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JOBS TAX CREDIT

TUESDAY, JULY 18, 1978

U.S. SENaTE,
SeLecT CoMMITTED ON SMALL BuUsiNess,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ADMINISTRATION OF THE
INTERNAL REVENUE CopE OF THE COMMITTER ON FINANCE,

Washington, D.C.
The joint committees met, pursuant to notice, at 9:35 a.m., in room

221, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Floyd K. Haskell (chair-
inan of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Senators Haskell, Long, Dole, and Packwood.
[The committee press release announcing these hearings follows:]

[Press release]

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ADMINISTRATION OF THE INTERNAL REVENUE CODE ANNOUNCES
JoINT HEARINGS WITH SENATE SELECT COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS ON
JoBs TAX CREDIT—ADMINISTRATIVE PROBLEMS AND PROPOSED CHANGES

Senator Floyd K. Haskell (D.-Colo.), Chairman of the Subcommittee on
Administration of the Internal Revenue Code, today announced that the Sub-
committee, together with the Senate Select Committee on Small Business, will
hold hearings on July 18, 1978 and July 26, 1978. The hearings will begin at
9:30 a.m. in room 2221, Dirksen Senate Office Building.

The purpose of the hearings is to look at any administrative problems arising
from the existing jobs tax credit (which was signed into law in May 1977 and
expires in 1980), possible improvements to the existing provisions, and the
Administration’s proposals for a new jobs tax credit.

Senator Haskell stated that “Congress needs to investigate whatever problems
may have arisen under the existing jobs tax credit before it turns to the
President’s proposals for a new ‘targeted’ credit—which is part of his Urban
Program. This subject, because of the mixture of tax, urban policy and welfare
issues, is a complex one, and it should not be considered hastily.”

Requests to testify.—Persons who desire to testify at the hearings should
submit a written request to Michael Stern, Staff Director, Committee on Finance,
room 2227, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 20510, by no later
than close of business on Thursday, July 13, 1978.

Legislative Reorganization Act.—Senator Haskell stated that the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended, requires all witnesses appearing before
the Committees of Congress “to flle in advance written statements of their
proposed testimony, and to limit their oral presentations to brief summaries of
their argument.”

Witnesses scheduled to testify must comply with the following rules:

(1) A copy of the statement must be filed by the close of business two days
before the day the witness is scheduled to testify. .

(2) All witnesses must {nclude with their written statement a summary of
the principal points included in the statement. .

(3) The written statements must be types on letter-size paper (not legal size)
and at least 75 copies must be submitted by the close of business the day
before the witness is scheduled to testify.

1)
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(4) Witnesses are not to read their written statements to the Committee,
but are to confine their ten-minute oral presentations to a summary of the points
Included in the statement.

(5) Not more than ten minutes will be allowed for oral presentation.

Written testimony.—Senator Haskell stated that the Subcommittee would be
pleased to recelve written testimony from those persons or organizations who
wish to submit statements for the record. Statements submitted for inclusion in
the record should be typewritten, not more than 25 double-spaced pages in length
and mailed with five (5) coples by Thursday, August 3, 1978, to Michael Stern,
Staff Director, Committee on Finance, room 2227, Dirksen Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C. 20510.

Senator HasgeLL. The joint hearing of the Select Committee on
Small Business and the Committee on Finance Subcommittee on the
Administration of the Internal Revenue Code will commence.

I have a brief statement, ladies and gentlemen, that I would like to
make, First, let me say it is a delight to have the administration on my
side for a change. They did not seem to think very much of the jobs
credit a year ago and now it seems the light has dawned.

When we convened a similar hearing last year on February 22, the
circumstances surrounding jobs and the related credit were very dif-
ferent from those faced today. At that time, we had something around
8 percent unemployment. We had a rather poor use of industrial ca-
pacity, and we were looking at an entirely different economic picture.

Today, for example, today the unemployment rate is 5.7. Since that
hearing a year ago, the civilian employment has increased by 4.6 mil-
lion persons. This is a staggering increase,

Civilian unemployment has decreased by 1.5 million, while the -
people who are active participants in the labor force has increased
substantially.

I think that we all would agree that a 1 percent increase in unem-
ployment costs the Federal Treasury between $16 billion and $18 bil-
lion in unemployment insurance, welfare, and other social benefits and
lost tax revenue., That means that, today, the Federal Treasury is sav-
ing somewhere between $32 billion and $36 billion because of the de-
crease in unemployment.

Ever since I have been in the Senate, we have faced high unemploy-
ment that necessitated Federal deficit spending to stimulate job crea-
tion. As these conditions of unemployment change, our dependence
on stimulative fiscal policy should also change.

Therefore, today we are considering several proposals that would
target such a job credit to certain populations as opposed to the exist-
ing credit which is available to any employer who increases his or her
employment over a base period.

Finally, the players have changed. As I mentioned previously, in
February of 1977, the only persons interested in the jobs credit were a
few Congresspersons and the Small Business Committee.

The purpose of this hearing is to examine this problem ; particularly
the administrative problems of the existing jobs credit, and to con-
sider the merits of other job credits approaches, especially targeting.
We want to consider whether targeting will work and the simplest
way to do it.

- We also want to inquire as to the administration’s willingness to
publicize and support any revised or extended credit in contrast to the
notable lack of support for the present program.
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These hearings have a particular urgency, in that the existing credit
is scheduled to expire at the end of 1978. This day of discussion, to-
gether with the hearings scheduled for July 26, should prepare the
Finance Committee to address the extension or revision of the exist-
ing program.

