment rate had declined to a level where
it would be more appropriate to focus employment incentives on indi-
viduals who have high employment rates, even when the national
unemployment rate is low, and on other groups with special employ-
ment needs. Thus, in place of the new jobs tax credit, Congress
enacted a provision which was designed to provide an incentive for
private employers to hire individuals in seven target groups, which
were singled out on the basis of thair low income or because their



employment should be encouraged. The seven target groups consisted
of (1) vocational rehabilitation referrals, (2) economically disadvan-
taged youths, (3) economically disadvantaged Vietnam-era veterans, -
(4) Sgl receipients, (5) general assistance recipients, (6) cooperative

education students, an jzg economically disadvantaged ex-convicts.
(This provision is discu more fully, below, under *Present law.”)

Because Congress believed that employer utilization of the WIN
and welfare recipient tax credits was far below what could have been
achieved if the credit rate had been higher and the rules for claiming
the credits had been simpler, the 1978 Act increased the credit rate
and simplified the rules governing employer eligibility for the credits.
In addition, the welfare recipient credit was made permanent. (These
rules are discussed below, under “Present law.”)

In addition to these substantive changes, the 1978 Act requires the
Secretaries of Labor and Treasury to submit to the tax-writing com-
mittees a joint report concerning the effectiveness of the targeted jobs
tax credit and the new jobs tax credit of prior law. This report is due
no later than June 30, 1981.



II. PRESENT LAW
A. Targeted Jobs Tax Credit
(Code secs. 51, 52, and 53)

1. General rules

The targeted jobs credit, which applies to eligible wages paid
before January 1, 1982, is available on an elective basis for hiring
individuals from one or more of seven target groups. The credit is
equal to 50 percent of the first $6,000 of qualified first-year wages
and 25 percent of the first $6,000 of qualified second-year wages paid
to each individual. Qualified first-year wages are wages that are paid
for services during the one-year period which begins with the day
the individual begins working for the employer. However, in the case
of a vocational rehabilitation referral, this period begins with the day
the individual starts work for the employer that is on or after the
beginning of the individual’s rehabilitation plan. Qualified second-
year wages are wages attributable to service rendered during the one-
year (Feriod immediately following the close of the first one-year -
period.

Since no more than $6,000 of waies during either the first or sec-
ond year of employment may be taken into account with respect to
any individual, the maximum credit per individual is $3,000 in the
first year of employment and $1,500 in the second year of employment.
However, the deduction for wages is reduced by the amount of the
credit (determined without regard to the tax liability limitation).
Thus, for an employer who hires an eligible employee who earns $6,000
in his first year of employment, the credit results in an actual tax
reduction that ranges from $900 (for an employer in the 70-percent
bracket) to $2,580 (for an employer in the 14-percent bracket). How-
ever, because all wages are deductible for employees who are not
members of target groups, after-tax costs of the first $6,000 of wages
?aid to such employees range from $1,800 (for an employer in the

0-percent bracket (to $5,160 (for an employer in the 14-percent
bracket). Thus, the credit provides a 50-percent reduction in the after-
tax costs of the first $6 000 of wages paid to target group employees in
the first year of employment, regardless of the employer’s tax bracket.

2. Target groups

The targeted jobs tax credit is available only with respect to the
hiring of individuals who are members of one of seven target groups.

The statute contains certification provisions which relieve the
employer of responsibility for proving to the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice that an individual is a member of a target group. The Secretaries
of Treasury and Labor are required jointly to designate a single em-
ployment agency in each locality to make this determination and to
issue a certificate which, without further investigation on the part



of the employer, is sufficient evidence that the individual is a member
of such group. An exception to this procedure is made for cooperative
education students, whose eligibility is certified by the qualified school
participating in the program. .

The seven target groups are described in detail in the following
discussion:

(1) Vocational rehabilitation referrals

Vocational rehabilitation referrals are those individuals who have a
physical or mental disability which constitutes a substantial handicap
to employment and who have been referred to the employer while re-
ceiving, or after completing, vocational rehabilitation services under an
individualized, writter rehabilitation plan under a state plan approved
under the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, or under a rehabilitation plan for
veterans carried out under chapter 31 of title 38, U.S. Code. Certifica-
tion can be performed by the designated local employment agency,
upon assurances from the vocational rehabilitation agency that the
employee has met the above conditions. .

(2) E'conomically disadvantaged youths

Economically disadvantaged youths are individuals at least age 18
but not age 25 on the date they are hired by employers, and who are
members of economically disadvantaged families (defined as families
with income during the preceding 6 months, which on an annual basis
would be less than 70 percent of the Bureau of Labor Statistics lower
living ;;ta.nda.rd as determined by the designated local employment
agency).

(%) Economically disadvantaged Vietnam-era veterans

The third target group consists of Vietnam-era veterans certified by
the designated local employment agency as under the age of 35 on the
date they are hired by the employer and who are members of economi-
cally disadvantaged families. A Vietnam-era veteran is an individual
who has served on active duty (other than for training) in the Armed
Forces more than 180 days, or who has been discharged or released from
active duty in the Armed Forces for a service-connected disability, but
in either case the active duty must have taken place after August 4,
1964, and before May 8, 1975. However, any individual who has served
for a period of more than 90 days during which the individual was on
active duty (other than for training) is not an eligible employee if any
of this active duty occurred during the 60-day period ending on the
date the individual is hired by the employer. This latter rule is intended
to prevent employers that hire current members of the armed services
(or those recently departed from service) from receiving the credit.
The definition of an economically disadvantaged family and the proce-
dures for certifying to the employer that an individual is a member of
such a family are the same as those discussed above.

(4) SS81 recipients

SSI recipients are those receiving either Supplemental Security In-
come under Title XVI of the Social Security Act, including State
supplements described in section 1616 of that Act or section 212 of
P.L. 93-66. To be an eligible employee, the individual must have



received SSI payments during a month ending durin%] the 60-day
eriod which ends on the date the individual is hired by the employer.
he designated local agency will issue the certification after a deter-
mination by the agency making the payments that these conditions
have been fulfilled.

(6) General assistance recipients

General assistance recipients are individuals who receive general
assistance for a period of not less than 30 days if this period ends within
the 60-day period ending on the date the individual is hired by the
employer. General assistance programs are State and local programs
which provide individuals with money payments based on need. These
programs are referred to by a wide variety of names, including home
relief, poor relief, temporary relief, and direct relief. Examples of indi-
viduals who may recelve money payments from general assistance in-
clude those ineligible for a Federal program, or waiting to be certified
by such a program, unemployed individuals not eligible for unemploy-
ment insurance, and incapacitated or temporarily disabled individuals.
Some general assistance programs provide needs to those individuals
who find themselves in a one-time emergency situation ; however, many
of these families will not meet the “30-day requirement” described
above. Because of the wide variety of such programs, the law provides
that a recipient will be an eligible employee only after the program has
been designated by the Secretary of the Treasury, after consultation
with the Secretary of Health and Human Services, as a program which

rovides cash payments to needy individuals. Certification will be per-
ormed by the designated local agency.

(6) Cooperative education students

The sixth target group consists of youths who actively participate in
qualified cooperative education programs, who have attained age 16 but
who have not attained age 20, and who have not graduated from high
school or vocational school. The definitions of a qualified cooperative
education program and a qualified school are similar to those used in
the Vocational ducation Act of 1963. Thus, a qualified cooperative
education program means a program of vocational education for
individuals who, through written cooperative arrangements between a
qualified school and one or more employers, receive instruction, includ-
ing required academic instruction, by alternation of study in school
with a job in any occupational field, but only if these two experiences
are planned and supervised by the school and the employer so that each
experience contributes to the student’s education and employability.

For this purpose a qualified school is (1) a specialized high school
used exclusively or principally for the provision of vocational educa-
tion to individuals who are available for study in preparation for
entering the labor market, (2) the department of a high school used
exclusively or principally for providing vocational education to per-
sons who are available for study in preparation for entering the labor
market, or g?)) a technical or vocational school used excﬁlsively or
principally for the provision of votational education to persons who -
have completed or left high school and who are available for study in
preparation for entering the labor market. In order for a nonpublic
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school to be a qualified school, it must be exempt from income tax
under section 501(a) of the Code. In the case of individuals in this
group, wages paid or incurred by the employer are taken into account
only if the school certifies that the individual is enrolled in and actively
pursuing the qualified cooperative education program, is age 16
through 19, and is not a vocational or high school graduate.
(?) Economically disadvantaged former convict

Any individual who is certified by the designated local employment
agency as having at some time been convicted of a felony under State
or Federal law and who is a member of an economically disadvantaged
family is an eligible employee for purposes of the targeted jobs credit,
if Sll(‘?l individual is hired within five years of the later of release from
prison or date of conviction. The definition of an economically dis-
advantaged famly and the procedures for certifying to the employer
that an individual is a member of such a family are the same as those
discussed above.

3. Limitations on amount of credit

Wages may be taken into account for purposes of the credit only if
more than one-half of the wages paid during the taxable year to the
employee are for services in the employer’s trade or business. In addi-
tion, wages for purposes of the credit do not include amounts paid to
an individual for whom the employer is receiving payments for on-the-
job training under Federally-funded programs, such as the Compre-
hensive Emplovment and Training Act (CETA). Moreover, the em-
ployer may not claim the targeteg jobs credit for wages paid to an .
individual with respect to whom » WIN credit is claimed.

In order to prevent the hiring of targeted employees from displacing
a substantial number of non-targeted employees, qualified first-wages
for all targeted employees may not exceed 30 percent of FUTA wages
for all employees during the calendar year ending in the current tax

ear.

Y Finally, in order to prevent taxpayers from escaping all tax liability
by reason of the credit, the credit may not exceed 90 percent of the
employer’s tax lability after being reduced by alf other nonrefundable
credits, except the residential energy credit (sec. 44C), the credit for
producing fuel from a conventional source (sec. 44D), and the alcohol
fuel credit (sec. 44E). Excéss credits may be carried back three years
and carried forward seven years.

4. Special rules

For purposes of determining the years of employment of any
employee, Wa%es for any employee up to $6,000, and the 30-percent
FUTA cap, all employees of all corporations that are members of a
controlled group of corporations are treated as if they are employees
of the same corporation. Under the controlled group rules, the amount
of credit allowed to the group is generally the same which would be
allowed if the group were a single company. Comparable rules are
provided in the case of partnerships, proprietorships, and other trades
or businesses (whether or not incorporated) that are under common
control. Thus, all employees of such organizations generally are treated
as if they are employed by a single person. The amount of targeted jobs
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credit available to each member of a controlled group is each member’s
proportionate share of the wages giving rise to the credit.

The targeted jobs tax credit may be used as an offset against the
alternative minimum tax except to the extent that the minimum tax
is attributable to net capial gains and adjusted itemized deductions.

B. WIN Tax Credit

(Code secs. 50A and 50B)
1. General rules

In the case of trade or business employment, taxpayers are allowed
a WIN tax credit equal to 50 percent of qualified first-year wages and
25 percent of qualified second-year wages paid to WIN registrants and
AFDC recipients. For employment other than in a trade or business,
the credit is 35 percent of qualified first-year wages.

No more than $6,000 of wages during either the first or second year
may be taken into account with respect to any individual. Thus, the
maXximum credit per individual employed in a trade or business is
$3.000 in the first year of employment and $1,500 in the second year of
employment. Since the employer’s deduction for wages is reduced by
the amount of the credit, an employer who pays an eligible employee
$6,000 in his first year of trade or business employment receives an
actual reduction in taxes ranging from $900 (for an employer in the
70-percent bracket) to $2,580 (for an employer in the 14-percent
bracket). However, because all wages are deductible for non-eligible
employees, after-tax costs of the first $6,000 of wages paid to such
employees range from $1,800 (for an employer in the 70-percent
bracket) to $5.160 (for an employer in the 14-percent bracket). Thus,
the credit provides a 50-percent reduction in after-tax costs of the first
$6.000 of wages paid to eligiblec employees in the first year of employ-
ment, regardless of the employer’s tax bracket.

2. Eligible employees

An eligible employee is one who either is 1 member of an AFDC
family that has been receiving AFDC for at least 90 continuous days
preceding the date of hiring or is placed in employment under the
WIN program. Either of these requirements must %e certified to by the
Secretary of Labor or by the appropriate state or local agency. In
addition, for the credit to be available, the employee must be employed
by the taxpayer for more than 30 consecutive days on a substantially
WIN program. Either of these requirements must be certified by the
full-time basis, or, in the case of an employee whose employment 1s
related to providing child day care services, on a full-time or part-
time basis.

No credit is available in the case of: (1) expenses reimbursed, for
example, by a grant; (2) employees who displace other employees
from employment; (3) migrant workers; or (4) employees who are
close relatives, dependents, or major stockholders of the employer.

3. Limitations on amount of credit

The WIN-welfare recipient tax credit may not exceed 100 percent
of tax lability. Unused credits may be carried back three years and
carried forward seven years. '
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In the case of non-trade or business wages, the maximum amount
of creditable wages is $12,000. In effect, this permits a taxpayer to
claim the credit for up to two full-time nonbusiness employees.

Finally, the credit for dependent care expenses (Code sec. 44A) may
not be claimed with respect.to any wages for which the. taxpayer is
allowed a WIN-welfare recipient credit.

4. Special-rules

The WIN-welfare recipient credit contains rules similar to those
applicable in the case of the targeted jobs credit for controlled groups.
Thus, the amount of credit allowable to cach member of a controlled
group is the member’s share of wages giving rise to the credit.

The WIN credit may be used as an offset against the alternative
minimum tax, except to the extent that the alternative minimum tax
is attributable to net capital gains and adjusted itemized deductions,

S~ " to the extent the credit is attributable to the active conduct of a trade

or business by the taxpayer claiming the credit.

There is a special 100-percent credit with respect to unreimbursed
wages paid to workers whose wages are reimbursed in whole or in
part by funds made available under section 2007 (grants to hire wel-
fare recipients as child care workers) of the Social Security Act. If
the taxpayer elects to compute the credit using this rate, the credit
with respect to any employee is limited to the least of: (1) $6,000
minus the reimbursement with respect to this employee under section
2007, (2)_$3,000 (for the first year of employment) or $1,500 {for
the second year of employment), or (3) 50 percent (for the first year
of employment) or 25 percent (for the second year of emplovment)
of the sum of unreimbursed wages and the reimbursement under sec-

—- tion 2007. :

!
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III. BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON USE OF EMPLOY-
MENT TAX CREDITS ’

A. Data on Certifications

1. Targeted jobs tax credit

Table 1 presents figures on the number of certifications issued under
the targeted jobs tax credit. Certifications are issued at an employer’s
request, to support a claim for the tax credit, after a member of a
target group hasbeen hired.

Cooperative education youth are the group for which the largest
number of certifications has been issued. As of December 1980, 47.2
percent of all certifications issued were for members of this group. Of
the total certifications issued in 1979, approximately the same per-
centage (50.3) of certifications also were for this group. Thus, apart
from seasonal patterns, presumably related to the school year, co-
operative education students appear to steadily receive about half of
the certifications.

Economically disadvantaged youth have received the second largest
, number of certifications. As of December 1980, these youths had re-
ceived 36.7 percent of all certifications. The absolute number of certifi-
cations going to this grou{) has been increasing steadily over the pe-
riod, rising from a monthly average of 4,086 in 1979 to 11,945 in the
iast three months of 1980.

The number of certificates issued for members of the other five
targeted groups is much smaller than for either cooperative education
youth or economically disadvantaged youth. Figures for economically
disadvantaged Vietnam-era veterans and ex-convicts and for handi-
capped individuals have each averaged approximately 1,100 per month
and have shown no clear trend over the period covered by these figures.
The number of general assistance and é)SI recipients participating in
the program has been even smaller; for the former group, however,
the number of certificates appears to be increasing slowly.

80-595 O—81——2



TaBLE 1.—NUMBER OF CERTIFICATIONS IssUED UNDER TarceETED JoBs Tax CreprT, BY TARGET GROUP

Economically Disadvantaged Coopera-
tive General
‘ Vietnam Ex- Handi- education  assistance SSI
Period Youth veterans convicts capped youth recipients recipients Total
1979
March to December.______ 36, 774 4, 330 4, 768 6,119 54, 764 1, 585 390 108, 730
1980
January__________________ 6, 828 979 972 1, 253 21, 875 334 91 32, 332
February_________________ 7,153 984 1, 286 1, 359 18, 506 375 82 29, 745
Mareh. __ __ . __________ 8, 758 1, 146 1, 255 1, 378 11, 634 471 84 24, 726
April____ . __ 8, 569 1,183 1, 316 1, 480 8, 059 498 64 21, 169
Y e e 7, 804 895 1, 104 1, 239 6, 906 509 55 18, 512
June________________-____ 8, 212 986 1, 078 1, 196 5, 648 551 49 17,720
July. oo __ 8, 935 1, 031 1, 106 1, 036 4, 288 493 47 16, 936
August - __ . ____________ 9, 278 995 986 1, 122 1, 753 552 42 14, 728
September. _ _ _.__________ 11, 372 1, 206 1,174 1, 116 5, 484 750 43 21, 145
October to December______ 35, 834 3, 339 3, 484 3, 649 53, 301 1, 981 201 101, 789
Total___.___________ 149, 517 17, 074 18, 529 20, 947 192, 218 8, 099 1, 148 407, 532

Source: U.S. Employment Service.

14
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2. WIN tax credit

Table 2 presents recent figures on use of the WIN tax credit. The

first column shows the number of certificates issued to employers for
eligible employees and thus is roughly comparable to tge data in
'lé%léle 1. The number of certificates issued has grown sharply since
1978. : .
The second and third columns of table 2 show the number of tax
returns on which the WIN credit was claimed. There is no apparent
explanation for the drop between 1977 and 1978 in the number of in-
dividuals claiming the credit. However, for both corporations and
individuals, there was a sharp jump in this figure between 1978 and
1979, which is consistent with the jump in the figures in the first
column.

The number of both participating employees and participating
employers grew sharply after 1978; this may be attributable to the
modifications made to the credit by the Revenue Act of 1978.

TABLE 2.—Dara oN REcENT Use or WIN Tax CrebiT

Number of tax returns claiming

credit
Tax credits
Year authorized ! Corporations ? Individuals
1977 ... 35, 266 5, 038 15, 785
1978 ____ 36, 085 5, 308 4, 817
1979 ___ 42,713 6, 538 7, 524
1980 e 52, 625 ®) (‘)

1 Fiscal years.

t Taxable years ending between Oct. 1 of the specified year and Sept. 30 of
the following year. )

3 Not available,

Source: U.S. Department of Labor; Internal Revenue Service.
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B. Evaluation Reports

1. Ohio State University study®

QOverview

. A series of reggrts evaluating the implementation of the targeted
jobs credit has been written for the U.S. Department of Labor by
researchers at Ohio State University. These reports were based pri-
marily on field interviews with administrators and employers in 25
sites around the United States; the latest interviews were conducted
in October 1980.

The basic findings of the report are that the hiring patterns of most
employers have not responded to incentives provided by the targeted
jobs credit, although some employers say that they have shifted hirin
to the target groups. In addition, many of the employees of the local
agencies administering the credit are skeptical of it and reluctant to
use it as a placement tool. A majority of the certifications issued to
employers generally have been retroactive, that is, the determination
of whether an employee is eligible has been made by the certifying
agency (the local Employment Service) after the hiring decision has
been made. Some Employment Service offices were found to be more
reluctant than others to issue retroactive certifications, but those which
were reluctant had difficulty in meeting their numerical goals. Toward
the end of the period covered by the report, there appears to have been
a decline in the perccntage of certifications which were retroactive.

Attitudes of certifying agencies

The report found considerable variety across areas in the aggres-
siveness with which local Employment Service offices have marketed
the credit. In some areas, many of the local agency employees believe
that publicity and marketing at the national level has been inadequate,
as have the financial resources and organizational incentives for takin
the credit seriously. These attitudes have affected the enthusiasm wit,
which these employees have pursued their own efforts to use the credit
as a placement tool. However, the level of marketing apparently does
not appear to have a great effect on the local offices’ ability to achieve
certification goals or on the proportion of certifications which are
retroactive. '

The various agencies involved in identifying target group members
have widely varying attitudes about the desirability of the tax credit
programs. The report found that employees of CETA prime sponsors
were generally negative, since they viewed the credit as antithetical
to what they saw as their basic mission—to train individuals for unsub-
sidized placements—rather than to compensate employers for em-
ployees’ lack of productivity. Employment Service employees were
found to be less negative, but they feel, in many cases, that the credit

! Mershon Center CETA Study, Ohio State University, The Implementation of
the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit, Report Nos. 1 (July 1980) and 2 (January 1981).
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increases their workloads without positive results and is a windfall for
employers who were already hiring substantial number of employees
from the target groups. On the other hand vocational rehabilitation
agencies and agencies placing ex-offenders believe that the credit is a
useful placement tool. Employees of cooperative education agencies
believe that the credit is useful to reward employers for their participa-
tion in the cooperative programs, but they do not believe that the credit
is needed to obtain placements for their students.

Attitudes of employers .

Some employers believe that the credit has changed their hiri
practices, although many believe that the credit is not large enougﬁ
to compensate them for the costs of hiring members of the target
groups and of participating in the credit. These perceived costs in-
clude lower productivity of target group members, increased costs of
screening potential employees from target groups, fear of employment
discrimination charges, increased probability of an IRS audit, and
general reluctance to participate in government programs. Some em-
ployers also have found that the system for administering the credit is
too uncoordinated, because of the large number of agencies involved.

Study recommendations

The authors of the report reach tentative conclusions about changes
in the targeted jobs credit program which they believe may improve its
effectiveness. These include:

1. Eliminating eligibility for students in cooperative education pro-
grams in order to focus the credit on people who clearly need it to
obtain employment.

2. Increasing the amount of the credit.

3. Eliminating the option of having employees certified retro-
actively. ’

4. Providing additional funds to implement the program so that
stag can be assigned to focus on marketing and administering the
credit. '

5. Centralizing implementation of the credit in a single agency, or
providing that one agency has the authority required to coordinate the
cfforts of other agencies.

6. Establishing uniform questionnaires and procedures for deter-
mining eligibility of participants in the various target groups.

7. Reducing requirements for documenting participants’ eligibility
for the credit.

In addition, some of the local agencv emplovees believe that the
WIN credit should be merged with the tarseted jobs credit to reduce
confusion which arises from the existence of two separate credits with
similar goals.

2. Northeast-Midwest Institute report? -

The Northeast-Midwest Institute issued a renort on the targeted jobs
tax credit in September, 1980. The report reviews the implementation
of tho credit and makes several recommendations for both legislative
and administrative changes.

* Northeast-Midwest Institute, Putting the Targeted Jobs Credit Back to Work,
September, 1980. -
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'The report criticizes the initial decision of the Department of Labor
to assign responsibility to the CETA “prime sponsors” for identify-
ing the three economically disadvantaged groups. Some CETA agen-
cies were more accustomed to dealing with individuals who were not
ready for a job than with those who were looking for immediate place-
ment. Employment Service offices should have been given more respon-
sibility, according to the report; this would have improved the imple-
mentation of the credit in its first months. In January, 1980, the Em-
ployment Service was given the authority to identify individuals in
all target groups except cooperative education students.

Cooperative education agencies are found to be relatively enthusi-
astic about the program, but they admit that employers receiving
the credit are those who have hired cooperative education students
in the past and would have continued to do so without the credit.

The report also claims that Employment Service offices have not
made a coordinated effort to refer target group members to employers.
Further, retroactive certification is criticized as reducing the produc-
tivity of the employees administering the program.

The authors of the report make several recommendations for chang-
ing the administration of the credit, including more guidance from
the national office of the Employment Service, greater publicity, funds
carmarked specifically for administrative costs associated with the
credit, and giving the Employment Service more authority to co-
ordinate the program with other agencies. Several legislative recom-
mendations aiso are made, including dropping cooperative education
students from the program or limiting eligibility only to those who are
economically disadvantaged, making the credit refundable, allowing
employers both a credit and a full deduction for wages paid to eligible
employees, allowing the credit against payroll taxes, disallowing retro-
active certification, and targeting of distressed areas. /

t 3

3. Wisconsin Health and Social Services Department repo

The Wisconsin Department of Health and Social Services has
written a report based on interviews with administrators of the WIN
and targeted jobs credits and with employers. The authors find that
the credits are underutilized, relative to the eligible population, and
that lack of knowledge on the part of both employers and administer-
ing agencies was the major factor accounting for their low utiliza-
tion. Some employers believed that participation in the credit would
entail excessive paperwork, would increase the risk of a tax audit, and
would conflict with affirmative action principles. In addition, some of
the agency employees found a conflict between the idea of subsidized
employment and what they viewed as their primary goal—improving
human capital. As a result, there was considerable variation in the
degree to which the credits were part of the agency’s standard place-
ment efforts. No specific problems were found with the design of the
subsidy. With respect to tﬁe targeted jobs credit, employers found con-
fusing the diffusion of administrative responsibility among different
agencies, although lack of Federal resources for administration may
account for some of the perceived administrative problems.

3 A Report of the Waqge Rill Subsidies Reecarch. Project, Ph&sc I. Office of Client
Employment Programs, Division of Policy and Budget, Wisconsin Department
of Health and Social Services, November 1980. .
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Senator HEeiNz. Today’s hearing is the first held by this new
Subcommittee on Economic Growth, Employment and Revenue
Sharing. While revenue sharing was part of the Revenue Sharing
and Intergovernmental Transfer Subcommittee chaired by Senator
Bradley last year, the effect of tax policy on economic growth and
employment is included in the subcommittee’s new jurisdiction. As
chairman, 1 am vitally interested in exploring the ways the tax
policy may be used to increase employment, stimulate more rapid
economic growth, and to flight inflation more effectively.

It seems that to be that these desirable goals are interrelated
and can be pursued simultaneously without conflict. I reject the
notion that there is a trade off between progress on the inflation
front and progress on employing all Americans who are willing and
able to work. We can and must move forward on both problems at
the same time.

Recent history, in fact, suggests just the opposite sort of relation-
ship that some pessimists continue to assert.

Last year, the U.S. economy experienced a sharp, if short-lived
recession. That recession drove more more than 1.3 million addi- -
tional people out of work according to statistics published by the
Department of Labor, but inflation did not come down. In fact, it
went up from 11.3 percent in 1979 to 13.5 percent in 1980, as
measured by the Consumer Price Index.

Fighting inflation with people’s jobs just doesn’t work, and even
if it did work, I believe it would be the wrong way to go about it.

Increasingly, analysts are focusing their attention on the rela-
tionship between high and growing taxes on the one hand, and
high and growing inflation and unemployment on the other. 1
believe there is merit behind this view. Logically, there is a link.

Consider the nature of the employment agreement. To conclude
an agreement, an employee must believe that the amount of com-
pensation received, net of all taxes, is worth more to him than the
leisure time foregone. Also, his employer must believe that the
value of the services performed by the employee will be worth at
least as much as the total cost of securing his services. If either
party doesn’t feel he will be better off, then there is no agreement.
What payroll and income taxes do then is to lower the chances of
both parties feeling they will be better off.

For example, an employee may decide that a gross wage of
$10,000 is inadequate since, after social security taxes and income
taxes, he'll receive less than $9,000 net.

His employer who offers a gross wage of $10,000, will really have
to pay over $11,000 to hire him after social security, workmen’s
compensation and unemployment taxes, are factored in. The total
would run even higher if regulatory costs are included.

As taxes on empioyment grow higher, the chance that one or
both of the parties involved will find that no agreement is possible
rises. The message is clear. Excessive taxation Kkills jobs.

What is also becoming clear is that growing taxation also aggra-
vates inflation. When the portion of an employee’s check going to
the Government rises, either through direct Federal action, such as
the scheduled increases in social security taxes, or indirectly
through bracket creep, a natural reaction is to try and get a
measure of this back in negotiating with the employer. If an em-
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ployee expects inflation to continue at 10 percent, then a 12 per-
cent or more raise is seen as necessary just to make him whole
when taxes are considered.

Meanwhile, the employer who also thought that 10 percent infla-
tion would prevail is shocked to hear that his employee’s minimum
demand is for a 12-percent raise.

Since labor costs are by far the highest share of total business
costs, a reasonable demand by this employee to keep up with
inflation and taxes translates into a reasonable decision for the
employer to pass on his higher-than-expected costs to consumers.

Later, when the new inflation statistics are published, the em-
ployee will find that he underestimated inflation and a new cycle
of inflation will be ignited. Then the employee, again, will try to
recover lost ground, and his employer, again, will announce price
increases. This cycle of inflationary action and reaction must be
stopped, and the provocative role of escalating taxes must be better
understood if inflation is to be controlled.

The chilling effect employment taxes have on jobs is especially
punishing for marginal workers. These workers are the last hired
and the first fired. Also, their employers feel their job attachment
is weak. They see no reason to provide training for workers that
will not be with them long. Employment taxes aggravate these
problems. By forcing the productivity standard higher than other-
wise would be the case, fewer marginal workers can make the leap
successfully. '

One Federal program that seems to offer a way out for them, in
nart, is the targeted jobs tax credit, which is up for reauthorization
this year.

Under existing law, employers who hire workers from any of
seven targeted groups receive a tax credit equal to 50 percent of
the first $6,000 in wages paid in the first year. The credit equals 25
percent of the first $6,000 paid in the second year. These credits
are offset by a provision disallowing wages subject to the credit as
business deductions.

The targeted groups are: cooperative education students,- eco-
nomically disadvantaged youths, vocational rehabilitation referrals,
general assistance recipients, SSI recipients, economically disad-
vantaged ex-convicts and Vietnam veterans under age 35 from
economically disadvantaged families.

This tax program, it seems to me, achieves several desirable
goals. First, it provides assistance to certain groups that experience
unusually high levels of unemployment compared to the level pre-
vailing throughout the country no matter what the general state of
the economy.

In effect, it is a program targeted at groups in the country
experiencing significant structural unemployment problems. There-
fore the program provides a single equitable remedy for several
national manpower problems.

Second, by encouraging greater levels of employment among
groups with significant employment problems, the amount of Fed-
eral spending on entitlement programs is lowered. If a handicapped
individual is hired, then Federal spending for his disability falls.
Also, when a general assistance recipient finds work through the
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program, then general assistance payments from the Government
are lowered.

A thoughtful analysis would surely find that the targeted jobs
tax credit has a salutory effect on keeping Federal spending down.

Third, the tax credit, by encouraging employment, raises Federal
revenue. The unemployed do not have significant tax liability so
they pay little in Federal taxes. This means that the employed
must shoulder more of the burden than otherwise.

To the extent that the targeted jobs tax credit is successful in
securing positions for those who would otherwise go without work,
it brings new individuals on to the tax rolls and spreads the distri-
bution of the tax burden more evenly throughout the population.

Fourth, it lowers inflation in two ways. By reducing Federal
expenditures and raising Federal revenue, the targeted jobs tax
credit lowers the Federal deficit releasing pressure of the Federal
Reserve to monetize Treasury securities, inflating the economy.
Also, by lowering the net cost to employers of hiring some new
workers, the cost of expanding production beyond the current level
is lowered. And that has a beneficial impact on decisions about
pricing.

Fifth, and most importantly, the targeted jobs tax credit program
offers to many disadvantaged the opportunity to join the main-
stream of American society. Instead of dispair and alienation, there
is the opportunity for self-respect that comes with self-support from
a private sector job:

Nevertheless, I want everyone to understand, notwithstanding
my comments about what I believe to be the benefits of this pro-
gram, that this is an oversight hearing.

Every program run by the Government could be run better, in
manﬁ cases much better. ,

While the targeted job tax credit was legislated with important
social and economic goals in mind, there is evidence that actual
implementation practices could be improved significantly.

Indeed, in the current atmosphere of fiscal restraint, every pro-
gram run by the Government should be carefully reviewed with an
eye on improved results at lower costs. It may be that there are
better ways programmatically to achieve our goals, and I hope
witnesses appearing before us today will provide the subcommittee
with suggestions on ways we can improve results under the target-
ed jobs tax credit program if it is reauthorized, and also provide
suggestions on alternative ways that our goals can be achieved.

I would now like to call our first witness, the Honorable John E.
Chapoton, Assistant Secretary of the Treasury for Tax Policy.

Mr. Chapoton.

Mr. CHAaPOTON. We have a statement, a rather lengthy statement
that we submitted for the record, Mr. Chairman, and I would like
to summarize. ’

Senator HEinz. Without objection, the entire statement will be a
part of the record.

TESTIMONY OF HON. JOHN E. CHAPOTON, ASSISTANT
- SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY FOR TAX POLICY

Mr. CuaproTON. I am pleased to appear before the subcommittee
today to review the experience of the United States with tax cred-
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its for employment, including the targeted job tax credit. I will also
offer some information for evaluating the experience.

First, however, let me emphasize, Mr. Chairman, that the most
effective method of increasing employment is to have a strong
growing economy. The administration’s tax program is designed to
get the economy moving forward again. Reducing marginal tax
rates will make employment more rewarding to individuals and
these tax reductions and the proposed tax incentives for invest-
ment will also provide the additional capital needed to provide jobs
and improve worker productivity, and reduce unit labor costs.

The administration’s budget and tax program for economic recov-
ery will reduce the unemployment rate from the current 7.3 per-
cent level to 6.4 percent by 1984. This would represent an increase
of 7.5 million jobs.

A brief history of two earlier job credit provisions will have to
provide a context for discussion of the targeted jobs credit. Those
provisions are a tax credit for hiring welfare recipients, known as
the WIN welfare credit which was enacted in 1971 and is still
available. The second one is the new jobs tax credit for employers
with increasing employment which was in effect for 2 years before
it expired under a sunset provision at the end of 1978.

The WIN welfare credit was enacted in 1971 for employers who
had registrants of the work incentive program. The objective of
this program was to increase employment opportunities of persons
eligible for welfare. The program was expanded and liberalized in
1975 and, again, in 1976 and in 1978. The 1978 revisions made the
strl(llcture of the program very similar to that of the targeted jobs
credit.

Despite its 10-year history and recent liberalizations, the WIN
credit has been little used. The number of eligible workers certified
for the credit reached a high of 53,000 in 1980, however, even at
this high point 80 percent of the WIN registrants who found jobs
went to work for employers who did not use the credit.

In 1977, Congress enacted another employment tax credit called
the new jobs tax credit. This provision was intended as an antire-
cession fiscal stimulus toward employers, particularly small busi-
ness for increased employment.

The amount of the credit available to employers under this pro-
gram did not depend upon the characteristics of the workers they
hired. However, legislation established a number of conditions that
limited the amount of credit that employers could claim.

Congress wanted to restrict the credit to firms that increased
employment from year to year; wanted to focus the credit on small
business; wanted to provide extra credits for hiring handicapped
persons; and wanted to keep the cost of the program within limits.

The attempt to satisfy all of these objectives produced an ex-
tremely complex set of requirements and greatly reduced any possi-
ble employment incentive.

A taxpayer could qualify for the new jobs credit by exceeding a 2-
percent threshold for growth in the unemployment insurance base,
the FUTA base. This was assumed to mean an increase in the
number of employees.

The credit was basically 50 percent of the increase in wages paid
over 105 percent of total wages for the preceding year, but the
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amount of the credit was limited by one of four restrictions includ-
ing a cap of $100,000 per employer.

The purpose of the cap, of course, was to try to limit the credit to
small businesses, but many larger firms and growing firms claimed
$100,000 of credit automatically without receiving any incentive at
the margin to hire additional employees.

Tax return information for 1977, the first year of the new job
credit, shows a total amount of credit claimed of $1.6 billion for
corporations.

The total revenue cost over the life of the new jobs credit, includ-
ing additional credits earned in 1978 and carryovers continuing for
several years is estimated to be $5.7 billion.

The new job tax credit was a questionable device for providing
relief to small business or small corporations with total assets of
less than $250,000 accounted for more than 69 percent of corporate
taxpayers, but only 6.6 percent of those firms took advantage of the
credit in 1977.

I have charts in my prepared testimony on this and other aspects
of the new jobs tax credit.

These charts indicate that the manufacturers were most likely to
claim the new jobs credit and that the average amount of the
credit claimed was also highest in manufacturing.

The credit claimed was relatively small and infrequent in use in
the case of trade, services, and financial sectors of the economy.

Despite rapid overall employment growth in 1977 and the large
revenue cost of the new jobs credit, only about 15 percent of corpo-
rations filed for the credit in 1977.

In 1978, the Carter administration proposed replacement of the
new jobs tax credit with a tax credit focused on disadvantaged
youth and handicapped individuals.

Congress adopted the concept, but expanded the targeted jobs
credit to include five groups that the chairman named in the
opening statement. The principal groups being economically disa-
vantaged youth, ages 18 to 24 and students in cooperative educa-
tion, ages 16 to 19.

The targeted jobs credit is equal to 50 percent of wages of eligible
individuals, but cannot exceed $3,000 per empioyee in the first year
of employment. In the second year it is 25 percent of $6,000, up to a
maximum of $1,500 per eligible employee.

The employer’s deduction for wages must be reduced by the
amount of the targeted jobs tax credit claimed. This makes the
" incentive provided by the credit the same for all businesses regard-
less of the tax rate faced by their owners. The credit is available to
corporations, individuals, and partnerships.

The effect of the credit is to reduce for all firms the cost of an
eligible employee by 50 percent of the first $6,000 of wages paid for
the first year of employment. This means that the effective wage
cost for employees at the minimum wage of $3.35 per hour is
reduced in the first year to $1.68 for up to 1,800 hours of work, and
in the second year to $2.51.

Increased employment was, of course, to be accomplished by
lowering the cost to employers of hiring eligible workers. The
Carter administration originally proposed a 22-percent credit for
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only disadvantaged youth and that was expected to be claimed for
1.9 million such employees.

However, in the first 2 years of the program, only 150,000 disad-
vantaged youth have been certified under the targeted jobs credit.

Corporations that use the credit reported hiring on average less
than three workers in 1979. This information combined with De-
partment of Labor data of 108,000 certifications in calendar 1979
suggest that less than 50,000 employers participated in the targeted
jobs tax credit in 1979.

It is interesting to note that the type of targeted worker hired
differs considerably by type of industry. Retail trade, finance and
service industries have hired primarily cooperative education stu-
dents. On the other hand, construction, manufacturing, and whole-
sale trade firms are most likely to hire economically disadvantaged
youth age 18 to 24. -

The estimated revenue loss in the targeted jobs credit is $305
million in 1981, and if the program were extended beyond its
present expiration date at the end of this year, we estimate that
annual revenue loss would rise to $350 million.

Past and present employment tax credits are so small relative to
total labor costs that little, if any, net additional employment can
be expected tu occur as a result. Even the 5.7 billion new jobs
credit reduced annual labor cost by less than 0.4 percent.

The financial incentive provided by the targeted credits have not
greatly affected the decisions of employers to hire eligible individ-
uals. Instead, about two-thirds of all certifications are estimated to
have been made retroactively, that is, for workers who were found
to be eligible after they were already hired.

The prevalence of retroactive certification casts serious doubt on
the effectiveness of the credit to increase employment in the target
population.

In addition, the relatively small use of the credit for disadvan-
taged youth suggests that as presently constituted the targeted jobs
credit has not been an efficient program for dealing with the
problem of high unemployment among young people from low -
income families.

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, the administration believes
that the existing targeted jobs credit should not be extended
beyond its scheduled expiration date at the end of the year.

That concludes my summary of the statements. I'd be happy to
answer any question you might have.

Senator HEiNz. Thank you, Mr. Chapoton.

I have a number of questions.

One item that interests me is your comment about the number of
retroactive certifications. Now, as I understand it, there are steps
leading to the issuance of the credit. An individual who believes
that he may be a member of a targeted group goes to the State
bureau of employment security and obtains a voucher. He then
shows that voucher to potential employers. The employer who
hires him later gets a guaranteed certificate that the employee
does qualify. Why are we concerned about whether that certifica-
fli_oréd t?akes place 3 days, 15 days, or 60 days after the employee is

ired?
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Mr. CuarotoN. Well, I don’t think we should be concerned if the
employer does know in advance that the employee is eligible. I
think what the data suggests, Mr. Chairman, is that in many cases,
people who are eligible for certification are hired without knowl-
edge of the existence of the law and, indeed, the employers in
many cases don’t seem to be aware of it, and then they later
discover that the employee might be eligible and he is then sent to
get certification.

Senator Heinz. Now, is that what you believe happens? Has this,
in fact, been verified by valid studies and statistics?

Mr. CrarotoN. No; that is what we think happens from the data
}a‘ve’ve seen, from the number of certifications that occur after the
act.

Senator Heinz. Now, in order to draw a conclusion, the critical
question would be whether when the employer was aware of the
voucher before he made an offer of employment?

Mr. CHAPOTON. Yes, sir.

Senator HEiNz. Now, why don’t we have that information?

Mr. CHarorOoN. Well, the joint committee summary cites some
studies—there have been, I believe, two or three different studies
that include interviews. These studies reach varying conclusions on
the incentive effect. But my reading of the summaries of these
studies would indicate that, for the most part, the credit does not
have the incentive effect.

Senator HEINz. But we don’t have any evidence that you can
point to right now.

Mr. CHaroTON. No; we are just looking at the data and the
conclusions from the people who conducted these studies.

Senator HeiNz. Have the people that you just mentioned actually
determined whether people with vouchers were made offers by
employers prior to the issuance of a certificate?

Mr. CHaroTON. Not to my knowledge. They have interviewed
employers and the State unemployment offices.

Senator HEINz. I note in the beginning of your statement that
you feel that the President’s economic program will create 7.5
million jobs. I hope it creates more than that.

Mr. CuaroToN. We do too.

Senator HEINz. The program will, to paraphrase John F. Kenne-
dy, act like a rising tide that lifts all boats. Is that your feeling?

Mr. CuarotoN. Yes, sir, it is. <

Senator HEiNz. Now, my concern is about the people who don’t
have boats, the structurally unemployed. They don’t have the tools
to build boats.

Mr. CHarotON. Mr. Chairman, there is no question that unem-
ployment and, particularly, unemployment in these targeted areas
is a very serious problem that needs attention. Our position though
is that these tax credits have not done the job. They're not an
efficient way of doing it.

Senator HEINz. I am not saying the credit is perfectly structured,
but what is your alternative? Using tax policy intelligently may be
the least intrusive means that the Government can find to attack
structural unemployment.

Mr. CaaproroN. Well, in sum, it is difficult to do things like this
in the tax system. For one thing the benefits, or the cost to the
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Government, don’t stand the test of comparable programs outside

of the tax system so they don’t stand their usual test of efficiency

of the program when you are trying to benefit a certain group.

Then, as we’ve seen, in the targeted jobs——

Senator HEiNz. Excuse me. So that I understand your point——

Mr. CHAPTON [continuing]. Yes.

Senator HEeINZ [continuing). You are saying that a tax expendi-
ture should be subjected to certain efficiency tests? ‘

Mr. CHapoTON. I am saying that if you decide you want to give
certain benefits to a targeted group of employees, then the benefit,
yes, must be tested by its efficiency versus other type programs
that the Labor Department might propose to help this group.

Senator HEinz. I can’t resist asking the question. What is the
tax-efficiency of the oil depletion allowance?

Mr. CHaporoN. Mr. Chairman, I think I'll defer that question to
a later hearing, if I might. ‘

Senator Heinz. All I am saying is that if you are not careful, you
are going to get vourself in trouble in Texas and Oklahoma.

Mr. CHAPOTON. Well, we are not talking about a provision that is
due to expire and it is necessary that we examine the efficiency of
it as we would have to examine in any provision that was due to
expire.

1 might just also add that when you do these programs in the tax
system, such as these two credits—the targeted credit and the new
jobs credit—you often put limits on them. These limits are neces-
sarily to keep the revenue costs down, but they add tremendous
complexity to the provision and people don’t understand it, and I
think that would have a significant impact to their underutiliza-
tion. ‘

Senator HeiNnz. Now, I note that the conclusion of your state- |
ment is carefully worded. I says that the existing targeted jobs tax
credit should not be extended. .

- Does that mean that you could support an employment tax credit
if changes were made, and, if so, do you have any ideas in mind?
Mr. CuaporoN. It means that we would certainly be willing to

review proposals. We do not have any ideas in mind, no sir.

Senator HeINz. If there was fairly broad support in the Congress
for the targeted jobs tax credit concept, what kinds of changes
would you want to see made in it?