This committee is obviously interested in achieving the most efficient
use of its tax expenditures for the creation of jobs. It is highly desir-
able to use the private enterprise system to decrease unemployment.
The administration’s proposal seeks to aid employment through pri-
vate enterprise in the area where it is astronomically high—that is in
the late teens and early twenties.

I am not wedded to the existing proposal or to any proposal, We are
here today to see what is going to work, and what will work best.

So we look very much forward to hearing from you, Mr. Packer.

Maybe Senator Packwood has a statement.

Senator Packwoob. I have no statement.

STATEMENT OF HON. ARNOLD H. PACKER, ASSISTANT SECRETARY
FOR POLICY, EVALUATION, AND RESEARCH, DEPARTMENT OF
LABOR

Mr, Packer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. With me on my left is Bob
Lerman and on my rieht, Hugh Pitcher, from our staff. We are very
happy to be here today to discuss employment tax credits, especially
at a time when the administration and yourself are in some agreement.

Expanding employment has been an urgent goal throughout the
seventies. With unemployment rates averaging 6.5 percent during that
period, no one can doubt that the economy has generated too few jobs
for the Nation’s expanding work force.

Although employment rose a healthy 15 percent between 1970 and
1977, the labor force increased by nearly 18 percent.

Part of the employment problem gas en due to recessions and
economic slowdowns. Since we have not been able to eliminate the busi-
ness cycle, we face long pericds when large numbers of able workers
cannot find jobs. In fact, over the entire post-World War II period,
the United States has had an unemployment rate of 4 percent or less
in only 1 out of every 3 years. I think it is very important, when look-
ing at targeted credits, to recoonize that usually there is not full em-
ployment. So, to some extent, targeted credits will give-the advantage
to one group at the expense of some other.

A second part of the employment problem, one that we have with us
today, is the structurally unemployed workers who cannot find jobs,
or decent jobs. during times of economic prosperity. Workers with low
skills or education, young workers, low-income heads of families, wel-
fare recipients, black workers, and workers living in depressed areas
are heavily represented among the structurally unemployed.

The administration and the Congress have worked together to deal
with these two problems of cyclical and structural unemployment. We
have tried to reach a balance between public and private employment
and the stimulus package included the expansion of direct public job
creation, as well as you have mentioned, the jobs tax credit aimed at the
private sector.
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Today, although aggregate unemployment still remains well above
the full employment level, the problem we face is increasin%ly struc-
tural. In response to the changing nature of the problem, we have pro
posed a targeted program focused on disadvantaged youth.

We are still aiming at & mixed public-private approach. We are
calling for a continuation of a substantial public service employment
program of 725,000 persons, increases in training, and a special,
private-sector initiate program with industry counselors to move our
public programs more toward the private sectors.

But we are also calling for the employment tax credit.

The question we must address today is how employment tax credits
can expand private employment opportunities for disadvantaged
workers. My testimony discusses some of the experience with the exist-
ing credit—the jobs tax credit. I will just briefly note some of the find-
ings on an initial survey.

We found that large firms learn quickly about the credit, and per-
haps 90 percent know about it. Small firms have been slower to learn.
That is, by February of this year, 90 percent of the firms with over 500
cmployees but only 30 percent of the firms with less than 10 employees
knew about the credit. Only 6 percent of the firms which knew about
the credit claimed that they changed their employment behavior as a
result of that credit.

The other existing employment tax credits are the WIN and welfare
tax credits, which are structural tax credits and have not been as suc-
cessful as we had hoped. In a typical year, er;xlployers have claimed
WIN credits on behalf of about 80,000 workers. That is less than 1 per-
cent of all heads of AFDC families and only about 5 to 6 percent of
employed AFDC families,

In other words, we could spend almost 20 times as much without
increasing employment among those groups at all, if everyone who
was eligible for such a credit would have a credit claimed for them.

I now would like to turn to the proposals for changing the existing
employment tax credit that the administration has proposed.

The purpose of the new targeted credit is to reduce structural un-
employment and to provide better private-sector opportunities to dis-
advantaged young workers. We believe that the targeted credit will
compensate employers for the lack of prior work experience of dis-
advantaged youth; in that sense, it will be fair and not a windfall to
employers.

By reducing the unemployment of disadvantaged youth, we hope
to be able to achieve our 4-percent unemployment goal without en-
countering bottleneck shortages.

Under the proposal, employers could claim credits for hiring dis-
- advantaged youths, aged 18 to 24, as well as handicapped workers of
any age. The credit would equal 33 percent of the youth’s wages, up to
$6,000 in the first year, and 25 percent in the second year. Up to $6,000
would be the base in both cases. :

* Since firms would have to reduce the wages deductible as business
expenses, the amount of the credit will be much less. If they are in
the 50-percent tax bracket, of course, the savings would only be $1,500.
Since some of the youth will earn less than $6,000, we expect the cost
to the Treasury to be $1,050 for the average worker in the first vear
and $850 in the second. .
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The youths would have to work full time—over 30 hours per week—
and would have to be employed a minimum of 75 days to qualify. To
prevent wholesale substitution of workers who are already onboard by
new workers and to limit the windfalls, no firm could claim the credit
for more than 20 percent of its workers. L

To qualify as dlsadvantaﬁed, a youth would have to meet the criteria
of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act, the CETA pro-
gram—that is, their incomes would have to be less than 70 percent of
the Bureau of Labor Statistics lower living standard. )

Senator Haskerr. Who finds out about that incomef Is that a sim-
ple certification, or do you have to go through some process of filling
out forms and having inspectors?

Mr. Packer. No, it is a simple certification now. It is used now for
entry into the CETA program. The Employment Service does it, in
general, for the CETA program and it works rather smoothly,

Senator HaskerLt. Would I be able to go—assuming I was lucky
cnough to be 18 years old—could I just go to an employer and certify
that my income was zero, or would I have to go to some agency and
get tlhem go fill out a form and give me a certificate and then go to the
employer

Mr. Packer. You would have to go to the Employment Service first.
And we think the program will be more effective because it is tied to
the CETA system. That is, the CETA system’s purpose is to have these
young people employed. They have a representative selling the young
person to a firm. They would have this credit to make it more advan-
tageous. So that the gublicit,y would be on a one on one basis for a
a particular individual,

The unemployment rates of these young people, disadvantaged
youth, were over 30 percent in March 1977 and are most likely only
slightly under 30 percent now. We estimate that the revenue loss as-
sociated with the targeted tax credit will be about $350 million in the
next fiscal year. It will rise to $114 billion by fiscal 1983 in order to
pay for 1.8 million person-years of employment in that year.

If the experience is as limited for the WIN and welfare credits, of
course, the loss to the Treasury will be much less. But if our assump-
tion is correct, we expect additional youth employment of 160,000—
that is, of the 1.8 million, only 160,000 will be new jobs, because em-
ployers are likely to claim the credit for those whom they would have
hired anyway.

These assumptions imgly a cost per job of $9,375. The accuracy is
spurious. It could be substantially different from that, but our best
estimates are on the order of $9,000 to $10.000.

In addition to stimulating new jobs, we think the subsidy will allow
the vouth to bargain for better jobs. . :

The idea of the targeted approach is to relieve the structural unem-
ployment problem that is the barrier to full employment. In order to
Increase the total number of jobs, we need macroeconomic policy to sop
up the extra labor that becomes available if those who are structurally
unemployed can become employed. One is able to do that without
creating the inflationary pressures which general macroeconomic poli-
cles, or untargeted approaches, would create if we tried to get to 4
percent unemployment, .
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I would like to finally turn to the cogfressional roposal, in par-
ticular, that was put forth by Senators oynihan, Long, and Crans-
ton, who recommend several important changes in the current WIN
and welfare credit.

They propose raising the rate of subsidy from 20 percent to 50 per-
cent during the first year of employment; Eroviding subsidies for the
second and third years of employment with the same firm at rates of
33 and 25 percent; limiting the wage over which the subsidy applies
to $6,000 in 1979 and have it increase at the same rate as the minimum
wage increases; and finally, allowing nonprofit employces to receive
tax credits similar to those received by for-profit employers.

The administration o%poses this proposal. We oppose first the size of
the credit. The new credit would E)ermit, firms to claim the credit, as
well as the full wage deduction. If the firm hired a welfare recipient
at a $6,000 salary and was in a 50-percent tax bracket, they would gain
$3,000 in reduced tax liability and another $3,000 as a tax credit, which
would make hiring the welfare recipient essentially free, except for
social security taxes. -

Senator Haskerr. The present job credit prevents double dipping.
Does Senator Moynihan’s tax credit prevent double dipping?

Mr. Packer. As I understand it, the current welfare tax credit,

not——
Senator HaskerL. Oh, I am talking about the current credit that I

proposed.

r. Packrr. Yours does not. The Senator Long-Moynihan proposal
would allow double dipping, and the current welfare tax credit allows
double dipping.

We do not believe such subsidies of that size are correct.

Second, we oppose extending eligibility to individuals in nonprofit
organizations, especially in the household sector. We do not believe
Federal tax expenditures should subsidize dead end jobs in the house-
hold sector, especially since persons in above 50 percent tax brackets
could actually make a profit by hiring somebody if they got the tax
credit and a 60 or 70 percent de uction.

Finally, and perhaps most importantly from my point of view, we
believe that any major change in the welfare system should be con-
sidered in the broader context of welfare reform. It is true that the
enhanced credits could stimulate new jobs for welfare recipients. If,
however, such success were achieved, it could create a serious danger.
As jobs became easier to obtain for AFDC mothers heading families,
lfmerplployment could increase among low-income heads of two-parent

amilies.

In States that provide AFDC-UF, such family heads might be
pushed onto welfare. In States that do not, displaced heads of two-
parent families might face severe poverty, and could only turn to
food stamps.

_ A vastly expanded credit could contribute to the breakup of low-
income families by increasing unemployment within those families.

The danger is not entirely the fault of the credit proposed by Sen-
ators Moynihan und Long. It is largely the fault of a welfare system
that excludes very low-income two-parent families.
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If the President’s welfare reform proposal were enacted, employ-
ment opportunities for poor two-parent families would be equal to, or
symmetrical to, one-parent families.

In summary, the administration believes that any employment tax
credit should be only one element in & larger, overall structural em-
ployment strategy, and tax credits should be targeted especially in this
time of increased danger of inflation. .

In this environment, it is best to proceed with caution. The admin-
istration is moving cautiously by limiting employment tax credits to &
target group that clearly faces substantial structural unemployment.