Mr. CHapoTroN. Mr. Chairman, I don’t want to be specific on
what I would like to see. The objective, though, is to have it
utilized to a greater extent, and, I think to have it more targeted to
the economically disadvantaged youth rather than to the coopera-
tive education students who have utilized this credit to the greatest
extent. It should probably be targeted more to the industries that
tend to hire the economically disadvantaged youth.

These things are not easy to do, and let me stress that. You can
look at the targeted job credits provision in the present code. They
are very complicated and hard to understand.

Senator HEINz. You mentioned cooperative education students.
Why do you criticize current targeting rules for this group?

Mr. CHAapoToN. My point was that I would think from a policy
standpoint those would be people who would be able to get jobs
anyway through their program and that you would be more in-
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clined, from a policy standpoint, to want to help the economically
disadvantaged group rather than that group.

Senator HEINz. Some argue that it is especially important for
young people to enter the work force before they are attracted to
the street. Cooperative education programs, along with the target-
ed jobs tax credit, seems to work toward this important objective.

How do you respond to that argument? _

Mr. Cuaroron. I would respond that that’s a very desirable goal,
butlI am not sure I could design a tax program to accomplish that
goal.

Senator HEINZ. Let’s rmove on. I am told, and correct me if I'm
wrong, that one of the reasons there isn’t greater participation in
this program, is that the Treasury Department has not issued
regulations codifying what the Department of Labor is attempting
to do; is that correct?

Mr. CHaroTON. No; we have issued proposed regulations and we
have also issued quite a bit of publicity. I did review in preparation
for today the type of publicity that has been issued. We don’t have
any indication that the absence of final regulations has caused a
problem.

I do think though that absence of knowledge of the program, is a
significant impediment to greater use of the program, no matter
how much publicity you put out, including sending notice of the
program to all employers who file employment tax returns.

Senator Heinz. As I understand the program, the Treasury De-
partment keeps track of the costs, and the Labor Department views
the tax credits as a means of accomplishing employment objectives.
There is a division of administration. It may be that this division
has led the Treasury Department toward an attitude which empha-
sizes protection of the revenue above all else.

It strikes that when the Department hasn’t issued final regula-
tions, yet claims this isn’t a problem, that that may be a subjective
conclusion.

Do you really know for a fact that the failure to issue final
regulations hasn’t made businesses -vary of using this program?

Mr. CuaroToN. No; but we—well, I would just state that usually
when we do not have final regulations in a area and it is causing
problems, or uncertainty, we hear about it, and that has not been
the case here.

In other words, when employers are looking for guidance, their
representatives call and that’s not been the case here.

Senator HEeinz. This isn’t, however, the kind of tax provision
likely to cause a public outcry and the automatic feedback response
you suggest. We might have a difference of opinion here. Hopefully
some other witnesses will clarify this subject.

Mr. CHApPOoTON. Mr. Chairman, I might just add that my staff
points out to me that the proposed regulations only cover the
vocational education group. The only part that the Treasury has
had to define regulations on is the qualification of cooperative
educational students.

Senator HEINz. So, Treasury regulations for the other six catego-
ries don’t exist; is that right?

Mr. CuaproroN. They are not Treasury regulations, that's correct.

Senator HeiNz. But are Treasury regulations required for them?
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Mr. CHAaPOTON. No, sir.

Senator HEINzZ. They are not required?

Mr. CHaproTtoN. No, sir.

Senator HEINz. Everybody in the back is sure of that?

It looks like a lively debate is taking place. [Laughter.]

Mr. CHAPOTON. I believe you are correct, Mr. Chairman. These
are—there were some temporary regulations issued. I can’t state
unqualifiedly that there could not be interpretative questions in
other areas. I do know that we have not had questions or com-
plaints that need interpretation. When you give a tax benefit such
as this, you are right, it may not generate a lot of general interest.
But when the tax benefit is large enough, it usually generates
enough interest from employers and their representatives to ask
about interpretation or their problems. We have not seen that
concern.

Senator HEINz. Apart from the lack of final regulations, can vou
think of any other reasons why participation might be, by your
standards, minimal?

Mr. CHAaPoTON. No; I would say that principally it was just my
estimates looking at the data, lack of knowledge would be the
principal problem.

Senator HEINZ. One other question.

As you mentioned in your statement, we have the WIN tax
credit, which is very similar to this. Is the administration seeking
to repeal that credit?

Mr. CuAPoTON. No; the WIN credit is part of a much larger
program designed to get WIN recipients back on the labor force
and it’s a small part of a much larger program.

So, our comments would not——

Senator HEINz. But you don’t have any problem with the WIN
tax credit?

Mr. CuHarotoN. We're not proposing to alter the WIN credit.

Senator HeiNz. Now, of course, AFDC recipients aren’t eligible
for the targeted jobs tax credit, so there is no duplication problem.

Mr. CHaproroN. That’s correct.

Senator HEiNz. These two programs are very similar, the target-
ed jobs tax credit reaching to one set of structurally unemployed
people, the WIN AFDC tax credit reaching to another. Yet, you
don’t want to repeal the latter. I assume that you don’t have a
problem, therefore, with the principle behind the targeted jobs tax
fredit. You just want to be sure that it works well if it stays in the
aw.

Mr. CraroTON. Well, let me rephrase that, Mr. Chairman.

We are not objecting to, or not proposing a change in, the WIN
tax credit. You are correct, there is no overlap in the targeted
group.

As I said in my testimony, the data would give you some pause
on just how well the WIN tax credit is working. However, it is a
much smaller revenue item from the Treasury standpoint. The
participation does seem to be relatively low, but I am saying that
would take further study on the entire WIN program, which we
have not addressed for this testimony this morning.

Senator HEiNz. Let me yield to Senator Dole for any statement
or questions that he may make.

¥
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Senator DoLE. I do have a statement. I want to thank the chair-
man for calling this hearing. I am not going to read a statement.
Senator HEINz. Let me just say, Mr. Chairman, it feels pretty
good to be a chairman.
Senator DoLE. Right. I have noticed that.
Laughter.]
enator DoLE. After 20 years, I'm still not accustomied to it, but

it doesn't take long.

I understand that this program—at least something like this—
has been kicking around for a long time and although it was
finally enacted by Congress I am not certain it has been used
properly. I understand the administration would propose that it
just be allowed to expire, at least this particular program.

Does that indicate that you might have another approach that
would be more effective?

Mr. CHAPOTON. Senator, we are making no other proposal at this
time. As I indicated earlier, we find difficulty in trying to structure
a program to have these very desirable results through the tax

system.

Senator DoLE. All right. I won’t take too much time—I don't
know what ground you have gone over. I do have a statement I
would make a part of the record preceding your testimony.

Senator HEINZ. Without objection.

[The prepared statement of Senator Dole follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR DOLE

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your scheduling this hearing to provide an early
opportunity to review the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit and consider possible alterna-
tive tax provisions designed to increase employment in the private sector. The
Targeted Jobs Credit will expire at the end of this calendar year, and this prompt
consideration of the issues raised by the Credit will enable Congress to make an
intelligent and informed decision on whether to renew the Targeted Jobs Credit, or
modify it significantly, or abandon it altogether. -

It is particularly important that we consider the role of targeted tax incentives
for employment in the context of President Reagan’s economic recovery program.
The Reagan administration is emphasizing firm tax, fiscal, monetary and regulatory
policies in the interest of creating permanent jobs in the private sector. As part of
that effort it may be apprepriate to employ tax or other incentives to encourage
hiring “at the margin'’—that is, hiring that might otherwise not have occurred
because of high labor costs, including wages, taxes, and regulatory requirements. I
hope the Administration will discuss the probable impact of its program of regula-
tory and tax relief on the level of employment, and how tax incentives for employ-
ment relate to other proposals that have been suggested, such as a limited exemp-
tion from minimum wage requirements.

Mr. Chairman, I look forward to hearing the witnesses scheduled to testify today,
bocause they offer a wide range of viewpoints on the merits of the Targeted Jobs
Credit and a variety of practical experience with the Credit. I was Farticularly
interested to note that the Department of Labor reports that vocational rehabilita-
tion referrals, one of the seven groups targeted by the Credit, have benefitted from
the Credit less than almost any other of the targeted groups. As of December 31,
1980, there had been only 20,947 certifications under the program for vocational
rehabilitation referrals, out of a total of 407,532 certifications altogether. This
means only slightly more than five percent of the certifications to date have gone to
individuals who have a substantial mental or physical handicap that is an obstacle
to employment. Any success in placing the handicapped into meaningful private
sector jobs is to be applauded, but I hope that some of the witnesses might suggest
why certifications for the handicapped have played such a small role in the program
and how that record might be improved.

Any program that places the chronically unemployed into private sector jobs in a
cost-efficient manner is desirable. Our job is to determine whether the Targeted
ggbs Tax Credit measures up to that standard, and if not, how that standard could

met.
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Senator DoLE. Many of us, at least felt originally that this pro-
gram had possibilities. Hopefully, we could examine it closely as
Senator Heinz is now in the process of doing to see whether it
could be modified or extended in some way, or not. Maybe it should
be allowed to expire.

We are going to be considering a lot of tax matters in the next
few months before this committee.

We appreciate your testimony.

Mr. CHaproTON. Thank you.

Senator HEINz. Toward the end of your statement, you expressed
the view that one of the reasons this tax credit hasn’t been success-
ful is that the benefit of the credit is so small relative to total labor
costs. I believe you cited an aggregate figure indicating all credits
taken equal only four-tenths of 1 percent of total labor costs.

Mr. CHAPOTON. Yes, sir.

Senator HEINz. Yet, on page 6 of your statement, you analyze the
targeted jobs tax credit and you indicate as follows: it means that
the effective wage cost to an employer hiring an employee at the
minimum wage of $3.35 is reduced for the first year to $1.68, or
‘half for up to 1,800 hours of work, and for the second year employ-
ee, the effective wage cost is $2.51.

Now, that would seem to be a fairly substantial reduction in the
average and marginal cost of employment.

Mr. CHAPOTON. Yes, sir, for a particular employee, there’s no
question about it.

Senator HeiNz. Employee or employer?

Mr. CHaroToN. For the particular employee who qualifies, the
cost to employer is significantly lowered at the margin.

Overall, the point in the statement was: the overall reduction in
labor costs is not significant.

Senator HEINZ. One last question. 1 understand that this subject
was thought to be sufficiently meritorious that it was discussed at
a Cabinet meeting; is that correct? ‘

Mr. CaaproToN. The Cabinet Council on Economics, yes, sir.

Senator HEeInNz. That’s quite a compliment to a $350 million
program. Why was it discussed at that time?

Mr. CHaroTON. I think for the very concerns that you expressed
in your opening statement, Mr. Chairman, that there is a signifi-
cant unemployment problem in the targeted areas. The question
was: Whether this was a good way of addressing that problem.

Senator HEiNz. And I gather, correct me if I'm wrong, that as a
result of your carefully worded conclusion there were a variety of
points of view, maybe even some disagreement?

Mr. CHaproTON. It was discussed on more than one occasion, Mr.
Chairman, but the administration concluded that it should not be
extended.

Senator HEINz. I understand that. But that wasn’t my question. I
assume that everyone from the administration will come up here
and take the same position after a policy review.

My question is related to the decisionmaking process, not to the
conclusion. Was there, in fact, disagreement? i

Mr. CHapoToN. I know in the early meetings, there were support-
ers of the credit. I was not at those meetings so I don’t know who
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they were, but certainly there was discussion and the program had
its supporters, yes, sir.

Senator HeINz. Thank you very much.

Mr. Chapoton, you have been an excellent witness. We thank you
very much for being here.

Bob, unless you have anything furthei?

Senator DoLe. No further questions. Thank you.

Senator HeiNz. Thank you.

Mr. CHaproroN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Hon. John E. Chapoton follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN E. CHAPOTON, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR TAX
Poricy, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, I am pleased to appear today to
review with you the experience of the U.S. with tax credits for employment, includ-
ing the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit. I will also offer some information for evaluating
this experience.

First, however, let me emphasize that the most effective method of increasing
employment is to have a strong, growing economy. The Administration’s tax pro-
gram is designed to get the economy moving forward. Reducing marginal tax rates
will make employment more rewarding to individuals. These rate reductions and
the proposed tax incentives for investment will also supply the addditional capital
nezded to provide jobs, improve worker productivity, and reduce unit labor costs.
The Administration’s budget and tax program for Economic Recovery will reduce
tke unemployment rate from the current 7.3 percent level to 6.4 percent by 1984.
This represents an increase of 7.5 million jobs.

PREVIOUS EXPERIENCE WITH JOBS TAX CREDITS

A brief history of two earlier jobs credit provisions will help to provide a context
for discussion of the Targeted Jobs Credit. These provisions are:

(1) a tax credit for hiring welfare recipients, known as the WIN/Welfare Credit,
which was enacted in 1971 and is still available, and

(2) the New Jobs Tax Credit for employers with increasing employment which was
i1?)7%rfe‘:t for two years before it expired under a “sunset” provision at the end of

WIN/welfare credit

In 1971 Congress enacted a tax credit for employers who hired registrants of the
Work Incentive (WIN) program. The objective of this program was to increase
employment opportunities of persons eligible for welfare. Initially, employers could
receive a tax credit of 20 percent of the wages paid to these workers in the first
twelve months of emslo ment. The program was expanded and liberalized in 1975
and again in 1976 an 13’78. The 1978 revisions made the structure of this provision
very similar to that of the Targeted Jobs Credit. The WIN,/Welfare tax credit
currently provides a credit of 50 percent of the first $6,000 of wages in the first year
of employment and 25 percent in the second year for WIN registrants and for
recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Chif’dren (AFDC).

Despite its ten-year history and recent liberalizations, the WIN/Welfare credit
has been little used. The number of eligible workers certified for the credit reached
a high of 53,000 in 1980. However, even at this high point, 80 percent of the WIN
registrants who found jobs went to work for employees who did not use the credit.

New jobs tax credit

In 1977, Congress enacted another employment tax credit, called the New Jobs
Tax Credit (NJTC). This provision was intended as an anti-recessionary fiscal stimu-
lus to reward employers, particularly small businesses, for increased employment.
The amount of credit available to employers under this program did not depend
upon the characteristics of the workers they hired. However, the legislation estab-
lished a number of conditions that limitedy the amount of credit that employers
could claim. Congress wanted the credit to be restricted only to firms that increased
employment from one year to the next. In addition, an attempt was made to focus
the credit on small business, to provide extra credits for hiring handicapped per-
sons, and to keep the costs of the program within limits. The attempt to satisfy all
these objectives produced an extremely complex set of requirements and greatly
reduced any possible employment incentive.
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The New Jobs Tax Credit allowed a credit against tax for up to 50 percent of the
amount by which each employer’s unemployment insurance wage base exceeded 102
percent of the unemployment insurance wage base in the previous year. Since the
unemployment tax was levied on only the first $4,200 of wages paid per employee,
the Federal Unemployment Tax Act (FUTA) base was chosen to serve as a proxy for
the number of employees. A proxy was necessary because an accurate determina-
tion of annual employment is not available for taxpaying units. The amount of
FUTA base was readily available to employers for past and current years.

A taxpayer would qualify for the New Jobs Tax Credit by exceeding the 2 percent
threshold for growth in the FUTA base, but the amount of credit was limited to the
lesser of (1) half the amount by which an employer’s total wages paid for the year
exceeded 105 percent of total wages paid by the employer in the previous year; (2) 25
percent of the current year's unemployment insurance wage base; or (3) $100,000.
The current year credit was also limited to the employer’s tax liability, after all
other credits, for the year. Credits that exceeded tax liability for a year could be
carried back for three years and forward for seven years. In addition, the income
tax deduction for wages and salaries had to be reduced by the amount of the credit.

Employers received an additional 10 percent credit on the first $4,200 of FUTA
wages paid to certain handicapped people undergoing vocational rehabilitation.
Thus, in the 1977-78 period, two ‘‘targeted” tax credit programs were already in
effect—one for the handicapped and another for welfare recipients.

EVALUATION OF USE OF THE NEW JOBS TAX CREDIT

Tax return information for 1977, the first year of the credit, shows a total amount
of credit claimed of $1.66 billion for corporations. The distribution of these credits
by size of corporations is given in Table 1 and the distribution by industry is shown
in Table 2. The total revenue cost over the life of the credits, including additional
credits earned in 1978 and carryovers continuing for several years, is estimated to
be $5.7 billion.

Table 1 indicates that the New Jobs Tax Credit was a questionable device for
providing relief to small businesses. This information is based upon a sample of tax
returns filed in 1977. Small corporations, with assets of less than $250,000, account-
ed for over 69 percent of corporate taxpayers. However, only 6.6 percent of these
firms took advantage of it. The average credit claimed by small firms was only
$3,100. In contrast, 43.4 percent of corporations with assets over $250 million took
an average jobs tax credit of over $66,000. Moreover, both the degree of utilization
of the credit and its size generally grow with the size of the corporation.

TABLE 1.—DISTRIBUTION OF NJTC CREDITS CLAIMED: 1977 CORPORATIONS * BY ASSET SIZE

{Dolars in thousands)
Avetage NJTC
Asset size Retums fled  Caiming WIC ~ Percent  NIIG amount da"%";,
return

YU TU R 3 SO , 342 0.5 $5,522 $16.1
$1 to $250 . 82,232 6.6 246,139 30
$250 t0 $1,000..... 50,827 15.8 406,300 8.0
$1,000 to $5,000....... , 27,248 238 501,873 184
$5,000 to $10,000..... bttt een . 4,923 29.1 151,509 309
$10,000 t0 $25,000 ... ses e seeeenns 13,713 4,495 328 124,515 217
$25,000 t0 $50,000.........coovererir e 6,723 2,125 40.5 66,042 24.2
$50,000 to $100,000..........cooroereeerreerrereecereeresreesenen 3,879 1,611 415 41,734 259
$100,000 t0 $250,000..........o0comveerremercrenerrecerereareneeens 2,536 1,050 414 56,655 54.0
$250,000 AN0 UD.....oonevvorvieee s eeneeneenes 2,233 969 434 64,531 66.6
Total .. 1,804,942 176,422 938 1,663,220 94

1 Other than 1120-s and 1120-DISC.
Source: Office of the Secretary of the Treasury, Office of Tax Analysis, Mar. 30, 1981.
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TABLE 2.—DISTRIBUTION OF NJTC CREDITS 1977 TAX DATA: CORPORATIONS !
{Dollars in thousands)

Totat WyTc Average NITC

return: Number Percent
fndustry Iotalmétu * claiming NJTC claiming claimed :E’f"“g

MOING ..o eesesmess s e ssensssicsnsssess 15,941 1,658 10.4 $25,137 $15.2
Construction....... 165,187 21,094 12.9 235,352 11.2
Manufacturing ...........c.oereren 193,319 32,005 16.6 548,502 17.1
Transpostation, public utilities 58,114 5,880 10.1 68,529 11.7
Wholesale trade....... 189,546 24,301 128 178,889 74
Retail trade........ 329,354 37,496 114 281,627 15
SBIVICES.......ooevvveernceissesensieensesnesee 416,932 31,565 1.6 183,949 58
Finance, insurance, and real estate. 381,562 19,463 51 125,760 6.5
1010, OO 57,118 2811 49 13,851 49

(11 O, ) e 1,804,942 176,422 98 1663220 9.4

1 Other than 1120-s and 1120-DISC.
Source: Office of the Secretary of the Treasury, Office of Tax Analysis, Apr. 3, 1981.

According to Table 2, manufacturers were most likely to claim the credit. The
average amount of credit claimed was also highest in manufacturing. The average
credit claimed was relatively small and its use less frequent in the trade, services,
and financial sectors. According to employment data collected by the Labor Depart-
. ment, growth in employment covered by FUTA was 4.1 percent between 1976 and
1977. The FUTA base grew by 9.1 percent. Nevertheless, only about 15 percent of
corporations filed for the credit in 1977 and because of the limitation to tax liability,
only 10 percent had a current benefit. Low employer use of these employment
credits has occurred despite considerable effort on the part of the Department of
Labor, in conjunction with the Internal Revenue Service, to publicize the credits.

DESCRIPTION OF THE TARGETED JOBS TAX CREDIT

In 1978, the Carter Administration proposed replacement of the New Jobs Tax
Credit with a tax credit focused on disadvantaged youth and handicapped individ-
uals. Congress adopted the concept but expanded the targeted jobs credit to include
five other groups that were experiencing high unemployment, had special employ-
ment needs, or were participating in certain educational programs. Thus, seven
categories of workers are eligible: economically disadvantaged youth age 18-24,
economically disadvantaged Vietnam Veterans under age 35, economically disadvan-
taged ex-convicts, recipients of Supplemental Security Income (SSI) and general
assistance, handicapped individuals in vocational rehabilitiation programs, and
youth age 16-19 in cooperative education programs.

The targeted jobs credit is equal to 50 percent of wages of eligible individuals up
to a maximum of $3,000 per employee in the first year of employment. In the second
year of employment, the credit is 25 percent of wages up to $1,500 per eligieble
employee. The amounts of the credit were believed to be large enough to a
sufficient incentive for employers to hire eligible workers.

The targeted jobs credit retained the feature of the previous jobs credit that
employers are required to reduce the deductions for wages by the amount of credit
claimed. This provision makes the amount of incentive provided by the credit the
same for all business, regardless of the tax rate faced by their owners. The credit
reduces for all firms the cost of an eligible employee by 50 percent of the first $6,000
of wages for the first year of employment. This means, for example, that the
effective wage cost to an employer for employees at the present minimum waige of
$3.35 is reduced, in the first year, to $1.68 for up to 1,800 hours of work. For a
second-year employee the effective wage cost is $2.51.

The targeted jobs credit is limited to 90 percent of the current year tax liability
after all other credits. Credits that exceed the limit may be carried backward for
three years or forward for seven years. The wage base for the credit is also limited
to 30 percent of a firm's total unemployment tax base.

Certification of qualified employees is the responsibility of the State Job Service
agencies. The Internal Revenue Service is specifically concerned only with auditing
of forms and records. Nevertheless, additional record keeping and reporting require-
ment for tax purposes may have been some deterrent to use of the credit.

According to the Ways and Means Committee report on the House bill, the
targeted jobs credit was designed to provide private employers with an incentive to



34

hire individual members of certain groups which were selected ““on the basis of their
low income or because their employment should be encouraged.” Increased employ-
ment was to be accomplished by lowering the cost to employers of hiring eli ib{e
workers. Because of the narrow targeting of the groups, the jobs credit would have
little effect on average labor costs throughout the entire economy and, therefore,
has not been expected to reduce the overall unemployment rate significantly. How-
ever, the original proposal of a 33 percent credit for only disadvantaged youth was
expected to affect $1.9 million disadvantaged youth employees. By contrast, in the
}:lrit two years of the program, only 150,000 disadvantaged youth have been certi-
ied.

USE AND REVENUE COSTS OF THE TARGETED JOBS CREDIT

Information about the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit is available from a sample of
1979 calendar year corporate income tax returns which claimed the TJTC. The
sample does not include corporations with fiscal years ending after December, 1979.
Thus, the sample excludes many corporations in retail trade. In addition, since the
credit did not begin until April, 1979 and few workers were hired before September,
1979, there is no information available on the extent to which the credit increases
the job tenure of the targeted workers. At this time the first people hired with the
credit in April 1979 have yet to finish the two-year period during which their wages
are subsidized.

Corporations that used the credit reported hiring, on average, less than three
workers in 1979. This information combined with Department of Labor data of
108,000 certifications in calendar year 1979 suggests that less than £0,000 employers
participated in TJTC in 1979.

Table 3 shows the types of TJTC worker hired by different industr.es. The sample
size of income tax returns claiming the credit is not large enough to provide
detailed information about targeted groups other than the economically-disadvan-
taged youth and cooperative education students, and for certain industries. The ty
of targeted worker hired does differ considerably by type of industry. Retail trade,
finance and service industries hire primarily cooperative education students. On the
other hand, construction, manufacturing, and wholesale trade firms are most likely
to hire economically-disadvantaged youth age 18-24.

TABLE 3.—TYPE OF TJTC WORKER HIRED BY INDUSTRY FROM CALENDAR YEAR 1979 INCOME TAX

RETURNS
{In parcent]
industry classification * Al DOL
Type of TJTC worker hired cer(tg;c%t’m
’ Constructon  Manufacturing Wl’;gsza!e Retail trade Fm‘aesnf:terea! Services Deﬁt;ge)rgl.
Economically
disadvantaged youth.... 44 41 46 1 8 11 34
Cooperative education
students..........coocovens 34 20 16 58 53 51 50
Others......ocoovvvvierecrrirennn. 22 38 38 35 39 38 16
Total............c...... 100 100 160 100 100 100 100
Average number of TJTC
hires per firm3......... 21 41 2.3 2.5 2.3 19 2.7

la" ‘Sam]p(:e&s sizi‘;{om other industries toc small to report rehable estimates Source: Sample of calendar year 1979 corporate income fax returns
claiming credit.

2 Source. Employment Tyaininq Administration, Office of Program Evaluaiion.

3 Includes only corporaticns filing for a targeted tax credit.

Source: Office of the Secretary of the Treasury, Office of Tax Analysis, Mar. 27, 1981

The estimated revenue loss from the targeted jobs credit is $305 million in fiscal
?'ear 1981. If the program were extended beyond December 31, 1981, at its present
evel the annual revenue loss would be $350 million.

PROBLEMS WITH EMPLOYMENT TAX CREDITS

The most difficult general problem with tax credits of this type are that their
budgetary impact is largely divorced from the responsibility for program evaluation.
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Jobs tax credits do not appear in the Department of Labor’s budget and are unlikely
to be regarded as competing with other departmental programs for the best use of
the budget dollars. Tax credits generally are not subject to the appropriation process

in the Congress. -
Past and present employment tax credits are so small relative to total labor costs

that little, if any, net additional employment can be expected to occur as a result of
the subsidy. Even the $5.7 billion New Jobs Credit reduced annual labor cost by less
than 0.4 percent annually.

The financial incentive provided by the targeted credits have not greatly affected
the decisions of employers to hire eligible individuals. Instead, about two-thirds of
all certifications are estimated to have been made retroactively. Thus, employers
have commonly claimed the credit for workers who were found to be eligible after
they were already hired. It is possible that a retroactive credit could increase the
length of employment for eligible workers or that these employers will later hire
more eligible workers after experience with the credit. However, the prevalence of
retroactive certifications casts serious doubt on the effectiveness of the credit to
increase employment in the target population. In addition, the relatively small use
of the credit for disadvantaged youth suggests that, as presently constituted, the
TJTC has not been an efficient program for dealing with the problem of high
unemployment among young people from low-income families.

CONCLUSION
For these reasons, the Administration believes that the existing Targeted Jobs

T}zlax Credit should not be extended beyond its schedule expiration date at the end of
the year.

Senator HEiNz. Our next witness is the Honorable Albert Angri-
sani, Assistant Secretary of Labor.
Mr. Angrisani, please proceed.

STATEMENT OF HON. ALBERT ANGRISANI, ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY FOR EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING, DEPARTMENT OF
LABOR, ACCOMPANIED BY NANCY SNYDER, ACTING DIREC-
TOR, OFFICE OF WORK INCENTIVES PROGRAM; AND PAT-
RICK O’KEEFE, DEPUTY DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF PROGRAM
EVALUATION

Mr. ANGRiSANIL Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Senator Dole.

I would just like to begin by saying it is a pleasure to be here,
and | woule like to introduce my two associates, Mr. Pat O’Keefe
on my left, who is in our Office of Policy Evaluation and Research,
and Ms. Nancy Snyder, our Acting Director of the WIN program.

Mr. Chairman, if I may, I would like to submit my statement for
the record and just go through a few talking points with you as an
introduction.

Senator HEiNz. Without objection, your entire statement will be
made a part of the record.

Mr. ANGrisaNI. Thank you.

Secretary Donovan and I have been in office a little less than 2
months, and we don’t quite feel like experts yet. But we have been
up to the Hill quite a bit the last couple weeks, and with the help
of good staff work, we are trying to present as comprehensive a
point of view as we possibly can on these issues.

To frame this in the context of the TJTC program, the best
analogy that I can think of is that we’re driving the vehicle, while
Treasury is providing the car and the gasoline.

So with that perspective in mind, I would like to go through
some of our views on the subject and try to address, as best we can,
the subject that you have asked us to come up here and talk about

today.
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We feel that we have administered the program as effectively as
is possible to do in the last couple of years.

In many ways, this has been a pilot program. It has had a 2-year
duration, and incumbent in that term “pilot program’” are some
analysis and research and evaluation capabilities. I would have to
say from my brief exposure to the program over the last 2 weeks
and a much more intensive exposure in the last 2 days, that the
best way to phrase this would be as our staff would say: That we
have what we think is good information, but as is always the case,
we would like more.

I am going to present to you here, and talk to, some four or five
talking points, which basically constitute our administrative inter-
pretation of this program—where it is right now.

The first issue that we see, Mr. Chairman, is one of low utiliza-
tion. The tax credit appears to have little appeal at this point to
employers, even those who regularly employ target group mem-
bers. Therefore, it may not serve as an inducement to them to hire .
new or additional target group members.

To illustrate: It is estimated that in 1980, there were about 4
million economically disadvantaged youth. All of them are poten-
tially eligible for TJTC. We further estimate that in 1980 there
were between 1.6 and 2.0 million hires of economically disadvan-
taged youth by firms with a tax liability against which TJTC could
be applied.

In calendar year 1980, the cumulative total of youth TJTC certi-
fications, that is, hires amounted to 112,000. This represents about
5 percent of the total number of hires for which the credit could
have been claimed.

In sum, although many establishments already employ persons
eligible for TJTC, few employers claim it. If those employing the
target group without the credit are not claiming it, what suggests
that it will induce other employers, that is, those not predisposed
to hire eligibles, to begin hiring the target group members?

That is the basic question we have come up with given the data
that we have on that subject.

The second key talking point concerns cooperative education.
The single, largest target group of certifications consists of coopera-
tive education students. They comprise approximately 47 percent of
the total certifications issued through December 1980.

It appears, however, that the revenue losses associated with this
group are largely ‘“‘windfall”’; that is, credits to employers who
would have participated in the cooperative education program
without TJTC. -

Based on a study conducted by the staff of ETA’s Office of
Program Evaluation, we have some information on the cooperative
education component of TJTC. The study description is as follows:

A telephone survey was conducted in nine States: Arkansas,
California, Colorado, Connecticut, Georgia, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
Rhode Island, and South Carolina.

Interviews were conducted with about 70 persons involved with
the cooperative education program at the State and local level. The
persons surveyed were educators; that is, the counselors and in-
structors involved in the cooperative education program.
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The nine States were chosen so that the samplé would be geo-
graphically diverse and include States with different rates of TJTC
utilization. It included States in which the ratio of TJTC certifica-
tions to the total cooperative education enrollment was higher
than, equal to, and below the national average so that we had a
broad base sample.

The survey was conducted at the end of the 1979 academic year,
April and May 1980.

Among the findings of the survey are the following: In the 1979-
80 school year in these nine States, the State officials reported
about 108,000 cooperative education students employed by profit-
making firms. About 22,000 TJTC certifications were claimed—the
credit was taken only in about 21 percent of the cases where it
could have been claimed. ;

The second point is that local educators did not see the credit as
an incentive to employers to create additional cooperative educa-
tion jobs. Of the 60 local school staff contacted, only 1 person
indicated that a firm requested more cooperative education stu-
dents because of TJTC.

While TJTC may increase the retention of some students by
employers, it is evident that in these cases TJTC was not needed to
obtain cooperative education placements.

Employer reaction to TJTC is the third talking point.

Both the availability of a tax credit and the TJTC subsidy level
suggest that TJTC should be well used, and yet it is not. The
Department of Labor has not formally surveyed employers concern-
ing TJTC but we have supported an evaluation conducted in 25
sites by the Ohio State University under the guidance of Dr. Ran-
dall Ripley. This study provides some insights into employers’ reac-
tions to TJTC.

The first reaction was that most employers participating in the
program normally hire from among TJTC target groups.

Second, most employers who have used TJTC indicate that the
credit did not influence their decisions to hire certain individuals.

Third, many employers are reluctant to take advantage of TJTC
because they fear Government intrusion into their hiring decision,
fear being treated like a Government contractor, and fear that
using the credit may increase their risk of an IRS audit.

Fourth, many employers believe that the tax savings possible
through TJTC are not sufficient to compensate for the perceived
low productivity of the target group workers.

The combination of these factors appears to limit severely
TJTC’s potential as a means of increasing employment in certain
areas.

The fourth talking point is on the issue of retroactive certifica-
tions. It is legal for employers to claim a TJTC credit for all
eligible workers, including those who are not known to be TJTC
eligibles at the time the hiring decision is made. Therefore, employ-
ers can hire workers, subsequently determine their TJTC eligibil-
ity, and retroactively claim the credit.

The U.S. Employment Service began collecting data on retroac-
tive certifications, defined as those submitted 15 working days after
the hire, in the first quarter of fiscal year 1981. Based on data from
24 States, it is estimated that about 64 percent of all certifications,
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excluding the cooperative education students, were retroactive cer-
tifications.

Some portions of the retroactive certifications represent lags in-
curred in the employers’ personnel and payroll processes.

With retroactive certifications comprising 64 percent of the total,
however, it is apparent that some substantial portion of TJTC
certifications are being claimed for hires that would have occurred
without TJTC.

The last point is the issue of the extension. There are a number
of ways of looking at this. We tried to look at it as objectively as we
could, and conclude that to be effective the credit would have to be
extended for more than 1 year.

There are a number of reasons for this, the primary being that
the potential value of the credit diminishes as the expiration date
approaches. A credit available for only 1 month’s wages obviously
is worth less than one for 12 months’ wages.

Employers will not alter their long-term recruiting and hiring
practices to take advantage of short-run, temporary tax credits.
Further, a criticism of past Federal attempts to involve private
employers in employment and training initiatives is that Federal
policies are too often changed, too impermanent. In order for em-
ployers to be expected to become familiar with an initiative, it
shopl(cii have the prospect of being available for some extended
period.

That concludes the basic talking points. I'd like to say for the
record that from an administrative standpoint relying on the work
that has been done by the staff for the last 2 years, this data,
which is the best that we have, considering the overall position of
the administration, considering our ability to administer an effec-
tive program down the road and, particularly relative to the upcom-
ing consideration of the CETA reauthorization, that at this point
the Department would opt for not extending the TJTC program.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your patience.

Senator Heinz. Thank you.

Let me pose to you the same question I posed to Mr. Chapotou,
which is: What is the administration’s plan for lowering structural
unemployment?

Let’s assume that the economy generates 7.5 million new jobs by
1984. There is no guarantee that those jobs are going to be created
where there are large pockets of the unemployed. Neither is any
guarantee that unskilled or disadvantaged people will hold them.

Do you believe there should be a specific Federal program to
handle these structural unemployment problems?

Mr. ANGrisani. Well, that is a very good question, and it is
certainly one that we inherited. I can only answer it by prefacing
my remarks.

There is a program in place in Government right not supposedly
to deal with this issue of the structurally unemployed. It has
primarily been the CETA program.

There is mixed opinion in many areas on the program. I would
say overall the position that we have taken so far is that what is
there right now just isn’t working, given the $53 billion investment
that has been made in it to date.
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The President and Secretary Donovan have said on occasion that
they feel training does constitute an important element in our
society, and that it should be continued. The issue that we are
struggling with right now, given that we don’t believe that what
was there in the past has worked, is what we can propose in the 6
to 8 short months that are ahead of us to solve that problem. This
is what we call CETA rewrite time. It is something that we are
into right now in great detail, something that I am sure we’ll be
back talking to you and other committees about a great deal. .

So, in terms of giving you our specific proposal, what do we
propose, except to go through the basic generic arguments that we
have given time and time again, I can’t give you those specifics, but
I can tell you——

Senator HEINZ. I understand that. I am not at all critical of you
for that.

My question is, does the administration feel that direct spending
programs are inherently better than tax approaches in solving
structural unemployment problems. CETA requires direct spending
while tax credit programs do not.

Mr. ANGRISANIL The administration has not expressed a definite
opinion on that at this point, nor do I have one.

Senator HEINZ. So you have an open mind on that issue?

Mr. ANGRrisaNI. That'’s correct.

Senator HEinz. Very well. Now, you mentioned low utilization as
problem. Only 5 percent of the estimated target population has
benefited. That worries me, too.

Do you think that the failure of the Treasury Department to
issue appropriate tax regulatlons has played a role in reducing
participation?

Mr. ANGRisANI I don’t know the answer to that. I can only go
back to the surveys that we've done which express clearly to us
that employers do have a bit of reluctance to participate in this
program. Whether it is because of regulations or whether it's be-
cause of the newness of the program, or whether it's because of
perceived problems that the IRS will get into their books, I can't
answer that question. It's a possibility, but I can’t give you a
definite answer.

Senator Heinz. I am going to yield to Senator Dole in a minute
for any questions he may have.

The fact that only 5 percent of the targeted population now
participating is not by itself a fatal criticism of the concept, is it?

Mr. ANGRIsaNI No, sir, it is not. However, long-term low utiliza-
tion—the weight of that factor—could become a problem.

Senator Heinz. I agree. If we do everything we know how to
make this program work and 5 years from now, utilization is still
only 5 or 10 percent, then, we ought to ask ourselves whether what
we are doing is appropriate.

Senator Dole.

Senator DoLE. I have no questions. I just wanted to llsten to some
of the witnesses because this is a program that many of us have
had an interest in for a number of years, in my case going back to
the time I served in the House prior to 1968. It was then called, I
think, the Human Investment Credit Act, or something like that.
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It is now the administration’s position to let the present credit
expire. Those of us who have an interest can maybe try to work
out with the administration some better approach. Maybe utiliza-
tion is so low that it doesn’t make a great deal of sense to continue
it, but maybe the problem is with the way it is written. Maf/be it's
the fact that we are still waiting, as 1 understand, for regulations.
It really hasn’t been tested very long, a couple of years. I am
certain some of the witnesses later on will testify who benefits
from the program, whether it is the employer or the employee.

I understand that you are relatively new on board and may not
have all the answers. You may not have all the answers after
you’ve been there a while either. {Laughter.]

Mr. ANGRIsANI I don’t think so, sir.

Senator DoLE. We don’t.

Thank you.

Senator HEiNz. Senator Dole, thank you.

One or two questions. Do you believe there is any way that the
cooperative education portion of this tax credit program could be
better targeted? Some now say many young people in the coopera-
tive education program are getting jobs who would get them
anyway.

Mr. ANGRISANI In terms of defining a better focus, I think all of
our training programs that I've looked at, including this one, need
better focus.

Secretary Donovan and I are of the opinion that we will be able
to bring a plan forward that will accomplish that. And I think,
largely, the failure in the last 7 years of some training programs
has been an inability to focus and set priorities and spend funds
accordingly.

So, the answer to your question is “Yes” for both this question
and in the broader sense of training.

Senator HEiNz. Now, the people who we all rely upon to target
this program in the other six categories chiefly are bureaus of
State employment security, the U.S. Employment Security Service,
and CETA prime sponsors.

Mr. ANGRISANI. Yes.

Senator HEeINnz. If they do a good job in the vouchering process,
there is no reason that the program can’t be well targeted.

Is there something wrong administratively? Are the bureaus of
employment security and the CETA prime sponsors capable of
doing this job correctly? Or, is the problem that we have not given
them a clear idea of what we expect?

Mr. ANGRisaNI. That’s a very fair question, and a very good
question.

My first engagement outside of the Department of Labor several
weeks ago was to visit with the ICESA group, which, as you know,
is the organization representing State employment security agen-
cies. And I went there, not only to make some comments, but to
receive some commentary.

I found a tremendous willingness there to deal with this prob-
lem. I found many, many capable people, and I found some very
honest and sincere and dedicated people. But the comment that
came back to me, and the same comment coming back to me now
from CETA prime sponsors as we get into the PSE questions, is:
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What do you want us to do? What are the priorities and what
direction do you want us to take?

We've got administrators out there administering a number of
separate types of grants. We've got employment security offices
trying to provide placements without priorities for hosts of training
programs, and at the same time we are asking for budgetary reduc-
tions.

Coupled with that question is, in many cases, overregulation on
our part, which has lacked a focus on priorities as well.

So, what I am saying is that I feel that we have a distribution
network out there. It's a good one. It needs some changes. Perhaps
it needs to have some incentives built into it according to priorities.
It needs perhaps to have some of the regulatory burden that we've
placed on it for lesser priorities reduced.

I think the employment security offices are capable of doing the
job, but I don’t think they are going to do it unless we get our act
here together and give them the direction that they need, which
starts with a consistent approach toward training in the Depart-
ment of Labor and, if need be, in other areas by Treasury.

Senator HEINz. Should the targeted tax credit concept be orient- -
ed toward encouraging private sector training instead?

Mr. ANcGrisanI. Should it be? I don’t know if I can give you an
exclusive answer. At this point in time I perceive it as an area of
great opportunity, and the private sector organizations that I've
spoken to have expressed an interest in it. I have asked them to
come back to me and tell me. Obviously what's there, you're not
terribly interested in right now. What is it that will make you
interested?

As yet, I don’t have that response.

So, what I'm saying is, we can perceive it as being a viable area
for opportunity, but we’ve got to get the answers on the other side
of this equation, and I would encourage in your future testimony, if
not here, to bring some of these private employers in and say, what
is it that turns you on? What is it that really would make you get
into this program and pick up some large quantities of people that
we can get into this training mechanism.

I'm searching for that answer on my own. I think this committee
could provide a valuable resource in that area.

Senator HeiNz. We are going to do our best. We have some
panels we hope will answer some of those questions, but we need
your help, too.

Mr. ANGRISANL You certainly have it.

Senator HeiNz. There are more people in the Department of
Labor than there are members of the Finance Committee.

Mr. ANGRisANL I understand. We’re working on that.

Senator HEINz. At least so far.

You mentioned the Ohio State study which I haven’t read yet,
and indicated there are two interesting facts presented in it. First,
to the extent employers use the program, they tend to hire exclu-
sively people who were eligible targeted jobs tax credit employees.
Second, they also claimed they would have hired these people any-
way.

Did I understand what you said?
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Mr. ANGRrIsANL. The first point is correct. Most employers partici-
pating in the program normally hire from among the TJTC target
groups. .

What was your second point, sir?

Senator HeiNz. They would have hired members of targeted
groups even if they didn’t have vouchers.

Mr. ANGRISANI. Let me just consult on that.

That's correct. Your statement is correct.

Senator HEINz. Which statement?

[Laughter.]

Mr. AnGrisaNI. They hire people from the target group, but not
necessarily according to the voucher.

Senator HEiNz. Not necessarily vouchered?

Mr. ANGRisaNI. That’s correct.

Senator HEiNz. Is that good or bad?

Mr. ANGRisaNI. Well, it suggests a lack of communications I
would think.

Senator HEINz. On their part, or on ours?

Mr. ANGRISANI. Probably mostly on the ability to communicate
the program. Certainly a program that’s been in effect 2 years
probably has some discipline problems, and I would suggest there
are probably several forces out there. In fact, that’s like any pro-
gram that gets started, they are going in different directions, and
they're just appealing to the one that is most accessible. That is
what it would indicate to me.

Senator HEiNz. Why did the employers indicate that the program
had no effect? }

Mr. ANGrisanN1. Well—

Senator HEINz. Were these employers who in the ordinary course
of their business hire low-skilled employees at the minimum wage
anyway?

Mr. ANGRIsANI. Let me consult for 1 second.

Let me ask Pat to respond to that question. He is a little more
familiar with the specific details.

Senator HeiNz. By all means, please.

Mr. O’Keere. We don’t have very hard data, but one study that
we do have in the 25 sites indicates that the type of industries and
the type of employers who are hiring the TJTC eligibles, typically
employ youth: retail trade, fast food chains, things such as that.

Senator HEINz. Therefore, they are hiring young people just out
of high school regardless of their eligibility for the tax credit pro-
gram.

Mr. O’KEeerE. They are hiring young people without regard to the
availability of the tax credit, yes.

Senator HEINz. And if a few people they hire happen to qualify,
that'’s fine with them.

Mr. O'KEEFE. Yes, sir. :

Senator HEiNz. People have made much of the retroactive certifi-
cation. Both you and Mr. Chapoton have done so today. Now, is
retroactive certification a concern because it indicates fraud or is
there another reason why it is bad? It doesn’t sound good.