We view the credit as one of several tools for relieving the severity
of unemployment among disadvantaged youth. We will follow the
impact of the credit, the youth credit, carefully, and we believe though
that it will improve the position of those least able to compete in the
labor market today.

Thank yon, and I will try to answer your questions.

Senator HASKELL. Thanlz you, Mr. Secretary.

I was distressed to hear that the majority of people employing 10
or less people had no knowledge of the existing job credit. Can you
explain briefly what efforts your Department might have made to
publicize the existence of that credit ¢

Mr. Packer. The Department has made little effort. The Department
primarily works with low-income people who are disadvantaged and .
the credit aﬁplied broadly. The Treasury, I believe, took the lead in
promoting the idea of the credit.

Senator HaskerL. T do not think they did a very good job—at least,
that is my impression. I would hope that if we do extend the existin
job credit that your Department, as the Department that is charged,
in effect, with secing that people have work opportunity, does its best.
Possibly you could submit for the record a suggested information pro-
gram that you could indulge in, both in the existing credit, if it is
extended, and in the administration program.

Would you submit that for the record

Mr. Packer. Yes, we will.

[The following was subsequently supplied for the record :]
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Employer’s Reference Guide @

U.S. Depariment of Labor
U.S. Department of Healith, Education and Wellare
1978




This guide contains the relevant sections of
the statute which established the Work In-
centive (WIN) tax credit, namely, the Revenue
Act of 1971. This statute was amended in
1975, 1976, and 1977. The amendments are
noted in the margins, so that the current
status, as of February, 1978, is presented.

There is also a brief explanation of the
more significant terms used in the statutes.

This guide is not a complete exposition of the
statutes. For further information, contact

the United States Internal Revenue Service or
a tax specialist.
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85 Stat.] PUBLIC LAW 92-178—DEC. 10, 1971

PUBLIC LAW 92-178

December 10, 1971
gn gft H. R. 10947

To pmvlde a job development Investment credit, to reduce individual Income
taxes, to reduce certain exclse taxes, and for vther purpoxes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and llouse of Lcpresentutives of the
United States of America in Congress axsembled, Revenue Aot
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE, ETC. of 1971.
9%&)’ Sutort Titi.e.—This Act may be cited as the “Revenue Act of
19717,
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TABLE OF CONTENTS OF PUBLIC LAW 92-178

TITLE l— JOB DEVELOPMENT INVESTMENT CREOIT; DEPRECIATION
REVISION

TITLE H— CHANGES IN PERSONAL EXEMPTIONS. MINIMUM STANDARO
DEDUCTION, WITHHOLDING, ETC.

TITLE ll— STRUCTURAL IMPROVEMENTS
TITLE tV— EXCISE TAX '
TITLEV— DOMESTIC INTERNATIONAL SALES CORPORATIONS

TITLE VI— JOB DEVELOPMENT RELATED TO WORK INCENTIVE PROGRAM
(Only Title VI amendments are traced here)

Sec. 601. Tax credit for certain expenses incurred
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TITLE VHI— TAX INCENTIVES FOR CONTRIBUTIONS TO CANDIDATES FOR
PUBLIC OFFICE

TITLE VII—FINANCING OF PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION CAMPAIGNS
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TITLE VIJOB DEVELOPMENT RELATED
TO WORK INCENTIVE PROGRAM

SEC. WL 'rumeuwn‘ %cmm EXPENSES INCURRED IN WORK
(s) ALLowancs or Ounn-—Subrnt A of pm lVof subchapter A
of chapter 1 (relating to credits all y 68 Stat, 12§
section 40 as section 42, and by mrﬁng after section 39 the 79 Stat. 167,
f wing new section:
-uc. #. EXPENSES OF WORK .NCENTIVE PROGRAMS.
xxmaaL RoLe.—There shall be allowed, asa cndlt aguinst the

“h d by this chapter, the under subpart C  Infre.
of this p part.

“(b) Bwuuﬂom.—’l‘bu Secretary or his deleme shall prescribe
mchngusuon-um;bemcemryloarry purposes of this
section and subpert

b) Convnﬂox or Cxzorr.—Part 1V of subchapter A of clupur
relating to credits against tax) is amended by adding at the end
theleol the following new subpart:

“Sabpart C—Rules for Compu Credit for Expenses of Work
\ llmdvg?mn o

'See.m.mtdend!l.
“Bec. 50B. Definitions; special rules.

*SEC. 4A. AMOUNT OF CREDIT.
“(s ) DaTERMINATION OF AMOUNT.—

“(1) Gzwmar xuLE.—The amount of the credit allowed by sec-
uonloforzheunbleyurshﬂlbooqam to 20 percent of the
work (as in section 50B(s)).

“(2) LiaITATION BASED ON AMOUNT OF TaX.—Notwit u:u.ndn;g

h (1), the credit allowed by section 40 for
;:u no(u)x'esed— 4 Amended to:
“(A) 20 much jability for tax for the taxable year $50,000
asdoes not exceed plus . by P.L. 94-458
&B) 50 pereent o of the liability for tax for the Sec 2107 [a}
ghleyearas sxcceds {1] 104-76
ror Tax.—For of parsgraph (2), the

lub(unty for tax for the taxable year shall be the tax imposed by
this cha; r for such year, rod‘eed by the sum of the credits allow-

A section 33 %relmng to foreign tax credit), -
“(B) section 83 (re! tmg to partially tax exempt interest),
“(C) section 37 (relating to M.lmnen meomc) i
bhb);::w)n%(nulmgto.. rtain deprect
al

b{ m’ 'u (relating to contributions lo candidates for
pu

For gurpo-u of this Pcrqnph, any tax impoeed for the taxable
56 tax for tax preferences),
nedlon 531 (rel-tmg to we\unuhud earnings tax), section 1
{reiat R ﬁld ng“l Y, ublinor leglon 1378
a mg on esru capi ins of sul corpora-
tions), and itional upx m‘f,;.a for the g;;b)o y$ by Amended to:
:oehon 1351 (d{sl) (nlswng to moxu of lonign upnpnn- ] - $26,000 by

R fu In the case of hu.md ife :"Lc-?""’l‘l
BRI (NDITIDCALL—
who g]u a separate return, the :lmoun:.;e‘c,lﬁ:d undel suw ars I [2] [A]- amended to
10

snd B f h (2) shall be
(’l‘h) {gaph b Shall not (} |£.thet xseo“heetu - .L.m
payer has no w: ive program expensea Tor, and no unused s.c 2107 (]

credit carryback or carryover to, the unble ear of such spouse
which en;?wuhm or wil tnpnyeuungle year. [2] [B) 10-4-78
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“(8) CoNtmoLrED arours.—In the case of a controlled grou,
mwmunt specified under parsgraph (eldnll be redne:i'
)y apportioning
£00 g the comp s of such group in such man-
ner as the Secretary or his delegate shall by regulations prescribe,
For purposes of the preceding sentence, the term ‘controlled p’
has the meaning assigned to such term by section ma(.f.

“(8) T.IMIYATION WITH RFSPECT TO NONBUSINYSS FIIOTRIE
EMPLOYEES.— Notwithslnndi?e!nnguph (1), the credit allowed
by section 40 with respect to Federal welfare recipient employment
incentive expenses paid or incurred by the taxpayer during the
taxable year to an eligible employee whose serviees are not per-
formicd In connection with a trade or business of the taxpayer
shall nat exceed $1,000.”

“{b) Carxymacx axp Caxmrovez or Unvseo

Caxorr—

“(1) ALtowance or caxprr.—If the amount of the credit
determined under subsection (a) (1) for any taxable year exceeda
the limitation provided by subsection (a)(8) for such taxable
year (hereinafter in this subsection re. to a8 ‘unused credit
year'), such excess shall be— k

“(A) » work incentive program credit carryback to esch
of the 3 taxable m preceding the unused credit year, and
“(B) & work tive program credit carryover to each

of 7 taxable years following the unused credit year,
and shall be added to the amount allowable as a credit by section
40 for such years, except that such excess may be a carrvback only
to a taxable year beginning after Decernber 31, 1971, The entire
amount of the unused credit for an unused credit year shall be

New inclusion:
P.L. 0412

Title IV
Sec 401 [s] [1]
3-29-78
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c;rri;d;)to the e;:lin‘\t)o::)dw&))t)auble years to 'lag.dx (by e:-ns

of subparagrspl such credit ma; carned, an:

than to each of !%n other 9 taxable years w{in extent tha
because of the limitation contained in mnpb (2), such un
credit may not be added for a prior le year to which such
unused credit nay be carried.

“(2) Luxrramiox.—The amount of the unused credit which may
be added under psragraph (l‘Lfot any %Ml.:g or succeeding
taxable year shall not exceed the amount by which the limitation
provi 4 by subsection (8)(2) for such taxable year exceeds the
suin of—

“(A) the credit sllowable under subsection (w)(1) for
such taxable year, and

*(B) the amounts which, by reason of this subsection, are
added to the amount allowable for such taxable year and
attributable to taxable years preceding the unused credit year.

“(c) EanLy Texsixnation or EMruoysMest sy Exrrover, Eve—

*(1) Genesar svie—Under regulations prescribed by .the
Secretary ot his delegate—

“(VA) Woak  INCENTIVE PROGRAM  ExreNszs.—If the
employment of any employee with respect to whom work
incentive program expenses are taken into account under
subsection (a) .is terminated by the taxpayer at any timne
during the first 18 wicthif of such employnient (whether or
not consecutive) or before the close of the | ealindar

after the calendse Nidid:in which such empleyee
completes 1% months of employment with the taxpayer, the
tax under this chapter for the taxable year in which such
cmployment is terminated shall be increased by sn amount
(determined under such regulations) equal to the credits
allowed under section 40 for such taxable year and all prior
taxable years attributable to work incentive program
expenses id ot incurred with respect to such employee.

(B) JA.IIYMCH AND CARRYOVERS ADJUSTED.—In the case
of any termination of employment to which subparagraph
(A) nprheo, the carrybacks and carryovers under subsection
(b) shall be properly adjusted.