Mr. ANGRISANL It in no way represents fraud or anything like
that. What it represents is lack of efficient execution. We feel that
a claim for a certification, if a system is working properly, should
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be made by the employer at the time that the individual is hired"
and that one of the goals we.should establish in the future with all
of our training programs is that we have that type of data base and
audit trail.

We have the same problem, by the way, in CETA where we have
a very poor data base almost to the point that I can’t tell you how
many positive terminations we've had in certain sectors of the
problem. So, it suggests poor execution basically.

Senator HEinz. As I understand it, a report to the Congress is
due later this year, June 30. The Labor and Treasury Departments
are supposed to submit a report on the effectiveness of this pro-
gram——

Mr. ANGRISANI. Yes.

Senator HEINz {continuing]. As well as on the former new jobs
credit program.

Will any data be available prior to writing that report that
would indicate when eligible employees receive vouchers, before or
after promise of employment has been extended?

Mr. ANGRISANI. Yes, there are a number of things that we're
doing right now to prepare for that report. Obviously, those were
some of the first questions I asked when I found out that I had to
testify. We will be taking greater efforts on our part to prepare
that type of data base and also we have the option right now of a
study which has been approved—I should say actually a data cu-
mulation project which has been approved and is in the Depart-
ment’s budget—to pull the information together on this so that we
can come back with more specifics.

I think even in this cost-cutting mode, we probably will find the
money to go ahead with that survey.

Senator HEiNz. My last question is this: In order to qualify for
any of these categories, even if you are a general assistance recipi-
ent under a State or a local program, you have to have been
unemployed for 6 months; is that correct?

Mr. O’KEErE. No.

Ms. SNYDER. That is incorrect.

Senator HEINz. That is incorrect.

Let me phrase my question another way then. I am told that a
CETA worker that has just been laid off as a result of the program
cutbacks in title VI and II-D, the public service employment titles,
would not be eligible to be vouchered for a targeted jobs tax credit;
is that true or false?

Mr. ANGRISANL I'l]l let Pat respond to that.

Mr. O’Keere. That will be true for several reasons. Many of
them would not fit any of the seven target groups. Those who are
in the target group and have been employed in public service
employment jobs probably earned enough in the PSE jobs to in-
comes that exceed the TJTC income eligibility criteria.

Senator HEinz. What would be wrong with making them eligi-
ble? Assuming Congress reauthorized the program?

Mr. ANGRISANI. Assuming we were not in violation, you know, of
any of the legislative mandates of the program, I think it would be
perfectly appropriate, just as we are trying to find places for these
individuals in any of the other CETA programs.

Senator HEINZ. Very well.



44

Thank you all very much. We appreciate your being here, Mr.
Angrisani.

Mr. ANGRIsANI. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, it’s been a pleasure.

Senator HEINz. And good luck to you.

Mr. ANGRISANI. Thank you, we’ll need it.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Albert Angrisani follows:]

STATEMENT OF ALBERT ANGRISANI, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR EMPLOYMENT AND
TRAINING, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity
to appear before you today to discuss the effectiveness of the Targeted Jobs Tax
Credit (TJTC) as a means to increase employment levels. :

The TJTC is an elective income tax credit available to private employers who hire
workers from specified target groups. Enacted as part of the Revenue Act of 1978,
the purpose of the credit is to increase employment opportunities in the private
sector, particularly for the disadvantaged.

The TJTC, which may be taken in each of the initial two years of the worker’s
employment, is 50 percent of first-year wages up to $6,000 ($3,000) and 25 percent of
second-year wages up to $6,000 ($1,500). There are seven target groups:

Economically disadvantaged youth, ages 18-24;

Youth ages 16 through 19 participating in a qualified cooperative education
program;

Economically disadvantaged Vietnam-era veterans under age 35;

Economically disadvantaged ex-offenders (those convicted of a felony and hired
within five years of the conviction date or after release from prison);

Handicapped persons referred from vocational rehabilitation programs;

Supplemental Security Income (SSI) recipients; and

Persons who have received general assistance for at least 30 days.

Although the maximum ‘“face value” of the credit is $3,000 in the first year, the
employer must reduce the normal business expense deduction for employee wages
by the amount of the credit. Therefore, the actual reduction in hiring costs resulting
from the TJTC ranges from $900 to $2,580 depending on the employer’s tax bracket.
Any unused portions of the credit may be carried back three years or forward seven
years. As a safeguard against employer substitution of TJTC-subsidized employees
for members of the regular workforce, the law provides that qualified first year
wages during a taxable year cannot exceed 30 percent of an employer’s aggregate

, unemployment insurance wages (usually FUTA wages) paid to employees during the
year.

The TJTC applies to wages paid between January 1, 1979 and December 31, 1981
to targeted groups members first hired after September 26, 1978. Statutory authori-
ty for the credit is scheduled to expire at the end of calendar year 1981.

The law requires certification of a worker's TJTC eligibility before an employer
can claim the credit. It does not, however, prohibit an employer from hiring an
employee and then retroactively seeking the required certification of a worker’s
TJITC eligibility.

As directed by Congress, the Secretary of Labor, together with the Treasur
Department, designates a local agency to certify worker eligibility for the TJT({
thus relieving employers of the responsibility for making eligibility determinations.
The Employment Service in the Employment and Training Administration (ETA)
was given administrative responsibility for the TJTC in the Labor Department, with
;hel tate Employment Service agencies having overall responsibility at the local
evel.

The certification of a worker's eligibility for the TJTC involves a two-step, decen-
tralized procedure. First, either the State Employment Services or participating
community agencies, such as CETA prime sponsors and vocational rehabilitation
agencies, determine an applicant’s eligibility as a member of a larget group (re-
ferred to as ‘“vouchering”). Then the Employment Service provides the employer
with a certification for attachment to the employer’s tax return verifying the hiring
of a TJTC-eligible worker (called a certification). There is a statutory requirement
that schools issue certificates for cooperative education students; all other certifi-
cates are issued by the Employment Service.

The additional duties of the State Employment Service agencies include program
coordination, the development of promotional materials, provision of staff training
and technical assistance, program review, and reporting activities.
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Mr. Chairman, the statutory authority for the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit is sched-
uled to expire at the end of calendar year 1981. The Administration has evaluated
this program, and we have decided to recommend that it not be extended.

The program has not accomplished its main purpose. It has not opened up a
significant number of new job opportunities in the private sector for individuals
from the seven target groups. The intent was a worthy one, and I might add, it is
consistent with this Administration’s aim of increasing employment in private
industry. However, our analyses of the program lead us to question its effectiveness.
Let me summarize briefly some of our findings.

From the beginning of program activity in early 1979 through December 1980,
approximately 796,000 persons were vouchered. Of these, about 408,000 were certi-
ied. The preponderance of the vouchers were issued by the Employment Service
(368,000) and CETA systems (155,000). At the attached table indicates, 84 percent of
all TITC certifications (hires) through December of 1980 were youths, the majorit
of whom were cooperative education students. These students alone account for 4
?ercent of the cumulative total of TJTC certifications. The comparable percentages

or the other target groups are economically disadvantaged youth—36 percent;
economically disadvantaged Vietnam-era veterans—4 percent; economically disad-
vantaged ex-convicts—5 percent; vocational rehabilitation clients—5 percent; gener-
al assistance recipients—2 percent; and SSI recipients—less than 1 percent.

At these levels of activity, TJTC’s are being claimed by employers in only 5
percent of the potential cases. This is based on an estimate of the number of hires of
economically isadvanta%ed youth by firms that had a tax liability to which the
credit could be applied. For 1980, it is estimated that between 1.6 million and 2.0
million such hires occurred.

This is a very small percentage indeed. Program data and experience and several
on-site, process studies performed or contracted by the Employment and Training
Administration have provided some findings as to why employers have not taken
more extensive advantage of the program. Reasons are cited ranging from lack of
knowledge about the !frogram, to the feeling that involvement might increase the
possibility of a tax audit, to the belief that the value of the credit is not sufficient to
offset the productivity deficiencies of the eligible workers.

In addition, our assessments of the TJ program indicate that a substantial
portion of the individuals for whom a credit was taken would have been hired
anyway in the absence of the TJTC. Virtually all of the cooperative education
students would have had their jobs without TJTC. Further, analyses of recent
grogram data from 24 states indicate that ‘“retroactive certifications” compriss 60-

0 percent of TJTC hires. Retroactive certification is one issued when the individual
has been employed for at least 15 dag's at the time of certification. In other words,
the individual has already been hired, and then the employer discovers that he or
she is eligible for a tax credit because the employee falls within one of the seven
categories. .

Thus, the TJTC has not been an effective incentive for employers to hire new
employees from the targeted groups. Its limited use cannot justify the continuation
of the program, which will cost the Treasury an estimated $305 million in 1981 and
$350 million in 1982. We cannot support this drain on the Treasury—no matter how
worthy the goal—without assurance that it is creating jobs.

The better approach—better for all—is enactment of the President’s comprehen-
sive program for economic recovery. This program of budfet control, tax uction,
regulatory reform, and a stable ‘monetarly policy will, I am convinced, halt the
growth of inflation and reduce the high levels of unemployment that plague our
economy. The program will revitalize the industrial base of the economy and this
will stimulate growth in real jobs in the private sector.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my formal statement, I will be happy to answer any
questions that you and the other members of the subcommittee may have.

Thank you very much.

TARGETED JOBS TAX CREDIT VOUCHERS AND CERTIFICATIONS BY TARGET GROUP
{Cumutative through Dec. 31, 1980)

Target Group Vouchers Certifications
Youth, economically disadvantaged ................eerimverensrrsrensesssrmessssrscssssen . 369,891 T 149517
Vietnam veterans, economically disadvantaged ........... 53,520 17,074
Ex-convicts, economically disadvantaged......... 56,347 18,529
Vocational rehabilitation . crrsaasimstastassaons 45,644 20,947
Cooperative education 192,218 192,218
GNRIal ASSISIANCE .....ovvcrvcenrrrsasscrsssmeerseseessasssassns 76,415 8,213

80-595 O—81——4d
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TARGETED JOBS TAX CREDIT VOUCHERS AND CERTIFICATIONS BY TARGET GROUP—Continued

{Cumulative through Dec. 31, 1980)

Target Group Youchers Certifications

2,298 974
796,333 407,532

Senator HEINZ. Our next panel consists of Maudine Cooper, Mr.
Pierce Quinlan, Dr. Richard Rahn, and Mr. John Motley III.

Lady and gentlemen, would you please come forward.

Ms. Cooper, would you be our first witness?

Ms. Coopkr. I certainly will.

Thank you.for the invitation. Vernon does send his regards to
you. The two of you talked earlier on.

Senator HEiNz. Thank you. As you know, I invited him to testify.
However he had a prior commitment, but you are equally welcome.
He tells me that you are more knowledgeable than he is. Actually,
he was a little stronger about it than that. Please proceed.

TESTIMONY OF A PANEL CONSISTING OF MAUDINE R.
COOPER, VICE PRESIDENT FOR WASHINGTON OPERATIONS,
NATIONAL URBAN LEAGUE, WASHINGTON, D.C; PIERCE
QUINLAN, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ALLI-
ANCE OF BUSINESS, WASHINGTON, D.C.; DR. RICHARD RAHN,
VICE PRESIDENT AND CHIEF ECONOMIST, CHAMBER OF
COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES, WASHINGTON, D.C,;
JOHN MOTLEY III, DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF FEDERAL LEGIS-
LATION, NATIONAL FEDERATION OF INDEPENDENT BUSI-
NESS, WASHINGTON, D.C.

Ms. Coorkr. First of all, I want to say that we are supportive of
the TJTC program as an aid to those who are unemployed in this
Nation’s cities and particularly during this period of what we view
as an economic crisis.

With legislative changes to address some of the program'’s design
problems, the Urban League believes that the targeted jobs tax
credit program has the potential for significantly reducing unem-
ployment.

We further believe that the TJTC program provides a significant
and beneficial tax credit to an employer hiring a new employee
from one of the seven targeted groups.

When administered effectively, the tax program indeed encour-
ages employers to expand their labor force and thus increase their
productivity. The tax subsidies, by promoting greater employer
exposure to targeted groups, provides greater employer receptivity
to the structurally and chronically unemployed. Thus structured,
the tax credit program is a low-cost initiative that can indeed aid
both employer and employee.

Although the program has great potential, utilization of the cred-
its has not been realized to its fullest extent due to poor coordina-
tion between the Federal, State, and local agencies.

The State agencies responsible for overseeing implementation
have provided their local offices with uncertain voucher goals and
insufficient strategies for promoting participation. '
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Business involvement has been minimal and program effective-
ness has varied greatly throughout the different States and local-
ities.

At present, the program remains a relatively low priority item
for implementing agencies as well as for businesses.

While the National Urban League supports the intent of the
target jobs tax credit program and while we recognize the now
improving responsiveness of the program, we feel that certain
modifications must be made if the program is to truly—and I
repeat, truly have an impact on reducing unemployment.

The program areas that we therefore wish to specifically address
today are those involving certification mechanisms, administration,
and accountability.

In stating our position regarding the existing certification
system, let me explain first that present law permits employers to
apply for a tax credit on a retroactive basis after an employee has
already been hired. This provision, we feel, amounts to an un-
earned and undeserved windfall for the great majority of employ-
ers presently involved in the tax program. Some employers now
benefiting from the tax credits werer’t even aware of the pro-
gram’s existence prior to hiring and then they were allowed to
accrue a financial gain without necessarily altering their hiring
practices.

This situation holds true for an estimated 80 percent of those
certifications issued since the program began.

The essential component of a successful tax program is the incen-
tive factor that makes hiring from targeted groups desirable. With
the retroactive certification, this measure is absent and subject to,
we believe, exploitation amounting to incalculable losses in Federal
revenues.

To address the problem caused by retroactive certification, the
National Urban League recommends that the provision be rescind-
ed. Thus accomplished, Congress would insure that a higher alloca-
tion of the subsidies provided under the program would be used to
stimulate new employment. Doing away with the retroactive fea-
ture would help focus the attention of the State and local agencies
on providing expanded employment opportunities rather than
merely filling quotas. ’

Regarding present administration of the tax program, it is the
league’s position that greater guidance and promotional efforts are
required if State and local plans are to be effectively implemented.

Indicative of the present lack of coordination, we feel are the
reports that the heavily populated regions in the Northeast and
the Midwest United States have certified smaller percentages of
eligible workers than the less populous Southern regions of thé
country.

In most of these regional areas, the small businesses which are
the most likely recipients of the tax credit are rarely informed of
the program’s options, and in most States little to no advertising is
being conducted.

In part, these weakened inconsistent practices can be accounted
for by the absence of sufficient funding commitment and targeting.
Reimbursement is necessary for participating State agencies for
expenses incurred in implementing the program. For example,
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CETA prime sponsors are responsible for issuing vouchers to three
of the seven target groups: To youth, between ages 18 and 24 from
economically disadvantaged families; to Vietnam-era veterans
under the age of 35, again, from economically disadvantaged fami-
lies and to exconvicts from economically disadvantaged families.

While the CETA prime sponsors are expected to issue vouchers
and to contribute to publicizing the program, Congress has appro-
priated no funds by which these duties could be carried out.

Of the National Urban League’s third concern regarding ac-
countability, it is our position that the tax program is presently
deficient in quantitative information necessary for assessment of
program effectiveness as has been stated here by the administra-
tion witnesses.

Present data collection and monitoring are handled differently in
each locality and State and only provide a rough outline of pro-
gram effectiveness. These unfortunate circumstances led to a major
study commissioned by the Department to conclude that little can
be made of the present statistics given the ‘“severe limits on the
meanings’’ of the numbers.

In a similar study conducted to assess whether or not the tax
credit program was helping its clients, a preponderant number of
agencies claimed that they had no basis by which to make such
assessments. On this issue, it is the league’s position that more
effective data resources are indeed necessary in order to judge such
controversial issues as displacement, targeting, overall impact on
the jobless rates, et cetera.

The potential for success of the tax program is great, but yet
unrealized.

We feel, however, that the investment in human capital should
be continued with the revisions that we have recommended. Stud-
ies underway, and already completed by the General Accounting
Office and other agenices should be closely examined in order to
make the revisions we recommend, as well as other appropriate
revisions.

We believe with strengthened incentives and more diligent tar-
geting, the tax program could play a significant role in reducing
the now staggering level of unemployraent.

Thank you, and I will entertain any questions that you have.

Senator HeINz. Thank you, Ms. Cooper. We will take all the
testimony and then we’ll turn to questioning.

Mr. Quinlan.

Mr. QuINLAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, we have submitted
testimony for the record, and I would like to summarize.

Senator HEiNz. Without objection, it will be a part of the record.

Mr. QuINLAN. Let me give you a little bit of background about
the National Alliance of Business. This organization was created in
1968 to promote business participation in public efforts to hire and
train disadvantaged people. This process has evolved over the last
12 or 13 years so that we are now working with 450 local private
industry councils established under the CETA program in 1978 to
further enhance business participation in employment and training
programs.

Our interest in the targeted jobs tax credit program is quite
straightforward and simple. The subsidy available through TJTC
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supports our basic goal of getting private sector placement for
disadvantaged people. It helps open the door; it's a tool in an
overall process.

In order to help employers understand and participate in the
program, the National Alliance of Business has conducted educa-
tional and training efforts with the corporate community, and pri-
vate industry councils have carried out management efforts, pro-
motional mailings, seminars and the like.

Overall, our assessment is that public marketing efforts for the
TJTC program really haven’t been adequate. There certainly have
been problems with limited funding and questions about the ab-
sence of final regulations, some of which came up earlier.

Nonetheless, over 400,000 individuals have been certified over
the relatively short period during which the TJTC has operated.
Appended to my testimony is a listing of businesses which have
indicated their use of the program, including Bethlehem Steel,
Marriott, General Dynamics and a range of large and small manu-
facturing firms, indicating that a variety of important firms and
industries have participated.

The National Alliance of Business is strongly supportive of
TJTC, as I've indicated, and we urge the continuation of the pro-
gram as an incentive to involve the private sector in the employ-
ment and training effort.

The need for this program is even greater in the short term
because of the likely increases in unemployment caused by the
transition of some 307,000 PSE enrollees, as well as others, ac-
knowledging that under the present arrangements PSE enrollees
are not now eligible for TJTC.

I am familiar with the studies that recognize TJTC program
shortcomings, including the complexity of eligible categories, the
absence of adequate targeting, some redtape questions, administra-
tive problems in coordination and accountability, the size of the
credit, and the issue of retroactivity.

However, we suggest that a l-year extension be made of the
program with only one change, and that is, to allow the credit to be
claimed for a full 2-year period of time regardless of when the
employer begins to participate.

We face the situation right now where each day that goes along,
the employer has less time to claim the tax benefits and certainly
less incentive to participate in the program.

If this minor change were made, the Congress could extend the
program through the end of 1982 and employers could still partici-
pate with the full knowledge that they will have every opportunity
to claim full benefits, regardless of when the next legislative expi-
ration date is.

Now, the reason we recommend a l-year extension with only this
minor change is because of our belief that the reauthorization of
the CETA program, which Assistant Secretary Angrisani men-
tioned just a minute ago, will require a complete rethinking and
reshaping process in the coming year. The TJTC program is an
important element in overall employment and training policy; it is
not just a tax policy issue. Rather than make some TJTC changes
now and conceivably go through additional changes in the coming
year, we should try to consider all elements of employment and
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training policy—including TJTC—in conjunction with CETA
reauthorization next year.

It is important to recognize that once employers begin to partici-
pate and become familiar with the administrative structure and
procedures set up at the State and the local level, there is a large
price to pay in terms of employer confusion and program disrup-
tion when changes are made. It would be much preferable to allow
the TJTC program to operate an additional year before a full-
fledged congressional review and amendment process takes place.

That concludes my remarks, Mr. Chairman.

Senator HEINz. Thank you very much, Mr. Quinlan.

Mr. Rahn. e

Mr. RAHN. Mr. Chairman, I have a lengthy statement which I
would like inserted in the record, and I'll summarize the state-
ment.

Senator HEinz. Without objection, your statement and indeed the
entire statement of Mr. Quinlan, who proceeded you will be put in
the record in its entirety.

Mr. RAHN. I am Richard W. Rahn, vice president and chief
economist of the Chamber of Commerce of the United States, ac-
companied by Kenneth D. Simonson, the chamber’s tax economist,
and Madeleine B. Hemmings, associate director of human re-
sources.

On behalf of our 112,000 businesses, local and State chambers of -
commerce, and association members, I welcome this opportunity to
testify on tax changes to encourage employment. The U.S. Cham-
ber supports the administration’s program for economic recovery in
its entirety.

The program contains a carefully balanced combination of spend-
ing reductions, across-the-board individual and business tax cuts,
regulatory reform, and monetary restraint. This package will lead
to higher economic growth at lower levels of inflation, and will
significantly expand job opportunities. The latest U.S. Chamber
economic forecast shows that unemployment will drop by nearly 2
million people between 1981 and 1983, assuming most of the Presi-
dent’s program is enacted promptly.

In particular, the administration’s proposed 3-year, 30 percent
individual tax rate reduction will encourage greater work effort,
saving, and investment.

The proposal for an accelerated cost recovery system for business
investment in plant and equipment will encourage greater capital
formation and thereby expand the business demand for workers.
Swift enactment of these tax changes should be Congress top tax
priority. Any other changes in the tax law should await enactment
of this first round of tax relief.

Once the President’s tax proposals are passed, Congress should
look carefully at the targeted jobs tax credit and other possible
ways of providing productive jobs for the hard to employ.

When we try to analyze ways to increase employment, we ought
to first understand why employers employ peopf;. An employer
will employ someone when he thinks the marginal product of tl};at
employee will exceed the wage they require.

One of the major problems we’ve had in recent years is the
growth of impediments to employment, particularly tax impedi-

[
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ments, in our society. For instance, if an employer wants to hire
somebody at a wage of $4 an hour, the employer has to pay the
employer’s share of social security tax, workers' compensation, un-
employment compensation and a good number of other benefits.
And if we assume that those benefits maybe range around 25
percent, which is not unreasonable, the employer’s real wage cost
18 $5 an hour.

On the other hand, the employee does not receive $4 an hour.
They have to pay social security tax and income tax, and with luck,
the employee will get at least $3 an hour. But that difference
between the $3 an hour and the $5 an hour, we’d like to refer to as
the wedge, and every time we increase taxes on employees and
employers, we increase the size of the wedge. We know the law of
supply and demand has not been repealed for labor. So, we have
much government-induced unemployment in our society and pro-
grams which reduce the size of that wedge, of course, are helpful.

Of course, the wedge on capital is even greater. The combination
of State corporate income taxes, Federal corporate income taxes,
city income taxes, State income tax, Federal income tax make
many types of investment in corporate capital—we have cases of
effective tax rates exceeding 90 percent. This reduces the amount
of business investment, which reduces the amount of employment
and, again, is the significant factor in our low level of employment
growth we've had. The reason we are so enthusiastic about Presi-
dent Reagan’s program is that the combination of 10-10-10 and 10-
5-3 significantly reduces the wedge on labor and capital and should
spur employment growth significantly.

After that program is enacted, we hope the Congress will careful-
ly evaluate the TJTC. It needs to be studied as the administration
has pointed out. It has not been very effective. We need to take a
look at what the disincentives are in the program. There are prob-
lems with any form of tax credit, such as determination of the type
of qualified behavior and the cost/benefit ratio of such a credit.

Again, we hope the President—the Congress will immediately
pass the President’s proposal and then extend for 1 year the target-
ed jobs tax credit, and during that period of time do a detailed
evaluation of the incentives and impediments to the effective utili-
zation of that program, which we do not now really know, and also
look at alternatives in looking at the possible incentives and disin-
centives and costs and benefits of each.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator HEINz. Mr. Rahn, thank you.

Mr. Motley.

Mr. MotLey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

On behalf of NFIB’s over one-half million small and independent
business members, I would like to thank you for this opportunity to
testify today and commend you and the committee for looking into
this very important subject, the relationship of Government to
creating new jobs in the economy.

I think if you are going to get a handle on the problem that is
out there, you are going to have to look at where the jobs are being
created in the American economy today and over the last decade.

I think if you look at all of the studies that have been done
recently, you will see that most of those jobs are being created in
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the small business sector, in particular, in firms with less than 20
employees.

Over 90 percent of all of the private sector employment created
in the last decade has been created in firms with less than 20
employees, and over two-thirds of all the jobs in the economy have
been created in those same firms.

Also, if you take a look at this group, you will find out that most
of these jobs are coming from new business start-ups, from firms
that are coming into existence and are growing rather rapidly in
their first couple of years until they reach the point where they
want to be.

NFIB is terribly concerned that increasing Government actions
related to wages are causing structural impediments to increased
employment in the small business sector. In particular, we are
terribly concerned about what is happening in the area of payroll
taxes. In the last 5 years, social security taxes have doubled, and
they are due to double again in the next 5 years.

According to one of NFIB’s recent quarterly economic reports on
small business, over 50 percent of our membership is now telling us
that the most burdensome tax that they pay is payroll taxes, and
particularly social security taxes. More burdensome than business
incomedtaxes or property taxes or any other local type of tax which
is levied.

Also, the area—in this area is unemployment compensation
taxes. We believe that these taxes fall disproportionately hard on
smaller firms, and, in particular, on new business startups because
they are experienced rated and most of these new firms do not
have an experience rating, and, therefore, pay the top tax rate for
the first 3 or 4 years and also because there is a maximum or
ceiling, a tax, which can be paid. Very frankly, small business has
a very stable work force and it is probably carrying some of the
load for those large businesses which are rather cyclical in nature
as far as the economy is concerned.

We are also tremendously concerned about the impact of mini-
mum wage upon small business job-creating ability. We have had a
dramatic increase in this area over the last 4 years and we hope
that we won’t have any large increases in the area in the future.

In addition, the Government is also involved in causing structur-
al impediments in such areas as Davis-Bacon where it artificially
sets wages in the employment—in the construction industry, there-
by, prohibiting local small contractors from effectively bidding on
Government contracts and bringing the work into a local area.

I think all of these things lumped tugether really point the finger
toward Government as being one of the major problems as far as
small business and job creation is concerned.

We, at NFIB, are becoming increasingly concerned as we go
along that Government may be in the position of killing the goose
that laid the golden egg, of raising the marginal cost of employ-
ment so much through governmental actions that the small busi-
ness community will not be able to keep up with its job creation
activities over the next couple of years.

As far as what can be done is concerned, we believe that there is
no greater thing—no greater help for the small business communi-
ty than for the Congress to attack the social security problem head-
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on and to find some way not only to begin to slow social security
tax increases in the future, but also possibly to reduce those taxes.

We also believe that if you are terribly concerned about job
creation in the economy, that you should take a look at unemploy-
ment compensation, especially its impact on new businesses and
the type of hiring that they do.

More specifically, on the direct subject of this hearing which is
the targeted job tax credit, NFIB believes when the credit was first
put into law that it would be ineffective, and we so testified today.

Senator HeiNz. That it would be ineffective?

Mr. MortLEY. Ineffective.

We were very much in favor back at that time of retaining the
general jobs tax credit. Unfortunately, Congress did not agree with
us.

We said that the general jobs—the targeted jobs tax credit would
be ineffective because it would be a mismatch. It is not matching
the people who have to be employed with the firms that are out
there creating the jobs.

As far as small business is concerned, it is terribly cumbersome
and it also does not match, again, the people who have to be
employed with the firms that are in the location and creating the
jobs. We would be much more favorably disposed towards Congress
taking another look at whether the general jobs tax credit, which
preceded the targeted jobs tax credit was effective and looking at
that a good deal more.

I think listening to the previous witnesses, Senator, I think it
would be interesting for the committee to possibly ask the Labor
Department to break out the people who are using the targeted
jobs tax credit by size of firm and let’s see if the people who are
using it are the people who are creating jobs, or are they just using
it to replace people who are leaving employment in those indus-
tries.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I forgot to say that I have a rather extensive statement that I
would like to have submitted for the record if I possibly could.

Senator HEinz. Without objection, Mr. Motley, your entire state-
ment will be part of the record. I notice that it is quite substantial,
well documented.

Mr. MotLEY. Thank you.

Senator HEinz. I am interested in knowing what information,
annecdotal or otherwise, about the use of the targeted jobs tax
credit by size you might have.

Mr. MorLey. Senator, I think it would be a very interesting
comparison if the new jobs that are being created in firms with 20
or fewer employees, and the credit is being claimed by much larger
firms, what you are simply doing is giving a credit for displace-
ment—not displacement, but replacement of workers. Now, this
could have some value if the right type of people are being em-

ployed.

S);nator Heinz. In that regard, I'd like to ask Mr. Rahn, who
testified, I thought, rather eloquently about Roth-Kemp and 10/5/3
whether either of those tax programs, beneficial as they may be,
attack the problem of the wedge from the employer’s viewpoint.
You gave the examples of the $4 wage, which is a $5 cost to the
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employer and results in a take home wage for the employee of $3.
How does either Roth-Kemp or 10/5/3 address that problem?

Mr. RAHN. Well, Roth-Kemp, and particularly it reduces, of
course, the marginal income tax rates for employees. It reduces the
wedge directly on that side.

It also reduces indirectly the employer wedge by increasing the
amount of investment capital as does 10/5/3. And by increasing
the amount of investment capital, you have additional job creation
and employers can afford to pay more, hire more people.

I have some data here on minority unemployment. I go back to
January 1963 and we found the rate, the minority unemployment
then was 11 percent. We had the Kennedy rate cuts which are very
similar to those being proposed by the administration.

Right after the pasage in 1965 unemployment for minorities had
dropped 9 percent and went steadily down until February 1969
where it bottomed out about 6.1 percent. Since that period of time,
it has risen gradually and last year for a good share of the year, it
was about 14 percent and currently it stands about 13.1 percent.

So we know that our disadvantaged citizens tend to benefit most
from marginal rate reductions in a rapidly growing economy even
though maybe the effects on the wedge per se are only indirect. By
having a rapidly growing economy, you greatly increase both
demand and supply of labor, which is most beneficial to our hard-
pressed citizens.

Senator HEeINz. It seems to me that the one way of attacking the
wedgg} problem directly is by establishing enterprise zones. Do you
agree’

Mr. RAHN. Philosophically, yes. I really like the notion of enter-
prise zones because they identify the problems of impediments.
When you get down to the practice of them, much like the targeted
jobs tax credit, you begin to have enormous definitional problems
as far as geographic location.

How do you really allocate income of firms that may have oper-
ations within and without the enterprise zones?

Well, our tax committee and our staff has been looking at these
problems and we have been working with Congressman Kemp’s
staff in trying to find ways for overcoming the problems. I think we
are a long way from developing viable—a viable piece of legislation
for enterprise zones even though I am philosophically attracted to
it.

Senator HeINz. In your view, what is the most difficult problem?

Mr. RasN. Well, you have, I think—it is not any one problem, it
is a whole series of problems. There is a major one of geographical
definitions of what the enterprise zone ought to be and facing
political reality. I expect that the definition is going to have to be
broad enough so that even affluent areas like Montgomery County
and Fairfax County will end up with their own enterprise zones.

I find it interesting that everyone seems to be in favor of them
and if it is really that desirable to reduce impediments, maybe we
ought to make the whole Nation an enterprise zone, which would
take care of the problem.

But there are a lot of technical accounting questions in determin-
ing what portion of income derives from activities within a zone
and without the zone, getting the cooperation of States and local
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%ovsmments. There are also problems with the social security trust
und.

If we are going to reduce social security taxes for employees and
for employers within the zone, then how are you going to make up
that particular revenue? Are you going to take it out of general
revenue funding?

We know right now that we have definite problems with social
security.

Senator Heinz. Let me propose the answer to your problem.

Mr. RanN. OK. I would like to hear it.

Senator Heinz. I propose allowing a Federal jobs tax credit to an
employer inside a zone when he hires an employee who also lives
inside the zone. A zone would be created when a State or local
government came up with a development plan meeting federally
certified standards.

Such a formulation might solve some of the current problems
surrounding the enterprise zone concept. It avoids the problem of
depleting the unemployment compensation and the social security
trust funds. Also, the allocation of income earned by a firm with at
least some activity outside the zone is no longer relevant. Finally,
we know directly who we are benefiting, people who live and work
inside the zones, and to a lesser extent, their employers.

How about that?

Mr. RaHN. Well, my initial reaction is extremely positive toward
that, just as my initial reaction toward enterprise was very positive
too when Jack Kemp first proposed it.

I find, however, when often—I am an economist by training—I
take this stuff back to our tax attorneys and our tax committee
who are the people who will try to implement it before it gets to
Treasury officials, and then they always come back with a number
of problem things that I have tended not to think of. So, before I
give the chamber’s unqualified endorsement to it, we would sure
like to take a look at it in much greater detail and we will be
happy to sit down and analyze it, and see if there are any flaws in
it.

Senator HeiNz. Maybe we’ve solved the problem.

Mr. RanN. Could be.

Senator HeiNz. Ms. Cooper, I gather that the Urban League feels
that properly structured tax incentives can help solve the problem
of excessive unemployment in our big cities. Is that correct?

Ms. Coorir. That’s correct.

Senator HEINZ. You have suggested that we should not permit
retroactive certifications. The person sitting next to you suggested
that there be unlimited time prior to certification. It is hard to
imagine views that could be more different.

Why should we care whether a businessman or woman is slow in
securing an audit-proof certificate if he or she knew at the time of
hiring the employee had a voucher?

Ms. CooPer. Well, I think Pierce and I really would not disagree
on this one. I think the problem is the marketing of the program.
Those few businessmen whom our affiliates have talked with have
said they did not know anything about the program so that the
retroactive application was very attractive to them; it is a tax
credit. But we didn’t get at the marketing end of that. Then the
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retroactive application will be something that will, of its own
weight, just sort of die.

We would like to take it out of the provisions. In addition, many
businessmen hire and are anxious to displace, and/or substitute
those workers so there is a problem with getting rid of retroactiv-
ity. What will happen to those businessmen who hear about the
program late? Will they terminate five people, hire five more in
order to engage the facade of getting the vouchering and getting
the tax credit? That is a problem, one that we recognize. Perhaps a
way of getting at that is to allow for some selective retroactive
application. I am just not sure. »

If there is no marketing program in the area, then clearly th
business person may not know about the program.

Our bottom line is trying to get people jobs; it is not about the
regulations or the process, as long as we can, in fact, do something
about the employment rate.

Senator HEINZ. You made some very interesting comments about
Northern industrial States participation in the program. It has
been much lower than in the South.

Could you go into more detail why there is such a difference
among the States? I understand your point about the lack of incen-
tives facing CETA prime sponsors and State bureaus of employ-
ment security, but how does this relate to this State differential?
Why is it tougher in the North and easier in the South to secure
the interest of the State employment services or CETA prime
sponsors?

Ms. Coorer. The studies that we were able to get access to in
preparing this testimony seemed to point out that those industries,
those businesses that were in fact relocating in many instances and
starting up, were looking for ways to enhance the business profit-
ability far more than old-line industries, if you will, in the North-
ern States.

I am not sure what the reason is for that. I would perhaps guess
that they are far more sophisticated in the Southern States now
than they used to be in terms of taking advantage of the Federal
largess. I think the feeling is that they have been left out of many
of the programs and so there is a concrete effort being exerted to
make sure that they participate as much as possible. Other than
that, I would only have to guess; I just don’t know.

Senator HEINz. Mr. Quinlan, you urge a 1-year extension of the
program along with allowing employers up to 2 years to claim the
credit.

How soon does Congress have to act, assuming the Congress
decidgs to do so, to maintain interest and continuity in the pro-
gram?

Mr. QuINLAN. My feeling, Mr. Chairman, is that if something
isn’t done in the next 90 days or so, we will have a de facto close-
down of the TJTC effort. Marketing of the program by employment
security agencies and the CETA prime sponsors would be practical-
ly impossible. From the employer’s standpoint, participation would
be questionable given the debate going on as to whether TJTC
should be continued, and the fact of only 6 months or so of time for
which the tax credit could be claimed. That’s why it’s critical to
permit the credit to be claimed for the full 2 years after an employ-
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ee is hired, rather than tying the time period to the date the
legislation expires. Otherwise, even if we get a l-year extension
through the end of 1982, program marketing will be affected again
almost from the moment an extension is enacted. ‘

I might mention, in relation to your question to Maudine Cooper,
that we share a concern about some problems with the program,
including those involving retroactive certifications, and I think our
positions might be quite close on that.

But it will probably take several months or longer to develop
TJTC amendments. That time, I think, could be better used to
extend the program and to examine the operation more fully while
preparing for substantive changes next year.

Senator HEiNz. Mr. Rahn, you agreed with the idea of a 1-year
extension, provided it doesn’t interfere with passage of the Reagan
tax bill. Am I correct?

Mr. RAHN. Most definitely. We just don’t want the thing to
interfere with the passing of the President’s tax program. We are
looking at the President’s tax program as the highest national
priority now, and to the extent that you can go ahead and pass a
year's extension without interfering at all, or delaying those time-
tables, we would have no objection.

Senator Heinz. So, you wouldn't really object to tagging a 1-year
extension onto the President’s tax bill, with the recognition that a
new sunset deadline would be established, if it doesn’t detract from
the opportunity to pass the President’s bill?

Mr. RAHN. I'm not sure I'd want it tagged on.

Senator Heinz. How about integrated into?

Mr. RAuN. We have come out for a clean bill and I would prefer
to stick with the two-bill approach, keeping it clean, and if you
need to do this in a separate bill, fine, but——

Senator Heinz. Have you had a lot of success selling that point
of v?iew in the House of Representatives Ways and Means Commit-
tee?

Mr. RaBN [continuing]. We are still trying. We have not fully
given up. [Laughter.]

At some point, I may concede defeat, but I am not ready to yet.

Senator Heinz. | understand.

Let me ask the panel two questions: First, how can we improve
the marketing of this program? And second, how can we improve
the targeting of the program to make sure that it helps people that
need it most?

Ms. Cooprer. If I might start off. I think the problem that exists
here is the same one that exists within the CETA system and that
is that small business operators do not want to be bothered with
any kind of Federal program, that includes the CETA program
where you actually get a person whose entire salary may be paid
by the Federal Government. They just don’t want to get involved,
and so I think the marketing program has to go beyond this
particular program and has to go the reasons why those employers
do not want to work with the Federal program.

In addition, I think that the community-based organizations, one
of which I represent, have not been involved in the programs. We
work with the National Alliance of Business and others at the local



58

level, but we have not been involved in getting the marketing
system out there in terms of working with the small businesses.

It is a matter of willingness to cooperate, willingness to serve as
perhaps a referral agency; a willingness to perhaps get the certifi-
cation system or process completed for the small businessmen.
There are all kinds of ways to do this. We have just not thought
through it clearly.

We haven’t had to, because we've had the other programs which
have been there for years to deal with, and now, there is a new
beginning, so to speak, and a new approach to economic develop-
ment and jobs creation. So, we are prepared to look at this one as a
jobs creation technique.

Mr. QuINLAN. I think, Mr. Chairman, aside from some of the
other things that have been said, it wouldn’t hurt to put out final
regulations.

Senator HEINz. I think that point may have even been made by
the regulators themselves.

Any other comments?

[No response.]

Senator HEINZ. One question I have for Mr. Motley. ‘

Mr. Motley, I understand that NFIB members have expressed
some nervousness about establishing enterprise zones.

Mr. MorLey. That is probably an understatement, Senator. It is
somewhat of an embarrassing situation for us, I would imagine,
because I think when Mr. Kemp conceived of the idea, we sat down
and discussed it with them and the primary engine of this proposal
was supposed to be small business in these enterprise zones and as
we went along, we thought we were coming up with some decent
concepts, and then as you know, we set our membership positions
by membership vote, and we did pose the question of enterprise
zones to NFIB’s members and they rather resoundingly defeated it.

Several Members who had cosponsored the legislation in the
House, along with Congressman Kemp wrote back to their NFIB
members and asked them why they had voted it down.

The answer was very straightforward and simple, and I was
amazed that we hadn’t thought of it. They said, “If the situation is
bad enough to create an enterprise zone, why don’t you make the
entire country an enterprise zone,” like Mr. Rahn suggested, so
that we can all get out from underneath these problems and go on
about job creating.

You would be interested to know that since it is probably over 2
years since we polled this, we are about to poll the issue again to
see if any of the notoriety or publicity that the proposal received
during the recent campaign has changed their opinion in any way.

I would imagine that we would have those results by the begin-
ning of May, possibly the latest by the end of May.

Senator HEINz. I hope you will share those results with the
committee.

Mr. MoTLEY. As soon as we can get them, we will be happy to
share them with you.

Senator Heinz. This subcommittee hopes to be very involved in
the enterprise-zone issue to the extent that it is not handled by the
full Senate Finance Committee.
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Mr. MorLEY. I will be certain to do that. As soon as we get them,
we'll get them right to you.
[The information follows:]

{This survey taken from NFIB Mandate No. 434 Vol. 39 No. 4, May 1981]
Do You Favor or OpPPOSE THE CREATION OF ENTERPRISE ZONES?

BACKGROUND

Many inner cities are continually depressed. Unemployment is always much
higher than average, income much lower, and prospects for improvement are bleak.
o improve the situation, it has been suggested we try enterprise zones. In the
enterprise zones, business taxes would be greatly reduced, some regulation reduced,
licensing made easier, etc. These reductions would apply to any new business
starting in the zone and would last for a period of years.

ISSUE

Should enterprise zones exist?

FAVOR

Traditional approaches to inner city poverty fail because they treat the symptoms,
not the cause of inner city decline. Qur cities lack economic growth and opportuni-
ty. They take the last place in innovation and economic risk-taking, and the welfare
system weakens the link between effort and reward.

Enterprise zones are a new approach, based on the premise that people respond to
incentives. Entrepreneurs will keep more of the reward because they face greater
risks in the inner city. The poor will be offered tangible job opportunities in their
own communities. This way tax consumers can become taxpayers.

OPPOSE

It probably won't work. The major problems of new small businesses generally
involve adequate financing, getting qualified employees, low initial sales, etc. Enter-
prige z;mes don’t touch these problems. Further, where is the market? Who is going
to buy?

Even if enterprise zones do succeed in getting some new businesses started, it’s
not fair to existing businesses. Why should a new business, possibly right across the
stree}:. get a government-given advantage. That’s only substituting one business for
another.

Favor, 27 percent; oppose, 62 percent; and undecided, 11 percent.

Mr. MotiLEy. If T can comment on your question before as to why
the South, and Southwest, and West may be more successful as far
this program is concerned. I don’t know too much about how the
program operates, but just from an overall standpoint, I think if
you can take a look at possibly where the jobs are being created in
the country and where the new business startups are, you will find
that there are many more new businesses starting today in those
areas of the country, which are having success with this program.

The difference in economic development——

Senator HeiNz. Which is the chicken and which is the egg?

Mr. MoTLEY [continuing]. I am not too sure that I am qualified to
answer that question, but it may be the reason why the program is
successful in the South and West and not terribly successful in
some of the older areas of the country.

Senator HEINz. Very well. I want to thank each of you for your
testimony. It has been very helpful.

[The prepared statements of the preceding panel follow:]

TesTiMONY OF MAUDINE R. CooPER, VICE PRESIDENT FOR WASHINGTON
OPERATIONS

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, my name is Maudine R. Cooper,
Vice President for Washington Operations of the National Urban League. As you
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know, the National Urban League is a non-profit community service organization.
Through its network of 116 affiliates in 34 states and the District of Columbia we
seek equal opportunities for the poor and minorities in all sectors of our society. The
problem of unemployment among disadvantaged Americans has always been a
crucial issue of the Urban League Movement. ’I%lerefore we welcome this opportuni-
ty to testify before gour subcommittee on the Targeted Jobs Tax Credits.

The National Urban League supports the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit (TJTC) as an
aid to those unemployed hit hardest by our nation’s continued condition of economic
crisis. With legislative changes to address some of the programs’' design, the Urban
League believes that the TJTC program has the potential for significantly reducing
unemployment.

As established by the Revenue Act of 1978, the TJTC provides a significant and
beneficial tax credit to an employer hiring a new employee from one of seven
targeted grougs. The disadvantaged individuals that comprise these groups include
recipients of Supplemental Security Income (SSI) payments, the handicapped and
economically disadvantaged youth. These individuals have been shown to be at a
disadvantage in the labor market, due to limited work experience, economic and
educational disadvantages, and various other factors that reduce hiring desirability.
Implemented at the state and local levels, the TJTC certifies approximately 280,000
of these individuals a year, and has the potential for reaching other structurally
and chronically unemployed, who would otherwise be of little appeal to a presently
tightening business community. When administered effectively, the TJTg encour-
ages employers to expand their labor force and thus increase their productivity. The
TJTC subsidies, by promoting greater employer exposure to targeted groups, pro-
vides greater employer receptivity to the structurally and chronically unemployed.
Thus structured, the tax credit program is a low-cost initiative that can aid both
employee and employer.

Although the program has great potential, utilization of the credits has not been
realized to its fullest extent due to poor coordination between the federal, state and
local agencies. State agencies, responsible for overseeing implementation, have pro-
vided their local offices with uncertain voucher goals and insufficient strategies for
promoting participation. Business involvement has been minimal, and program
effectiveness has varied greatly throughout the different states and localities. At
present, TJTC remains a relatively low priority item for implementing agencies as
well as businesses.

While the National Urban League supports the intent of the Targeted Jobs Tax
Credit, and while we recognize the now improving responsiveness to the program,
we feel that certain modifications must be made if the program is to truly have an
impact on reducing unemployment. The problem areas that we therefore wish to
specifically address today are those involving certification mechanisms, administra-
tion and accountability.

In stating our position regarding the existing certification system, let me explain
first that present law permits employers to apply for a tax credit on a retroactive
basis—after an employee has already been hire<¥ This provision, we feel, amounts to
an unearned and undeserved windfall for the great majority of employers presently
involved in the TJTC program. Some employers now benefitting from the Tax
Credit weren’t even aware of the program’s existence prior to hiring, and thus are
allowed to accrue financial gains without necessarily aﬂering their hiring practices.
This situation holds true for an estimated 80 percent of those certifications issued
since the program began. The essential component of a successful TJTC program, is
the incentive factor that makes hiring from target groups desirable. With retroac-
tive certification this feature is absent and subject to exploitation amounting to
inculculable losses in federal revenues.

To address the problem caused by retroactive certification, the National Urban
League recommends that the provision be rescinded. Thus accomplished, Congress
would ensure that a higher allocation of the subsidies provided under the program
would be used to stimulate new employment. Moreover, doing away with the retro-
active feature would help focus the attention of the state and local agencies on
providing expanded employment opportunities rather than merely fulfiling quotas.

Regarding present administration of the TJTC program, it is the Urban League's
f)osition that greater guidance and promotional efforts are required if state and
ocal plans are to be effectively implemented. Indicative of the present lack of
coordination, we feel, are the reports that the heavily-populated regions in the
Northeast and Midwest United States have certified smaller percentages of eligible
workers than the less pogulace Southern regions of the country. In most of these
regional areas, the small businesses, which are the most likely recipients of the tax
credits, are rarely informed of the program options, and in most states, little to no
advertising is being conducted.
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In part, these weak and inconsistent practices can be accounted for by the absence
of sufficient funding commitment and targeting. Reimbursement is necess'lgéy for
participating state agencies for expenses incurred in implementing the TJTC pro-
gram. For example, CETA Prime Sponsors are responsible for issuing vouchers to
three of the seven targeted groel:iPS: (1) to youths, between the agees of 18 and 24,
from economically disadvantaged families, (2) to Vietnam-era veterans, under the
age of 35, from economically disadvantaged families, and (3) to ex-convicts from
economically disadvantaged families. While the CETA Prime Sponsors are expected
to issue vouchers and to contribute to publicizing the TJTC program, Congress has
appropriated no funds by which these duties could be carried out.

n the National Urban League’s third area of concern regarding accountability, it
is our position that the TJTC program is presently deficient in quantitive informa-
tion necessary for assessment of program effectiveness. Present data monitoring is
handled differently in each locality and state, and only provides a rough outline of
program effectiveness. These unfortunate circumstances lead a major study commis-
sioned by the Department of Labor to conclude that little can be made of the
present statistics, given the “severe limits on the meanings” of the numbers. In a
similar study conducted to assess whether or not TJTC was helping its clients, a
prepondent number of agencies claimed that they had no basis by which to make
such assessments.

On this issue, it is the Urban League’s position that more effective data resources
are necessary in order to judge such controversial issues as displacement, refund-
ability targeting, and other matters of dispute.

The potential for success in the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit is a great but as yet
unrealized. We feel, however, that the investment in human capital should be
continued with the revisions that we have recommended. Studies underway and
already completed by the General Accounting Office, and other agencies, should be
closely examined in order to make the revisions we recommend as well as other
appropriate revisions. With strengthened incentives and more diligent targeting, the

JTC program could play a significant role in reducing the now staggering level of
unemployment.

TESTIMONY PRESENTED BY PIERCE QUINLAN, EXECUTIVE VICE-PRESIDENT OF THE
NATIONAL ALLIANCE OF BUSINESS

SUMMARY OF MAJOR POINTS

1. The National Alliance of Business (NAB) supports the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit
as an effective tool for promoting the employment of target disadvantaged groups.

2. At an increasing rate, the employer community is gaining an understanding of
TJTC benefits, in spite of the absence of effective marketing of the program.

3. While NAB, understands the need, eventually, to address some of the problems
identified in TJTC policies and implementation, tl¥1e organization nevertheless urges
an immediate one-year extension with only one substantive change: A provision
permitting the tax credit to be claimed for up to two years after the date of hiring
an eligible applicant (regardless of the date the legislation expires).

4. There are four major reasons underlying NAB’s support of an immediate
simple one-year extension:

Program marketability is being rapidly undermined due to the shrinking period
(i.e., now only nine months) for which employers can claim the credit. Immediate
legislative action is needed to maintain program momentum.

t is too early in the life of the program (18-20 months) to have enough experience
for a thorough evaluation of impacts. An additional year of program experience
would provide a better foundation for thorough legislative review in 1982,

Changes now in TJTC policies and procedures would confuse the employer com-
munity and disrupt local program operations at the point when employers are just
getting familiar with the current system.

The future role and provisions of the TJTC should be considered in conjunction
with the restructuring of employment and training programs anticipated when
CETA is reauthorized in 1982,

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, 1 appreciate the opportunity to
appear here today and present the views of the National Alliance of Business on the

argeted Jobs Tax Credit. The Alliance, representing private business employers,
was formed in 1968 to promote private sector involvement in efforts to hire and
train economically disadvantaged adults and youth. This marked the beginnings of
the Public/private partnershir in employment and training that now includes 450
local Private Industry Councils operating throughout the country. Through involve-
ment with the Alliance and with Private Industry Councils, business leaders are

80-595 O—81—5
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working in productive partnership with government to address the structural eco-
nomic problem represented by millions of individuals in a work oriented society
unable to find jobs. .

Our interest in the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit is therefore easy to understand. This
program offers a subsidy to employers for hiring people who traditionally are
difficult to employ because of lack of work experience or a physical or social
handicap. The effect of the subsidy is to lower the cost to employers of hiring these
targete«f individuals—a cost that can be prohibitive given built-in factors such as
social security and unemployment insurance.

The National Alliance of Business has undertaken a number of measures to help
the employer community take advantage of TJTC benefits. We have made substan-
tial efforts to educate and inform corporate decisionmakers about TJTC. In addition,
NAB offices and Private Industry Councils around the country have used promo-
tional mailings and conducted seminars to explain the credit and to offer first-hand
testimony from businesses that have benefited by the Jurogram.

The Baltimore Alliance of Business, now merged with the Baltimore Private
Industry Council, sponsored such a seminar as early as 1978. The six hour program
featured a tax manager from the national accounting firm of Arthur Anderson and
Company, an attorney specializing in equal employment opportunity regulations, a
state employment official, a local economic news columnist, and a panel of business
people. The seminar drew representatives from nearly 100 companies.

These efforts at marketing the TJTC program clearly have only scratched the
surface in terms of potential employer participants. Indeed, a major failing—as
documented in every evaluation study done on TJTC—has been the absence of an
effective marketing effort by involved public agencies.

In spite of the lack of aggressive marketing, the program has now served over
400,000 individuals and clearly has the potential for being the largest Federal
manpower program with a very low administrative cost. The program is catching on
with employers and being used by a great variety of businesses and industries. The
attachment to my statement, providing many testimonials from individual corpora-
tions and firms, gives evidence of this variety and the view of particular businesses
toward the value of the TJTC.

We are here today to urge this Committee to support an immediate one-year
extension of the TJTC. Because the period for which employers can count on
claiming the tax credit is down to about nine months—from April to December
1981—the attractiveness of the program to potential employers is being severely
undermined. Each month that goes by without an extension further erodes the
program'’s marketability, as well as the morale and aggressiveness of federal, state
and local program implementors. Why should a private business person—already
distrustful of involvement in government programs—want to undertake even the
minimum effort required to claim a credit under TJTC when benefits would only
cover a couple of months? And even though efforts will be made to convince
propective employers that the Congress will renew the program past December 31st,
the typical business person will not act on a promise. The result of delaying an
extension until Congressional agreement can ge reached on substantive amend-
ments will be a nearly complete halt in bringing new employers into the program.
And once the program is slowed, it will be very difficult to rebuild momentum.

The only substantive legal amendment we recommend at this time is a provision
allowing the tax credit to be claimed for up to two years after the date of hiring an
eligible applicant, regardless of the date on which TJTC le%i:lative authorization
expires. If this provision were in effect now, we would not quite as concerned
about the need for immediate Congressional action.

Our support for a simple one-year extension should not be taken as an endorse-
ment of all aspects of the TJTC program. We are aware of most of the problems and
issues raised in preliminary evaluation reports prepared for the Department of
‘Labor and agree that these issues will eventually need to be addressed through
legislative and regulatory changes. We are concerned about the current make-up of
eligible categories and think a simpler, more targeted process is possible. We recog-
nize the impact of red tape and lack of local program coordination as deterrants to
employer participation. And we question the continuing need for the provision
allowing employers to apply for a tax credit on a retroactive basis, that is, after an
employee has been hired‘.)

However, we are ir. fundamental agreement about the value and potential effec-
tiveness of a targeted jobs tax credit as an incentive for em(s)loyers to hire and train
the chronically uneraployed. Even with the drawbacks identified in the current
program, many employers have demonstrated a significant change in their attitudes
and hiring practices affecting the hard-to-employ. The program has undergone
steady expansion as morc and more employers are made aware of the benefits to be

v
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gained without the large paperwork burden typically associated with government
programs. And the continuing existence of this incentive has added importance
during a period when Federal aid cutbacks are likely to create additional short-term
distress and unemployment locally.

We are concerned that major legislative changes now would create the need for
regulatory and procedural changes right at the point when many businesses are just
becoming aware of the program’s benefits and familiar with how it operates. )I‘he
result is likely to be confusion in the employer community and disruption of local
program operations. Moreover, changes in regulations and procedures resulting
from TJTC legislative amendments this year would probably be followed by further
alterations after the reauthorization of CETA in 1988. Our job of convincing private
businesses to participate is made more difficult by this lack of program stability.

A one-year simple extension also would provide an additional year of program
experience needed to round out our understanding of TJTC impacts. The effective
life of the TJTC has only been about 18 months, and most program operators and
observers believe it is too early to judge its full effectiveness as a labor market
intervention tool. Preliminary program data from the first quarter of 1981 point to
the possible advent of a new phase during which the overall level of job certifica-
tions is vastly increased while the level of retroactive certifications goes down. A
third year of program operation under existing policies would provide a stronger
foundation for the completion of ongoing DOL evaluations and for full-scale policy
and legislative review next year.

Finally, a one-year extension strategy would permit the future role and provisions
of a targeted joYv)s tax credit to be considered in conjunction with the complete
restructuring of employment and training programs planned around reauthoriza-
tion of CETA in fiscal year 1982. Questions about eligible categories, the depth of
incentive required, and marketing and delivery mechanisms for TJTC are all relat-
ed to the nature of the employment and training system that will be in place during
the rest of the decade. Premature decisions about TJTC this year would undercut
opportunities for effective linkage with the new CETA.

Mr. Chairman, these factors provide, in my view, a strong rationale for a quick
one-year TJTC extension, and I hope the Committee will consider this approach.

That completes my testimony, Mr. Chairman. I would be happy to answer any
questions from you or Members of the Committee.

TESTIMONIALS

Testimonial No. 1

Bethlehem Steel Corporation is hiring TJTC emplo%ees. The company reports that
the State Employment Service and the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation have
gone all out to match applicant qualifications with the company’s needs, to certif}
applicants, and to keep paperwork to a minimum. This cooperation, together wit
the good showing TJTC employees have made on the job, has made Bethlehem Steel
a believer in TJTC.

Testimonial No. 2

The Coca-Cola Bottling Company is also taking advantage of the TJTC tax sav-
ings. In Cumberland, Maryland, the local plant manager reports that TJTC is a big
success and states that he has had only good experiences with the program.

Testimonial No. 3

The Marriott Corporation, specializing in hotel and food services, employs over
1000 TJTC employees, hired from all seven target groups. A Marriott spokesperson
reports that the company has received excellent cooperation from the referral
agencies. Company managers, based on their experience with program participants,
now actively seek TITC employees.

Testimonial No. }

Quality Care nationally employs 40,000 health care providers. The Director of
Special Projects says she is pleased to report TJTC a resounding success. Federal,
state, and local agencies have been most responsive in identifying certifiable em-
ployees. Quality Care has thus realized a substantial tax credit, which has been a
tremendous incentive to recruit additional certifiable employees.

Testimonial No. 5

“It’s short, it's sweet, it’s clean; the turnaround time is very fast; the tax credit is
a substantial one. I love it.” That was the reaction Fred Johnson of Keller Indus-
tries in Miami, FL, when asked his opinion of the new program. “TJTC is the best
thing they ever dreamed up,” Johnson continued. “The employees are no different
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than the other people we hire. And the paperwork is a dream.” Keller, a light metal
fabrication company, has plants throughout the country.

Testimonial No. 6
General Dynamics, Electric Boat Division, Groton, CT, has participated in employ-
ment and training subsidy programs designed to train targeted populations for the
ast 15 years and has found them successful. The company is taking advantage of
JTC with the same expectation. TJTC has helped it to realize a tax savings and, as
a by-product, to meet its affirmative action goals.

Testimonial No. 7
“About 65 percent of the people we interview qualify for the program,” a spokes-
man for Building Maintenance Services in Des Moines, IA, said. “We think it's
great as an incentive to hire, and we're using it on a continuing basis. We were
interested in it right from the beginning because we realized we had quite a number
of ple already on the payroll who were qualified,” he added. “It’s a big help.”
he company, which employs about 500 people, does general cleaning, carpet
installation and other tasks involved in building maintenance. About ten percent of
its payroll is made up of Southeast Asian refugees, and some of them are TJTC
workers. “They’re doing very well,” the spokesman added.

Testimonial No. 8
A department store chain in California is opening a new store in Fresno and it
lans to hire a considerable number of TJTC workers. “We wanted to get on the
Bandwagon right away,” Diane Fairchild of Gottschalk’s said. “We have interviewed
many TJTC-eligible individuals and I'm more than pleased with the response and
the people I've seen. I have no doubts that they will be valuable employees.
“If I had two people with equal qualifications I'd choose the TJTC person,”
Fairchild added. “All of our stores are using TJTC in every way, shape and form.”

Testimonial No. 9 |

“It's very simple for the employer,” Bob Reed of Riverside Industries in Tulsa,
OK, said. “Just fill out the form and that's it. When I first heard about the program
I was not too enthusiastic, but when I sat down and read the literature, I realized
that we’ll make some money and, not only that, we’ll hire some good people,” Reed
said. “It’s an excellent program.” :

As an added bonus, one of Riverside’s TJTC employees is a draftsman whom Reed
describes as “one of the world’s finest.” Riverside, which manufactures transmission
towers, employs about 230 people. Reed says he intends to hire more TJTC workers
and he is encouraging his parent company, Anderson Industries of Dallas, to initiate
the program at its other plants.

Testimonial No. 10

Clyde Smith of Townsend’s, Inc., a chicken-processing plant in Millsboro, DL, was
happy to learn that work release employees are covered under the program. He has
eight men from a nearby prison already on the payroll. “My accounting department
will like this,” Smith said. “Maybe they'll give me a raise.”

Testimonial No. 11

Zephyr Products in Kansas City, MO, is about to promote one of its TITC workers
to night foreman. “Hopefully he’ll be around for a while,” said Jack Porter of
Zerhyr. The employee was first hired under a work-release program, but is now in a
haif-way house and soon should be on his own.

“It's n very satisfactory,” Porter continued. “We contemplate continuing it,
and I'm sorry it's only a two-year program.” ]

Testimcnial No. 12

“It's a great break for small business. It’s clearly to the employer’s benefit,” Jeff
Rosen, a toy manufacturer in Passaic, NJ, said. “We've gone out of our way to
recruit and maintain TJTC workers. I'd like to see the program expanded.” Rosen
added, “It's an incentive for an employer to target disadvantaged groups. And I'm
ecstatic about the fact that it does work.” His company, Rose Art Industries,
employs about 50 people and TJTC workers make up about 25 percent of the
payroll. “I'm confident we can reach 30 percent in the next few months,” Rosen
said. “In terms of the people we’ve been getting, it's good.”

Testimonial No. 13
The Terry Tire Company at Woonsocket, RI has hired a person with an extensive
Ezison record. The owner of the company reports that this person has performed
yond expectations and has demonstrated a fine attitude on the job.
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Testimonial No. 14

At Pawtucket, RI, William R. Blount & Son, Inc. has employed a handicapred
individual as a graphic artist technician. The employer is pleased with this employ-
ee'skprogress and reports that the individual is performing on a par with other
workers.

Testimonial No. 15

Carris Reels, Inc. of Rutland, VT, supports TJTC. They are pleased with receiving
a financial reward for participating and being part of a program that helps employ-
ees obtain work and develop job skills. They are further pleased by the minimum of
paper work associated with TJTC.

Testimonial No. 16

In rural North Carolina, a company making everything from door chimes to
rocket fins is actively involved in the program. “I think some of our better employ-
ees come from that group,” reports David Brinkley, personnel manager of the
Carolina Aluminum Company. “They’re the ones who really want to work. It's good
that the paperwork is so easy,” Brinkley adds. “Why would anyone not like the
program? I think it's working perfectly.”

Testimonial No. 17

At Warren, ME, Andrew Crow & Sons Company are taking advantage of the
TJTC program. This company, which manufactures fishing nets and twine, has a
total work force of 25. Through the incentives of TJTC the company has hired six
disadvantaged youths in the shipping and receiving department. Mr. James McFar-
land, payroll clerk for the company, reports that all of these individuals are per-
forming well in their jobs.

PrREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. RicHARD W. RAHN

I am Richard W. Rahn, Vice President and Chief Economist of the Chamber of
Commerce of the United States. I am accompanied by Kenneth D. Simonson, the
Chamber’s tax economist, and Madeleine B. Hemmings, associate director, human
resources. On behalf of our 112,000 businesses, local and state chambers of com-
merce and association members, I welcome this opportunity to testify on tax
changes to encourage employment.

SUMMARY

The U.S. Chamber supports the Administration’s Program for Economic Recovery
in its entirety. The program contains a carefully balanced combination of spending
reductions, across-the-board individual and business tax cuts, regulatory reform, and
monetary restraint. This package will lead to higher economic growth at lower
levels of inflati-n, and will significantly expand job opportunities. The latest U.S.
Chamber economic forecast shows that unemployment will drop by nearly 2 million
between 1981 and 1983 assuming most of the program is enacted promptly.

In particular, the Administration’s proposed 3-year, 30 percent individual tax rate
reduction will encourage greater work effort, saving and investment. The proposal
for an accelerated cost recovery system for business investment in plant and equip-
ment will encourage greater capital formation and thereby expand the business
demand for workers. Swift enactment of these tax changes should be Congress' top
tax priority. Any other changes in tax law should await enactment of this first
round of tax relief.

Once the President’s tax proposals are E:assed, Congress should look carefully at
the targeted jobs tax credit (TJTC) and other possible ways of providing productive
jobs for the hard-to-employ. There are several factors gongress should weigh in
considering whether to extend this tax provision beyond its current December 31,
1981, expiration data: )

Numerous federal, state, and local laws and reiulations—such as minimum wage,
social security, unempk}yment insurance and worker’s compensation—make the cost
of employing workers far higher than the wages paid. Some offset against these
government imposed costs, such as TJTC, may be appropriate, Farticularly when
the employer is hiring inexperienced, low-skilled, or high-risk employees.

Congress should consider the costs and benefits of TJTC compared to other
programs for which the people hired under TJITC would otherwise eligible. For
" instance, if TJTC enables a person to move or stay off unemployment or welfare and
become a permanent member of the unsubsidized work force, the saving in govern-
ment transfer payments may far outstrip the cost of the tax credit. On the other
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hand, if employers collect the credit for individuals who would have been on the
payroll anyway, the credit is not cost-effective.
ngress must weigh the cost of the credit against other types of tax reduction.
The revenue loss attributed to the TJTC is relatively small, but it also appears that
relatively few employers use the credit. Perhaps the employment objectives of the
credit could be achieved through some other tax change of wider applicability.
If Congress does decide to extend the credit, several modifications should be
considered. Is the credit properly targeted to help people who neet it? Can the credit
be simplified so as to make it more attractive to small businesses? Are the rules
regarding retroactivity, eligii‘gility, and dollar ceilings appropriate? What more could
be done to publicize the TJTC program?

THE PROGRAM FOR ECONOMIC RECC 7ERY

The U.S. Chamber has endorsed the President’s Program for Economic Recovery
in its entirety. Its adoption wil! quickly produce higher real economic growth, less
inflation and unemployment, and a better standard of living for all Americans. The
best protection Americans have from economic hardship, and their best chance for
finding productive employment, is that provided by a dynamic, growing economy.

We cannot afford to wait much longer to change economic direction. Congress
should move quickly to reduce spending and taxes, to reform the regulatory process,
and to support a more moderate and stable monetary policy. Tax reductions will
provide the incentive for the private sector to work, save, and invest. Monetary
restraint will assure that gains in nominal income from higher levels of employ-
ment and investment are not eaten up by inflation. Spending cuts will free up
resources and keep the deficit down, so that business can finance new investment
without excessive competition for funds from the federal government.

Adoption of the Administration’s tax proposals, contained in S. 683, the Economic
Recovery Tax Act of 1981, will lead to rapid, sustained economic growth by reducing
disincentives for the private sector to work, save, and invest. Accelerated capital
cost recovery will promote higher levels of investment, employment, and output by
all types and sizes of business, while reductions in marginal individual income tax
rates will encourage personal savings, reduce growing taxpayer resentment, and
reduce the tax disincentives on working. The most recent U.S. Chamber Economic
Forecast shows that with the Administration’s program in place, there will be an
improvement in the economy, substantial reductions in unemployment and inflation
and rise in productivity, real GNP, and workers’ pay through 1983, the end of the
forecast period.

Prompt action on the Administration’s program is essential. For this reason, the
Chamber urges Congress to enact a ““clean” bill. Consideration of other tax provi-
sions, including TJTC or alternatives, should be deferred until S. 683 has been
%((i)opted, but should then be given prompt attention in the ongoing work of this

mmittee.

WORK DISINCENTIVES CAUSED BY GOVERNMENT POLICIES

Certain government policies, meant to achieve numerous social goals, also have
the effect of raising the costs to the employer of hiring workers or reducing workers’
take-home pay, or both. For instance, employers must pay an additional 6.85 per-
cent of each employee’s wages for social security; the social security tax paid by
employees reduces their take-home pay by the same amount. Employers must pay
unemployment insurance and worker’s compensation, and most employers provide
leave, pension plans, health insurance, and other benefits. The latest U.S. Chamber
Employee Benefits Survey of 922 employers found that in 1979, total employee costs
?tﬁer than pay for time actually worked averaged 36.6 percent of payroll, divided as
ollows:

Percent

Legally required payments (employer’s share only).......c..ccooovvecrireiinrcernrsereinnnnns 9.0
Pension, insurance, and other agreed-upon payments (employer’s share only).. 12.1
Paid rest periods, lunch periods, €tC. ......cocviveiriiiereceiieen et ereetreeesse s eeersserares 3.5
Payments for vacations, holidays, sick leave, etc. ...... 9.5
Profit-sharing payments, bonuses, €tC. .........cccovveireierreiiicece e 2.5
TOLAL ...ttt bt bbb bbb s bbb st en b enen et aen 36.6

Laws and regulations setting minimum hours, standards for safety clothing and
equipment, and a multitude of other federal, state, and local requirements raise
employers’ costs further. At the same time, employees face disincentives to work
from high income tax rates.
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The net result is that government-imposed costs are a substantial wedge between
the cost to the employer and the worker’s net pay, thus reducing both the employ-
er's demand for labor and the number of individuals willing to work. This “wedge”
can be especially difficult for low-skilled or inexperienced individuals to overcome,
because they may initially not be productive enough to make it possible for employ-
ers to cover the costs of establishing the job, and the pretax wage that employers
can afford to offer these individuals may not be enough to induce them to go to
work. In such cases, a TJTC or other measure may be an appropriate way to reduce
this wedge and thus improve both the supply and demand for labor.

To illustrate, an employer who would be willing to hire a worker at $4.00 per
hour must pay approximately 40¢ an hour more in payroll taxes for social security,
unemploymert insurance, and workers’ compensation, in addition to any benefits
the employer may voluntarily offer. The worker in turn pays social security and
income taxes on each additional hour of work of roughly $1.00 per hour, leaving
take-home pay of $3.00. Thus, taxes alone raise the employer’s costs to at least $4.40
in order to offer a worker enough to net $3.00. This Xifference is a substantial
disincentive to both job-providers and job-seekers. Benefits increase the gap even
mor2. By giving employers a tax credit for part of the wages paid to certain types of
workers, TJTC narrows this disincentive.

Description

The targeted jobs tax credit was enacted in 1978 to replace the general jobs tax
credit that had been in effect during 1977 and 1978. According to the General
Explanation of the 1978 Tax Reform Act, Congress had determined that the unem-
ployment rate had declined sufficiently so that it was “appropriate to focus employ-
ment incentives on those individuals who have high unemployment rates even when
the national unemployment rate is low, and on other groups with special employ-
ment needs.” The credit is available to employers for wages paid between January
1, 1978, and December 31, 1981. The credit is equal to 50 percent of the first $6 000
of wages paid by the employer during an employee’s first year and 25 percent of the
first $6,000 of wages paid to the employee during the second year. The taxpayer's
deductions for wages paid is reduced by the amount of the credit.

Employers can obtain the credit only by hiring memkbers of one of seven groups
identified in the law: vocational rehabilitation referrals, economically disadvantaged
youths, economically disadvaataged Vietnam-era veterans, supplemental security
income recipients, general assistance recipients, youths participating in cooperative
education programs and economically disadvantaged ex-convicts.

Because these groups are so specific, the responsibility for determining whether
an individual is a member of a targeted group is left to the employment services
agencies in each state rather than to the employer. These are generally the agencies
responsible for unemployment compensation as well. In addition to designating an
agency in each state, the Secretaries of Labor and the Commissioner of the IRS are
required by the act to take whatever steps are necessary and appropriate to ‘'keep
employers apprised of the availability of the credit.”

Additional rules are provided in the statute to prevent abuse of the credit. To
keep employers from only hiring individuals that are members of the targeted
groups, the total first year wages eligible for the credit cannot exceed 30 percent of
the employer’s total wages subject to federal unemployment tax. For sole proprietor-
ships, partnershi{)s, and corporations under common ownership, this 30 percent
limit applies to all of the wages paid by the controlled group. The wages must also
be paid for employment in the employer’s trade or business. Finally, special rules
are provided for agricultural and railway labor.

Questions to consider

TJTC replaced a broader jobs tax credit which did not focus on hard-to-employ
workers. TJTC had a much lower revenue cost than the general jobs credit, yet
because TJTC is targeted, it may increase employment more. Unfortunately, this
cannot be determined for certain, although some companies have reported increas-
ing their employment as a result of the credit being available.

Congress should try to determine whether TJTC is cost-effective. One measure of
cost-effectiveness would be the revenue cost per additional employee hired as a
result of the credit. But even employers who do not hire extra workers may make a
greater effort to retain eligible employees and improve their job skills. Two Cham-
ber member firms which specialize in educating companies about the credit and
helping workers become certified state that because of the credit employers do make
greater efforts with these workers. Such efforts make the credit more cost-effective

y turning marginal workers into productive, taxpaying individuals rather than
letting them drop back into being unemployed, non-taxpaying transfer recipients.
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If TITC m-oves significant numbers of people off unemployment and welfare rolls
or keeps them from dropping back onto those rolls, the credit probably saves far
more in government outlays than it costs in tax revenues. On the other hand, if
most employers collect the credic for individuals whom they would have hired and
kept on the payroll anyway, the credit is not cost-effective.

(E,ongress also must weigh the cost of TJTC against other types of tax relief. As we
have stated, we believe the President’s tax proposals will have the greatest benefit
for the economy, including the unemployed. Once those changes are enacted, Con-
gress should consider whether a TJTC or other provision aimed at the hard-to-
employ is still a necessary and desirable form of tax reduction.

A number of other issues concerning the use of tax credits to implement employ-
ment policy should also be studied. A tax credit, such as the TJTC, is an attempt to
stimulate a specific action. The difficulty comes in defining what behavior wifl be
eligible for the credit. Those who believe that the activity should be encouraged will
want the tax credit to be available under broad, general rules that make it easy to
obtain. The IRS, however, is concerned that taxpayers do not obtain tax benefits
they are not entitled to and will require strict documentation to prove eligibility for
the credit, as it does for all credits and deductions.

A second issue concerns the effect on the tax base. In recent years, the number of
tax credits designed to stimulate specific economic activity has increased substan-
tially. Each of these credits reduces the taxes paid by some individuals and business-
es, but not others. Since the total revenue needs of the government have not
declined, the needed revenue must be found through either higher tax rates or
greater government borrowing. This means that those individuals and businesses
that are not eligible for tax credits must bear a higher dproportion of the increased
costs. As a result of the various credits, across-the-board rate reductions no longer
affect all groups equally. Those groups already benefiting from credits may want
additional benefits to insure that they get a fair share of the tax cut. Those groups
not benefiting from the credit, however, will also want added benefits since the
other groups already are being taxed at lower rates.

On the other hand, using the tax code may be the most efficient way to stimulate
the desired economic activity. It may be more cost-effective to have taxpayers make
the decision in the first instance as to whether or not they are eligible.

Finally, if Congress does decide to retain the credit, several modifications should
be considered. The categories of eligible individuals should be considered. The cate-
gories of eligible individuals should be reviewed to make sure that those people
most needing this type of help are receiving it and that employers are not getting a
tax break for employing people they would have hired anyway. Operation of the
credit and the certification process should be simplified, if possible, to minimize
burdens on small employers, and to ensure that compliance costs do not wipe out
the tax saving. The provisions regarding retroactive payments, the two-year eligibil-
ity period per individual and the percentages and do{lar amounts also should be
reviewed in light of expericne to date and the future goals of the program. If the
program is continued, more should be done to make potential users aware of it—
employers, jobseekers, and employment agencies.

CONCLUSION

Congress must move swiftly to adopt the President’s recommended reductions in
taxes and federal spending, and must support efforts to ease regulatory burdens and
maintain steady, slow monetary growth. These actions will pay off in greater
investment, employment and output growth, the demand for transfer payments will
drop shar;;lg'. Once these changes are adopted, Congress should address the prob-
lems created by laws which raise employers’ costs of hiring workers while reducing

workers’ take-home tpay, and decide if the targeted jobs tay credit or an alternative
is an effective way of dealing with these problems.

STATEMENT oF JoHN J. MorLEy III, DEpuTY DIRECTOR OF FELERAL LEGISLATION,
NaATiONAL FEDERATION OF INDEPENDENT BUSINESS

SUMMARY

On behalf of the National Federation of Independent Businzss (NFIB) and its over
half million small and independent member firms, I appreciate the opportunity to

express our views on the impact of government-im labor costs on small busi-
ness.
Government-im increases in the cost of labor have a severe and adverse

impact on small businesses. These government-imposed costs are expensive to all
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segments of business, only the burden of these costs rest disproportionately on the
small business community. The most debilitating government-mandated cost for
most small firms are payroll taxes (Social Security and Unemployment Compensa-
tion), since most of these firms are labor-intensive and have limited capabilities in
passing on increased costs. Payroll taxes, which directly raise the cost of labor, have
increased more than any other tax in the last decade, and they are scheduled to
increase even further over the coming years. The policy ramifications of these
scheduled payroll tax increases are highly significant, since those taxes contribute
to the inherently high turnover rates among new small firms—the principal cre-
ators of jobs in the last decade. By diverting needed resources which allow these
new businesses to survive, payroll taxes affect their ability to borrow and grow.
Consequently, these labor-intensive and undercapitalized firms face heavy govern-
ment-induced drains on their cash flow at the most critical stages in their develop-
ment. The end result is that payroll taxes act as a drag on employment growth by
placing a disproportionately large tax burden on those very firms that generate the
majority of jobs in this economy.

For this reason, NFIB strongly supports the Bradley-Gephardt bill which would
provide a 10 percent income tax credit for sociil security taxes paid. This bill has
the added feature of being limited to two years, vhich puts pressure on Congress to
overhaul the deteriorating Social Security system. NFIB also feels that state unem-
ployment compensation programs should be prodded by the Federal government
into exploring new ways in which unemployment tax rates can more accurately
reflect a firm's propensity to lay-off employees.

In addition to payroll taxes, minimum wage laws and the Davis-Bacon Act direct-
ly increase the cost of labor, which is inflationary and further reduces the demand
for labor. Minimum wages have particularly disastrous effect on the ability of
young, inexperienced workers to obtain jobs, in addition to being another drain on
the cash flow positions of small firms. NFIB strongly endorses the concept of a
youth differential in minimum wages and/or the significant raising of the small
business minimum wage exemption. Finally, the Davis-Bacon Act, which raises the
cost of public construction and reduces the number of jobs available in the construc-
tion work force, should be abolished.

Conclusion

If we are to achieve balanced economic growth, lower unemployment and reduced
inflation, the Congress will have to do its part in dismantling the structural impedi-
ments that prevent us from reaching those goals. Small business cannot continue
providing employment growth in this country so long as it is saddled with laws and
regulations that make it prohibitively expensive to remain in business. The evidence
is clear and we need the Congress’ cooperation. NFIB will do all it can to do its part.

GOVERNMENT-IMPOSED INCREASES IN THE COST OF LABOR

On behalf of the National Federation of Independent Business (NFIB) and its over
half a million small and independent member firms, I appreciate the opportunity to
express our views on the impact of government-imposed labor costs on small! busi-
nesses.

Government-imposed increases in the cost of labor have a severe and adverse
impact on small businesses. Although such government-imposed costs are expensive
to all segments of the business community, the burden of government-mandated
increases in labor costs costs resi disproportionately on the small business communi-
ty. This is principally because most small firms are labor intensive (i.e., they spend
a greater proportion of their total costs on labor relative to most larger firms), and
have a more limited capability of passing on increased costs than do their larger
competitors. Consequently, government actions that result in an increase in the cost
of labor help undermine the competitiveness of small firms already beleaguered by
high and volatile rates of interest and inflation (see Table 1).

Payroll taxes and small business

For most small businesses, the most crippling of all government-mandated in-
creases in the cost of labor are payroll taxes. Of all the forms of direct taxes paid by
small business, payroll taxes (Social Security and Unemployment Compensation) are
cit§d2;as being the costliest by a majority of small firms (see Table 2, and Figures 1
and 2). :

In 1979, small business paid a conservatively estimated $28 billion in total payroll
taxes, which amounted to about 41 percent of the total paid in by private sector
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employers.! An estimated $22.5 billion was paid by the small business sector in
Social Security taxes.?

Despite the existing level (and adverse consequences) of payroll taxes, higher and
higher levels are anticipated. The Social Security Financing Act of 1977 raised tax
rates from 5.85 percent to 7.15 percent and the wage base from $16,600 to $42,600
over a ten year period. Even that will not be adequate to cover legislated benefits.
We already have a “temporary’’ cash flow problem in the OASI fund which some
feel may not be covered by “borrowing” from the funds.? We face a conservatively
estimated $632 billion (1977 dollars) long term shortfall in OASI along* and tax
rates possibly doubling those today.5 And that is only Social Security.

The National Commission on Uynemp]oyment Compensation recently recommend-
ed gradually raising the minimum average wage base to 65 percent to finance an
increase in unemployment compensation benefits.® At the same time, the past
recession has added pressures in several states to consider raising payroll taxes to
cover increased unemployment compensation costs. As a result, small businesses
face the possibility of Eaving to withstand the debilitating effects of another round
of payroll tax increases.

Payroll tax effects on business starts.—The policy ramifications of additional pay-
roll tax increases are highly significant when considering the impact those pro
increases would have on new business formations. In addition to demonstrating that
two-thirds of net employment gains originated in firms employing less than 20
people in the period between 1969 and 1976, Professor David Birch of MIT found
that the number of new business starts had a significant and positive effect on
employment growth. Thus, the ability of new, small firms to attain stable growth is
highly critical in attaining equally stable employment growth.

The average new small firm, however, is typically underfinanced, has a marginal
cash flow, has little capital available for investment purposes and has problematic
sales. Not surprisingly then, these new firms are extremely vulnerable and their
turnover rate is inherently high. Thus, the impact of payroll taxes on these new
firms is particularly onerous. Payroll taxes raise the fixed cost of doing business
exactly when the business is most vulnerable and most in need of capital. Since
payroll taxes are levied on employees, the entrepreneur’s tax is not related to the
income derived from the business. So, regardless of how little money is made at the
early stages, new small firms must pay a high level of taxes unrelated to their
profits or losses.

Existing payroll taxes are regressive for both employers and employees. But in a
very real sense, payroll taxes are more regressive for new entrepreneurs than for
any other group. The payroll tax levy on employees at least bears some relationship
to earnings. That is not true with the new entrepreneurs. In fact, quite the opposite
appears to be occurring. While regrettably no data exists to support or refute our
observations, it appears that because a new venture tends to be undercapitalized,
the labor-capital mix is heavily tilted toward labor and will continue to be so until
such time as the business is sufficiently profitable to begin substituting capital for
labor. Thus, the taxes paid on labor bear most heavily on the new entrepreneur.

Second, because the new venture is so frequently undercapitalized, the wages paid
to the employees tend to be lower than in comparable firms of greater longevity.
That means a larger percentage of payroll will be subject to taxation. Note, both
FICA and UC have “wage bases”. Once those bases are exceeded, no tax is levied.
Thus, as a general rule, the greater the range in wages paid and the higher the
wages paid, the lower the tax as a percent of payroll.

ird, unemployment comFensation tax rates can actually be higher for new
firms than most established firms. Each State determines its unemployment com-
pensation tax rate based on the experience of the firm in having former employees
collect from the fund. These “experience ratings” have a ceiling and a floor. De-
pending upon the individual state, firms must accumulate unemployment experi-
ences from one to three years before receiving a tax rate based on their actual

! Total unemployment compensation contributions were $15 billion in 1979 and small busi-
nesses were assumed to have paid $6 billion, or 40 percent of the total. )

2This figure is based on 1977 small business employee wage distribution and therefore
underestimates today’s actual figure. $22 billion should be regarded as the absolute minimum.

3See testimony of William C. Hsiao, Associate Professor of Economics, Harvard University,
before the Senate Budget Committee, Feb. 27, 1980.

“See Michael J. Boskin, Professor of Economics, Stanford University and Director, Social
Insurance Research Program, National Bureau of Economic Research, forthcoming paper.

5 A. Robertson, “Financial State of Social Security Amendments of 1977”, ial Security
Bulletin, March 1978.

¢ National Commission on Unemployment Compensation, Unemployment Compensation:
Final Report, July 1980.
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unemployment experience. New firms in 39 states must pay an effective tax rate of
3.4 percent until they are assigned an experience rating. Moreover, this tax rate
does not vary across industries, and therefore does not take into account the
employment stability a new firm is likely to achieve in a particular industry, based
on the industry’s historical unemployment stability record. Consequently, two sce-
narios are likely to develop. First, new firms may benefit relative to their experi-
enced rated competitors if they are in an industry which is usually assigned maxi-
mum rates under experience rating. Second, new firms will be at a disadvantaﬁe
relative to their experience-rated competition if the industry has a very stable
emiployment history. .

inally, payroll taxes impede the development of new businesses by diverting
needed resources to allow the firms to survive and grow. The two principle areas
involved are cash flow and reinvestment, both of which affect a firm's ability to
borrow and become a healthy business. Since both are important to a business and
frequently misunderstood, each is explained with an example below:

It has been common practice for small business to receive a 2 percent discount on
goods paid for within 10 days. If the goods are ﬁaid for in more than 30 days, a 2
percent penalty is added. If the firm has a healthy cash flow, it can take advantage
of the discount and vice-versa. Thus, on the purchase of $20,000 worth of goods in a

ear’s time, the difference between a good and bad cash flow is 4 percent or $8,000.
hat margin is sufficient to determine whether a new firm lives or dies.

With energy costs rising and energy costs per dollar of sales inversely related, an
energy conservation investment(s) may reduce overhead. Reducing overhead im-
proves both the short-term and long-term profitability of the business. The more
profitable it becomes, the more it can reinvest to become more profitable, and the
greater its prospects for survival.

Unfortunately, we do not know at this time how many new firms have failed due
to the payroll tax burden. However, it seems reasonable to contend that the extreme
vulnerability of new small firms is enlarged by the excessive payroll tax burden.

The impact of payroll taxes on established small business.—The impact of payroll
taxes on established small businesses is generally similar to that found on new
small business, only less severe. Many of the financial handicaps experienced elz{v
starting entrepreneurs are either no longer present or are considerably reduced,
including the ability to borrow. Yet, it would be erroneous to assume that payroil
taxes do not have a significant adverse impact on established small businesses.

The first point to recognize is that as a group, small business spends a greater
portion of its gross sales on payroll than larger firms (see Table 3). That combined
with the fact that small businesses have a greater portion of their payroll covered
by “wage bases” means small businesses are paying a disproportionate amount in
terms of percent of gross sales. Due to difficulties in handling the data for propietor-
Shiéfc' the comparison can’t be made on the basis of percentage of profits.

ond, analysis of the actual unemployment experience rating of business, by
size of payroll (as measured by the amount of benefits charged per dollar of contri-
butions to the system), indicates that the smallest firms have in fact lower benefits
to contribution ratios than larger firms. According to research conducted by Profes-
sors James T. Bennett and Manuel Johnson of the George Mason University, small
experience-rated firms in the states of California, Wisconsin, New Mexico, Oregon
and North Carolina all had lower unemployment insurance tax rates (see Table 4-
8).7 There is no reason to believe that these states are atypical.

Third, while it is popular to view small entrepreneurs as “well-healed”’ and hence
capable of absorbing payroll taxes with only a modest reduction in their standards
of living and no business impact, that clearly is not the case. NFIB survey data
corraborated by Census figures, indicate a very wide range in the dollar amounts
taken out of a business. For the year 1976, we estimated 7 percent were taking
$50,000 or more from their businesses (salary, profits and return on investment)
while 19 percent earned less than $10,000.8

Considering the hours worked, the latter group was earning less than $2.85 per
hour (a figure approximating the then minimum wage). Not surprisingly, the larger
the small business, the greater the return.

Two other pieces of data indicate the lack of capital for cash flow and investment
purposes small businesses now face. Over the last two years record numbers of
small firms are borrowing. Approximately one of every two are now regular borrow-
ers (defined as generally borrowing once every quarter) which is up from one in
three only a few years ago.? One would, therefore, expect massive capital invest-

7 James T. Bennett and Manuel H. Johnson, “Unemploymert Insurance and Small Business:
Economic Impacts and Policy Implications”, unpublished paper, The George Mason University.

8 NFIB Employment Report for Small Business, 1977.

¢ NFIB Quarterly Economic Report, January 1981.
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ment. Yet, between the fourth quarter of 1979 and the same quarter in 1980, the

rcentage of small firms making capital investments, dropped from 59 percent to
gf percent, respectively.’® To the extent that f)ayroll taxes reduce the amount of
funds available for investment purposes, payroll taxes also act as an impediment to
anti-inflationary productivity increases.