“(2) SUBSBLTION NOT TO APPLY IN CERTAIN CASEA—

“(A) IN axxzmar.—~Paragraph (1) shail not apply to—

“(1) a termination of employment of an employee who
voluntarily leaves the employment of the taxpayer,

“(ii) = termination o ployment of an individual
who, before the close of the ;;enod referred to in pars-
graph (1) (A), becomes disabled to perform the services
of such employtnent, unless such diswbility is removed
before the close of such period and the taxpayer fails to
offer reemployment to such individual, é#
Y ination of employment of an individual,
if it is determined under the applicable State unemploy-
ment compensation lsw that the termination was due to
the misconduct of such individual,’

Ants, p. 553,

v
Sec 401 (a) {2] (A)
3$20-75

Amended to:

“ o by P.L, 9412
Title IV Sec 401

(] (2] (8] $-29-78
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(iv) a termination of emrloqult of an individual =-E E%E

with respect to whom Federal welfare recipient _Qmplo{v Titde IV
?w)n(te ;ﬂntl:ekexpgn:m (3 dlmwr:lbed im-«-(.’(’) 3 Sec 40t fal(2)
1 3 re taken into account under su won {8

A 1 £ divid ’ 1 fc 32078

v) & termination of employment of an individua

due(tg a substantiat m]uctio‘:: ﬁx the trade or business New lnclusion:
operations of the tazpayer. X
Sec 2107 [¢] [3]
10-4-78

“(B) Chaxaz 1x roam or .t:smm-i erc.~—For purposes of
parsgraph (1), the employment relationship between the
taxpayer and an employee shall not be treated as terminated—
_'“(i) by & transaction to‘:}!:,i:h section 381(a) applies, 684 stat, 124,
i 1 . q

e employ ployed by the acquir- 26 usc 3m.,

in§ on, or

(ii) by resson of & mere in the form of con-
ducting the trade or businees of the tazpayer, it the'
employee continues to be employed in such trade or busi-
ness and the taxpayer retains & substantial int in
“(3) S “‘d‘“bi i i nde h (1)

PECIAL RULE.—Any increase in tax under paragrs
mnﬁmhumdum¥m by this chapter forpnl:pou.
of l';'ie&e!“rlninm‘ the amount of any credit allowab!* vnder sub-

part 4
“(d) Fannvaz To Pay Coxrazanix Waors.—

“(1) Genzaar nurz.—Under regulations prescribed by the Sec-
retlriyorhis delegate, if during the period described in subssction
(c{( }(A), the taxpayer pays wages (as defined in section 50B

Infre. (b)) to an employes with respect to whom work incentive p
gram ex are taken into account under subsection (a) which
are less the wages paid to - ther employees who perform com-
parable services, the tax under this chapter for the taxable year
. in which such wages are 8o paid shall be increased by an amount
determined under such regulations) equal to the credits allowed
Amts, p. 359, under section 40 for such taxable year and all prior taxable years
attributable to work incentive program expenses peid or incurred
with to such tu.lg‘lﬁyu. the carrybacks and carryovers

under sul jon (b) be properly sdjusted.

¥(2) Sreciat ruLz~—Any increase in tax under paragraph (1)
—_— shall not be t d as tax imposed by this chapter for purposes of
2 15¢ &, determining the amount of any credit allowable under subpart A.




Ante, p. S53.

84 Stat. 1845,

Post, p, 560,

60A Stat., 803;
83 Stat, $25,

68A Stat, 771,

78 Stat, 858,
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"(24) CREDIF UNDER sLCTION 10 FUR WORK INCENTIVE PROGRAM
exreNses.—The acijuiring corporation shall take into account (to
the estent proper to carry out the purposes of this section and
section 40, and under such uﬁi:luions as may be prescribed by the
Secretary or his delegate) the items required to be taken into

t for purposes of section 40 in respect of the distributor or
transferor corporation.”

(4) Section 58(n) (2) (relat
for tax preferences) is amend
(.{) by striking out “and” at the end of clause (ii),

(1) by striking out **; and™ at the end of clause (i1i) and
inserting in lieu thereof a comma, and .
(C) E) inserting after clause (iii} the following new
clauses:
. “(iv) section 40 (relating to expenses of work incen-
tive program), and
“(v) section 41 (relating to contributionsto candidates
for public oﬁcez ; and”, .
(5) Section 56(c) (1) relating to tax carryovers) is amended—
(A) by striking out “and ™ at the end of subparsgraph (B3},
C(B) by striking out “exceed” at the end of subparagraph
(C), 2
(C) by inserting after subparagraph (C) the following
new subparagraphs:
“{D) section 40 (relating to expenses of work incentive
program), and L .
“{E) section $1 (relating to contributions to candidates for
public office), enceed™.

(d) Sratures or Liwiramions aNp INtemEsT Ritamixa 10 Work
Incentive CrepiT CarayBACKS.—- . i

(1) AmESSMENT AND coLLrCTION.—Section 6301 (relating to
limitation on assessment and collection) is anended by adding
at the end thereof the following new subsection: .

“(0) Worx INczxtive Procrast Crentr Carrynacxs.—In the case
of a deficiency attributable to the application to the tuglg'er of a
work incentive progmam credit carryback (including deficiencies
which may be assessed pursuant to the provisions of section 6213(b)
(2}), such deficicacy may be assessed at any time before the expirution
of the period within which a deficiency for the taxable year of the
unused work incentive program credit which results in such carryback
may be assessed, or, with respect to any portion of & work incentive
program credit carryback from a taxable year attributable to & net
operating loss carryback or a capital loss carryback from s subse-
quent taxable year, at any time before the expiration of the périod
within n;‘hich a deficiency for such subsequent taxable year may be

e':‘f to imposition of minimum tax

. (2) CrepiT o meruND,—Section 6311(d) (relsting to limita-
tions on credit or refund) is amended by adding at the end
thereof the following new parsgraph:

“(7) SPECIAL PERIOD OF LIMITATION WITIl RESPECT TO WORK

INCENTIVE PROORAM CREDIT CARRYBACKS.—

“(A) Pzmion or inararion.—If the claim for credit or
refund relates to an overpsyment attributable to a work incen-
tive program credit carryback, in lieu of the 3-year period of
limitation prescribed in subeection (s), the period shall be
that period which ends with the expirstion of the 15th day
of the 40th month (or 33th month, in the csse of & corpora-

tloni {ollowing the end of the taxable year of the unused
work incentive program credit which results in such carry-



81 S1at, #n4,
47 USC 8232,
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~SEC. #B. DEFINITIONS; SPECIAL RULES.
“(0) Womk INcaNTIvE 'nocrat Exrexses—For purposes of this
subpart, the tenn ‘work incemtive progritn expenses’ means the wages

paid or incurred by the taxpayer for services rendered during the first
12 months of employient (whether or not consecntive) of employees
who are cettified by the Secredury of Labor as—

*(1) having been placed in employiment under a work incentive
progrim established under section $32(b) (1) of the Socia) Seeu-
rity Act,and

“(2) not having displaced any indiv idual from employment,

(2) Work INCENTIVE PRoGRAM KXPENKER—~
(1) TN arxrras.~—For purpaws of this subpart, the term 'work
incentive program expenses’ means tha sum of—

A) the amount of wages paid or incurred by the taxpayer
for rervices rendered during the first 12 months of eniploy-
ment (whether or not consecutive) of employees who ae
certified by the Seeretary of Labor as—

(i) having been placed in employ ment nnder a work

incentive program establighel wnder section 432(h) (1)

of the Social Security \et,and

(i) not having displaced any  individwal from
employment, plus X
(B) the amount of Federal welfare recipient employnient
incentive expenses paid or incurred by the taxpayer during
the taxable year,

(2) Drrixerioy —-For purposes of this section, the term ‘Fed-
cral welfare recipient employment incentive expenses’ means the
amount of wn{nm paid or incurred by the tu.rlyer for scrvices
reudl;n\d to the taxpayer before July .1, 1976, by an eligible
employee.

(3) Excrvziox.—No item taken into account under pnngngh
(1) (A) shall be taken into account under paragraph (1) (B), No
itens taken into account winder parngraph (1) (BB) shatl be taken
into acvount under paragraph 1(\).

Deleted by:
P.L. 84-12
Title IV

Sec 401 (a) (3]
3-29-75 and

substituted as
follows—

New Inclusion:
P.L. o412

Title IV

Sec 401 [a] (3]
3-20-75
Amended 10:
*for services
rendered during

the first 12
months of em-

ployment
[whether or not
consecutive]®
by: P.L. 94458
Sec 2107 [e)
10476
Amended to:
“before

1, 1960°

by: P.L. 94-455
Sec 2107 [d]
10-4-76
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“(1) Waars.—For purposes of subsection (a), the term ‘wages

means only cash remunerution (including amounts deducted aud
withheld),

“(¢) Loaranoss.—

1) Trank or BUsINExe pXPENREs—No item ghall be taken into
account under subsection (8) unless such item is incurred in a tiade
or business of the taxpayer.

“(2) Rriuacrarn pXrrNsra—No item shall be taken into
nccount under subeketion (a) to the extent that the taxpayer is
reimbursed for such item. B

“(1) GEOGRAPIICAL LIMITATION.—No item shall he taken into
necount under subsection (u) with respect to any expense paid or
incurred by the taxpayer with respect to cmployment outside the
United States

“(4) MAXIMTM PERIOD OF TRAINING OR INSTRUOTION.~—No item
with respect to any employee shall be taken into account under
subsection (2) after the end of the 24-month period Leginning
with the date of initial employment of such employee by the
taxpayer.

“(5) Inrniaimie 1NoWVIDUALE~No item shall be taken into
account under subsection (a) with respect to an individual who—

“(A) bears any of the relationshipe described in para-
graphs (1) through (R) of section 152(s) to the taxpayer,
or,if the taxpaver is a corporation. to an individual who owns,
directly or indirectly, more than 50 percent in value of the
outstanding stock of the corporation (determined with the
application of section 267(c)),

“4(B) if the taxpayer is an estate or trust, is a grantor,
Leneticiary, or fiduciary of the estate or trust, or is an indi-
vidual who bears any of the relationships described in para-
graphs (1) through (8) of section 152(a) to & grantor,
beneficiary, or fiduciary of the estate or trust, or

“#(C) is & dependent (described in section 152(a)(9)) of
the taxpayer, or, if the taxpayer is a corporation, of an indi-
vidnal ribed in subparagraph (A), or, if the taxpayer is
an esiate or trust, of & grantor, beneficiary, or fiduciary of
the estate or trust.

“(d) Svacnarnx S Corrorattons.—In case of an electing small

business corporation (asdefined in section 1371)—

“(1) the work incentive program expenses for each taxable
year shalt be apportioned pro rata among the persons who are
slnrcho!iders of such corporation on the last day of such taxsble
year, an

“(2) any person to whom any expenses have been apportioned
under plrzgnph (1) shall be treated {'lor purposes of this sub-

_ part) asthe taxpayer with respect to such expenses.