In short, payroll taxes act as a drag on employment growth by placing a dispro-

rtionately large tax burden on those very firms who generate the majority of jobs
in this economy.

For this reason, NFIB strongly supports the Bradley-Gephardt proposal, which
would provide a 10 percent income tax credit for social security taxes f?aid’ almost a
dollar-for-dollar credit for the FICA increases which went into effect this past
January 1. The Bradley-Gephardt bill has another favorable feature in that 1t is
limited to two years, thereby putting more pressure on Congress to overhaul the
deteriorating Social Security system. At the same time, state unemployment com-
peunsation programs should be prodded by the Federal government into exploring
new ways in which unemployment tax rates can more accurately reflect a firm's

ropensity to lay-off employees. We need these measures now. Payroll taxes are a
ﬁindrance to the job-creating capability of small business, and they have increased
more rapidly than any other tax in the last decade. This trend must be halted and

reversed.

Additional Government-imposed increases in the cost of labor

In addition to payroll taxes, small businesses must bear the burden of other
government-induced increases in the cost of labor. Although all of these other
mandated labor cost increases are not as encompassing in their effects, relative to
payroll taxes, they nevertheless represent added factors that reduce the profitability
of small firms and discourage the hiring of labor.

Minimum wage.—As of January 1 of this year, the federal minimum wage was
increased by 8 percent from $3.10 an hour to $3.35 an hour. The timing of this wage
increase couldn’t be worse for small firms, who are already being squeezed by
soaring inflation and high interest rates. It is important to note, however, that
small business is not the only sector that is severely affected by the existence and
recent increases in the minimum wage. Since rising labor costs place such a heavy
strain on small firms, they have been forced to lay off employees, in addition to
raising prices (when they can), and cutting back on service, product quality, and
non-wage compensation benefits.

Unfortunately, the disemployment effects associated with the rises in the mini-
mum wage fall most heavily on our young, inexperienced workers—those most in
need of entry level employment opportunities. Numerous studies have indicated
that the price elasticity of demand for teenagers is particularly sensitive.!! As a
result, teenagers are the ones most likely to lose their jobs, assuming they can even
find one. Furthermore, the minimum wage appears to disproportionately affect
minority youth.'? With the black teenage unemployment rate running at over 35
percent, it is imperative that a serious and critical look be given to the merit of
minimum wage laws. In our view, the Congress should pass a youth sub-minimum
wage and/or raise the current small business minimum wage exemption from the
$250,000 to $500,000 sales range, to at least $2,000,000 in sales. Given that the small
business community is such a major employer of teenagers, it would make sense
that the Congress allow small firms to pay young inexperienced workers a wage
that is truly commensurate with their productive capabilities at that stage in their
lives. In this way, teena%ers are at least given the opportunity to develop the skills
and work ethics that will eventually allow them to earn and deserve higher compen-
sation. By allowing a youth sub-minimum wage and/or a larger small business
exemption, both small business owner’s benefit from reduced costs (which is also
anti-inflationary), and teenagers benefit from expanded employment opportunities.

Davis-Bacon.—According to the Davis-Bacon Act, employees working on federally-
assisted construction projects must be paid the prevailing market wages. Unfortu-
nately, the Labor Department has used prevailing union wages as a measure of
market wages. These wages are typically higher than what small, non-unionized
construction companies can pay their own employees. As a result small construction

10 NFIB Quarterly Economic Report, January 1981.

11See for instance, Edward M. Gramlich, “Impact of Minimum Wages on Other Waf X
E_mploe‘lment. and Family Incomes”, Brookings Papers on Economic Activity, 2 (1976), 409-461.
Finis Welch, “Minimum Wage Legislation in the United States”, excerpt from Evaluating the
Labor Market Effects of Social Program, by Orley Ashenfelder and James Blum. Princeton
University Press: Research Report series No. 120, 1978.

12 Walter Williams, “The Minimum Wage and Minority Employment Opportunities’, NFIB
Public Policy Discussion Series.
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firms often refuse to bid on federally-supported work, which means less competition
and higher costs in public construction. Moreover, fewer jobs are available to the
construction work force as the artificial costs of Davis-Bacon hold down the number
of projects that can be constructed.

For those firms that decide to bid for a contract and do so successfully, the actual
labor costs exceed that required by the Labor Department because of the extreme
amount of employee-related paperwork. The Department of Labor, in enforcing the
Davis-Bacon Act, requires a weekly submission to Federal contracting agencies of
wage and employment information from each construction contractor (prime or sub-
contractor). In addition, the Copeland Act requires a weekly statement that wages
paid by constractors are in conformity with Davis-Bacon.

In sum, the Davis-Bacon Act amounts to another inflationary government disin-
centive to put people to work, at a time when unemployment remains high and
inflation runs rampant.

Conclusion

If we are to achieve balanced economic growth, lower unemployment and reduced
inflation, the Congress will have to do its part in dismantling the structural impedi-
ments that prevent us from reaching those goals. Small business cannot continue
providing employment growth in this country so long as it is saddled with laws and
regulations that make it prohibitively expensive to remain in business. The evidence
is clear and we need the Congress’ cooperation. NFIB will do all it can to do its part.
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TABLE 1

QUESTION: What s the single most important problem facing your business roday?'

1979 TABLE 1 1980 1981
OcT | J9AN  APR_ JULY  OCT | JAN
mosT
WPORTANY
PROSLEM ok % Rk % Rostk % Rk % Rosk % Rosk %
- 73 5] 3 13 1 18] 3 5] 3 16
e T 3717 38 36 7 31 4] 1 32
lnsdogusie Domand
For Product 8 218 3/6 3|5 706 5|4 s
Intoreet Rstes &
beria 31302 16/ 2 26| 3 15| 2 19{ 2 25
et e 17 ale 3|8 3]8 3|7 a
Other Governmont
e s 5 714 94 6|4 8|4 7| 4 5
v |5 6|5 5|5 ale s|a 7|4 s
awmalw |4 B85 516 316 5] 7 4l 8 3
of Fools,
Meaneteohs | 8 218 3/9 1]9 1]9 1] 9 1
Omer; Mo Answer - 6{- 5| - 85 - 5| - & - 4§
Tots! 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Laes fon 0 8N

Source: NFIB Quarterly Economic Report, January 1981.
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TABLE 2
COSTLIEST BUSINESS TAX FOR SMALL BUSINESS — 1977

TYPE OF TAX
Business {nventory,
Form of Business Payroil’ income?3  Property Other Undecided
Proprietorship 43% 37% 16% 2% 7%
Partnership 48 32 18 2 4
Corporation 61 27 7 1 4
Annua! Gross Recelpts
(n thousands)

ess than $50 31% 42% 21% 2% 3%
$50 ~ $99 44 34 17 2 3
$100 - 199 50 31 14 2 4
$200 -~ 349 58 28 9 1 4
$350 - 499 81 26 9 1 3
$500 - $749 62 28 (-] 1 3
$750 ~ $999 680 26 8 2 5
$1,000 - $2,099 60 32 5 - 3
$3,000 and above 48 41 6 2 8
Sector
Retail 50% 31% 14% 1% 4%
Wholesale 49 36 8 1 6
Manufacturing 32 57 8 2 2
Construction 66 27 4 1 2
Non-Professional

Services 53 32 11 2 3
Finance 62 28 4 1 5
Transportation (-1 22 26 2 6
Professiona! Services 44 40 12 1 3
Agriculture 32 34 33 1 1
Unclassified 35 41 11 8 5
TOTAL 52% 32% 12% 1% 4%

'includes any payroll tax, e.g. Social Security and Unemployment Compensation
*includes State and local income taxes whera applicable
3personal income tax for proprietors and partners; corporate income tax for corporations

SOURCE: unpublished tabulations, Nationa! Federation of
Inderandent Business, 1978. '
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Percentage Point Difference in Payroll as a Percent of Gross Receipts Between
Firms Annually Grossing $250,000 or More and Selected Other Size Firms - 1972

Industry Sector

Gross
Receipts Selected
(in_thousands) Construction Manufacturing Wholesale Retail Services
$200 - 499 4 12 8 -— 14
$1,000 - 4,999 3 4 5 -2 14
$50,000 - 99,999 - 1 -1 2 10

Source: Developed from Enterprise Statistics, U.S.
Bureau of the Census, Dept. of Commerce.
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Table 4

Contributions and Benefit Charges for Fiscal Year 1975
for Experience-Rated Firms in the State of California by Taxable Wage Interval

Contributions Benefits Charged | Ratio of

1974 Taxable Wage Number of July 1, 1974 to July 1, 1974 to | Benefits to

Interval Employers June 30, 1975 June 30, 1975 Contributionﬂ
$ 1- 4,999 86,445 $ 7,138,804 $ 9,002,321 | 1.261
5,000 - 9,999 63,216 11,155,881 15,746,936 1.412
10,000 - 24,999 92,381 33,262,252 49,681,510 1.494
25,000 ~ 49,999 48,790 37,230,114 60,830,088 1.634
50,000 ~ 99,999 29,412 45,066,423 81,413,654 1.870
160,000 ~ 249,999 20,091 67,996,778 130,412,059 1.918
250,000 ~ 499,999 6,789 50,608,879 103,781,997 | 2.051
500,000 - 999,999 2,983 44,921,820 91,231,286 H 2.031
1,000,000 - 2,499,999 1,619 52,367,457 i 106,371,509 i 2.031
2,500,000 - 4,999,999 507 33,870,676 66,580,840 1.966
5,000,000 - 9,999,999 243 32,344,755 68,424,316 2.115
10,000,000 ~ 24,999,999 142 41,116,951 71,979,824 1.751
25,000,000 - 49,999,995 33 21,268,362 37,020,995 1.7461
50,000,000 and Over 32 46,275,593 59,289,556 ] 1.281
Source: State of California, Employment Development Department,

1976 California Employer Contributions to the Unemployment

Fund, Report 515, Sacremento, 1976, p. 104.
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Table 5

Weighted Average Experience Ratings for Rated
Firms in Wisconsin and New Mexico in Rate Year 1978
by Taxable Payroll Interval and by Weighting Scheme

Wisconsin ] New Mexico
Taxable Payroll Taxable Taxable ‘ Taxable | Total
Interval Payroll Payroll Firms Payroll Payroll Firms
|

<$1,000 2.40 2.21 2.25 | 1.35 1.29 1.40

1,000 - 24,999 2.86 2.72 2.8 1.42 1.36 1.41

25,000 - 49,999 3.06 2.95 3.05 1.47 1.44 1.46

50,000 - 99,999 3.28 3.20 3.27 ! 1.53 1.49 1.53

100,000 - 249,999 3.42 3.40 3.41 | 1.67 1.65 1.66

250,000 - 499,999 3.65 3.68 3.66 1.73 1.70 1.72

500,000 - 999,999 3.75 3.74 3.75 1.76 1.67 .77

1,000,000 ~ 2,499,999 3.66 3.64 3.66 1.70 1.62 1.69

2,500,000 - 4,999,999 3.67 3.63 3.68 1.68 1.64 1.65

5,000,000 - 9,999,999 3.63 3.81 3.67 1.45 1.42 1.47

10,000,000 - 24,999,999 3.02 3.16 3.09 1.72 1.63 1.74
25,000,000 and Over 2.62 3.09 2.71 .90° .908 909

Source: Wisconsin and New Mexico state ES-204 Reports for
rate year 1978.

80nly one firm in this size interval.



Table 6

Weighted Average Experience-Rated Tax Rates .for Firms in

Oregon and North Carolina by Taxable Payroll Interval for All

Rates and Excluding Maximum Rates, for Various Years

Taxable Oregon? North Carolina ‘!

Payroll 1976 1977 | 1978 1977 '

; (000's) All Rates ; w/o Max | All Rates ' w/o Max | All Rates ! w/o Max | All rates w/o Max
E <10 3.11 2.91 3.08 2.90 3.05 - 2.87 1.76 1.59
I 10 - 25 3.19 3.05 3.17 3.04 3.14 3.01 1.79 1.68
: 25 - 50 3.28 3.23 3.24 3.15 3.22 3.12 1.70 1.63
| 50 - 100 3.37 3.29 3.33 3.25 3.30 3.22 1.74 1.67
' 100 - 250 3.43 3.36 3.40 3.33 3.38 3.31 1.88 1.82
! 250 - 500 3.45 3.39 3.43 3.37 3.43 3.36 1.98 1.92
| 500 - 1000 3.47 3.42 3.47 3.42 3.47 3.40 2.06 1.95
1,000 - 2,500 3.47 3.43 3.43 3.38 3.45 3.40 2.06 1.97
2,500 - 5,000 3.28 3.24 3.33 3.33 3.35 3.31 2.14 2.09
5,000 - 10,000 - - - - - - 2.11 2.08
10,000 - 25,000 - - - - - 2.00 2.00
i > 25,000 - - - - - 1.83 1.83

Source: State Reports

Btor Oregon, the taxable payroll interval 2,500 - 5,000 represents all taxable payrolls in

excess of $2.5 million.
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Table 7

Distribution of Rated Pirms by Taxable
Payroll Interval and by Tax Rate
for Wisconsin, 1978

Taxable Payroll Interval- ]
Tax All Rated 10,000~ 25,000~ 50,000~ 100, 000- 1,000,
Rate (%) Firms <10,000 24,999 49,999 99,999 999,999 and Over;
|
0.0 ' 27 2 0 0 3 S 17
0.5 12,787 8,695 2,865 880 269 78 0
1.0 3,479 1,311 1,148 627 268 124 1
2.0 14,538 4,884 4,233 2,704 1,563 1,103 51
2.5 9,950 2,032 2,459 2,029 1,618 1,654 158
3.C 8,197 1,488 2,008 1,656 1,287 1,583 175
3.5 6,417 1,169 1,688 1,163 925 1,303 169
4.0 3,244 494 749 688 529 792 82
4.5 2,977 617 768 583 420 521 68
5.0 625 199 184 118 70 49 5
5.2 650 275 214 88 50 22 -1 !
5.5 1,861 421 500 348 266 284 &2
6.0 1,489 421 386 252 187 221 22
6.2 $80 295 172 65 35 13 0 |
6.5 5,858 1,688 1,506 983 751 856 74
Total l 72,679 23,991 18,880 12,184 8,241 8,518 865 !

Source: ES-204 Report, State of Wisconsin, 1978,
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Distribution of Rated Firms by Taxable

Table 8

Payroll Interval and by Tax Rate

for New Mexico, 1978

All Taxable Payroll Interval . |

Tax Rated 10,000~ 25,000- 50,000- ; 100,000- I,OO0,00Q

Rite 2)' Firms <10,000 24,999 49,999 99,999 ’ 999,999 and Over:
0.6 5,865 2,920 1,614 784 350 189 8
0.9 2,247 523 600 502 337 267 18
1.2 2,078 362 507 449 345 382 33
1.5 1,359 176 319 281 246 307 30
1.8 803 91 174 161 149 204 24
2.1 459 64 114 84 .99 122 12
2.4 333 40 83 69 63 74 4
2.7 250 48 54 58 37 &9 &
3.0 225 39 57 60 28 40 1
3.3 171 44 48 43 21 146 1l
3.6 158 39 44 30 27 17 ) |
3.9 68 17 19 16 7 8 1
4.2 1,634 ‘785 385 201 116 140 7
Total {15,686 5,148 4,018 I 2,738 1,825 1,813 144

Source: ES-204 Report, State of New Mexico, 1978.
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Senator HEiINz. Our next panel consists of Mr. Howard Weeks,
Mrs. Powell Cozart, and the record should indicate that Mr. Weeks
and Mrs. Cozart also represent the Interstate Conference of Em-
ployment Security Agencies, Inc. in Washington, D.C., as well as
their respective employment services.

Mr. Weeks, would you be our leadoff?

STATEMENTS OF A PANEL CONSISTING OF HOWARD WEEKS,
DIRECTOR, GEORGIA EMPLOYMENT SERVICE; MRS. POWELL
COZART, DIRECTOR, MICHIGAN BUREAU OF EMPLOYMENT
SERVICES; MR. WEEKS AND MRS. COZART REPRESENT THEIR
STATE EMPLOYMENT SECURITY AGENCIES

Mr. WEEks. Thank you very much, sir.

I have submitted a written statement that I would like to request
be made part of the record.

Senator Heinz. Without objection, your entire statement will so
appear.

Mr. Weeks. And then I would like to make a very few comments
and attempt to answer any questions you might have, sir.

I am Howard Weeks, the director of the employment service in
the State of Georgia, a position that I have held for the past 14
years.

In that position one of the most difficult things—problems that
we face in the State employment service and one of the most
difficult situations to explain is how even in the best of time, we
can have thousands of job openings that we cannot fill and thou-
sands of job applicants that we can’t place, and one of the main
reasons for that, of course, is the fact that so many of the job
applicants do not have the skills, or the aptitudes, or the require-
ments that the employers are looking for. Now, a number of pro-
grams have come along since the early 1960’s designed to address
that problem.

I guess the most recent one being this TJTC. I would like to state
in the beginning that we in Georgia wholeheartedly endorse this
approach. We have found it very successful. It has been very bene-
ﬁlcial to us in finding jobs for people that are otherwise hard to
place.

We have found that it accomplishes its stated purpose, plus it
opens the doors for us in the employment service that have been
previously closed. That is, we are able to deal with employers when
they start placing their job openings with us to which we can refer
memlbers of these targeted groups, plus other equally deserving
people.

So, it has been a catalyst, so it goes beyond the pure meas-
urements of the program in our State. As I said, this enables the
ES to refer and place members of the targeted groups, as well as
others. Now, that doesn’t mean that we wouldn’t suggest some
minor modifications in the program. We would like to see it ex-
tended as is, or with some minor modifications.

For example, lower the age for the youth, disadvantaged youth,
lower it to 17 instead of 18. That would include some school drop-
outs that need some assistance.

We would suggest maybe to raise the age of the Vietnam-era
veterans from the present age of 35 to 40, because as time goes
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along here, we're having veterans that are still having problems
that are beyond that age of 35.

We think that maybe the provision of the target group for ex-
convicts and the handicapped can be a little less restrictive and
would like to see some provisions for older workers.

Another suggestion we would like to make is that coordinate all
the tax-incentive-type programs in order to reduce confusion in the
business community and simplify the administration.

Now, I'd like to state a figure or two here at this time that
extract from our written statement. During fiscal year 1980 em-
ployers in Georgia listed with us 819 openings with local employ-
ment offices for TJTC eligible only. And 4,920 openings where
TJTC eligible would be acceptable to the employer.

Now, during this fiscal year, just through February, the corre-
sponding figures were 418 for TJTC only and 3,501 where TJTC
would be acceptable.

We have been able to fill from 78 to 88 percent of these openings.
Interest is increasing in Georgia as more and more employers
realize the potential—tax saving potential—of the program.

Now, our goals—we were assigned goals for certification. In our
State, our goal for fiscal year 1980 was 7,860 certifications. We
actually produced 19,915.

The fiscal year 1981 goal is 14,763, and through February we had
already reached 9,575.

Now, let me say without reference to the amount of the credit or
the length of time the credit can be claimed or administrative
details and other things of that nature, I, as a State employment
service director, endorse the concept of doing what is necessary to
get persons with employment barriers on the payroll in the private
sector.

That first step is awfully important. Any type of incentive to get
?;n employer to give these individuals a chance is a very important
1rst step.

We have had considerable comment, and I think maybe other
witnesses of maybe, given the retroactive provisions of the act, had
a little more attention than it deserved.

In our State, most of our retroactives have resulted from the late
start on the program. In fact, it had been in existence for several
months before the program ever got underway, and the act pro-
vided for, I think, going back to September 26, I believe.

That constitutes most of our retroactive, but even that served a
very useful purpose in our State because that was a door opener
for us where we could visit employers and perform a service for
him and thereby establish a rapport that resulted in job openings
listed with us to which we could refer future members of these
target groups and others as well.

So, we had no problem with the retroactive portion of it.

Senator HEiNz. Does that complete your testimony?

Mr. WEEks. Yes, sir.

Senator HEINz. Mrs. Cozart.

Mrs. CozarT. Thank you, Senator Heinz.

I am Powell Cozart, director of the Bureau of Employment Serv-
ices of the Michigan Employment Security Commission. I, like my
predecessors, wish to thank you for the opportunity to talk about
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the TJTC program and especially wish to thank you for giving the
States who are responsible for implementing the program, to give
you our direct opinion about it.

I also have written testimony that I would like to be included for
the record.

Senator Heinz. Without objection, your entire statement will be
made a part of the record.

Mrs. Cozart. Thank you.

Initially, the reaction to the TJTC program was slow getting
started in many of the States. Part of the problem was the slow-
ness, quite honestly, in getting the publicity materials, the forms,
the procedures, et cetera, from the U.S. Department of Labor na-
tional office. In fact, the States were expected to implement a
program without some materials to do so.

Second, earlier in the program the vouchering for the three
income-disadvantaged groups was limited to CETA prime sponsors.
The policy was an impediment. CETA was not very interested in
vouchering, because they were not given additional funds. They
were expected to absorb these activities within their given budgets.

At that time, however, Micigan and another State in the Mid-
west felt very strongly that this policy was a disservice to many
individuals whc were already registered in our files, but now would
have to travel to different locations to obtain a voucher. So, we
insisted that we be given the authority to issue the vouchers with-
out benefit of additional funds. This was granted after some exten-
sive discussion, however, we did so without additional funds.

We certainly want you to know that we, too, promote the con-
tinuance of the program and want to be much more involved than
we are presently. The impediment there is the fact that as Assist-
ant Secretary Angrisani mentioned to you, we are expecting a
budget cut that will further limit our staff. The States, under job
service, have been severely handicapped for a long time inasmuch
as we have been restricted to a set number of positions, 30,000 to
be exact, since 1966. During this same period, the labor force has
grown some 40-plus percent. So, it is a problem, but I do want to
emphasize in spite of that, we do want the program to proceed.

Senator HEiNz. This is a Senate Finance Subcommittee. Unfortu-
nately, your problem will be considered by the Appropriations
Committee. [Laughter.]

Mrs. Cozart. Well, we just wanted to spread the message wher-
ever we can.

I do want to make note that Michigan is a Midwest State, but we
do rank very high in the TJTC program. In fact, at the end of the
first quarter of fiscal year 1981 we were fourth in the Nation. That
might surprise a lot of people because not only do we rank high
there, we are at the top when it comes to unemployment, as you
probably well know, exceeding some 14-percent statewide and
higher levels in the urban areas.

We think that the reason we haven’t done better, of course, is
because of the recession and the limited number of jobs in the
manufacturing industries. We're not making the impact that we
feel we could if the jobs were available. I rather envy my colleague
here who says they have so many jobs available. We have few jobs
available and those that are available do have some highly techni-
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cal skills, and so forth that are needed everywhere. But as far as
the TJTC program is concerned, we endorse it. We think one of the
most positive aspects of the program is that it is simple for the
employer, if you can just get them to accept that fact.

Initially there is reluctance because, again, as many have said, if
you are talking about the possibility of opening your books to
Internal Revenue agents, there is a little bit of hesitancy; but once
you can overcome that, it is a very simple process. So, it can be
used. In fact, we are making it one of our main marketing tools
right now to secure job openings in Michigan because we realize
that the employers are hurting in Michigan also. And whatever we
can do to assist them, at the same time assists those persons who
have the hardest time getting a job. Even in the best of times,
these persons have difficulty getting a job, and so it is even worse
in such high-unemployment times.

We are certainly promoting the program. We like it, but there
are some factors that we would like considered, which we think
could improve it. They have been touched on by some of the other
persons testifying:

One: Extend the life of a voucher for a definite timeframe rather
than having to reissue a voucher, sometimes within a week. Estab-
lishing a timeframe, 60 to 90 days, 60 or 90, preferably 90 would be
a reasonable validity period for vouchers.

Two: Increase the target groups, or at least clarify the target
groups to include special education students who are in high
school, and who have graduated. As you well know, this is another
group which is not specifically targeted in the law that does have
extreme problems in locating employment. We would suggest in-
cluding them in high school and up to 24 years of age after they’'ve
graduated.

Three: We would like to extend the coverage to nonprofit em-
ployers, because this is an overlooked group of employers wherein
some of the greatest expansion of jobs are occurring, specifically
hospitals. We think of them as being in the private sector, but at
the same time they cannot benefit from the TJTC. We would
recommend that a refund of some kind be given to them to create a
hiring incentive. Not only do they have the jobs, but they are of
the nature that are upward mobility jobs, which would mean that
these targeted individuals would not be locked in at the lower
realm of the ladder.

Four: Regarding retroactivity of certs, I've listened to the testi-
mony and much of our experince occured like Mr. Weeks'. This was
in the earlier stages of the program wherein the credit was not
known to employers. When they found out, they wanted to take
advantage of it and we assisted them in doing so. But, there was a
great benefit that came out of that, and that is that certain em-
ployers who felt that they didn’t hire those types of persons indeed
had them on their payrclls, and that they were very effective
employees. In this regard, therefore, we suggest that with the
educational aspect of the program behind us, we could limit the
retroactive certification to a 60- to 90-day period and still retain it
on that basis.
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Five: Again, we support some other recommendations for lower-
ing the age of the disadvantaged high school graduate to 17 or
below, as long as they are high school graduates.

Tix: We've heard talk about the ceiling on wages or rather the
cost, or percentage this applies to the low income versus the higher
income paying jobs. We would suggest that the ceiling be eliminat-
ed or increased at least up to $10,000 and this would be a greater
incentive to employers who have the better paying jobs to use the
tax program.

In conclusion, I would like to reemphasize that we do support
continuation of the tax credit program. One of the aspects we
would like to have considered would be funds—increased funds for
administration. Much of the problem with marketing and voucher-
ing is that there were not adequate funds made available.

Thank you.

Senator HeiNz. Thank you very much, Mrs. Cozart.

Both of you are on the firing line, and hopefully, on the hiring
line, too. You have intimate knowledge about this program.

Some people have been critical of certain programs. For example,
they say that the cooperative education program is not carefully
targeted. Indeed, there is some evidence that that is the case.
Virtually all vouchered cooperative education students are hired,
and their employers take the tax credit. Doesn’t this suggest a
performance rate that is so good that it is troublesome?

Mr. Weeks. We are not greatly involved in that targeted group. I
can recognize where that might need some attention. I think that
some have stated that the school/employer arrangements in the
cooperative education program could be made irrespective of the
TJTC program. From an employment service point of view, I would
not object to that—to amendments in that portion, even the dele-
tion of that group from the targeted area.

Senator HEiNz. We will probably hear a differing point of view
from our next panel. [Laughter.]

Another point made is that people are being hired without their
employer knowing they have vouchers. Now, that suggests clearly
that some people receive vouchers that don’t need them.

Mrs. Cozart. I haven’t had that impression about the hiring
after they have a voucher. I think most of the objections, in terms
of the retroactivity, has been when there has not been a voucher
issued. Once the employer learns of the program, they usually
want someone to come out and look over employees and see per-
haps if someone meets the eligibility.

The voucher problem, as I mentioned, is——

Senator HEINz. We don’t permit—excuse me, let me interrupt.
We don’t permit retroactive vouchering as well as retroactive certi-
fication, do we?

Mrs. CozarT [continuing]. Well, yes; you do.

Senator HEINz. | know we permit the certification.

Mrs. CozarT. Because of the—as Howard mentioned, there was a
very extensive time wherein the vouchering which had to precede
the certification was not even in place when employers were al-
lowed to take retroactive credit in the early part of the program.

Senator HEiNnz. Why should we permit retroactive vouchering?
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Mrs. Cozart. I don’t know, except it was a part of the law
itself——

[Laughter.]

Mrs. Cozarr [continuing]. You know, so——

S}fnator HeiNnz. The fact that it is in the law doesn’t make it
right.

Mrs. CozArT [continuing]. Well, no, that’s what I'm saying.

I can’t respond to why, except that it is a fact.

Senator HEINz. Is there any reason we should not seriously re-
strict retroactive vouchering?

Mrs. Cozart. We are suggesting that it be limited, especially
now. One of the problems though to tell you is——

Senator HeINz. You also suggested, that we extend the life of the
voucher——

Mrs. CozarT [continuing]. Right.

Senator HEINZ [continuing]. For a definite period. And you also
suggested restricting the time period after the hiring date when a
tax credit should be granted.

Mrs. Cozart. Right.

Senator HeiNz. I didn't hear you say anything about retroactive
vouchering. Maybe it is in your full statement?

Mrs. Cozarr. It is happening, unfortunately, because of some of
the problems related to the life of the voucher. Persons are getting
to an employer, being considered, and then they are coming back
to the vouchering source and vouchers are reissued. It is a fact.
Because of the time constraints——

Senator HEiNz. That doesn’t strike me as a good practice.

Mrs. Cozarr. It is not. It is not. But it is because of the limited
t{lme of the vouchers that a lot of agenies are reluctant to issue
them.

Senator HEINz. What is the time limit now?

Mrs. Cozart. Right now it is—you have to consider the income
60 days preceding the month in which the voucher is issued. So, for
instance, if you issue a voucher on the last day of the month, then
it is conceivable you have to go back and reissue one in the next
several weeks, because that’s the timeframe.

Senator HEINz. So that is why vouchers may have to be issued
retroactively?

Mrs. CozArT. Yes.

Senator HEINzZ. That strikes me as an important administrative
problem.

Are both of you fairly confident that your agencies really know
when to issue and when not to issue a voucher?

Mr. WEEkKS. Yes, sir.

Mrs. CozArT. Yes; that is not a problem to whom we issue
vouchers.

b 1Senator HEeiNz. I am confident you meet the legal tests in eligi-
ility.

Mrs. CozARrrT. Yes.

Senator HEINzZ. Are there other problems?

Mr. WEeEeks. The vouchering, I guess it has different uses in
different States as far as the extent is concerned. A voucher serves
the purpose of giving a voucher to an individual that he can put in
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his pocket and go out searching for a job on his own and he has
that as a selling point to an employer.

Now, that isn’t used extensively in our State since we are trying
to work with employers through our employee relations people
getting the job openings and working with the employer and
making a direct placement with the applicant going straight from
the employment office to the employer. So, not too many are circu-
lating with a voucher in their pocket looking for a job on their
own.

Mrs. Cozs=r. I might say, Senator, that in recent months, al-
though initianuy the CETA prime sponsors were not too interested
in the program, lately in Michigan we have seen a surge of interest
and there are a lot of vouchers being issued for the marketing
purpose that you mentioned. That they had them and they go out
and find a job.

We have urged our staff also to do this for the individual as an
assistance, but there, again, we don'’t always get the response that
we want because we have so many other functions to perform and
this is not an immediate point that we can see a benefit from. They
don’t respond—all of them—as quickly as we’d like.

Senator HEINz. The Treasury and the Labor Department were
somewhat critical of the program, or implied they were that be-
cause it did not serve more than a very small percentage of the
eligible population. They raised the question whether or not this
program was inherently flawed. And as a result, it could never
serve more than a small proportion of the eligible population. Is
that a legitimate worry? Is there something about the targeted jobs
tax credit approach that makes it impossible to help more mem-
bers of targeted groups than are now being helped?

Mrs. CozaArrT. I don’t think so. I don’t know because many of the
problems that have resulted from the program have been because
of certain limitations, of certain inefficiencies by the two depart-
ments that made the comment.

Second, as far as I know, and I need to be corrected if this is not
right, there have been goals set by the Department of Labor for the
States in terms of vouchering since the program came into exist-
ence, and it is my understanding that we have exceeded this goal;
is that right, Howard?

Mr. WeEeks. That’s right.

Senator HEINz. Are the goals also ceilings?

Mrs. Cozart. Oh, no; they’re goals. They're not ceilings; no. It is
a goal that is set for the entire State and we have met the goals.

enator HEiNz. Now, the Assistant Secretary of Labor, Mr.
Af?'grisani, suggested that there is so much going on in the local
office——-

Mrs. CozARrT. Yes.

Senator HEinz. That this was just one more element of the job
that got lost in the shuffle; is that the basic problem?

Mrs. CozarrT. It comes back to funding. You see, when Assistant
Secretary Angrisani mentioned so much going on, he was speaking
to the fact that our staff has remained constant; that we have had
a number of programs given to us over the years to implement
without additional staff and that was one of the problems that I
was mentioning. The administration of the program would be
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greatly increased in terms of effectiveness, if a greater amount of
funds were made available to administer it.

Mr. Weeks. Now, Senator, our local office people consider this
more of an additional resource than they do an additional duty
because it does give something else that they can offer to employ-
ers, and employers have the jobs. Unless we have those job orders,
those job openings from employers, we aren’t able to do anything.
And this is additional resources as far as they are concerned. Now,
we don’t claim this is a cure-all, and because it can’t do everything,
I don’t think is a good reason to throw it out.

Another point I would like to make. I don’t believe the program
has had a fair chance yet because it is growing now. It got a late
start and the employers are just now getting onto it really. We are
having more and more calls and visits from employers wanting to
know the details, and it has been a very difficult task reaching
employers and explaining the program to them.

As | indicated in my written testimony that one of the most
effective ways that we have found have been through employer
associations and organizations, and when they understand the pro-
gram, and then they put out the information through their own
newsletters, and so on, then those employers start contacting us.

Senator HEINz. As I recall, Mr. Angrisani referred to an Ohio
State study where 25 employers were interviewed. The employers
said they would have hired the same members of targeted groups
without the credit. Therefore, the tax credit did not enter into the
hiring decision.

Is that possible?

Mr. WEeEeks. I am not familiar with that study. I've not seen it. I
believe they mentioned Georgia being one of the States, if I heard
him correctly. But he wasn’t talking to the same employers that
I'm talking to, whoever conducted the study.

Mrs. Cozarr. I think the only group that that has been suggested
has been with the co-ops. This is not an across-the-board situation.

Senator HEINz. I forgot to ask him whether he was referring only
to cooperative education students or to all young people.

Mrs. CozART. Yes.

Senator HeiNz. One last question for Mr. Weeks.

Mr. Weeks, you indicate that local procedures for administering
the program are crucial to its acceptance. Your success bears this
out. Would you favor standardized procedures across the country
for the vouchering and certificating process since, on a State-by-
State basis, the results have been very uneven?

Mr. WEEKs. I think I would. Now, we have the—the success that
we have enjoyed has been in spite of the regulations, but we were
able to get nonfinancial agreements with all the other agencies
concerned. Had they not elected to go along with us on those
agreements as I’'m sure has been the case in some States, it would
have been a mess.

Senator HEINZ. So, you recommend that we take a look at those
Department of Labor regulations and make appropriate modifica-
tions? Are those modifications spelled out in your statement?

Mr. WEeEks. Not in detail.

Senator HEINz. Can you supply more detail as to the kinds of
modification we should seek?
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Mr. WEEkKs. Yes, sir.

Senator HEINz. Very well.

I think you have been very helpful. We appreciate your coming
such a long distance.

Mrs. CozArT. Thank you for having us.

Mr. Weeks. Thank you.

[The prepared statements of Mr. Weeks and Mrs. Cozart follow:]

STATEMENT OF HowArRD WEEKS, GEORGIA DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

For the record, I am Howard Weeks, Director of the Georgia State Employment
Service (Job Service), a division of the Employment Security Agency, Georgia De-
partment of Labor, a position I have held for the past fourteen years.

I am pleased to be able to discuss the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit (TJTC) program
from a State Employment Service perspective. Let me begin by saying that in
Georgia we have found this program to be a direct and highly effective way of
placing people on jobs that would otherwise be very difficult to place.

This assessment is reenforced by our belief that the ultimate solution to the
employment problems of those who have been b{lpassed b{ the growing economy lies
within the private sector. We also believe that the difficult first step, that is, gettin
these people on a payroll, is important enough to justify providing a financia
incentive to employers in the form of Tax Credits. The TJTC program does just that.

I must confess to some apprehension when it was first discovered that the Reve-
nue Act of 1978 provided for still another program for the Employment Service to
administer. This was the 25th Federal law involving the Employment Service to be
enacted since the passage of the Wagner-Peyser Act of 1933, establishing the Feder-
al-State Employment Service. In addition to these laws there have been 17 executive
orders and 16 national agreements that gave added responsibilities to the Employ-
ment Service (Employment and Training Report of the President—1980). Virtually
all of the workloads resulting from these laws, orders and agreements have been
absorbed by a system that has been held at a 30,000 personnel ceiling nationwide
since 1966, while the labor force has grown by over 40 percent.

When we learned the details of the TJTC program, however, and realized its
potential for involving the business sector in a very critical economic and social
area we became enthusiastic about it and started planning immediately for its
implementation.

We assigned higth competent staff members to the tasks of obtaining nonfinan-
cial agreements with other agencies involved and in the training of local office
personnel for their new responsibilities.

We soon learned that the most difficult and yet most essential of all the tasks
before us was to get the word to employers. They simply were not accustomed to
uncomlplicated government programs that could save them money. They were skep-
tical of a procedure that appeared just too simple to be true.

In addition to the use of mailings, press conferences involving the Governor and
Commissioner of Labor, personal visits to employers and the use of the media, we
were able to obtain the cooperation of trade associations, Chambers of Commerce
and other organizations and associations to which employers belong. The “word”
about TJTC through these channels proved to be highly effective.

It is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to accurately measure the results of the
TJTC program. Even if we were able to determine precisely how many members of
the targeted groups were hired for the sole purpose of qualifying for tax credits, we
would still not have a true measure of the impact of the program.

For examﬁle, the retroactive provisions of the Act whereby employers are given
credit for those already hired before they were aware of their eligibility for tax
credits serves a useful purpose. In Georgia, that very provision gave the Employ-
ment Service an opportunity to render a meaningful service to employers, some of
whom had not previously listed their openings with the local offices of the Employ-
ment Service, which resulted in additional job listing to which applicants could be
referred, including members of the targeted groups.

During fiscal year 1980, em'Flo ers in Georgia listed 819 openings with local
employment service offices for TJTC eligibles only and 4,920 openings where TJTC
eligibles would be acceptable. During this fiscal year through February, the corre-
sponding figures were 418 and 3,501. From 78 to 88 percent of these openings have
been filled. Interest is increasing as more and more employers realize the Program’s
tax saving potential.

In Georgia, all TITC groups, except Cooperative Education students, are certified
by local employment service offices. Those six groups are: economically disadvan-
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taged Vietnam-era veterans, economically disadvantaged youth, economically disad-
vantaged ex-felons, persons served through vocational rehabilitation, recipients of
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) and general assistance. Non-financial agree-
ments were entered into by the Employment Service with all Comprehensive Em-
ployment and Training Act (CETA) prime sponsors and Federal/State/local agencies
who could verify eligibility for the six groups. The non-financial agreements provide
for the Employment Service to determine eligibility, voucher and certify for each of
the six groups.

The prime sponsors and other agencies (Vocational Rehabilitation, Department of
Human Resources, Veterans Administration, Department of Offender Rehabilita-
tion, Social Security Administration, OIC’s, etc.) only have to refer their clients to
the nearest local office of the Employment Service for eligibility determination,
vouchering and certification, when hired. Likewise, employer inquiries about TJTC
are referred to the Employment Service. Publicit%, forms preparation and reporting
is the responsibility of the Employment Service. This basically gives the employer a
single service point for TJTC service. Arrangements are made between local employ-
ment service offices and the other participating agencies/prime sponsors in order
that eligibility and other relevant information can be established and/or shared.

Local office staff members adjust their work hours to accommodate employer shift
changes in order to assist them at the worksite and thereby cause as little disrup-
tion as possible. Pre-screening forms are given to employers to aid in eliminating
from consideration employees who do not need to be involved in the eligibili?y
determination process. When possible, eligibility determination, voucher and certifi-
cation paperwork are completed at the worksite.

As a result of our experience with the TJTC program there are some modifica-
tions that we would like to suggest for your consideration:

Increase Vietnam veterans age to a8 maximum of 40. The present maximum of 35
years screens out some veterans that are experiencing employment difficulties that
need to be included.

Lower the minimum age of economicall{ disadvantaged youth from 18 to 17. This
would take in some high school dropouts that are not now eligible.

Add a category for older workers.

Make the section pertaining to ex-offenders less restrictive. It is now limited to
th{)se convicted of felonies and hired within 5 years after conviction or prison
release.

The section on handicapped persons is likewise restrictive. It is limited to those
handicapped persons receiving or having completed vocational rehabilitation. Some
handicapped persons just need a chance that an incentive in the form of a Tax
Credit to the employer might provide.

In addition, we are convinced that if the local employment service offices handled
eligibility determinations, vouchering and certification—as we do in Georgia—there
would be a wider acceptance of the program and a greater number of members of
targeted groups served. This observation is based on comments made to us by
employers who have operations in other states where various other agencies are
involved in these processes. This is causing a proliferation of consultant firms
contracting with employers to aid them in getting their employees certified.

Also, we believe that employers would be more reczptive, and less confusion
would exist, if all tax credit programs designed to encourage the hiring of specific
categories of workers were consolidated into one program with standard procedures
rather than the fragmentation that now exists.

Even in the best of times, which these are not, there are those that have extreme
difficulty in competing in the labor market. In my state at this time we have the
raradox of job openings listed with the Employment Service that we cannot fill and
arge numbers of job applicants that we cannot place.

In recent years we have referred to many of those without jobs as ‘“‘unemploy-
able”, “hardcore unemployed” or “disadvantaged”, but when they are examined at
close range we find just plain citizens who for various reasons, and sometimes for
multiple reasons, are not working. Some of the more typical cases are:

The middle-aged person whose limited skills are no longer needed due to techno-
loglgcal changes;

he young school drop-out who has developed no marketable skills and has been
turned away ‘rom so many job sites that he or she is no longer searching for work;
‘ The female head of a houshold with limited experience and with children to care
or;

The middle-management individual who loses a job due to reorganization, plant
glosi_rl;% or for other reasons before retirement age and where relocation is not
easible;

The ex-offender who constitutes a risk in the minds of employers;

80-595 O-~-81——17



94

The handicapped worker who might require some job modifications;

O_tI:‘e:rs such as the alcoholic, the epileptic, the older worker and the victim of
prejudice. )

As a long time Employment Service worker, I can testify that we need all the
help we can get in reducing the barriers to employment for the above mentioned
and others. I am not suggesting that the program under consideration address all of
these situations but it is a move in the right direction.

Any program that provides incentives to employers to make room for some of the
hard-to-place job seekers is welcome.

The Targeted Jobs Tax Credit program has proven to be very helpful in the state
of Georgia and this is why we would like to see it continued. -

STATEMENT oF PowegLL L. CozART, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OoF EMPLOYMENT SERVICE,
MicHIGAN EMPLOYMENT SECURITY COMMISSION

I am Powell Cozart, Director of the Bureau of Employment Service, of the Michi-
gan Employment Security Commission. I am p!easeJ to have been given the oppor-
tunity to testify on the effectiveness of the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit Program.

Michigan is one of the leading states in the nation in the issuance of tax credit
certifications to employers. The program has been very well accepted by large
segments of the employer community. Unfortunately, because of the recession—
which has had the hardest impact on Michigan’s manufacturing industries—we
have not had the activity from our manufacturing companies that we had hoped for.
These jobs are considered the ‘‘cream,” since many of them pay $6-$10 per hour.

A very positive point of the targeted tax credit program, as it was conceived and
as it is now operating, is its relative simplicity. Although there are some areas that
could be streamlined—which I will discuss in a moment—there is almost no ‘‘paper-
work” or “red tape” burden placed on the employer. We would hope that this aspect
of the program would be maintained to continue the high degree of employer
acceptance.

There are certain areas that we feel could be modified, to improve the program,
without seriously altering the current operation.

FIRST—LIFE OF VOUCHER

There have been some complaints, and some hesitancy to issue vouchers to the
disadvantaged groups because of the way income is determined. Currently, the
income for the six months prior to hire is the determinant factor. Therefore, if a
voucher is issued in January, the income from the preceding July through Decem-
ber is used. If the applicant is then hired in Febhruary, a new determination must be
made, now using the period August through January. This then requires a new
voucher to be issued.

We know of instances where agencies do not issue vouchers until after the person
has the job, which runs contrary to the pur of having vouchers at all.

We would recommend that the “life” of the voucher be at least 60, or even 90
days, to avoid double vouchering and to promote the use of vouchers by participat-
ing agencies.

SECOND—INCLUSION OF SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS AND GRADUATES

There is approximately 10 to 12 percent of our student population who need alt
the help they can get to secure employment, and who would benefit greatly from
inclusion in this program. They are the Special Education students, which includes
the physically handicapped, the learning disabled, emotionally handicapped, mental-
ly handicapped, etc. Difficult as it is for a healthy student to find a job, it is 10
times more difficult for the Special Education student.

The Special Education programs we are familiar with are almost all vocationally
oriented; however, they are not totally effective, because of the reluctance of em-
gloyers to hire the impaired. The tax credit, by itself, will not solve this problem,

ut it is a step in the right direction.

We would recommend that Special Education students, and Special Education
graduates up to the age of 24, be included as a target group.

THIRD—NON-PROFIT EMPLOYERS

Aprroximately six percent of Michigan’'s private employment is effectively ex-
cluded from participation in this program, because they are non-profit, and, as such,
do not pay federal income taxes. This includes most hospitals, credit unions, and
health and welfare agencies. The nature of these organizations would tend to make
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them predis to hiring the target groups. They would be additional employment
outlets for TJTC if there were some monetary incentives. These types of organiza-
tions also tend to offer upward mobility to their entry level employees.

We would propose that some type of credit or direct payment to non-profit
agenlcies be considered so as to expand the targeted credit program to all private
employers.

FOURTH—RETROACTIVITY OF CERTIFICATIONS

Allowing employers to claim retroactive credits for employees already hired has
been termed a ‘‘windfall” and has been criticized. We do not have any enipirical
data, but we have seen an increased interest in hiring of targeted group applicants
by those employers who have received retroactive certifications. One of our Michi-
gan muliti-plant employers, who was cool toward the TJTC program initially, was
very impressed with the plant by plant tax savings after the retroactive certifica-
tions were tallied. '

However, at this point we feel there should be a time limit placed on the
retroactivity. Sixty to 90 day limits should be employed in the retroactive certifica-
tions.

FIFTH—ECONOMICALLY DISADVANTAGED HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES UNDER THE AGE
OF 18

We feel that this group should be included in the Economically Disadvantaged
Youth %roup. Despite economic hardships, these students have completed high-
school; however, they are one of the groups with the highest unemployment. Inclu-
sion as a target group would accelerate their transition from school to work.

SIXTH—$6,000 CEILING ON WAGES

The fact that only the first $6,000 in wages can be considered in computing the
tax credit makes ti\;e program more attractive to employers who an the lower
wages. For an employer paying the minimum wage, 85 percent of the wages paid
qualify for the tax credit. For an employer paying $6.00 an hour, only 48 percent of
the wages paid would qualify.

Although the dollar amount of tax credits to both employers could be the same,
the relative impact of the percentage of payroll saved is much greater for the lower
paying employer.

e would propose that the $6,000 ceiling on eligible wages either be eliminated or
raised to $10,000, to increase the attractiveness to the higher paying employers.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

We have heard of other suggested changes, which we feel should be carefully
considered before thay are included. These are:

1. Expand the Convicted Felon group to include all ex-offenders. If this is done,
and the CETA definition of ex-offender used, we would be including anyone who had
ever been arrested, for any offense, regardless of how minor the offense.! :

This would create some real administrative problems. Where it is legal to ask
persons if they have ever had a felony conviction, it is illegal to ask individuals if
they have ever been arrested. Even if the arrest information could somehow be
legally determined, it would be extremely difficult to verify the arrest, and virtually
impossible to verify any acts committed while the person was a minor.

. Remove the income requirement from the disadvantaged groups. We are afraid
that this would open the door for all kinds of subjective determinations, and erode
the integrity of the program. Although we can see many groups who would benefit
from the tax credit, we feel that objectivity and consistency must be maintained, to
avoid any appearance of the program being prone to fraud or abuse.

Senator HEINz. I am going to recess the hearing for 5 minutes, or
less, and then we will have our next to the last panel, Mr. Graves,
Mr. Giery, Mr. Bartlett.

[Whereupon, at 3:12 p.m., the hearing was recessed, to reconvene
at 3:17 p.m.}

Senator HEINzZ. ] see our next witnesses are assembled and let
me ask Mr. Graves to lead off.

! Public Law 95-524 Oct. 27, 1978, 20 U.S.C. 2461 sec. 18.
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Thank you.

TESTIMONY OF A PANEL CONSISTING OF LEWIS H. GRAVES,
VICE PRESIDENT FOR ADMINISTRATION, CHARTER BUSINESS
SERVICES, INC.,, FORT LAUDERDALE, FLA.; WILLIAM G.
GIERY, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, FOODSERVICE & LODGING
INSTITUTE, WASHINGTON, D.C., ACCOMPANIED BY MARSHALL

-SCOTT, KENTUCKY FRIED CHICKEN, ST. LOUIS, MO.; MS. DAR-
LENE PFEIFFER; AND JAMES BARTLETT, GOVERNMENT PRO-
GRAMS COORDINATOR, MUNFORD, INC., ATLANTA, GA.

Mr. Graves. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, good
afternoon.

It is a pleasure to have this opportunity to offer testimony re-
garding the targeted jobs tax credit program. I hope that the next
few minutes will serve to provide some of the relevant field infor-
mation you need concerning the success of the program in Florida.

I am ﬁere today to bring you a message from the south Florida
business community. TJTC works. It reduces unemployment by
putting targeted groups to work that would otherwise }l))e supported
by the tax-paying community. It creates new jobs by offering tax-
paying business incentives to make more jobs available to targeted
groups.

It creates better jobs for those most in need because targeted
groups are traditionally retained longer on the job, increasing the
likelihood that promotional opportunities will present themselves.

TJTC tax incentives increase cash flow for businesses thereby
providing those businesses with additional capital for expansion.
And expansion, again, creates new jobs. - ~ -

Since TJTC’s inception, retroactive certifications have served to
promote and market the program by enlightening business and

- targeted groups alike creating special interests in the hiring and
retaining of qualified candidates, thus new jobs, job security and
intensified interest are generated.

As a result of that, attention is then focused upon an ongoing
policy to hire and retain targeted job applicants.

TJTC has helped to improve overall {)iving standards within Flor-
ida communities because of successful implementation of the intent
of the program, those two factors being the creation of new jobs
and the retention of candidates during the critical first 2 years of
employment.

Some of our recommendations are: A 3-year extension for an
ongoing program, not requiring extensive renewal efforts.
We feel a bit more time is needed to put the program into full
_. swing. After that, we feel that it will tend to be self-perpetuating.
We are also reemphasizing the tool of retroactive certification be-
cause we feel it’s an excellent promotional device for the program.
Thank you.
Senator HEINz. Thank you, Mr. Graves.
Mr. Giery, please proceed.
~<—Mr. GIERY. Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman, my name is William

Giery, and I am executive secretary of the Foodservice & Lodging

Institute, a Washington, D.C. based trade industry group of 34 of

the Nation’s major multiunit, multistate restaurants and lodging

companies.
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Collectively, these companies own, operate, or have franchise
agreements with more than 40,000 individual eating and drinking
establishments and employ in excess of 2 million persons. I am
accompanied by two franchisees from one of our institute members,
the KFC Corp. in Louisville, Ky. They are, on my left, Marshall
Scott, a franchisee from St. Louis, Mo.,, 'and on my right, Ms.
Darlene Pfeiffer, a franchisee from Kingston, N.Y. They are here
to provide some insight as to how small business utilizes the pro-

gram.

We have filed a rather lengthy statement with the subcommittee
and will summarize from there, but request that the statement be
made part of the record.

Senator HEinz. Without objection, your entire statement will be
made a part of the record.

Mr. Giery. The targeted jobs tax credit program is one that we
have supported and will continue to support enthusiastically. We
wish to relate to you some of our experiences with the program to
suggest some modifications and, most importantly, to urge this
subcommittee, the full Senate Finance Committee, and the entire
Congress to extend this program for 3 additional years.

We also respectfully urge that the categories be modified to
respond to structural employment and changes in the economy’s
labor requirements.

As suggestions for modifications along these lines we suggest
that the credit be extended to persons whose families are receiving
aid to families with dependent children. We believe that another
category could be persons who have been out of work for 30 or 60
days or more. We believe that it could also be extended to all
youths under the age of 20. We believe unemploKed CETA gradu-
ates or those CETA employees who have—or who will soon lose
their jobs under the administration’s budget cuts could be another
category.

We believe it should also be extended to persons seeking civilian
employment out of being out of the military service. These are just
but a few categories. ,

The program should be flexible enough to consider other catego-
ries. One need not remind Members of Congress of the tragedies of
unemployment. The February rate for 16- to 19-year-old youths was
19.3 percent. The rate for black youths nationwide was 35.4 per-
cent. In many of the inner cities the rate exceeds 50 percent. By
targeting youths the overall problems of youth unemployment
might not disappear, but at least they will begin to fade.

With regard to CETA employees, there will be within this year
more than 200,000 persons losing their jobs through termination
because of the administration’s budget cutting. -

A specific CETA targeted category would relieve State unemploy-
ment trust funds of some of the massive burdens they expect to
face when the actual cuts start coming.

We also believe that along with a 3-year extension and the
broadening of categories, Congress should consider authorization of
funds to pay for some State and administrative expenses which are
being incurred by State and local agencies. Part of the problem
with the program is that the financially strapped State and local
governments did not and still do not have the financial wherewith-
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al to handle certifications on a grand scale. The authorization of
funds would alleviate that situation.

Before we can get into an answer as to whether the targeted jobs
tax program has accomplished its objective, we must first deter-
mine what its objectives were.

The critics .talk about substantial job substitution and creating
new jobs. In our industry, it is a different situation. We are a labor
intensive industry. We hire hundreds of thousands of kids. We hire
hundreds of thousands of people. Many of these jobs are substitu-
tions, the way the State and the IRS, and the Labor Department
look at it, but it’s not true. These people are not substitution
employees. These people are replacement employees. I mean a man
in a business would have no sense if he didn't try to seek out
targeted job eligibles when replacing departing employees.

In fact, these statements—when they talk about substitution—
are reflective of the misunderstandings of the intent of Congress in
passing the law. While Congress may have hoped that the provi-
sion would extend or increase employment, such a result would
have been an ancillary benefit. The principal purpose of the act
was to provide employment opportunities for the structurally un-
employed by giving employers an incentive to hire targeted individ-
uals rather than noneligible candidates.

This sentiment was expressed in legislative history, which is
quoted substantially on page 8 of my statement.

We also believe that the substantial job substitution comments
that critics make are overstated. No employer, at least none in our
industry would fire a noneligible worker just so he can hire one to
get the credit.

Our industry is labor intensive and the employee turnover is
high. Since the industry as a whole and the institute’s members in
particular have given the program an extremely high priority, it is
quite natural that when one of our members has an opening, that
member would try to hire from a qualified target category.

Is this job substitution? It’s smart business sense. In our indus-
try, labor costs account for approximately 30 percent of total costs,
second only to food costs.

It is only quite natural that we, as an industry, would strive to
lessen our labor costs impact in any way possible. That is what the
targeted jobs tax credit is all about. Therefore, we firmly believe
that the targeted jobs tax credit is accomplishing an objective.
Could it be better? Yes.

Could it accomplish its objective faster? We also think, yes.

In the interest of time, I am not going to review the problem
areas to a certain extent. They are spelled out in our printed
statement, and also Ms. Pfeiffer, on my right, would be better to
give first-hand information from the actual workplace.

Before concluding, I would like to make one more comment
about complaints about employer windfalls. We’re in a damned-if-
we-do-and-damned-if-we-don’t situation. If a company makes exten-
sive use of the program and receives a large amount of tax credit,
the company is accused of taking unfair advantage of the program.

If a company does little, it is accused of not caring about struc-
tural unemployment.
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The targeted jobs tax credit is as much a windfall to employers
in labor intensive industries as the investment tax credit is to
capital intensive industries.

There are also arguments that the category students between 16
and 19 years old in cooperative education programs should be
eliminated. The arguments will be made that specific category is
used too widely and effectively.

Some will also say that cooperative education students are not
necessarily disadvantaged.

Some will also argue that the cooperative education students
certification has resulted in a windfall. The bottom line is that the
cooperative education program is the most successful because the
schools and their TJTC coordinators did the best job since the
inception of the program to link eligible students with job open-
ir_xgs, i;o promote the program and to expedite certification of indi-
viduals. ' .

If we are to tell these coordinators that they did such a good job
in the past 3 years, that their students are no longer eligible for
the program, that would be a crime.

For many years, there has been a bias in the Nation’s tax laws
against labor. An individual making a gross salary of $10,000 a
year costs his employer a minimum of $10,985 because of employer-
paid social security and unemployment compensation. .

Add to that the cost of various fringes, including hospitalization,
life insurance and this gross labor cost to the employer builds
rapidly. The targeted jobs tax credit lowers that cost to labor
significantly and reduces the distortion between labor intensive
and capitaf, intensive industries. It has done a good job and if
extended and modified, it will do a better job in the next 3 years.

We thank the subcommittee for this opportunity.

Senator Heinz. Thank you, Mr. Giery. :

Mr. Bartlett.

Mr. BArTLETT. My name is James E. Bartlett. I am an employ-
ment generalist currently retained as a tax consultant by Munford,
Inc. of Atlanta, Ga. Munford is known throughout 26 States in the .
country as Majic Markets and World Bazaar.

We have in any one year approximately a 5-to-7-time turnover
which is horrendous in our industry. New store openings, and
temporary help all run our personnel requirements to about 25,000
to 30,000 a year.

I was retained by Munford to develop programs whereby they
could maximize the benefits gained on the targeted jobs tax credit
program, essentially in the retroactive areas. The retroactive area
offers employers an incentive. It really gets people going on this
sort of thing, the next step being, as I put it, and I'll put it bluntly,
“W}llgt’s in it for the Labor Department?”’ which is doing all the
work?

The Labor Department, as has been brought out, is underfunded,
and I am speaking now of the local level Labor Department offices.
They are underfunded, and overworked. This program is one of 75
other viable programs that the local office managers generally
have to put up with.

I happen to have been in the Georgia Department of Labor when
the program first came out and I know the feeling of having had
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this thinﬁ thrust upon me. On the one hand, I thought it was great.
One of the reasons I thought it was great was because I expected
employers to run to my door by the dozens to get in on the gravy
train. It didn’t happen.

The program had to be sold and eventually it had to be sold on
the basis of the retroactive aspects. The Labor Department in all
the States that I work with, and I work with most of the 26 that we
have holdings in, really do not have the personnel that are sophis-
ticated enough to go out into the field and introduce this program,
hence the growth of consultants in the area. Consultants provided
a sort of a selling force to sell TJTC to employer based on retroac-
tive activities and it has been highly successful. But I wish that -
they would take more of their employers and take them to the
Labor Department offices around the country and get them togeth-
er, get them to know the Labor Department, put in the job orders
and get things rolling.

I called my secretary this morning, so far we have the March
figures in, we hired 1563 TJTC eligible people from the Labor De-
partment offices around the country. In addition to that approxi-
mately 300 others from the employment service.

It became mandatory in February of this year for all our region-
al district managers in Munford to maintain personnel contacts
with the Labor offices in their areas and to put into the job banks
of the State labor departments, the job orders for all of our Majic
Markets World Bazaars, and our warehouse divisions.

We are beginning to build something that has all the prospects of
a perfect example of the business community’s cooperation with
the employment service. So, naturally, I favor the extension of the
program and I would like to see it extended for approximately 3
years because that will give the employment service time to really
do the job that they are capable of.

They have shown extremely good progress. I am in contact
almost on a daily basis with some targeted job tax credit coordina-
tor in one of the States, usually at a local level.

Their morale is high. They think well of this program. They are
somewhat annoyed at the retroactive aspects of it because, as I say,
companies do not give their job orders and hire from the Depart-
ment. As has been brought out in previous testimony, they would
generally hire whoever comes to the door and whether or not
they're eligible. :

I recommend the elimination of the SSI portions of the targeted
job tax credit program and adding to it older workers, 45 and over,
who are economically disadvantaged. There is very little activity at
the SSI area and also the coordination between social security to
determine whether or not the individual is indeed an SSI recipient
is a difficult thing for ES employees to handle.

All handicageped people should be included. It is a discrimination
not to do so, because the vocational rehabilitation referrals again
do not work particularly well down at the State level. It takes
personal contact. There are plenty of financial—nonfinancial
agreements as was brought out in Mr. Weeks’ testimony, but that
isn’'t what makes it work. What makes it work is the personal
contact of the people in the local offices with their counterparts in
the local vocational rehab offices. This whole program is right—
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“our town’’ sort of thing. It works best when the people in the local
offices work with the peogle in industry; work with the people in
their sister agencies and they get it down without a lot of gobblede-
gook from upstairs. :

The veteran category should probably include all veterans, but
most particularly those with 30 percent or more disability. Those
that are known as special disabled veterans.

And with my time running out, I want to put in the concept of
doing away with the welfare tax credit program, which is extreme-
ly inefficient and ineffective and doesn’t get sold in the local areas
where it should be. Simply add all AFDC recipients to the targeted
job tax credit program.

I believe, sir, that you asked earlier on whether all AFDC recipi-
ents were eligible. They are if they meet the criteria of the other
programs or were on AFD for 90 days preceding hire. But if we
could do away with the welfare—tax credit and combine that with
TJTC it would help.

Senator HEINz. Thank you, Mr. Bartlett.

Mr. Graves, you made an interesting statement. You indicated
that the targeted jobs tax credit provides an incentive for employ-

ers to retain workers hired under the program?
"~ Mr. GrAvEs. Yes, sir.

Senator HEINz. Could you elaborate on that?

Mr. GrAavVES. During the course that I've been sitting here the
last 3 hours or so, people have been systematically avoiding that
portion of the intent of the bill, but the first portion was to,
naturally, create jobs.

The second portion was to retain those employees for the critical
first 2 years of their employment. I don’t see much sense in hiring
people if you are not going to retain them.

The situation involves—is really dovetailed with retroactive cer-
tification. Let’s say an employee has been on for 6 months, or 60
days; let’s take. He is then certified retroactively. The employer
then knows that he has a targeted job applicant employee, and he
will be more likely to retain him, you see, because what we have
here is—let’s say there is a layoff, or a firing of some sort. General-
ly, the employer—all things being equal, generally the employer is
going to keep the targeted group applicant working.

Senator HEINz. I am not certain that can be documented. Almost
every employee from a targeted group hired under this program
has been on the job less than 2 years, the subsidy period.

Mr. Graves. Right. Well, I'm speaking from empirical knowledge
in my area. All right. In the area where we operate, I'm speaking
on an empirical basis.

Senator HEINz. In terms of layoffs?

Mr. GrAVES. Yes, sir.

Senator HEINz. Are you saying that people hired under the tar-
geted jobs tax credit program were not the first to be laid off?

Mr. Graves. That's correct.

Senator HEINz. Would you restate again the reason for that?

Mr. Graves. The reason for that is—I can’t really get into the
reasoning in the man’s mind, the employer, but probably all things
being equal, is that he is going to save money. He’s got an incen-
tive to keep the targeted applicant rather than the applicant.
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Senator HEINZ. Because he is getting a subsidy.

Mr. Graves. That's correct.

Senator Heinz. If true, this creates a new problem. Somebody
else is getting laid off because we’re paying that employer to keep
people who may be less qualified.

It certainly oPens us up to that charge.

Mr. GravVes. It is a possibility, a possibility. ;

Senator HeINz. Mr. Giery, earlier we were talking about the
cooperative education students. What evidence is there that cooper-
ative education students, but for the targeted jobs tax credit, would
become structurally unemployed? °*

Mr. Giery. Well, I think the original inclusion of the cooperative
education category was evidence that——

Senator HeiNz. Congress made a decision, which is not necessar-
ily ‘evidence of anything terribly deep.

Mr. GIErY. In our industry, it is very difficult to say, sir, because
since we are so labor intensive, I would say that they probably
would be hired to a certain extent, but I think that they would not
be hired to the same degree—without the existence of the program.
I think that the employers, when they’re looking for individuals,
would look for individuals who were targeted certification eligibles.
They would be more in line for the job than——

Senator HEINz. I'm not questioning the fact that the cooperative
education students who receive vouchers are not successful. They
are extraordinarily successful. They are much more successful get-
ting jobs than anybody else. They are five times more successful
than the average and they’re the only—targeted group that's above
the average. Everybody else is at 30 percent of an average place-
ment rate. That suggests to me, that a lot of those students would
be hired in any event. There is no other obvious answer.

Mr. Giery. Well, I think because there is red tape involved in
identifying other targeted groups, which does not exist in the coop-
erative education program gave co-op a head start, because the
school does the certification. I think the lack of IRS regulations on
the subject—I wouldn’t label it foot-dragging—but the slow down of
any definitive information coming from the Labor Department
gave the cooperative education students a head start or the cooper-
ative education category, a lead over all other categories. I saw a
study by the U.S. Employment Service which was done as of June
30, 1980, which showed that every person in the cooperative educa-
tion program who obtained a voucher obtained a job. I mean, I
thinll: that is a magnificent exercise of trying to make the program
work.

Senator HeiNz. Well let me come back to that. The purpose of
the program is to reduce the number of structurally unemployed
people. Therefore, Congress has to make a judgment whether these
students would be employed or unemployed, absent the targeted
jobs tax credit, after graduating. - :

Now, my question to you is: What evidence is there that many of
these students would become structurally unemployed if there were
no targeted jobs tax credit? ’

Do you maintain that 100 percent of them would become struc-
turally unemployed?

Mr. GieRry. No, sir, I doubt that.
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. Senator HeiNz. Fifty percent?

Mr. Giery. I doubt that, too.

Senator HEINz. Twenty-five percent?

Mr. Giery. I would say that the slow down of hiring from that
category would result. :

Senator HEINz. I agree there would be a slow down in hiring. All
I am trying to get at is the extent which you think these student’s
would get jobs without the tax credit.

Mr. GiEry. I couldn’t even venture to answer, sir.

Senator HEINz. Thank you.

Bﬁ‘r" Bartlett, are you the reason the State of Georgia is doing so
well?

Mr. BARTLETT. Part of it.

Senator HEINz. I thought so.

Mr. BARTLETT. Before I resigned that was part of the reason.

Senator HEINZ. You indicated there was a problem getting State
bureaus of employment security interested in the targeted jobs tax
credit program.

Mr. BARTLETT. Yes, sir.

Senator HEiNz. We had two people from the bureaus, Mr. Weeks
and Mrs. Cozart, who said it is a very helpful tool.

If it is a helpful tool, why do we need to pay our public servants
to pro;/ide public service, over and above what we already pay in
wages?

Mr. BARTLETT. I don’t think we do, sir. I think that as I said, in
referring to my statement, at this present time, the local office
morale is pretty high as far as TJTC is concerned. When I use the
term “what’s in it for ES,” ES is not funded for his thing down at
the local level to begin with. They have to do it and they get no
credit. By the way, I don’t want to get into that in terms of how
the ESAR’s reporting works, but thus far there has been no service
credit given to a local office manager for the work that these
people do on the targeted job tax credit. As a matter of fact in
some States, and most particularly—— .

Senator HeiNz. You say there is no credit given?

Mr. BARTLETT. Yes, sir.

Senator HEINz. No recognition?

Mr. BarTLETT. Well, it is not that. It’s a reporting within the,
what is called ESAR’s, Employment Service Automatic Date Report-
ing System. Now, under that an interviewer and all persons in the
Employment Service report their activity under various codes for
‘this, that, or the other. :

Senator HEeinz. That would seem like a correctable problem.

Mr. BARTLETT. In my opinion, it is. It has been nothing but
postponed because the program lacks viability in the eyes of the
people concerned. For example, I happen to know that one of the
DOL regions has already proposed a modification of a reporting
form, which is known as 515 in some States, and, I guess, 516 in
others, that this reporting form be utilized so that the local offices
get the credit due them on TJTC work whether or not it is of a
positive or a negative nature. By that I mean, whether or not it
results in a certification, because you see, for every certification,
for every interview that takes place whether it is a retroactive
interview, or whether in the course of everyday work, if nothing
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comes out of this in terms of an elgibility determination, then that
work credit is lost. The people that do this work, the people that go
out and certify on-the-site certification vouchering, that do the
vouchering onsites, or do the vouchering in their own offices, Lord,
~and I've been out in the middle of throughways, and up on sky-
scrapers doing it myself, this is a problem, which, as I say, they get
no credit for. Where the payoff comes, is when the people that
they’re doing this work for give them job orders. )
hen this is done on a cooperative basis, when it’s done on a
followthrough communications basis, person to person, eyeball to
eyeball, it satisfies the need for “‘credit.” Our district managers in
the corporation that I consult are required to establish personal
relationships with their local office managers. They go in and sit
down and work out their nroblems so that it leads to activity in the
WIN program, in the CETA program, and so on, and so forth.
That’s what we're doing.

We have some CETA—not much CETA activity yet, very little
WIN, but we’ve only actually been into it for a couple of months,
but it is there and it requires the cooperative effort.

Senator Heinz. Perhaps the Department of Labor may.

) Cooperation may be low now since prior experience with the

Labor Department has been unfavorable. Many employers do not
look at State bureaus of employment security as providing a serv-
ice. They look at them as providing a headache.

Mr. BARTLETT. A what, sir?

Senator HEINZ. A headache.

Mr. BArTLETT. Oh, yes; indeed. ,

Senator HEinz. I know employers who say the last place they
would seek new employees is the State Bureau of Employment
Security. They fear being subject to an equal employment opportu-
nity suit if they don’t take any applicants on. I know employers
who just say, no thanks, we’ll run our own want ads. We will not
go near the Pennsylvania Bureau of Employment Security.

Now, that may be a testimony to the record of the Pennsylvania
State Bureau of Employment Security, during the term of our
previous governor, Governor Shapp. I can’t say for sure that it is
still an attitude now under the new administration, but it might
very well be. ‘ .

Mr. BARTLETT. Sir, that is a prevalent attitude across the Nation.
-It can be corrected with communications. This, as I say, is one of

the reasons why we regtelire our Munford management personnel to
get with Employment Service management personnel because then
they see that they are the same kind of people, the same kind of
problems where the Federal Government is a big monster to both
of them and we get on with the matter of describinf what it is that
we want. A job order that actually tells the Employment Service
what you want is what is required. That is where the breakdown
usually occurs.

There is too much of a tendency to call up and say, hey, I need
somebody to sling hash in my restaurant, or I need a forklift
operator. All these types of thinfs. But what is required is a.
description of what the job actually amounts to. What kind of a
forklift, really, or what kind of hash, and so on, and so forth. And
that is all the lowlevel, down at the grassroots sort of thing in the



1056

hometown type of place, and that is where it has got to be done or
it will never be done.

Senator Heinz. I think you have brought up a useful point. The
targeted jobs tax credit program could bring about a change in
attitudes of employees toward the State bureau. That the credit,
the opportunity to offer the credit on the part of the employee or
the Bureau of Employment Sécurity. It could fgei: employers to look
at the Bureau of Employment Security as a friend, not an enemy.

Mr. BArTLETT. Absolutely. For the record, probably one of most
interesting ways of getting an employer to recognize the impor-
tance of the targeted jobs tax credit program comes about routinely
in the vouchering of a number of employees in another company.

One will interview one of these people and they will not be
eligible for the particular company that they are in now, but they
are eligible for the company that they were formerly with by
virtue of their economic situation prior to their first job.

Senator HEINZ. Let met ask the members of the panel if they
have any additional comments?

Mr. Giery. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Scott who accompanied me here
today has a short, prepared statement.

Senator HEiNz. Excuse me, I didn’t know that was the case.

Mr. Scott, please proceed. ’

Mr. Scorr. We chicken people try to stay low kecy.

My statement, I would -like to have it entered into the record.

Senator HEinz. Without objection, your entire statement will be
made a part of the record. i

Mr. Scorr. I would just like to summarize it just for a few
seconds if I can, and I'd like to defer Ms. Pfeiffer who is with me
and let her relate a couple, three paragraphs about some of the
things that she’s had to do with the TJTC.

The 900 Kentucky Fried Chicken franchises, who operate more
than 3,700 stores nationwide and employ 60,000, support the exten-
sion and expansion of targeted jobs tax credit program to increase
employment among disadvantaged youth. The KFC system is ex-
pected to employ some 13,500 under TJTC. The TJTC program
gives the KFC operators incentive to hire disadvantaged youth who
might not otherwise be competitive.

The TJTC can help the Nation avoid development of a perma-
nent underclass as predicted by many social scientists. Simply ex-
tending the TJTC law would be excellent and TJTC’s could be even
more effective.

KFC’s franchise legislative action group, FLAG, recommends sev-
eral improvements to TJTC.

One: Streamline the program so that applicants could go only to
one office for certification.

Two: Provide a training program for State TJTC interviewers.

Three: Standardize paperwork to facilitate processing by multi-
state employers.

Four, use only one form to voucher and certify, which will be
signed by the interviewer and the employer. ‘

Five, train co-op education counselors on how to fill out the
TJTC paperwork.

Six, remove age limit. An unemployed 25-year-old is just as des-
perate and hungry as an unemployed 24-year-old.
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Seven, allow displaced Federal and State employees to qualify.

Eight, allow the 200,000 CETA employees who soon will be with-
out jobs to qualify under TJTC.

And something that I might note that is not down on paper is
that it is not just the low-end, low-entry employees that we're
looking forward to, or trying to do something about on this target-
ed jobs credit plan, it is also management trainees and obviously at
a much higher level of pay than the young man that’s going to
help us cook chicken and wash the pots and pans back in the
kitchen.

We really think it has a lot of potential.

The biggest problem we have had is that most of our franchise
system didn’t really even know about this program really, and that
may be terrible ignorance on our part, but we are just now becom-
ing aware of it, so I think it has tremendous potential for down the
road someplace.

Senator HeiNz. I thank you all. You’ve been very helpful and 1
appreciate your comments. .

Many of you have come quite a distance to be here today.

[The statements of the preceding panel follow:]
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Charter Business Services, Inc.
3471 North Federal Highway
Suite 511
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33306
Telephone (305) 561-3225

TO: Senate Finance Sub-Cormittee on Economic Growth,

Employment, and Revenue Sharing.

SUBJECT: Targeted Jobs Tax Credit (Revenue Act of 1978,

P. L. 95-600, Section 321)

The intent of this document is to submit to the Honorable
Senators Heinz, Roth, Mitchell and Moynihan, members of ‘
the Senate Finance Sub-Committee on Economic Growth, Employ-
ment and Revenue Sharing, relevant field information support-
ing the success of the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit Program in
Florida. It is further intended that this report clearly

. convey to the Honorable members of the Sub-Committee that all
original and amended requirements set forth by the Senate

and Congress for the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit Program, have
served to further enhance the partnefship between the employ-
ment and training system and private sectors in solving the

problems of the disadvantaged and unemployed.

The Targeted Jobs Tax Credit Program has had a positive impact

in Plorida, especially South Florida; Charter Business Services,

Inc., a regional accounting fixrm, implementing the T.J.T.C.

Program for its clients, is endorsed by the largest partici-
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yating group of Industrial Associations in South Florida

actively engaged in the T.J.T.C. Program:

1. South Florida Homebuilders Association - 1275 corporations.

2. Associated Builders and Contractors - 500 contractors.

3. South Florida Manufacturers Association - 45% of all
industry in Florida.

4. Broward Builders Exchange - 280 contractors.

5. Palm Beach County Builders Exchange - 175 contractors.

Since its inception on November 6, 1978, the Targeted Jobs

Tax Credit Program has provided to Florida Industry Associations
and Manufacturers the necessary incentives to create new and

- better jobs for the disadvantaged, and to retain those workers

in the critical first two years of employment.

The most practical and effective approach coordinated by
businesses and employment-training systems in Florida, is

in accordance with the three basic principles of the Bill:

(1) WORK, as a way for the disadvantaged to gain the skills,
training, and experience they need to succeed. This

is assured to a great degree by Retroactive Certification

to presently employed T.J.T.C. candidates. It virtually
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guarantees sufficient job security and gives the candid-
ate ample time to develop those vital skills and gain

. necessary experience. It serves no purpose whatsoever
to put people to work without a reasonable length of
time to develop trade or vocational skills. Thus,
the present legislation is an incentive for hiring

new T.J.T.C. candidates and retaining those candidates.

(2) EMPLOYMENT in the Private Sector, as the most efficient
way of solving the problems of structural unemployment,

and,

(3) RESOURCES TARGETED on those candidates most in need.

The T.J.T.C. Program has been well received in the private
industrial community, especially in the area of Retroactive

Certification. Retroactive Certifications serve to enlighten

private businesses and targeted group candidates alike;
wiéhout such certifications, hundreds, perhaps thousands

of disadvantaged employees would otherwise be excluded from a
program designed for their benefit, ané‘would not have the
added "job security" provided by the Bill's employer incen-

tives.

80-595 O0—81——8
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Charter Business Services, Inc., has conducted a survey of
7 Florida corporations with 2207 employees. The

results indicated that 100 g of the corporations give

special consideration in layoffs to T.J.T.C. employees,

all other factors being eqdal (see Survey Form).

Charter Business Services and the above Associations strongly
recommend continuance of the T.J.T.C. Program in its present
form, or with amendments possibly offering expanded coverage
into new targeted areas. The T.J.T.C. Program represents the
most equitable employﬁent device now in effect. We are
asking for your assistance in obtaining renewal of this
legislation so vita; to the well-being of evéry American

community.

Lewis H. Graves

Vice President, Administration
Charter Business Services, Inc.
3471 North Federal Highway
Suite 511

Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33306
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Charter Business Services, Inc.
3471 North Federal Highway
Suite 511
Fort Lauderdale, Florida 33306
Telephone (305) 561-3225

Survey Results - Random Sample

Total Companies 7 Total Work Force 2207

Yes No Not Sure

1. Retroactive certification gives
certified targeted groups extra
consideration in layoffs. 100% 0% 0%

2. Private agencies, not state
agencies, promoted the greatest
awareness of T.J.T.C. among
corporations who had access to
both sources.- 100% 0% 0%

3. T.J.T.C. has caused personnel
departments to give extra con-
sideration to immigrants

(Haitian, Cuban, etc.) 57% 0% 43%
4. Average percent of labor force
which is certified. 10.86%
For Against Unsure
5. Targeted groups favored by
employers. .
EX-felonsS..ciresecrecsscanssas 11% 29% 0%
Disadvantaged youths.......... 100% 0% 0%
Vietnam-era veteranS.......... 100% 0% 0%
Vocational rehabilitation
referrals.....ccieveasenscacaes - 57% 0% 43%
New immigrants - Haitian,
Cuban, etC.cercveecrsecsasasess 578 0% 43%

General Assistance recipient.. 43% 28.5% 28.5%
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TESTIMONY OF
FOODSERVICE AND LODGING INSTITUTE
ON THE
TARGETED JOBS TAX CREDIT

BEFORE THE
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TESTIMONY OF FOODSERVICE AND LODGING
INSTITUTE

Good afternoon Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee
on Economic Growth, Employment and Revenue Sharing. My name is
William G. Giery and I am executive secretary of the Foodservice
and Lodging Institute, a Washington D.C.-based trade industry group
of 34 of the nation's major multi-unit and multi-state food and
lodging companies. Collectively, these companies own, operate
or have franchise agreements with more than 40,000 individual eating
and drinking establishments and employ in excess of two million
persons.

Several member companies of the Institute are also appearing
here today as witnesses evidencing the strong support and the
enthusiastic backing our orgainization has given to the entire
Targeted Jobs Tax Credit program. To say that we support the program
is an understatement.

I am accompanied here today by Thomas W. Power, general counsel
of the Institute, and together we bring to you the greetings of our
members as well as their congratulations updn your assumption as
chairman of this distinguished Subcommittee.

I am also accompanied by two franchisees of one of the
Institute's members, KFC Corporation of Louisville, Kentucky. They
are Marshall Scott, a franchisee from St. Louis, Missouri, and
Ms. Darlene Pfeiffer, a franchisee from Kingston, New York. They
are here to provide some insight as to how small business views the

program.
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We are here today to talk about the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit,

a program which we have supported enthusiastically. ﬁe wish to relate
to you some of our experiences with the program; ¢o suggest some
modifications, and, most importantly, to urge this Subcommittee, the
full Senate Finance Committee and the entire Congress to extend

the program for three additional years.

Four years ago, in testimony before the Senate Finance Committee
as well as before the House Ways and Means Committee, we urged
enactment of the new Targeted Jobs Tax Credit. We called the provision,
which eventually became part of the Revenue Act of 1978, "one of the
first real positive steps being taken by the Federal Government to
enlist business and industry in the massive fight to reduce unemployment
within specific hard-to-employ sectors of Lhe populatioﬂ.’ Despite
some problems encountered by our members in certain areas of the
country with respect to obtaining certifications for some qualified
employees, nothing that has occurred in the three ensuing years
after passage of that Act.to temper or éeduce our enthusiasm for

the program. The program has worked well and should be continued.
RECOMMENDATIONS OF FLI

We respectfully urge this Subcommittee to recommend an extension
of the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit for an additional three years. We also
respectfully urge that the targeted categories be modified to respond
to structural unemployment and the changes in the economy's labor

requirements. Along this line, we believe that the categories of
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targeted individuals could include:
1. persons whose families are receiving AFDC
payments {(Aid to Families with Dependent
Children);

2. persons who have been out of work thirty
or more days;

3. all youths below the age of twenty;

4. unemployed CETA graduates (i.e., those
employed under CETA who have exhausted their
eligibility to continue in program);

5. persons seeking civilian employment after
being out of the labor market because of
military services.

Thesé are but a few categories which could be incorporated
into the program. Perhaps the two that stand out the most are
(a) all youths under age twenty; and (b) unemployed CETA graduates.‘

One need not remind members of Congress of the members nor
the tragedies of youth uﬁemployment; the February rate for 16-19
year olds was 19.3%; the rate among black youths nationwide was 35.4%.
In many of the inner cities, the rate exceeds 50%. By targeting
youths, the overall problems of youth unemployment might not disappear
but at least it will fade distinctly.

With respect to CETA persons, there will be within this year
more than 200,000 CETA employees throughout the country terminated
because of the Administration's budget cutting plans. A specific CETA
targeted category would relieve state unemployment trust funds of

some of the massive burdens they expect to face when the actual cuts

start coming.
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There are some who criticize the program as a "windfall" for
employers. That may be so. It is also however a "windfall®" for the
Federal, state and. local governments which, when a targeted individual
is hired, are relieved of unemployment insurance payments, general
assistance payments, etc. Additionally, a working individual is
transformed from a financial burden into a taxpaying citizen.

We also believe that, along with the three year extension and
the broadening of targeted categories, Congress should consider the
authorization of funds to pay for some of the administrative expenses
which are being incurred by state and local certifying agencies. Part
of the problem with the program is that financially-strapped state and
local governments did not, and still do not, have the financial
wherewithal to handle certifications on a grand scale. The authorization
of funds would alleviate that situation to some extent.

BACKGROUND OF TARGETED JOBS
TAX CREDIT PROGRAM

The Targeted Jobs Tax Credit, as modified by the Revenue Act of 1978,
provided employers an incentive to hire the chronically and structurally
unemployed, or at least, persons who, by their background or personal
problems, were considered hard to employ. Seven targeted groups were

established:

*handicapped persons referred from vocational rehabilitation
agencies;

®youths, between the ages of 18 and 24, from economically
disadvantaged families;

*Vietnam-era veterans, under the age of 35, from economically
diadvantaged families;

*general assistance recipients -- individuals receiving income
maintenance payments, based on need, under state and local
prograns;
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*Supplemental Security Income recipients =-- elderly and
disabled persons who are not eligible for Social Security
payments;

®gtudents, between the'ages of 16 and 18, participating in
cooperative education programs (a technical amendment recently
increased the upper age limit of this group to 19 years); and

®ex-convicts from économically disadvantaged families who

-are hired within five years of release from prison or date
of conviction, whichever is later.

If an employer hired a person who fit into one of these seven
categories, the employer could obtain a tax credit equal to one-half
of the eligible employee's FUTA wage ($3,000) during the first
year of employment and 25 percent of the FUTA wage during the second
year. One point should be made here. This is not a direct tax credit
of $3,000 and $1,500 for the employer. The employer's deduction for
wages paid to a person who has been certified would be reduced by
the amount of the tax credit. 1In other words, the portion for which
a tax credit is claimed may not be deducted as a business expense
and, as a result, the actual tax savings ranges from $2,490 per employee
for a company in the lowest tax bracket to $1,620 per employee for
a company in the highest tax bracket.

There have been limitations onrthe credit, also. For instance,
the law provided that qualified first year wages could not exceed
30 percent of aggregate FUTA wages for all employees during the
calendar. That limitation was designed to prevent targeted employees
from displacing a substantial number of nontargeted employees.

Second, the credit was limited to 90 percent of an employer's tax

liability.
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The credit was available for any member of a targeted group hired
after September 26, 1978. Since the law was not enacted until November
6, 1978, employers who made an effort could receive the credit,
retroactively, for employees who qualified and who were already on the
payroll. Critics have called this retroactive credit a "windfall".
Perhaps, this was one of the drawbacks of the whole program for
employers who took advantage of the retroactivity provision were
getting the credit for doing nothing more than searching their
payroll records. It should be noted however that Congress set

N

this date; employers did not; employers only took advantage of

it. But, it is too late to rectify this.

HAS THE PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHED ITS
OBJECTIVES?

Before we can answer whether or not the Targeted Jobs Tax
Credit program is accomplishing its objective, we must first determine
what was the objective of the law. This has been subject to a great
deal of misinterpretation.

Critics of the program, we believe, are not fully aware of the
actual purpose of the law. For instance, the Congressional Research
Service of the Library of Congress states that "job substitution,"
replacing non-eligible employees with eligible employees, has been
substantial. Further, the Northeast-Midwest Institute, an independent,
non-profit research center, published a reportlin September 1980,
which states:

“"Evidence suggests that a large portion of
the credits authorized under the program are "windfalls™ to

employers and are not creating new jobs."
Ll

1. Northeast-Midwest Institute, "Putting the Targeted Back to Work,
by Mary Fitzpatrick, September 1980.



119

These stateménts, which may or may not be true, are reflective
of the misunderstanding of the intent of Congress in passing the law.
While Congress may have hoped that the provis;on woﬁld expand

employment and create new jobs, such a result would have been an
ancillary benefit. The principle purpose of the Act was to

provide employment opportunities for the structurally unemployed

by giving employers an incentive to hire a targeted individual
rather than hire a non-eligible candidate. This sentiment was expressed
in the legislative history:

"The purpose of the targeted jobs credit is
to encourage employers to hire employees from certain
enumerated groups, the hiring of which the Committee
believes is deserving of special incentives."

-2 (House Report 95-1445)

"The committee believes that the unemployment — -
rate has declined sufficiently so that it is appropriate
to focus employment incentives on those individuals who
have high unemployment rates.”

(Senate Report 95)

"This Committee recognizes that the term structural
unemployment is a cold, clinical term which really does
not capture the human dimension of the problem. Too
many blacks, too many Hispanics, too many young people
remain jobless and often without much hope of participating
in the economic life of our nation. The recommendations
in this Report (#13 of which is a recommendation that the
Administration undertake a major effort to inform businessmen
and women about the new Tavgeted Employment Tax Credit Program.)
would not solve the problem completely. But they are sound,
solid recommendations that underline the obligation - the
economic, moral and humanitarian obligation - we as a
nation have to foster opportunities for employment." -

(1979 Economic Report, Joint
Econonic Committee)

In our industry we have made a conscious effort to accomplish

this objective.
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We also believe that the substantial "job substitution” the

critics speak of is overstated. No employer, or at least none in
our industry, would fire a non-eligible worker just so he or she
could hire a targeted individual in order to claim the credit.
Our industry is labor intensive and employee turnover is high.
Since the industry as a whole and the Institute's members, in particular,
have given the program an extremely high priority, it is quite
natural that when one of our ﬁ;mber's has an opening in their
employment force, that member would seek to hire a qualified targeted
individual. 1Is it "job substitution"” if the previous employee was
a non-eligible? Hardly. That is just smart business sense. 1In
our industry, labor costs account for approximately 30 éércent of
total costs; second only to food costs. It is only natural that we,
as an industry, would strive to lessen our labor cost impact in
any way possible. That is what we have attempted to do through
the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit.

' Therefore, we belie¢ve firmly that the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit
is accomplishing its objective. Could it be better? The answer is
yes! Could it accomplish its objective faster? Another emphatic yes!

FACTORS AFFECTING THE SLOW
UTILIZATION OF THE TARGETED JOBS TAX CREDIT

If the finger of blame has to be pointed at the cause for low
utilization of the program, it must be pointed, not at employers, but
rather at the federal agencies charged with the administration of

the pxégram. Further, some of the blame must be shouldered by Congress

itself.
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The law was signed by President Carter on November 6, 1978 to
become effective on January 1, 1979. It was April of that year
before the program “bfficially; became operational; on April 2,
the Internal Revenue Service issued interim regulations. Even
today, nearing the end of the program, the IRS has yet to issue
final regulations.

Back in January of 1978, the Institute, realizing the potential of the
new law to reduce members' labor costs, began a thorough, effective campaiqi
to inform them of .the credit. Thenwewaited while the program grew from
its embryonic stage to a near-full scale bureaucratic nightmare.

For example:

--The Department §f Labor was late implementing their plans for
state and local agencies. Nobody at the state and local level knew
what to do; in several areas of the country the state and local
agencies responsible for certifying individuals had no idea of what
a Targeted Jobs Tax Credit was. Further, when they received the
certification forms, they had no idea what' they were for and therefore
were not certifying anyone as eligible.

--The Department cf Labor, which designated the State Employment
Security agencies to set up organizational structures to deal with
administration and promotion of the program, and certification of
eligible workers; then provided SESA's with no funds to carry out these
responsibilities.

--CETA prime sponsors were given autﬁority to issue vouchers to
the "ex-convict," the Vietnam-era veterans and the youths between 18 and
24 categories. This proved to be a wrong move since many CETA officials
feared that wide TJTC utilization by employers would put some CETA

programs, most notably "on-the-job training" programs, out of businss.
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In an effort to justify their existence, they did very little with
TJTC. The same situation exists today.

--The Internal Revenue Service published interim requlatory
proposals on April 2, 1979 and held hearings on them at which the
Institute testified. As of Apiil 2, 1981, these proposals have
not yet been finalized. This delay incidentally, has had the effect
of thwarting employer utilization of several categories of otherwise
eligible individuals.

--The "red tape" involved in the certification process was
encrmous just as much for the certifying agency as for the
employer and targeted employees. Repeated trips by the employee to
the certifying agency were sometimes needed.

At this point, I'd like to share with you remarks by one
of our members in California detailing one incident depicting the\
red tape they faced during the early days of the progran:

"Pursuant to our telephone conversation of April 3, 1979,
here is a brief description of my contacts with the State of
California Employment Development Department (the EDD). On the
morning of April 3rd I contacted the State of California EDD for
Orange County (telephone 714/558-4544). I was advised that as

of April 3rd Orange County has not yet entered into an agreement
with any agencies to issue vouchers. Thus, no vouchers are

currently being issued and in fact employers cannot yet determine
who will be the issuing agency. Thus, it is currently impossible
for us to supply its store management with full information
regarding who to contact to obtain the necessary vouchers. The
Orange County EDD is presently merely taking the names of employers
who contact the Department so that when agreements are entered into,
the EDD can get a list of issuing agencies to employers. I
understand that the bottleneck with regard to the execution of an
agreement with the issuing agencies is concern over potential
liability for certification of non-qualified individuals.
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"While no agencies in Orange County are currently issuing
vouchers, I was advised that in San Diego County there are
agencies that are presently able to issue vouchers. Thus, I
contacted the EDD office for San Diego County at 714/237-7715
and 714/237-7706. The San Diego County EDD was unable to
supply any information but instead it stated they were referring
people on to the State of California EDD in Sacramento. The
toll free number I was given is 800/952-5606.

W "Upon calling Sacramento, I spoke with one Lillian who was
quite enthusiastic about the program. However, Lillian advised
me that because the program was so new, many of the State of
California EDD offices do not yet have the appropriate forms
and instructions. I understand that the State office in
Sacramento develops the implementing procedures for the
Targeted Jobs Credit program and Sacramento now is in the process
of informing its local offices of these procedures. It is,
of course, the local field of the EDD that is going to have to
implement the program as far as employers are concerned.
Lillian stated that the delay in implementing the program was
due to the slow response on the part of the Internal Revenue
Service, but that the program should be gettting into full
gear shortly.

"According to the fact sheet cufrently issued by the EDD,
the employer should contact the field office of the EDD
nearest to the employer for information as to who in that
particular area will be handling certification. The agencies
involved will differ in each county and currently there is no
plan for a directory of issuing agencies with addresses and
telephone numbers. Such directory would of course be of
great use to employers doing business throughout the State."
Granted, this confusion over the implementation of the
program occurred some time ago. However, our members are still
having a host of problems obtaining certifications in California,
primarily because the delay in the issuance of regulations by the
\‘ e
Internal Revenue Service has created a "Catch-22"-type situation.
The proposed regulations issued by IRS on December 28, 1979,
required that in order for cooperative education students to qualify
for the TJTC, he or she had to be in a job which was directly redated
to the course of study. Despite the fact that there were assurances

from IRS Commissioner Jerome Kurtz that this provision would be
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modified (Mr. Rurtz's letter to Senator Richard Stone is attached to
our testimony), the California Department of Education is following
the original proposal to the letter and will continue to do so until

the proposed regqgulations are final.

The problems our members have and continue to face in California

are the exceptions rather than the rule.

In many states, the program has been successful. State
officials in Georgia, Kentucky, and other areas of the South made
a firm commitment at the beginning to make the entire program
a success, and they accomplished that goal. 1In Georgia, for
example, a TJTC coordinator was assigned to each key Employment
Services office. Those coordinators visited plants, factories and
businesses to talk with employers and employees alike. Many eligible
individuals were certified right at the job site.

Before concluding, we would like to make one more comment
about complaints from critics about employer "windfalls".

We are in a "damned if we do and damned if we do not"
situation regarding utilization of the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit. 1If
a company makes extensive use of the program and receives a large
amount of tax credit, the company is accused of taking unfair
advantage of the program. If a company does little to utlize the
program, it is accused of not caring about structural unemployment.
There is no happy medium.

The Targeteéd Jobs Tax Credit is as much a "windfall"” to
employers in labor-intensive industries as the Investment Tax Credit

to capital intensive industry.

is
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WORK STUDY STUDENTS SHOULD NOT BE REMOVED
FROM TARGETED JOBS TAX CREDIT

There are also arguments, quite possibly some of them will be
raised today, that the category of "students between the ages of 16-19
years in qualified cooperative education programs®™ should be eliminated.
The arguments will be made that this specific category is used too
widely and effectively. Some will also say that cooperative
education students are not necessarily disadvantaged. Again, some
will argue that allowing cooperative education students to be certified
has resulted in a "windfall to employers.”

These arguments are specious to say the least. In fact, they
should carry litte weight at these hearings.

Like those who will want to eliminate the cooperative education
student category, we also are aware that this is the most widely-used
category. Where we differ is in the reasons.

The bottom line is that the cooperative education category is
the most successful because the schools and their TJTC coordinators
did the best job, since the inception of the program, to link
eligible students with job openings, to promote the program and to
expedite certification of eligible individuals. If we are to tell
these coordinators that they did such a good job in the last three years
in finding jobs for their students that they can no longer participate
in the program, it would be a crime.

We also believe that those who say that cooperative education students

are not necessarily "disadvantaged"” have carefully avoided the facts.

80-595 0—81——9
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The work-study program is not in the traditional high-school
mold. It mixes work experience with classroom study for one specific
reason: to keep that student in the classroom! Without the work-study
program, many of these participating students would have dropped out
long ago. ’

The typical work study student is from a low income family. A

1975 survey of post high-school work study students indicated that

77.7 percent of the students were from families with income levels
below $.2,000 yearly. A 1976 survey in eight Southern states indicated
that 65 percent of the high school work study students were from
families with income of $10,000 or less. Moreover, many work study
students are dropouts who have been persuaded to return to school. The
work-study program encourages the return to schocl and employment of
dropouts. It recognizes that a young person, perhaps struggling in
school with a full-time curricula, can be éasily led by his or her
peers, or by the lure of earning money. )

Again we will hear that trite "windfall" argument. As a Senator,
and as a member of the House of Representatives before that, haw
many times have you heard of the term "loophole." - Some provision may
have been part of the tax code for fifteen or twenty years. It becomes
a "loophole”™ when people start using it. The same can be said for the
Targeted Jobs Tax Credit. It becomes a "windfall” to employers when
employers start qualifying for it by hiring persons whom Congress
believes deserves a little help on to the economic ladder. 1Isn't that

why Congress passed this law in the first place?



127

Let me relate to you some information. Recently, I had the
oﬁportunity to review an Annual'Report of a restauranélcoipany --
& non-member of the Foodservice ‘and Lodging Institute -- who is
& competitor of my friends from KFC here today. That company too,
l;lll chicken. These stores are located in predaninantlyrlow and
lower-middle income areas and they hire, even prloi to the credit,
predominantly disadvantaged kids from the local neighborhoods. They
made a bundle of money utilizing the credit. But they also hired

a heck of a lot of disanantaged ghetto kids, giving to them their
. first taste of self-respect and gainful employment and a steady
income.

Isn't that what the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit is all about?

CONCLUSION

Por years there was a bias in the nation's tax law against
labor. An individual making a gross salary of $10,000 costs his
employer a minimum of $10,985 because of employer-paid social
security taxes and unemployment compensation. Add to that the
costs of various fringes, including hospitalization insurance,
life insurance, etc., and this gross labor cost to the employer
builds rapidly. The Targeted Jobs Tax Credit lowers that cost
of labor significantly and reduces the distortions between labor
intensive and capital intensive industries.

It has done a good job and, if extended and modified, it will
do a better job in the next three years.

The Foodservice and Lodging Institute thanks the Subcommittee

for this opportunity. We would be happy to answer any questions.
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GOMMISSIONER OF INTERNAL REVENUE
Washington, DC 20224

February 26, 1980 | L E,

. ; AT
Bonorable Richard B. Stone B
United States Senate : LT .
Washington, DC 20510 SR T HE

..Dear Senator Stone:

You have raised a question of whether Section 51

- (@) (8) of the targeted joks credit as agplied %o 'youths

. participating in cualified coozerative ecucational pro-
grams, recuires that the ycutns emplovment be in the same
field as his vocational tr aining. VYou suggestec that our
regulations require, for exarq;e. that if a student is

" taking vocational training in cargentiry nis employment
will only gualify for the credit if it is in the field

of carpentry. Our regulations are not intended to impose
any such ricid recuirement. They intené only to reflect
the provision of the law, Section 351(<) (8 ) (8) which savs
"but_only if these two experiences /ecuca ion and emulov
ment? are plannec¢ by the school ané enulo-=r sc that each
contrlou.es to the student's education and eﬁ.lcyahility

The final reculations will make clear that such test
may be met through a variety of emplovments which need
not be in the same technical field - -as the vocational
education. .

With best regards,

./,?incerely yoyprs,
'

- .

Department of the Treasury interral Revenue Servica

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Summary of KFC-FLAG Testimony
Before
U.S. Senate Subcommittee on Economic Growth
" April 3?“1931
The 900 Kentucky Fried Chicken franchisees, who operate more
than 3700 stores nationwide and employee 60,000 people, support the
extension and expansion of Targeted Jobs Tax Credit program to increase
employment among disadvantaged youth.
The KFC system is expected to employ some 13,500 people under TJTC.
The TJTC program gives KFC operators incentive to hire disadvantged
youths who might not otherwise be competitive. TJTC can help the
nation avoid development of a permanent underclass as predicted by
many social scientists. Simply extending the TJTC law would be excellent,
but TJTC could be even more effective.
KFC's Franchisee Legislative Action Group (FLAG) recommends
several improvements to TJTC. .
1. Streamline the program so applicants go only to one office
for certification.
2. Provide a training program for state TJTC interviewers.
3. Standardize paperwork to facilitate processing by multi-
state employers.
4. Use only.one form to voucher and certify which will be
signed by interviewer and employer.
5. Train co-op education counselors on how to fill out the
TJTC paperwork.
6. Remove age limit. An unemployed 25-year-old is just as
desperate and hungry as an unemployed 24-year-old.
7. Allow displaced federal and state employees to qualify.
8. Allow the 200,000 CETA employees who soon will be without
jobs to qualify under TJTC.
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MARSHALL SCOTT TESTIMONY
April 3, 1981

Good afternoon. Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee
on Economic Growth, my name is Marshall Scott and I am the op-erator
of 10 Kentucky Fried Chicken restaurants in St. Louis, Missouri. I am
also a vice chairman of the Franchisee Legislative Action Group (FLAG)
composed of Kentucky Fried Chicken's operators nationwide.

Also with me today is Ms. Darlene Pfeiffer, a Kentucky Fried
Chicken franchisee from Kingston, New York. Ms. Pfeiffer owns three
Kentucky Fried Chicken restaurants and has been using the Targeted
Jobs Tax Credit program since its enception. She is prepared to
comment on the time and personal efforts she has spent working her
way through the certification process for her employees.

As you may know, there are some 900 KFC franchisees -- all
members of FLAG -- who operate more than 3,700 units and employ
some 60,000 people.

At the request of our state, regional and natonal officers I am
representing FLAG and Kentucky Fried Chicken franchisees across the
country at this hearing.

KFC francl‘nisees support the extension and expansion of the Targeted
Jobs Tax Credit program.

TJTC can work to increase employment among disadvantaged youths.
As you know, the unemployment rate among teenage blacks is a horrendous
60 percent.

It wasn't possible within the time allowed to gather statistics from
all franchisees, but we can glean some idea of how effective this can be
from looking at results being realized by our franchisor, KFC Corporation,

which operates 775 stores in this country.



131

Although KFC only bedan using the TJTC program in January, the
number of certified employees in Atlanta, Chicago and Detroit, for
instance, has increased 50 percent. At the start of the program, less
than 20 percent of employees qualified under the provisions of the
TJTC act. Now more than 30 percent qualify. And by June 30, the
company predicts that more than 50 percent of new hires will be TITC
certified. )

The company projects that it will have between 1,500 and 2,500
employees under the TJTC program by mid-year. By extension, the
entire KFC system will be employing sonr;e 13,500 people. And we are
just one chain.

The KFC system is only now becoming aware of the program. Our
franchisor tested the program during the winter and told the
franchisees about the program at our annual meeting in March. It is in
the process of holding field seminars for franchisees.

There is some feeling, as I understand it, that TJTC hasn't been
a success. Certainly, if my fellow franchisees and 1 had been aware of
the program we would have used it. [ have put the wheels in motion in
my own organization to recruit TITC candidates. Many of my fellow
franchisees have had some experience with TJTC and they supbort the
program fully.

TJTC gives employers like me an incentive to hire disadvantaged
youths who might not otherwise be competitive. It gives them job skills
and an opportunity to get a toe in the mainstream of the American
economy. They learn how to take direction, work with peers, and

handle their own and others' money.
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Not ali TJTC jobs are entr& level. The KFC system is hiring more
and more manager trainees who are TJTC certified. Our short experience
shows that of the new hires under the TJTC program, 69 percent were
economi_cally disadvantaged youths, 29 percent were from qualified high
school cooperative education programs, and the remaining two percent
were Vietnam-era veterans or ex-offenders.

It's through programs such as this that we can help avoid having
a permanent underclass that many social scientists are forecasting.

Simply extending the TJTC lav_v would be an excellent move, but
TJTC could be made even more effective if the vouchering cef‘tification
process were streamlined and standardized.

In some states, the CETA people are screening and interviewing,
but the state Jobs Centers do the certifying. In at least one city in
Texas, CETA interviewers improperly apply CETA qualifications to
TJTC candidates. Potential employees have been required to bring birth
certificates for the entire family to verify how many were in the family
and to prove their own age. Most other places, a driver's license is
enough proof of age.

In some areas, vduchering is more trouble than it is worth. From
the potential employee's point of view, it's a hassle to have to éo to two
or three different offices to get certificated.

Turnover of government TJTC personnel has caused problems in
some states. New TJTC people usually have very little knowledge of
the program. As a result, the company reports, it spends a lot of time

educating government TJTC people about their own program.
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There's a lack of standardization on which programs are qualified.
In California, for instance, TJTC has taken the astounding position that
working in food service production and sales in KFC stores will not
qualify for theri co-op work experience program. This in spite of the
fact that food service is the largest single employer in the country.

In some states, we cannot get interviews unless we first obtain
family and income information from employees. Some families are understandably
reluctant to give that to their potential employer. And this would seem
more reasonably to be the responsibility of Job Service.

KFC's FLAG organization has several recommendations to improve
utilization of the program by private industry.

1. Streamline the program so the applicant goes only to one office

to become certified.

2. Provide a training program for state TJTC interviewers.

3. Standardize the paperwork to facilitate processing by multi-state

operators.

4. Have only one piece of paper to voucher and certify, which

will be signed by the interviewer and the employer.

5. Provide co-op education counselors with training about the

program and how to fill out the paperwork. ‘

FLAG also has some suggestions about ways to make the TJTC
program more equitable and valuable.

1. Remove the age limit. A 25-year-old without a job is just

as desperate and hungry as a 24-year-old without a job.

Maybe more so.
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2. Allow displaced federal and state employees to qualify.

3. Allow the 200,000 CETA employees, who will soon be without

jobs, to qualify for TJTC.

The private sector is willing and able to take up some of the slack
in helping the disadvantaged find jobs. Recognizing that, in the short
term at least, many of these employees are not as productive and that
they take more training, business needs some incentive. Otherwise
productivity and efficiency will decline, placing it at a disadvantage
from competitors who hire fully qualifed people going in.

In summary, TITC can work and is working. It could do more
and better.

#Hi
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SUMMARY

Statement of James E, Bartlett, Atlanta, Georgia

I can best translate my exper}ence with the Tax Credit Programs during my
ES and private sector employment in terms of "lessons learned.™

- The ability of the Employment Service to conduct the program has shown
constant improvement.

- Private sector skepticism is rapidly being overcome, largely because of
tax credit benefits gained from the retroactive area of the program.

- The degree of cooperation and coordination betwcen ES o;fices and other
agencies involved with targeted groups varies greatly from location to location.

- The TJTC program relates mainly to youth and Vietnam era veteran targeted
groups. Employers often reject the program as it appears to focus on least desirable
employees.

- The retroactive aspects of the program are creating an increasing workload
for ES, which they are not staffed to handle.

Overall Recommendations: Extend the TJTC program and expand it through the
following actions:

1. Eliminate SSI recipients. Ad4 older workers, 45 and over, who meet
economic disadvantaged criteria.

2. Include all handicapped persons {criteria to be determined) wio meet

economic disadvantaged criteria.

3. Modify veteran category to include all veterans either economically disad-
vantaged or specially disabled with 30% or more disability. (Eliminate dishonorable
discharges.)

4. Eliminate General Assistance Category and replace with all AFDC recipients.

5. Modify ex-felon category to include all current participants in government

operated work-release programs meeting economic disadvantaged criteria.
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My name is James E. Bartlett. I am an Employment Generalist currently
retained as a Tax Credit Consultant by Munford, Inc., of Atlanta, Georgia. 1In
this brief paper I shall attempt to relate my experience with, and lessons learned
from, the three major Tax Credits Programs sterming from the Revenue Act of 1978.

1 shall present some recommendations which I hope will assist the Committee.

Munford, Inc., consists of approximately 1,200 convenience stores known as
Majik Markets. The World Bazaar Division cperates or franchises 165 Specialty
Gifts stores. Dry Storage Warehouses and bistribution Centers support the corporate
cperations. There are additional holdings and properties, The Corporation operates
in twenty-six (26) states and has approximately 9,000 full-time employees. With
consideration for turnover, seasonal, temporary and part-time positions, the annual
personnel requirements exceed 25,000 people.

I Wwas retained by Munford to develop programs to maximize the acquisition of
tax credits and improve relations with government agencies serving as personnel
resources., Pr10{ to my work with Munford I had worked for the Georgia Department
of Labor (ES). I was involved almost exclusively in the TJTC program from March
1979 until my resignation in October 1980, From November 1, 1980, to February 1,
1981, I contacted TJTC, WIN and Health and Human Services offices in Washingtcn.

I worked down to Regional and State levels in order to develcp a concept of rutual
cooperation and make contacts. A corporate policy was developed based on a

two-way street concept. Munford could best gain assistance by cooperating with the
agencies involved to the fullest extent possible. Emphasis was placed on communiza-
tions at the local level with ﬁtate Employment Service cifices. Management at
Division, Region and District levels received orientation and instruction in the
cperation of ES, particularly placement activity. As of February 1, 1981, it has
beccme mandatory that all job vacancies in the corporation be placed with ES Job
Service. All managers are required to e¢stablish contact and counsel with ES Local
Office Managers in their operatioral areas.

1
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Statement of James E. Bartlett . Page 2

To date over 100 job orders have been placed. Approximately 300 hires were
made in February and early March, including over 100 TJTC eligible personnel. The
program is expanding rapidly. Munford is benefitting from the retroactive aspects
of the TJTC program and has acquired over 400 certifications since July 1980,

The retroactive activity led directly to the current program. The corporation is
involved with several OJT programs and is attempting to recruit WIN registrants.
AFDC recipients have been hired and we are looking for all we can get who meet our
job qualifications.

While with ES I promoted (sold) the program to all areas of the business
community. I worked closely with Vocation and Offender Rehabilitation Services,
the VA, SBA and CETA subcontractors such as the Urban League and OIC and various
unions. I made over 500 TJTC presentations to employers and interviewed thousands
of employees and job applicants for eligibility determination.

I can best translate my experience with the Tax Credit Programs during both
my ES and private sector employment in terms of "lessons learned.”

- The ability of the Employment Service to conduct the program has shown

constant improvement.

- Private sector skepticism is rapidly being overcome, largely because of
tax credit benefits gained from the retroactive area of the program.

- The degree of cooperation and coordination betweeﬁ ES offices and other
agencies involved with targeted groups varies greatly from location to
location.

- The TJTC Program relates mainly to youth and Vietnam era veteran targeted
groups. Employers often reject the program as it appears to focus on
least desirable employees.

- The retroactive aspects of the prongram are creating an increasing workload

for ES, which they are not staffed to handle.
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Overall Recommendation: Extend the TJTC program and expand it through the

following actions:

1.

Eliminate SSI recipients. Add older workers, 45 and over, who meet
economic disadvantaged criteria.

Included all handicapped persons (criteria to be determined) who meet

economic disadvantaged criteria.
Modify veteran category to include all veterans either economically
disadvantaged or specially disabled with 30V or more disability.

(Eliminate dishonorable discharges.) .

"Eliminate General Assistance Category and replace with all AFDC recipients.

Modify ex-felon category to include all current participants in govern-
ment overated work release programs meeting economic disadvantaged

sriteria.
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Mr. GrAvVES. Our last panel consists of Dr. Stuart Butler and Mr.
John Bishop.

Gentlemen, first of all, let me thank you for your patience. I
know we've gone a little longer than we intended. I hope we
haven’t inconvenienced you.

Dr. Butler, please proceed.

STATEMENTS OF A PANEL CONSISTING OF STUART M. BUTLER,
THE HERITAGE FOUNDATION, WASHINGTON, D.C.,, AND JOHN
BISHOP, INSTITUTE FOR RESEARCH ON POVERTY, UNIVERSI-
TY OF WISCONSIN, MADISON, WIS,

Mr. ButLEr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportu-
nity to testify before the subcommittee.

I have a prepared statement, which I would like to have inserted
in the record.

Senator HEINz. Without objection, the entire statement will be a
part of the record.

Mr. ButLER. I would just like to make a few comments based on
that prior to questions.

My experience in examining the whole issue of job creation
stems from my interest in the problem of very depressed urban
areas, and, in particuar, work that I've done associated with the
concept that has become known as the enterprise zone.

Although I have not made a precise study of the targeted jobs
tax credit, the experience and the information that I've gathered in
examining depressed urban areas makes me very skeptical of the
program as a general program to improve employment. I think
that the problems in the city areas that I am more familiar with
are merely an extreme form of the general problem that pervades
the country of unemployment and I think it's important to appreci-
ate the type of employers that do exist within the depressed areas
of cities in producing new employment.

In particular, new small businesses are by far the greatest cre-
ators of new employment. This is generally true across the whole
country, as David Birch of MIT has shown. Something like 66
percent of new—net new jobs come from businesses of less than 20
people. And he’s also shown that in cases in the most depressed
areas, in most declining cities, that proportion is even higher. And
that the problem within these areas is that—is not so much that
existing companies are not going fast enough, or that they're
moving out of these areas, but that the birth rate of new companies
is extremely low.

The problem, in other words, in these areas of very high concen-
trations of unemployment is that the establishment of new compa-
nies is extremely low and that is the basic Eroblem. And various
studies of these types of businesses have shown that the major
problem that they face tends to be acquisition of capital that is
taxed as such is very low priority in terms of their problems and
that, therefore, mechanisms that relate to the tax base are less
likely to be effective in encouraging them to start and to grow.

We should be looking at rather different mechanisms. The small
tax base that these new small businesses do have, I think, would
severely limit any kind of program that aims at reducing the tax
burden as such on new small businesses.
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Also, I should point out that such small businesses have a very
poor record in terms of dealing with Government agencies, the
very kinds of people that tend to go into business for the first time,
new entrepreneurs are not the kind of people that tend to take
advantage of many programs that are in existence, and I think
that the statement from the Treasury pointed out that the very
low takeup of the tax credit among very small companies, I think,
shows this very clearly.

So, I think there is a certain, very important general conclusion
that comes from any analysis of the types of firms that do create
jobs in very depressed areas. They tend to be new small firms.
They tend to have a very low tax base and they also tend to be
firms that don’t sit well with the complexity of Government and,
therefore, any type of program aiming to generate employment
through Government programs based on the tax base are less
likely to be effective than other types.

So, it seems to me that the targeted jobs tax credit is unlikely to
be very effective as a long-term creator of new employment. It may
have certain benefits for certain types of categories of a hard-core
unemployed although I noticed that most of the people preceding
me have suggested extending this to ever-increasing numbers of
categories. One wonders at what point this process should end.

I think it is also important that even if one can show some
improvement of employment as a result of the tax credit, one
should balance this, of course, against the disincentive effects of
having to apply taxes elsewhere to raise the revenue for that type
of program and the broad effect that has on employment.

My broad conclusion is that we should be looking much more in
terms of mechanisms that facilitate the creation of new small
businesses rather than looking at mechanisms that encourage ex-
isting businesses to hire more people. Certainly my line of analysis
in looking at the enterprise zone has been primarily to look at
mechanisms of doing that.

My broad feeling is that incentives that apply much more to
investors in small companies, to encourage them to put capital into
new ventures to create new business in that is far more likely to be
effective in generating employment among the structurally unem-
ployed, and the very severe cases of unemployment than any kind
of tax credit approach.

Senator HeiNz. Thank you for your statement, Dr. Butler. Mr.
Bishop, you may proceed. I understand you have a written state-
ment, and without objection, it will be entered into the record.

Mr. Bisvop. Thank you.

My name is John Bishop, as a project associate at the Institute
for Research on Poverty at Wisconsin, I have been doing research
on these private sector employment subsidies for a number of
years.

Let me start with a standard disclaimer that I'm speaking for
myself and not for anyone who employs me, or who has funded my
research.

Theory predicted, and experience has shown that policies like
local public works, public sector employment and transfer pay-
ments for the able-bodied distort the economy and waste money.
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Theory predicted, and experience has shown, I feel, that well-
designed employment tax credits are extremely effective methods
of increasing employment of the disadvantaged and reducing total
unemployment.

We now have the experience with three tax credit schemes and
there are some important lessons to be learned. A tax credit for
general expansions in employment for which employers can calcu-
late and certify their own eligibility will very quickly achieve a
very high participation rate.

More than 50 percent of those eligible employers—1.1 million—
received the new jobs tax credit in the second year of that pro-
gram. That is more than 30 percent of all employers in the Nation.

Employers do expand employment and cut prices in response to
such a tax credit. There have been three studies of the new jobs tax
credit and they have all found that there was an increase in
employment in the firms that used or knew of the program. The
estimate is between 300,000 and 700,000 jobs.

The only study that has examined prices found an effect in
lowering prices of $4 to $7 billion, which is approximately the order
of magnitude of the tax credit handed out.

There is a danger, however, that employment and output expan-
sion produced by a program like the new jobs tax credit that was
not targeted will, if labor markets are tight, cause an acceleration
. of wage increases and there is some evidence that that may have
occurred in the course of the new jobs tax credit even while price
increases are going down.

That might mean that in the long run you haven’t achieved any
benefits on the inflation front.

Now, what have we learned about the targeted programs? A tax
credit for employing stigmatized target groups will not quickly
attract the participation of many employers. We've had WIN. In
fact, WIN has been underway for 10 years and it hasn’t achieved a
high rate of utilization, though I’ll talk about why that is the case
in a second.

The second thing we've learned is that complicated eligibility
rules and the resulting necessity of Government certification of a
worker’s eligibility rather than employer’s certification, with audit,
is a substantial barrier to a program'’s effectiveness.

Finally, the necessity of Government involvement means that if
the Government bureaucrats who administer the program fail, the
program fails. That is all too common.

Your example of the discussion you had with someone—an em-
ployer in the State and his attitude toward the Employment Serv-
ice, when that is the attitude, and it is very prevalent in the
Nation as a whole toward the Government agencies that are at-
tempting to elicit the cooperation of the employers, you’re not—you
have a big barrier to overcome and they don’t believe paperwork is
small on this program even though once people have started using
it, it does turn out to not be too difficult.

But up front they think it is going to be very complicated.

These problems with the targeted programs have resulted in only
10 percent or less of the employed TJTC eligibles being certified
and 20 pecent or less of the WIN eligibles.

80-595 0-—81——10
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The reason for that is employer lack of knowledge. Less than 16
or 17 or 18 percent, or so, of firms are even aware of TJTC. The
WIN placement officers, who are helping WIN people find jobs do
not, in most cases, tell the employer that they are eligible for a
WIN tax credit. The employer does not know, has not heard of, or
does not think of the program.

In most Employment Service offices, they are not routinely
vouchering people who come into the office who are eligible. They
do not voucher someone until they have a placement arranged,
where an employer has asked for a TJTC employee. So that the
process by which this—the word is getting out, or as the word gets
to an employer that an individual who is eligible is not, as many of
your questions have reflected, that people are walking around with
voq?c’:pers telling employers, “I am eligible, why don’t your hire
me?

That is a very minor part of the whole process partly because
workers_are reluctant to tell employers that they have these stig-
matizing characteristics and their honor leads them to want to get
the job on their own. Many employment and training peopole who
are advising people how to search for work feel it is a bad idea to
tell people about TJTC; they want people to get the job on their
own.

The way it works is that employers find out about it and they
start—well, the five people that I hired last time, two of them were
eligible, they looked like that, and next time I'll watch for people
who look like that. The general impression as to who is eligible is
not—they don’t know the specific rules, it’s minorities. It is the
general characterization like that.

So if the program has an effect, it doesn’t necessarily have an
effect through the employer knowing in advance of hiring some-
body that that individual is eligible. :

The way an effect might occur is through a general impression
that people of a particular class are eligible and then certification
and the vouchering process will often occur.

Senator HEINz. If I may interrupt.

Mr. BisHor. Yes.

Senator HEINzZ. Reversing people’s hangups about targeted
groups is very important.

Mr. BisHop. Yes.

Then that is exactly—in fact, the extent the program is going to
have a good effect, and that is a good impact of the program that is
the way it’s going to happen because the Employment Service is a
rather unimportant part of the total process by which people find
jobs. Only 5 percent of the jobs that are found are found through
the Employment Service, or through other Government agencies.
So, referrals from Government agencies are a very minor portion
of all jobs that people get. So a program that requires a referral
inevitably limits its scale and that's the major reason why this
program, and WIN preceding, have been very small.

The other is that you had two of the better Employment Service

ple who are really pushing the program. In other States, in our
tate, Wisconsin, for instance, the head of the Employment Service
is opposed to the program and puts no resources of their own into
the program, only the resources that the Federal Government gave
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them are committed to the program. So if that is the message
coming from up above, you know, very little gets done down below.

If the particular person in a local area feels—thinks that the
program is great, they can get the utilization rate of the program
up about 10 times what it is in the rest of the State.

In Georgia, Georgia's utilization rate is around eight times what
it is in California, for instance. So where people really want to
make the program work, they can.

So those are my comments about the program, as it operates,
and the preceding program. There are three options that I want to
suggest or recommend.

If you decide to stick with a program like TJTC, I think you need
to set up a reward system. This system of accounting, the ESAR
system, which rewards local offices for what they are doing, doesn’t
currently reward them for TJTC vouchering and certification. So,
all their incentive system is oriented toward other things and so
TJTC tends to get shortchanged unless the people feel that it can
be used as an advertising and as a entree to employers. That is the
case in some States and not the case in other States.

But something specifically needs to be done to encourage the
local offices to promote the program, and that is the most crucial
thing of all.

A time limit on how long after hiring certification occurs would
be desirable. Including adults who are disadvantaged, as well as
just youth, is also desirable. I see no point in limiting it to youth
and leaving out the parents.

You have been asking about high school work study students.
You could target that more effectively by limiting it to high schools
that have high numbers of low-income students, or you could re-
quire they be economically disadvantaged. When you do that, how-
ever, you are increasing greatly the complexity of the program
which is one of the things that I think is wrong with it.

While improving the administration could maybe double or triple
utilization, it can’t get the utilization up to 50 or 60 or 70 or 80
percent. Another type of program could do that and there are two
types that I would like to suggest. One is revising and expanding
the earned income tax credit by making it a function of the hours
worked and the difference between the worker’s wage and the
target wage of, say, $7 an hour. The current EITC raises the
marginal tax rate faced by many lower income families and dicour-
ages their work effort. This is above the kink point in the EITC.

The proposed EITC that I'm talking about would raise the aver-
age and marginal return to working for everyone benefiting from
the program. It also better targets on the truly needy for it helps
most of those families that work hard, but are poor nevertheless,
because they work at such low wage rates and avoids helping the
high-wage worker who works only part of the year and is getting
unemployment insurance.

The other approach is to go back to something like the new jobs
tax credit, but to target it much better, and to design it better and
set it up so that it lasts for a couple of years.

Targeting would be wage rate and possibly by location of the
enterprise.
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One could pick out enterprise zones and expansions of employ-
ment in this area would receive subsidy. I would recommend this
tax credit be equal to $1 for every extra hour worked by people in
the firm, let’s say, in 1982 over 1980, subject to a take back of some
portion of the tax credit if the firm’s average wage is more than 18
percent above its 1980 average. ;

There would be a similar determination for 1983 when subsidy
threshold would be the higher of 1980 or 1982 total hours worked
and the take back would be for increases in the wage rate above 25
percent above 1980.

The take-back is an important targeting device for it means that
overtime labor receives a lower subsidy, and it also means that low
wage workers effectively bring more subsidy to the firm.

When a firm hires a worker lower than average in wage rate for
its firm, it gets more than $§1 an hour in effective tax credit.

Another effect of the take-back is that it discourages firms from
raising wages, which was, as I pointed out before, the danger that
was inherent in the new jobs tax credit and I think the primary
reason why the new jobs tax credit was not cxtended. It was a
general employment stimulus introduced at a time when the econo-
my had lot of slack, but by the time it was coming up for renewal,
we had gotten down to 6 percent unemployment and that was
considered full employment and it wasn’'t thought desirable to
continue a general employment stimulus at that time. But if you
put on this take-back, as well as targeting it further by making it a
function of hours worked and not a function of the FUTA wage
base, I think you would have a targeted program that would gain
within 3 years, it would have 50 or 70, or so percent of the firms in
the Nation would be receiving something. It would cost around $6
billion, something like that.

Senator Heinz. Dr. Butler, what do you think of two alternatives
proposed by Mr. Bishop?

Mr. ButLer. Well, I would at this stage be very skeptical about
an extension of the program. The idea of adding some form of tax
credit to an enterprise zone is at least something that should be
attempted and experimented with. I would have no problem with
that, although I don’t believe it would be a very successful experi-
ment.

But in terms of expanding the program generally, I feel that it
would be folly to do that. If we are going to extend the program, it
should be very much on an experimental basis so that we can get a
fuller set of figures as to precisely how the program is working. I
don’t believe in any way that the program has been shown indis-
putably to be successful.

Senator Heinz. Dr. Butler, let’s focus on enterprise zones. You
indicated in your statement that you were thinking in terms of tax
incentives for investment in enterprise zones. What is your current
thinking on this?

Mr. ButLER. Well, let me just emphasize that the reason I think
that is important is as that as the National Federation of Inde-
pendent Businesses, and many other small business groups have
argued, that tax credits for businesses are not very effective to
them in terms of starting——

Senator HEINz. It's true they don’t pay a lot in taxes at first.
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Mr. BuTLER [continuing]. And capital is the problem. My think-
ing runs along various lines there that I think ought to be tried on
an experimental basis. One might be, for exmaple, to allow a
deferment of capital gains tax on an investment in a small compa-
ny in a selected area for an experiment providing that when that
investment is liquidated it is put into another small business, much
as we do with housing. I think that that would be an approach.

Senator HEiNz. Why not eliminate the capital gains tax on the
sale of small businesses with a zone?

Mr. ButLer. That would be another possibility, although, of
course, you could argue that at least in the long run you would be
getting something by just deferring it, but if the investor finally
decides to pull out of the area, he, in a sense, suffers a disincentive,
and that you end up getting something in terms of tax revenue
from him. But other than that, I would have to——

Senator HEINz. Of course, for every seller there must be a buyer,
and he is putting his capital in.

Why is the person who is pulling out doing something wrong?

Mr. BuTLER [continuing]. Well, you are really arguing with some-
body that doesn’t want an argument on this issue. I don’t feel very
strongly one way or the other about that. I'm merely taking a more
liberal position in terms of suggesting only a deferment rather
than an elimination.

I think also another possibility might be to examine means
whereby credits that are available in theory to a firm but which
does not have tax base to enjoy them, might be passed through in
some manner to the investor in that firm.

Recently—in the last budget that was announced in Britain,
which I have not had a chance to study carefully, there was such a
program suggested there, whereby credits available would be able
to be passed through to an investor on a very experimental basis.

Senator HEINz. Isn’t there a precedent for this? In subchapter S
corporations losses are passed through to shareholders as if they
were partners instead.

Mr. BuTLER. Yes; some tax experts suggest that it is an extension
of subchapter S to a much wider base locating particularly in
enterprise zones as an experiment might be a very sensible way of
approaching it.

Those kinds of measures are the ones that we should be looking
at.

Senator HEINz. I beg your pardon?

Mr. BuTLEr. I said, I believe that type of approach is the one that
we should be looking at rather than a credit that applies to the
company itself.

Senator HEINZ. Another approach would permit firms without
income tax liability to offset payroll taxes instead. This would have
to be done in a careful fashion, however.

Mr. BuTLER. Yes; that would be, I guess, more effective than just
a standard job tax credit. And, of course, the original Kemp-Garcia
bill, to create enterprise zones went along the route of exempting,
or reducing social security tax. That was a tax——

Senator HEINz. That approach might aggravate the insolvency
problems facing the social security trust funds.
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Mr. BuTLER [continuing). Required general revenues to reimburse
the funds but the idea of tampering with the fund caused, I think,
caused a good deal of concern among many sections.

George Sterning of Rutgers University, did a study on this which
suggested that the impact of that on low income workers, disadvan-
taged workers would be very minimal and that the greatest bene-
fits would be achieved by those on higher income levels. That could
be corrected to some extent, but one hesitates to move to some-
thing which becomes more complicated because I think one of the
big problems is not just access to capital and so forth in terms of
creating new businesses, but the complexity of doing so. I think one
of the major criticisms of the targeted jobs tax credit is that more
and more you try and target it precisely, the more complicated it
necessarily becomes. I think that you will find the takeup rate
declining even more among smaller businesses.

Senator HeiNnz. The targeted jobs tax credit, enterprise zones,
and the general economic program have different objectives. Enter-
prise zones are, in a sense, the equivalent of 10/5/3 and Roth-
Kemp, but targeted only at small businesses in distressed areas.

Targeted jobs tax credits, are aimed at helping people who might
otherwise be left in a lurch.

Do you think that we need a program to go and identify the
fr‘nore?difficult to employ and to try and bring them into the work
orce?

Mr. ButLer. My feeling is that the route to do that would be
through a general improvement in the economy.

I feel that all approaches that are targeted for selected groups of
people are very difficult to achieve great success particularly for
those people who are generally employed by smaller businesses.
You have a very severe tradeoff. The more and more you try and
make the program efficient, the less and less it is acceptable to the
very type of people who are going to create the jobs.

So, in principle—from a philosophical point of view, if you'd like,
I would not have a great problem with the idea of something aimed
at the most unemployable people. But in practice, it is going to be
extremely important.

The enterprise zone is merely, really a way of looking at areas
where there is undoubtedly a very high concentration of unemploy-
ment. And something which may have in a more diluted form, an
application across the whole country.

enator HeiNz. Mr. Bishop, you suggested that there should be
incentives given to State employment agencies to make targeted
jobs tax credit, or a similar idea, work if we decide to retain it. You
cited Wisconsin, your own State, where the Bureau of State Em-
pl%ment Security was opposed to the targeted jobs tax credit.
hat kind of incentive would you propose?

Mr. Bisnor. The State Employment Service has a very complicat-
ed system of rewarding and allocating budget that depends upon
activities and placements. They get rewarded for WIN placements,
for instance. They get rewarded if they arrange a CETA OJT
contract.

It turns out that when you look at the data, that the incidence of
use of CETA OJT and WIN goes up terrifically if an employer
reports using the State Employment Service.
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It doesn’t significantly go up if the use of TJTC does not go up.

Senator HEINZ. Yes. '

SeMx_'. BisHor. When you report the use of the State Employment
rvice.

Senator Heinz. That was touched upon by one of our witnesses. I
think it was Mr. Bartlett.

Mr. BisHor. Right. _

I want to support what he said in that regard. And the thing
that—the program is self-limited. I agree with many of your com-
ments. The very desire to target and pick out the most disadvan-
taged people creates the problem because you've—that group of
people are stigmatized and the employers don't—don’t think of
calling up and saying please send me a disadvantaged ex-con. I
mean, that’s not the kind of person you would imagine. These
people get jobs by not telling their prospective employers their
characteristics.

Senator HEINZ. You've made that point before. I've heard it. How
do you know this is the case? How do you know that they do not
tell people?

Mr. BisHor. Tell?

Senator HEINZ. Yes.

Mr. BisHor. We haven’t heard any employer tell us that they’'ve
had somebody come up and tell them about it.

Senator HEINZ. Have you asked them?

Mr. BisHor. That they are eligible. Well, we’ve had a few, but it
is not very common at all. ,

Senator HEINz. But the way you obtain this information is sig-
nificant.

Were you asking employers——

Mr. BisHor. Yes.

Senator HEINZ [continuing]. Specifically, how often do vouchered
individuals inform potential employers of their eligibility status?

Mr. BisHor. We would like to ask that in a later survey, but
whether that gets funded——

Senator HEINz. It seems to me that unless you confront that
question directly——

Mr. BisHoP. Yes.

Senator HeINz {continuing]. This stigmatizing theory cannot be
verified or invalidated, either.

Mr. BisHoP. I agree. More research needs to be done.

Senator HEiNz. Spoken like a true researcher.

Mr. BisHop. Yes; these kinds of reports come from talking to the
people who deal with the clients and the clients tell them why they
are not using it as a technique.

The various job search assistance programs that I have had some
contact with, their philosophy is not to press this.

It is something that it would be desirable to find out if we were
to train people looking for work to use this as a selling tool. Will it
work? Will it actually hurt their chances? It is possible. That seems
to be a lot of people’s belief. o

So, I think it is something that we definitely need to know more
about, but right now. .

Senator HeiNz. Mr. Bishop and Dr. Butler, thank you very much
for your helpful testimony. It has been provocative and useful.
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[The prepared statements of the preceding panel follow:]

STATEMENT OF STUART BUTLER, THE HERITAGE FOUNDATION

My main area of interest in the last year has been the problem of unemployment
and enterprise creation in highly depressed urban areas. I will examine the broad
issue of employment subsidies and job creation from that perspective. I feel this is a
very important perspective, not only because such areas are characterized by very
high rates of unemployent among young and unskilled people, but also because the
lack of jobs presents an explosive social problem that must be tackled.

In assessing the potential of mechanisms aimed at encouraging firms to create
employment in distressed neighborhoods, it is necessary to examine what types of
employers actually do provide employment in these areas. Work by David Birch at
MIT, and others, sheds light on this question. Birch examined the process of job
generation in the United States, drawing on the employment records of over 5
million businesses, accounting for about 80 percent of all private sector employ-
ment. He found that for the whole country, two-thirds of all net new jobs are
created by businesses of less than 20 employees. Moreover, in the more depr
regions of the country, Birch discovered that small companies account for all the
net increase in employment that occurs. Large corporations, as a whole, show a
steady net reduction in employment. In general, Birch found, the more depressed an
urban area is and the more t?;e population consists of minority groups, the more it
is the case that verg small companies create the only jobs that do apfear.

The nature of the small firms that generate most of the employment is also
important. In the main they are independent firms, rather than branches. They
tend to be very young, volatile companies. They run a high risk of failure, but if
they survive the first few years, they usually expand rapidly. They also tend to be
in the service sector, employing people with below average skills, rather than
manufacturing companies requiring more skilled employees.

The use of employment subsidies to encourage such firms to increase the number
of people they employ presents certain problems. The new firms increase the
number of people they employ presents certain problems. The new firms that do
g;anerate the most jobs often have a very low tax burden. A recent survey by the

ational Federation of Independent Business, for instance, revealed that taxation is
not a significant problem for new, small companies in urban areas—it ranked
seventh out of 10 as a perceived obstacle to growth. Lack of capital is the principal
problem such companies face. Thus, a subsidy which takes the form of a tax credit
is not likely to have much of an impact on the hiring decisions of the firms most
likelfr to create employment in depressed areas. It may be argued that the logical
conclusion would therefore be to provide a subsidy to smaller firms in the form of a
refundable tax credit, or some other form of direct cash payment to the employer.

But even if some direct form of subsidy is used, it is debatable whether it is the
most. effective means of securing increased employment in depressed areas. If the
effect of a subsidy is merely to artificially reduce the cost of unskilled and low
skilled labor, such that marginally productive workers are added to the payroll,
then the recipient employer is unlikely to continue employing these workers when
the subsidi is withdrawn. Some would argue that to avoid either the firing of
workers when the subsidy ends, or the extension of the subsidy without any time
limit, there should be a requirement that the firm must provide a training program
as a condition for receipt of the employment subsidy. But most small companies do
not have a formal training program, or the means to provide one. Such a require-
ment would therefore tend to cancel out the hiring incentive offered by the subsidy.

The employment-subsidy approach must be viewed with some skepticism, particu-
larly as a means of generating jobs in distressed neighborhoods. It is doubtful
whether it can achieve lasting benefits in these areas. Large companies, which may
have the resources to provide training for marginal workers, have shown themselves
more inclined to move out of inner city locations than to expand in them. The
decision of such a firm to change its level of employment is not likely to be
significantly influenced by an artificial reduction in the cest of local workers. On
the other hand, small, new companies are not very responsive to tax incentives, nor
do they usually have programs of job training. It is unlikely that a short-term
subsidy would be effective in creating long-term jobs in small sector.

A more productive approach might be to recognize that the real “log-jam” in the
economic process in depressed areas is that insufficient new businesses are being
established. Birch’s work shows clearly that the principal difference between neigh-
borhoods that are depressed and those that are developing is the comparative
“birth-rate” of new businesses. The problem is not so much that existing firms are
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not hiring enough people, in other words, but rather that there are not enough new
firms coming intn existence and doing the hiring.

Entrepreneurs find the acquisition of capital the principal hurdle they must
overcome in starting a business. Traditional lending institutions are generally wary
of small, new companies. Loans to such firms are risky. The size of the loan,
compared with the cost of processing and administration, makes it unattractive to
banks. Entrepreneurs creating new firms also tend to be less inclined than most
businessmen to deal with government and its attendant bureaucracy. A survey by
NFIB, conducted in 1979, showed that less than 3 percent of new small businesses
obtain the major element of their start-uF finance from Government sources.
Almost two-thirds of start-up capital comes from personal savings or direct invest-
ment by friends or other individuals.

Encouraging the creation of more new, small companies, and hence more jobs,
requires a mechanism which can provide small entrepreneurs with a better access
Lo capital. If that could be achieved, at reasonable cost, we would bring about the
establishment of firms that have shown themselves well able to generate employ-
ment in areas of very high unemployment—and employment of the kind that is
needed in such areas.

Facilitating the creation of new businesses has another advantage over a mecha-
nism designed to give an incentive to existing companies to hire some additional
marginal workers. Rather than merely achieving a temporary expansion in the
employment level of existing firms, we would enable companies to come into being
that could provide a perinanent, expanding source of jobs. Yet, support tc entrepre-
neurs would not require long-term commitment; it would only need a mechanism
that could provide the capital for a firm to enable it to reach the position where it
could require finance from more cautious, institutional sources. In effect, to get the
firm “off the ground.”

The needs and nature of new, small firms would suggest that the most effective
way of achieving a higher birth rate of such businesses would be to provide tax
incentives to the investor rather than the company itself. If a business has a small,
or zero, tax bill, seemingly attractive allowances and credits will have little effect.
But if an investor in a small, new firm could enjoy a tax benefit, there would be
more reason to put money into such companies, despite the higher risks associated
with them.

A number of mechanisms might be worth considering. Allowing investors in small
companies to deduct the firm’'s losses for a specified period against their personal
taxes would allow the investor to enjoy tax relief that was of little value to the
company itself. This would encourage investors or high personal tax rates to look
much more favorably on new ventures. Allowing investors to defer the payment of
capital gains, providing the proceeds from an investment were placed in another
small start-up company, would also increase the flow of finance into young business.
The tax-cost of such incentives, it should be noted, would only be the additional tax
savings obtained by the investor, compared with existing tax-shelters. The leverage
of new business investment—and hence job-creation—achieved from each tax dollar
would almost certainly be hig:er than that from direct grants or loans to firms; and
the number of permanent jobs created would in all probability be greater than that
from a jobs tax credit or similar subsidy.

The creation of new businesses is vital to the economy. New firms do not merely
provide most of the expansion in the Nation’s employment level. They also provide
new blood to the business world—ideas that may ultimately grow into new indus-
tries. Incentives that only cause existing firms to grow larger, and to make small
addition to their workforce, will not provide a sound base for general economic
expansion and job-creation.
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Executive Summary

AN EXAMINATION OF U.S. EXPERIENCE WITH EMPLOYMENT SUBSIDIES

There are important lessons to be learned from the U,.S. experience with
employment tax credits--the New Jobs Tax Credit, the WIN Tax Credit, and the
Targeted Jobs Tax Credit. There are dramatic contrasts between take up rates.
In 1979 fewer than 25,000 firms received a TJTC and fewer than 10,000 received
a WIN Tax Credit. In 1978 1,100,000 firms, more than 30X of all the nation's
employers and more than half of the eligible firms, received a New Jobs Tax
Credit. 1In contrast, less than 20X of the private employers that hire WIN
eligibles obtain certifications of their eligibility and less than 10X of
the employers that hire TJTC eligibles obtain certificattons,

Take up rates in TJTC and WIN are extremely low for three reasons:

1. Most job seekers and employers are not aware of or only vaguely
awvare of the program.

2. Even when they know of the tax credit's existence, employers are
unable to use it because they cannot determine on their own which
job applicants or employees are eligible. Their general distrust of
bureaucrats and fear of paperwork, and the real costs of changing
their recruiting methods cause them not to ask employment service
for referrals.

3, Except for the high school work study students (the only group
with a high take up), there is a stigma attached to being a
member of a TJTC target group. This makes workers unwilling
to advertise their own eligibility and employers reluctant to ask for
eligible workers.

There is also a dramatic contrast detween the impacts of these programs
on employment and prices. All three studies of New Jobs Tax Credit have found
that it increased employment. The NFIB study estimates 300,000 extra jobs,
the Perloff and Wachter study 700,000 jobs and the Bishop study estimates
150,000 to 670,000 joba in construction and distribution alcne. Bishop's
study found that reductions in the margin between retail and manufacturers

wholesale prices induced by NJTC saved consumers between $3.8 and $7 billion,
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Studies of TJTC have only just begun but what evidence there is at this point
suggests that it causes a small increase in the retention rate of certified
workers and in total employment, .but it has almost no influence on the selection
of which workers arehired. 75X of all certifications occur after the worker is
hired. It is very unlikely that these hiring decisions were influenced by the
program,

Both the take up and retroactive certification problems are caused by the
complicated nature of the eligibility rules. With these rules only government
can perform the vouchering and certification function and {f they fail to
perform this function well or employer's are reluctant to deal with government,
the program fails to achieve its gcal of increasing the employment of dis-
advantaged workers.

Most WIN placement counselors do not tell the private employer he is
eligible for a tax credit when they place a welfare recipient. Job seekers
coming to the employment service for assistance routinely provide the information
necessary to determine eligibility but most ES offices do not tell him he is
eligible for TJTC unless he specifically asks or unless they have arranged a
refetra_l to an employer that has requested TJTC eligibles. Significant
improvements in local WIN and BES office performsnce will not occur unless
federal contributions to their budget are made a function of both vouchering and
certification activity. Special rewards for certifications in small firms are
necessary, Shortening the time period after the hire, during which a
certification can be obtained to two months or so, is also desirable.

Only 5.1% of the people hired by private employers in 1972 were referred
by a government agency. Less than 20X of all employers listed a job at the
employment service in 1979. Even if the local ES offices were to really promote

this program, most employers will not take TJTC eligibility into account when they
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hire because they cannot tell who is eligible without ES help (partly because

job applicants hide their eligibility for fear of being stigmatized). They

do not want to use ES referrals because they prefer to hire walk ins and referrals
of current employees.

The problem is inherent in the decision to target the subsidy on hard to
identify and stigmatized groups of people., A subsidy of private sector employment
will reach a scale and cost efficiency sufficient to make a real dent in
structural unemployment, only if

1, Enployers' are able to simply certify their own eligibility.

2. The behavioral response desired of employers is obvious and simple
for them to implement.

3. All or almost all employers are eligible (otherwise the result is
a redistribution of who employs who).

4, Targeting is essential but it 1is more important to include all
workers in need of help than to exclude workers that don't need
the help.

5. The target group is defined by a non-stigmatizing criteria
that is visible to the employer (a characteristic of the job like
wage rate is better than characteristics of the worker).

6. It is marginal--paid for increases in employment above a threshold
like NJTC.

A simple scheme that meets all of these requirements and that can be
calculated with only four numbers is

® a tax credit of $1.00 per hour for every hour the firms 1982 total
hours worked by all employees including salaried management exceeds
this same number for 1980,

a take back of a portion of the tax credit if the firms average wage
(calculated by dividing total compensation by total hours worked)
in 1982 {s more than 18% above its 1980 average.

® increases in 1983 total hours worked over the higher of 1982 or
1980 hours worked would also receive a $1.00 an hour subsidy subject
to a takeback if the wage rate has increased more than 25% above
the 1980 level,
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This tax credit scheme transaits a very simple message:

* increase hours worked

® slow down wage increases

focus the employment expansion on your lower wage lower skill
employees

marginal costs of extra output have decreased by as much as
25X so cut prices and increase output

The takeback is an important targeting device for if the firm has exceeded
the wage standard and the takeback rate is 20X a job that pays $5.00 per hour
less than the firm average produces a tax credit of $2,00 rather than $1,00
an hour.

Whether or not such a marginal employment subsidy is implemented, the
following reforms of TJIC and WIN are desirable:

1, Local WIN, CETA and ES agencies should be rewarded proportionately

with the number of vouchers (possibly $10 a voucher) and certification
(eg $200 if not retroactive; $100 for retroactive certifications in

small firms and $50 retroactive certificstivns in large firms),

2, & time limit should be placed on how long after the hiring that
certification can occur,

3. All economically disadvantaged adults should be eligible (providing
jobs to youngsters but not their parents will break down the parents
authority).

4, High school work study students should retain eligibility but the
tax credit should only be 25% of wages,

5. People eligible for trade adjustment assistance should be eligible if
their new job is in a different industry.

6., All recipients of disability payments from social security should
be eligible.

Possibly most important of all we must overcome the antagonism
and distrust that exists between business and the manpower agencies that
are supposed to be serving them, If the President or Cabinet Officers were

to personally approach the leaders of the business community-~the Chamber of
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Commerce, the NFIB, and trade associations-—and ask them to inform their meabers
about these programs, I am sure they would respond. The best promoter of a
program like this is another buainessman.

Finally, much more needs to be known about these programs. Congress has
mandated reports on these programs but the only research that has been funded
are off shoots of other projects, field interviews at ES and CETA offices being
done by Ohio State and an employer survey that I have been in charge of, Other

work has been proposed and should go forward.
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AN EXAMINATION OF U.S. EXPERIENCE WITH EMPLOYMENT SUBSIDIES

The industrialized West is finding it increasingly difficult to reconcile
the twin objectives of low rates of inflation and low rates of unemployment.
Monetary and fitc;l policy seems to be unable to reduce unemployment below
unacceptably high levels without accelerating an already unacceptabdle high
rate of inflation.

Employment subii.dtu have been proposed as a potentially effective mechanisa
for dealing with this problem. They lower the cost of labor and the marginal
cost of extra output and thus they should -i.nultaneou_sly increase employment
and lower prices. The purpose of this paper {s to assess employment subsidies
as a Temedy for stagflation and to examine in the context of this objective,
how they are best designed.

The U.S. experience with New Jobs Tax Credit (NJTC), the WIN Tax Credit,
the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit (TJIC) and CETA on-the-job-training subsidies
has much to say about how employment subsidies shou}ld be designed. The main
body of the paper describes these programs, summarizes the studies that have
been done of their effectiveness and explores how the design characteristics
of each program influenced its success or failure. The most successful of the
U.S. employment subsidies, the New Jobs Tax Credit, is discussed in the first
section. The more targeted programs are discussed in section two. The final
section of the paper applies the lessons developed earlier to the design of
& prototype employment subsidy.

There are at least 5 questions we would like our review of each of these
programs to answer: -

1) 1Is there significant employer participation?

2) Does the subsidy induce ths employers that receive the subsidy
to increase employment of workers eligible for subsidy?
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3) Does total employment in the industry or nation increase?
To what extent does the subsidy of certain workers and firms
cause unsubsidized worksrs and firms to suffer declines in
saployment?

4) Does the subsidy produce a reduction in product prices?

5) Do subsidized workers get higher wages and does this tend to
promote inflationary wage incresses?

The first question is the easiest to study. If a program does not succeed
in attracting significant employer interest (this can be either many employers
using the subsidy intermittently or a few employers using it extensively), it
is a failure and there is no point in addressing any of the other questions.
The second question can be addressed by interviewing employers that have
received the subsidy and comparing them to other similar employers. If these
firms are expanding employment of subsidized workers, we have not established
that total employment 1is rising only that it is being redistributed. The
other thres questions are the hardest ones 0o auswer. Answers are necessary,
however, before a definite judgment can be made that ESs are an effective way
of dealing with stagflation. With one exception the empirical work on the U.S.
experience does not address the last three questions, The burgeoning theoretical
literature on employment subsidies has addressed these questions so this

literature is referred to as well where appropriate.
I. The U.S. Experience with the New Jobs Tax Credit

Signed into law in May 1977, the New Jobs Tax Credit (NJIC) offered firms
a tax credit against corporate or personal income tax liability for expansions
in employment in 1977 or 1978, NJTC was a marginal subsidy of 50X of the
increase in an employers wage base under the Federal Unemployment Tax Act

above 102 percent of the previous year. The scheme was only mildly targeted
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but simple encugh in adainistracion for eaployers to calculate their owa
eligibility on their tax forms.

anttio. the fact that public agencies made very little effort to
advertise or promote the NJIC and that many small firms had aot yet bheard
of it in February, 1978, use of NJIC was quite extensive. In 1977, its first
year of operation, 2,358 billion dollars of New Jobs Tax Credits werea claimed
on a total of 614,000 tax returns. In 1978, its second and final year of
operation, $4.513 billion of credits wers claimed on a total of 1,142,000
tax returns. Since the firms deductions for wages must be reduced by the
smount of the credit, revenue costs (auuning no direct effects on before
tax profits) were approximately 1.4 billion dollars in 1977 and 2.7 bdbillion
dollars in 1978. While roughly one-third of the returns claiming a credit
were corporate returns, two-thirds of the dollars claimed were on these
returns. Since the credits due to a partnership or Subchapter S corporation
may show up on more than one individual return, the total number of businesses
claiming the credit in 1978 1is likely to be closer to one million than 1.4
million. This would imply that approximately 282 of the nations 3.5 milliocn
eaployers claimed the credit in 1978. At least 1.l million employees were
subsidized in 1977 and at least 2.15 million employees were subgidized in
1978, By comparison total private nonsgricultural employment grewv 2.8 million

in 1977 and 3.6 million in 1978,

1.2 The Impact of NJIC on Subsidized Firms

To date there have been three studies of the New Jobs Tax Credit. Two
bavc. focused on the differential impsct of NJIC on the firms that knew sbout
it or said they responded. The other studied the credits impact on total

eaployment and on inflation.
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The first study i{s based on a mail questionnaire survey of a sample of
the membership of the National Federation for Indcpcndené Businesses
(McKevitt, 1978). The first survey to ask questions about NJTC was conducted
in January 1978, Of the employers responding, 43X knew sbout NJTC and 1.4%
reported that the credit had influenced them to hire .xtia workers (the
number averaged 2.0 per firm). The April survey found that 51X knew of NJIC's
existence and that 2.4% had increasing hiring by an average of 2.3 employees
as a result, In the July 1978 survey 58% wvere aware of the credit and 4.1X
of the firms reported they had increased hiring as a result. An increase in
|np1§ynent of 2.3 employees by over 4X of all employers is not a small response.
If the NFIB survey is representative, and other firms are not hurt by the
expansion of subgsidized firms, these resonses imply that in the second
quarter of 1978 there were more than 300,000 extra jobs directly created
as a rasult of the NJTC at a tax expenditure of roughly $6500 for each job
created.

The second study [Perloff and Wachter (1980)] is based upon the survey
conducted by the Bureau of the Census. Perloff and Wachter compared rates
of employment growth between 1976 and 1977 for firms that knew about the
credit and those that did not. Holding employment gize, class, region, form
of organization, type of industry, and the growth rate of sales constant,
thay found that the employment of firms that had heard of the credit before
February 1978 had grown 3% faster. Firms that reported they made a conscioua
effort to expand employment because of the credit grew 10X faster than firms
that knew about the credit but did not report making any specizl effort.
Since firms may learn about the credit because they are growing fast, Perloff
and Wachter conduct a Wu test for simultaneity and find themselves unable to

reject the hypothesis that knowledge of the credit was uncorrelated with the
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» error term of the employment change regression. If one were to assume that
NJIC caused the 3% higher growth of the small and medium-sized firms that
knew about the credit (about a quarter of total employment is in thase firms)
and that the NJIC left the rest of the economy unaffected, the total number
of axtra.jobs in 1977 would be roughly 700,000. Tax expenditure per job

created would be $2000 per job.

1.3 The lmpact of NJIC on Total Employment

Studies like those just reviewed are measuring the differential impact
o.£ NJTC across firms not the net impact of NJIC on the total economy. Since
firms compete with each other in both labor and product markets, the increases
of employment in subsidized firms may cause decreases of.enployment in their
unsubsidized competitors. Alternatively, an NJTC induced expansion by one
firm may cause thlt. firm's suppliers to expand as well. The direction of
NJTC's impact on nonsubsidized firms cannot be signed a priori for it depends
upon the relative size of offsetting effects. We suspect, however, that the
first effect {is larger than the second. If so, simple extrapolations from
measured impact of the credit on firms to impacts on the economy like those
in previous paragraphs will exaggerate the true impact. Since most of the
displacement effects that may bias estimates of net job creations when the
firms are the unit of observation are netted out when the industry is the
unit of observation, studies of NJTC's impact on an entire industry's employment
would seem to be able to resolve this issue.

The third study (Bishop, 1978) has attempted to address the displacement
and inflation effects of the NJIC by examining its effect on two of the
industries--construction and distribution--in which one would expect the

largest responss. Non-seasonally adjusted monthly data on employmeant and
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man-hours {n these industries were regresased on sessonal dummies, trends
on the dummies, and three-year distributed lags of input prices and retail
sales (or construction put in place). With few exceptions, the lag
structures were freely estimated with each input price or price ratio
being represented by its contemporansous value, and that of each of the
previous four quarters and four half-years. All models were estimated using
two-stage least squares.

The NJTC variable was an average over the past six months of the
proportion of firms (weighted by employees) that knew about the credit.
It had & value of .057 in June 1977 and rose at an average rate of .0424
per month, reaching .343 in January 1978 and .572 in June 1978. Most of
the coefficients on the NJIC variable were positive and significant. Across
all of the regressions the average NJIC employment stimulus over the
12-@onth period from mid-1977 to mid-1978 ranges from 150,000-670,000 depending
on specification. Hours worked per week declined so total hours worked rose

proportionately less.

1.4 The NTJC's Impact on Price Inflation

Employment subsidies lower both the average and marginal costs of
production and sales. In competitive industries output will expand and
prices will fall. Given the wage level, supply curves of most competitive
industries are quite flat so if the subsidy does not raise wage rates, the
price reduction should be nearly as large as the downward shift of the
supply curve. A marginal employment subsidy like the NJTC lowers the
marginal costs of existing firms and the marginal and average costs of new
firms by a lot more than it lowers the average costs of existing firms.

Consequently, a marginal subsidy may induce price reductions in competitive
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industries that in the short and medium run are substantially larger than
the total dollar amounts of subsidy paid out.

The unsettled nature of the theory oligopolistic pricing makss
infeasible definitive thecretical predictions of how oligopolistic industries
will respond to marginal employment subsidies. Some theories predict a
price decline that is egqual to I:-bo reduction in average costs of existing
firms. If, however, the oligopoly is setting its price just low enough to
forestall or limit entry of new compatitors into the industry, their response
will depend on the subsidy's impact on the average costs of nevw entrants.
Having & zero threshold, a nev entrant receives subsidy on all of his workers.
Consequently, & marginal employment subsidy with a fixed threshold that is
perceived to be permaneat should cause the entry foreatalling price to decline
by the full amount of its subsidy of marginal costs. A emaller decline will
occur if the threshold will be revised in the future, if the subsidy is not
viewed as permanent, or {f, as with the NJTC, limitations are placed on the
subsidy that new firms can receive, Nevertheless, here again theory predicts
that the short and medium run price decline may be substantially larger than
sutsidy induced reductiocn in the average costs of existing firms.

An exsmination of the behavior of prices during the NJIC's period of
operation teands to support the hypothesis that a marginal employment subsidy
can temporarily slow inflation. A number of the features of the NTJC-~the
$100,000 per firm limitation, subsidizing oanly the first $4200 of wages,
and its temporary nature-——should have focused the subsidy and stimulus to
production on sectors of the economy with high rates of employee turnover
and large numbers of small and medium sized firms. The distribution sector--
trucking, wholesale, and retailing--fit this description so it was hypothesized

that NJTC would tend to compress the margin between retail prices and
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msnufacturer's prices of finished consumer goods. Preliminary support for
this hypothesis is provided by the fact that between May 1977 and June 1978
nonfood commodity retail prices rose only 4.73% while manufacturers prices
of nonfoocd, consumer finished goods were rising 6.56%.

The hypothesis was tested econometricly by regressing the monthly rate
of change of retail prices on current and lagged changes in & number of
distribution industry cost variables--wvage rates, wholesale prices, the
tental price of capital, and excise taxes--the unemployment rate, seasonal
dummies, and trends on the seasonal dusmiss. Coefficients on NJTC were negative
and statistically significant for the nonfood commoditiss aggregate and for
restaurant and tavern prices. The size and statistical significance of the
KJIC coefficients wera robust to & variety of changes of specification. The
5-7% reduction in marginal costs induced by the credit seeams by June 1978
to have lowered prices of nonfood commodities by nearly 2 percentage points
and all commodities by roughly 1. The compression of the margin is all
the more remarkable vhen one remembers that retail price indexes included
imported goods whose relative price was rising while wvholesale prices do not.

The savings to the consumer from the compression of retail aargins seems on
its owma to have been roughly camparable to the face value of tax credit claims.
Tax credit chiu in 1977 wvere $2.4 billion; the coefficients imply consumer
savings vere between .5 and 1 billion dollars. 1In 1978 claims were $4.5
billion and consumer savings were estimated to be between $3.8 and $7 billion.
If tha prices of services and some manufacturing goods were forced down as
well, the KJIC induced price reduction during its second year could well
have been two, three or four times the size of the tax subsidy. While this

result is predicted by theory, it is nevertheless quite remarkable that a
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marginal employment subsidy handicapped by a two year life and limited to
$100,000 per firm should have had so large an effect.

1.5 The NJIC's Inpsct on Wage Inflation

The primary concern economists have had about marginal eamployment
subsidies is that when labor markets are tight the subsidy may tend to
accelerate tha rate of wage incresse and thus raise the underlying rate of
inflation. When {t was initiated NJTIC wvas seen as a temporary countercyclical
eaployment stimulus. It was phassd out on schedule in December 1978
primarily because the econcay was perceived to be already at the point
whare further reductions in unemployment rates would result in sccelerating
wage increases.

Whether employment subsidies do in fact have an impact on wage rates
has not yet been formally tested. In Table 1 the annual rates of change of
wage rates for a variety of industries {s tabulated for the period May,

1975 through April, 1980. Wage rates rose more rapidly during the phase-
in period of the NJTC—May, 1977-December, 1978~-than in the previous years.
During this period, however, unemployment rates were lower than previously
and the minimum wage was rising more rapidly so the increase in rate of wage
inflation may have been a response to these phencaena and not a direct
tespone to the NJTC. More to the point, however, is what looks like &
deceleration of wage increases in wholesale, retail, construction and the
total private economy during the phase-out period December, 1978 to December,
1979 when unemployment remained low. Careful economatrics is required to
sort all these factors out but this cursory examination of the evidence
certainly provides no evidence that a reduction in unemployment induced by

a marginal employment subsidy is less wage inflationary (as distinct from
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Zable 1

e

Phase In of
MITC lmpact _ Phase Out
$/25 5/76 s/ 12/n 12/78 12/79
to Lo to to to to
$/76 S/ s/718 12/718 127719 4/80
Minimus Wage 9.5 0.0 15.2 15.2 9.4 6.9%*
Wholesale & Retail 6.2 7.6 8.7 9.8 8.7 6.9
cm‘CNCCiM 7.0 ‘.0 6.9 7.6 6.8 5.3
s.“iC‘ 8-2 6.5 7.1 7-5 8.1 7.0
Manufacturing® 6.9 9.1 8.2 9.2 9.0 9.7
Total Private 8.0 7.4 8.1 9.2 8.1 6.1
Unemployment Rate :
of 20~65 Males 6.5 5.8 4.8 6.1 4,1 4.8

*gxcludes the effacts of overtime and interindustry shifts.

**,nnual rate of change for12/79 - 12/80.
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price {nflationary) than reductions in unemployment enginesred by other
policy interventions. Consequently, it would seem prudent to either avoid
operating a marginal eaployment subeidy during tight labor markats or to
tedesign the scheme so that wage increases are discouraged at the same time

that emplcyment is stimulated. (Such a redesign is described in Sectiom III.)
II. U.S. Experience with Targeted Programs

The United States has experimented with a variety of targeted amployment
subsidies. These programs~-WIN tax credit, JOB's contracts, CETA On-the-Job
Training Subsidies and the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit--have all been targeted
on highly disadvantaged workers and have as a consaquence been quite
complicated to administer. In each of these programs certification of a
worker's eligibility has required separate application by and certificatica
of both the worker and his employer. While these programs may have helped
specific individusls to find jobs and get off welfare, thay have not yet
achisved significant scale and conssquently have not had an lpprtchb‘io. Y
impact upon the number of people on welfare or the unemployment rate of

people in the target group.

2.1 NAB-JOBS

The first of tha subsidy programs was the Nationsl Alliance for Business
JOBS' program's contract placements effort in which the govermment issued
contracts that reimbursed employers for part of the costs of hiring and
training disadvanctaged workars. To qualify for the program a worker hnd‘ to
be a high school dropout, less than twenty-two or more than forty-five years
old, handicapped or in a family with below poverty level income. Contract
placements grev from 8400 in fiscal 1967 to 93,000 in fiscal 1971 and thereafter
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declined. Thus at its pesk JOBS contracts wers subsidizing only 1/10 of
one percent of the nation's workers. Tight budgets were not responsible
for the small scale of the prograam, for the administrators of the program
vere consistently unsble to expend the funds programmed for JOBS contracts.
In 1969 for instance, only $49 million of the $210 million prograsmed for
JOBS contracts was expended.

Also significant {s the fact that only one-third of the employers that
hired JOBS enrollees went to the trouble of establishing a contractual
arrangement and thus receiving s subsidy for what they wvere doing. This
reveals that the problem 1is not just one of employers being reluctant to
hire stignatized individuals. Many employers ssea to find the delays and
red tape of arranging a contract and the potentially greater vulnerability
to affirmative action complaints so potentislly costly, that they do not apply
for the 502 subsidy of the first 6 months of a worker's wages for which they
are eligible.

2.2 CETA-QJT

With the reorganization of manpowver services mandated by the Comprehensive
Enployment and Training Act of 1973, the JOBS prograa evolved into what is
nov called CETA On-the-Job Training contracts. The OJT program has not
developed an effective local constituency becauss many small businessmen
have an ideological aversion to handouts and because the perceived benefits
of perticipating are 50 small. Seldom does a firm receive more than one
subsidized worker and the maximum payment is generally less than 25% of a
year's wvages. Thus despite Congressional msndates to expand the scale of
the program, only 1% of the nation's employers participated during 1979.

Contracts are typically written for only cne worksr even vhen the participating
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firm is large. As a result, OJT subsidies account for only & tiny

proportion of total employment.

2.3 The WIN Tax Credit

For nearly 10 years employers that hire recipients of Aid to Families
with Dependent Children have besen eligible for a tax credit. Despite increases
in the rate of subsidy from 10 to 20X and now to SO and other liberalization
of the terms of tha subsidy, claims for WIN tax credits have remained at a
level of only 30 to 40,000 FTE workers for a number of years. This implies
that less than 5% of each year's new WIN registrants, lass than 2 percent of
adults receiving AFDC benefits and less than 10 percent of working welfare
recipients have been sided by the WIN tax credit. As with JOBS, only a small
proportion of the firms that hired WIN eligible workers applied for the tax
credit for which they were eligible. Either the firms did not know they
vers eligible or thay found the paper work too burdensome and the benefit
too small to warrant applying. Of those firme that have received a WIN credit,

less than 10 percent attributed their hiring of the WIN enrollee to the credit.

2.4 The Targeted Jobs Tax Credit

Beginning in 1979 employers outside the personal service sector have
been adle to obtain a tax credit of SO percent of the first $6,000 of wages
per employee for the first year of employment and 25 percent of such wages
for the second year of employment for the hiring of certain categories
of workers. These include: high school students in cooperative education
programs, economically disadvantaged youth (18-24), veterans, and ex-convicts,
Supplementary Security Income and general assistance recipients and tha

-handicapped.
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It 1e too early f{a the life of the program to predict what its eventual
scale will be. Alresdy, however, it has surpassed the scale of the JOBS,
CETA-QJT and WIN Ondit programs. The program started slow; the cumulative
total numbar of certifications was only 13,677 by the end of July 1979.

The trate of new certifications (jobs obtained by vouchered workers) was 9200

in August; 21,000 in October: 31,000 in December, 1979: 33,000 in Pebruary,
1980 and 21,000 in April during ourprecipitous descent into recession. 1In

the latter half of 1980 roughly 200,000 workers wers in subeidized jobs
(adjusted for attrition). The comparative success of TJIC is due to 3 features:

1) It is an entitlement. Reluctance on the part of local sgencies
to administer it cannot preveat a persistent employer from
obtaining certification of employees that are eligible. In
fact ETA's Study of Early Implementation of TJIC found "the
rather limited vouchering and certification activity that had
taksn place by then was largely in responss to employer and
applicant inquiries rather than active promotion by their staff."

2) At least one target group--the Co-op-Ed students--wvas defined
by a characteristic that does not carry stigma. For this
group, student and employer certification was made into a one
step process and responsidility was centralized in the hands
of & person--the high school official responsible for Co-op-Ed--
vho was being judged by his supervisors on the basis of the
number of jobs he found for his target group. As a result,
roughly half of all jobs certified for TJIC's have been for
Co-op-E4 students.

3) Participation in TJTC requires less paper work than CEITA-OJT
or the JOBS and early WIN programs did and requires fewer
contacts betwvesn government agencies and the amployer.
Nevertheless, the TJTC 1s currently helping less than 10X of the pool of
young people eligible for the progran.l 1o contrast, NJTC attracted in

its second year the participation of 50 to 70% of all aligible firms.
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There are three basic causes of TJIC's lov participstion rate:

1) Most job seskers and most employers ara not awers or only
vaguely avare of the program. A recent survey of employers
found that only 20T of all employers reported dbeing "familiar"
vith TJTC. (EOPP Eaployer Survay)

2) Thera is a stigms attached to being a memdber of most of the
TJIC's target groups. This reduces the likeliihood employers
will ask CETA or the Job Service to refer TJIC eligible workers
to their firm. Furthermore, many applicants feel that telling
prospective eaployers of their eligidility for TJIC may hurt
their chances of getting the job.

3) In most casas, employers are unable to ideatify who is
eligible on their owm. Govermment certification of employse
eligibility is necessary and this has three consequences:

(a) 1t ofton introduces red tape and delays into the hiring
process, (b) it often forces a firm out of its traditional
recruitment channels, and (c) it makes the program's success
depend upon the enthusiasm and compatence of government
bureaucrats.
The first problem can be overcome by publicity and aggressive promotion of
the program. Much greater efforts are possible in this ares so hopefully this
problea is temporary.

The other two probleas, however, arise from a mimmatch between the structure
of the eaployment subsidy scheme and the recruitment processes that predominate
in the relevant labor markets. Each month the typical employer is hiring omne
amployee for every 10 they have on board (Cohen and Schwartz, 1979). The
probability that a neaw hire will still be with the firm a few months later
{s less than 50%. As a result, employers try to keep the costs of searching
for new eaployees to & minimum. Studies of how people have obtained their
last job find that 35X of all jobs were found by applying directly at the
firm without suggestions or referrals and that another 26X were obtained by
applying directly at the firm at the suggestion of a friend or a relative
(Rosenfeld, 1975). Most firms prefer to hire people who are recommended by

current employees or who have shown their desire for the job by personally
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coming to the establistment and applying. Two-thirds of the employers
in the EOPP survey had not listed a job with the employment service in the
previous year. As a result, even though 34% of all workers had checked with
the employment service during their last period of job search, only 5.1X
had gottea their job through an employment service referral. Employers
prefer informal recruitment channels because (a) they are faster, (b) they
do not become inundated with job applicants who must be interviewed,
(c) pre-screening is possible so the mmber of applicants who are turned
down is minimiged, and (d) they can avoid dealing with government.

This preference acts to limit the markst penetration of any program
for finding jobs for the disadvantaged that depends upon a labor markst
interned iary—Job Service, or a CETA subcontractor like Urban League. Such
programs can overcome their inherent structural wveakness only when unusually
dedicated and competent pecple are running the hb;n market intermediary.
With only ordinary leadership such a program is bound to be only partially
successful--halping some of the people vho approach the agency for halp but
failing to reach most of the eligible population. This structural weskness
is exacerbated by the adversarial relationship between govermment and business.
An ETA study done during the summer of 1979 found that many Job Sexrvice
and CETA staff "doubt the valus of the tax credit in increasing job placement
among the targeted groups or in netting hires amoug them that would not
have taken place anyway.” The comments of staff seem to reflect a lack of
desire to help firms receive a tax benefit to vhich they are entitled unless
the firm reciprocates by changing its behavior (something the tax law does
not require).

The targeted employment subsidies that preceded TJIC all necessitated
agency referrals of eligidle job applicants. With TJIC there are two alternate
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wvays of bringing subsidy, employsr, and job sesker together. Job seekers

sy inform employers of their eligibility. This does not now occur to a
significant degree because most eligible worksrs are unaware of TJTC's
existence and because most Eaployment Service offices do not routinely

inform the eligibles that do come to {t for assistance that they are eligible.
The other barrier to this mechanism becoming important is the reluctance of
many job applicants to advertise their TJIC eligibility for fear they will

be stigmatized. )

The second alternate mechanism assigns the initiative to the one wvho
most directly benefits from the tax credit, the employer. This scenario
envisions employers' screening their job applications for eligible individuals
and then sending them down to Job Service for vouchering and certification
befora or after they are hired. Presumably anticipating that A may bae
eligible for subsidy and B is not, vill increase the probability that A {s
offered tha job. The use of family income and participation in welfare
programs as targeting criteria, however, makas it difficult for employers
to know who is eligible and thus prevents many employers from taking the tax
credit into account when hiring. Sending job applicants over to the Employmeat
Service prior to hiring does not seem to have become popular for it delays
the hiring process, risks losing the worker altogether, and {s thought to

be unethical by many eaployers.
I11. Lessons and Recommendations

While more time and more research is required before final judgments
can be made about the overall effectiveness of the NJIC and TJTC, there is

sufficient experience to drav some very important lessons. They are:
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1) A tax credit for genaral expansions in employment for which
- employers can calculate and certify their owa eligibility
will very quickly achieve a very high participation rate.

2) Employers do expand employment and cut prices in response
to such a tax credit.

3) There is a danger, however, that the employment and output

expansion induced by such a credit will cause an acceleration
of the rate of wage increase even vhile price incresses are

slowing dowm.

4) A subsidy or tax credit for employing stigmatized target
groups vill not attract the participation of many employsrs.

3) The necessity of government certification of & worker's
eligibility (rather than employer certification with audit)
{s a substantial darrier to employer and employee participation
in an employment sudbsidy prograa.
While the TJIC {s a far superior way of stimulating employment than CETA-QJT
contracts or public sector employLent und improved adainistration should
increase its impact, it is not an answer to the stagflation problem.’
Wage subsidies can be major instruments for desling with stagflation
oanly {f:
1) all or almost all employers are eligible (Perloff, 1980)
2) aemployers are able to certify their own eligibilicy

3) the target group is large enough to encompass all or almost
all job seekers needing assistance (Johnson, 1980)

4) the target group is defined by non-stigmatizing criteria
that are visible to employers.

Such a subsidy vill maximize its cost effectiveness, if it is marginsl--
{.e., paid for incresses in eaployment above a thrashold. If a wage sudbsidy
is to be marginal, however, care must be exercised in selecting the target
group, in defining the subsidized activity and the threshold at which the
subsidy begins (Bishop and Haveman, 1979; Bishop and Wilson, 1980).

Our experience with the NJTC suggests that a marginal wage subsidy with
these qualities can mgod in stimulating employment and lowering prices.

80-596 O—81—12
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In & pure fors, however, such & subsidy msay promotc wege inflatiom. This
tendency can be forestalled, however, by combining the wage subsidy vith a
tax on wage incresses (a TIP). If the rate of increase of ths firm's average
vages exceeds some threshold, the amount of wage subsidy can be reduced in
proportion to its violation of the wage increase standard. Such a subsidy
can be very simple to administer. To calculate its subeidy the firm would
need four mumbers: total wage bill this year and in the base year and total
hours worked this year and in the base year.

How such a scheme would work is most easily understood by examining a
specific proposal. (The specific parsmeters of this proposal are fllustrative]
Firms and nonprofit entities would receive s tax credit against socisl security
saxes in 1381, and later years squal to 10X of the mmocunt by which their wage
511l exceads 902 of their 1980 wage bill. If the firm's average wvage
(computed by dividing the total u;a 511l by total hours worked by all
eaployees) rises in 1981 by more than 7%, (14% in 1982), there would bde
a takeback of the subsidy squal to 40% of the amount by which the firmn's wvage
increase exceeded 7% (14%). A firm that had stable employment and increased
wages by 10X would receive & subsidy equal to 0.8% of the wage bill. (A
gross subsidy of 2T of rhe wage bill (110-90)(.1) minus a takeback of 1.2%
(10-7)(.4)] A firm that simultanecusly incressed employment and wage rates
by 102, gets & subsidy equal to 1.82 of the wage bill. A firm that incraases
employmsnt by 10Z and wege rates by 7% gets a subsidy equal to 2.7X of its
vage bill, 1In effect tha scheme provides a 10T subsidy of increases in total
hours worked and a 302 tax on wage increases over the 7% threshold.

This coabination of a marginal employment subeidy and a tax-based incomes

policy has a oumber of attractive featuras.
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Tirus are encouraged to increass employment by hiring
i{nexperienced workers and training them rather than by
bidding experienced workers swvay from other firms by
raising wages.

Within each firm it tends to target the employment stimulus
on the least skilled workers. (This occurs becauss hiring
extra low wage workers lowvers the average wvage of tha fim
and this belps the firm meet the 7 wage increase standard.)
The incresse in demand at the unskilled end of the labor
markset should produce large reductions in the unemployment
of youth and the disadvantaged.

Targeting on less skilled workers is accomplished without
giving lov vage firms & proportionately larger subsidy.

Both marginal and average costs of production are reduced
vhile simultanecusly wvage increases above the standard are
taxed. Penalty TIP's, in contrast, have the disadvantage
of raising marginal and average costs and therefors prices
of firms that violate the wage standard.

The MES-TIP i3 a balanced anti-inflation program. The subsidy component

lowvers price inflation and the takeback lowers wage inflation.
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Notes

lm" are 7 to 9 aillion new hires every month and 55% of these are

under age 25 (Cohen & Schwartz). Certainly at least 10% of the age group
is eligible 50 the average of monthly certification rate, October 1, 1979

to September 30, 1980 of 22,000 implies a participation rate of 6% or
less.
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[Whereupon, at 4:31 p.m., the hearing was adjourned subject to
the call of the Chair.]

[By direction of the chairman, the following communications
were made a part of the hearing record:]
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UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548

PROGRAM ANALYSIS

prvision JUN 5 1981
B-203090

The Honorable John Heinz

Chairman, Subcommittee on Economic Growth,
Employment and Revenue Sharing

Committee on Finance

United States Senate

Dear Mr. Chairman:
Subject: Comments on Employment Tax Ci-edits (PAD-81-73)

As agreed with Mr. George Pieler, Senate Finance Committee,
we are submitting the following information and analyses for the
record of your April 3, .1981, hearings on employment tax credits.
Our observations and comments on the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit
(TJTC) program and several other related credit programs are
drawn from an ongoing project in this area. For this project
we surveyed 1,000 firms, interviewed interested parties, re-
viewed numerous studies on the effects of changes in the min-
imum wage on employment, and developed appropriate economic and
empirical analyses. The results of the project are intended to
be a report to the Congress. We hope that our chservations will
be of use to you at this time. When we complete our report
later this year, we will provide copies to you.

Our comments are in two parts: a brief, non-technical
statement of our major findings, and a more detailed technical
statement in the form of an appendix to this letter.

In our astudy we are analyzing three issues. First, we
identify the factors that determine whether wage subsidy pro-
grams have a chance of being successful. Will businessmen re-
spond significantly to a reduction in labor cost? What type
of workers will be helped most? The evidence suggests that
business would respond to an extent that would significantly
lessen, but by no means eliminate, unemployment among inexpe-
rienced and low skill but otherwise job-ready workers. There

" is no evidence available that workers with severe employabil-
ity problems, for example the lack of basic reading skills,
can benefit from the wage subsidy approach.
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Our analysis shows that there are problems that can be
anticipated in the implementation of a wage subsidy program.
The major design problem involves minimizing the loss of tax
revenues to the Treasury because the subsidy or tax credit can
be claimed by employers for hires that would have occurred any-
way. The design problems for labor market programs is espe-
cially complex because of the enormous amount of labor turnover
(workers going from one job to another) that characterizes our
economy. Thus, the number of new hires in any year greatly
exceeds the increase in employment levels, with the result
that some program designs can result in very large tax losses.
Another design issue is the concern that wage subsidies only
be used to aid certain sub-groups of workers--usually low
skilled, from poor families.

The design of the TJTC program clearly reflects these
desires and objectives. The TJTC was ta