“te) Farates ann Truste—In the case of an estate or trust—

“( xLﬂw work incentive program expenses for any taxable year
shall be apportioned between the estate or trust and the bene-
ﬁci:ri,u on the basis of the incone of the estate or trust allocable
tocach,

“(2) any beneficiary to whom any expenses have heen appor-
tioned under paragraph (1) shall be'treated (for purposes o} this
subpart) as the taxpayer with respect to such expenses, and

“(3) the $25,000 amount specified under subparagraphs (A) and
(B) of section 50A (s) (2) 'Pl”:'“b’e to such estate or trust shal}
be reduced to an amount which bears the same ratio to $25,000 as
the amount of the expenses allocated to the trust under paragraph

1) bears to the entire amount of such expenses.

f“( ;) Lisaararioxs Wrrit Respzer 1o Cenraix Persoxs.——In the case
o

- :{3 an organization to which section 593 appli

a regulated investment company or a real estate invest-
ment trust subject to taxation under sul pter M (section 851
and following),and
“(8) acooperative organization described in section 1381(a),

rules similar to the rules provided in section 46(d) shall apply under
regulations prescribed by the Secretary or his delegate.

Amended to:
“subsection

{a] (1} {A]" by
P.L. 84-12

Title IV
Sec 401 (a] (4]
[A) 3-29-76

Amended to:
“subeection
{a} (1] [A" by
P.L 8412

Title IV
Sec 401 [a] (4]
[B] 3-20-75

6-4 Stat, 43,
26 USC 152,
72 Stat, 1607,

72 Stat. 16503
78 Stat, 112,

Ante, p. 534,

76 Stat. 9773
83 Stat. 620,
68A Stat, 268;
83 Statr. 117,

76 Stat. 1045,
Ante, p. 507,
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(g) Kuoisr Exriover.—
(1) Erviamur ruriover.—For purposes of subsection (a) (1)
(B). the term ‘eligible employee’ means an individual—
(A) who hag been certified by the of Sabin bt
b the lp‘)m{riau agency of State or local government
18 being eligible for financial sssistance under part A of title
1V of the Social Security Act and as having continsously
received such financis! assistance during the 90 day ‘period
which immediately precedes the date on which such individual
is hired by the taxpayer,
(B) who has been employed by the taxpayer for & period
;’n.ei:ors of 30 consecutive days on a substantially full-time
t
(C) who has not displaced any other individual from
employment by the taxpayer, and
(D) who is not a migrant worker.
The term ‘eligible employee’ includes an employee of the taxpayer
whaose services are not performed in connection with & trade or
business of the taxpayer.

(2) Miorant worxra—For pur| of paragraph (1). the
term ‘migrant worker’ means an individual who is employed for
services for which the customary period of employment by one
employer is less than 30 days if the naturs of such services requires
ﬂ;lt such individual travel from place to place over a short period
of time.

{b) Errcrive. Date.—The sniendments made by this section with
reg) to federa] welfare recipient employment incentive expenses
shall apply to such expenses paid or incurred by a taxpayer to an
eligible smployce whom such taxpayer hires after the date of the
ensctment of this Act.
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included by:
(6) JAMITATION WITII RFSIECT TO NONDUMNYAS PLIGIRIE P.L. 9412
Exr1ovees.— Notwithstanding f.uragnph (1), the credit allowed Title IV
by section 40 with respect to Federal welfare recipient cinployment
incentive expenses paid or incurred by the taxpayer during the Sec 401 [s] [1]
taxable year to an eligible employce whoee scrvices are not per-  3-29-78
formed in connection with a trade or busines: of the taxpayer
shall nat exceed $1,000."
included by:
P.L. 8412
Tide IV
Sec 401 (a] [2]
i) termination of employment of an individuat {c] 3:20-75
with respect to w ral welfare recipient em -
ment incentive expcnses (as described inpsectionpw¥¥ Included by:
(2}€2)) an taken into account under xulwection (a), P.L. 94-458
or Sec 2107 [c] {3)
(v) a termination of emplo) t of an individual
due to a substantial reduction in the trade or business  aciided by:
operations of the tazpayer. P.L. 9412
(s) Wonx Incextive Pmooram Exrenaes.— Tile IV
(1) IN axxNrmaL.—For purposes of this subpart, the term ‘work Sec 401 3
imntivc‘rm{nm expenses’ means the sum of— [0)(3)
(A) the amount of wages paid or incurred by the taxpayer  3-20-76
for services rendered during the first 12 months of employ-
ment (whether or not consecutive) of employees who are Amended to:
certified by the Secretary of f.abor as— “for services
(ri having been placed in employment under a work
incentive pmg::m established under section 432(b) (1) rendered
of the Social Security Act. and the first 12
(‘ ii) not h‘nving displaced any individua) from months of ein-
employment, plus
(1) tha amonnt of Federal welfare recipient employment m" not
incentive expenses paid or incurred by the taxpayer w [ or
OSINONN bvm' oy r
Sec 2107 [e]
104-78
(2) Derinimion.—For purposcs of this section, the term: ‘Fed-
eral \\?t’"ll'f recipient employment incentive expenses’ mulm the Amended to:
amount of wnﬁm paid or incurred by the tax r for services “Hefore
rondlemd to the taxpayer” by an eligible 1, 1980
employee. J .
p(s{ ExcLisiox.—No item taken into secount under rugngf > by: P.L. 94455
(1) (A) shall be taken into account under paragraph (1) (18). No  Sec 2107 [d]
item taken into account wnder paragraph (1) (B) shall be taken  10-4-78

into account under paragraph 1{A).
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() Evwumes Exmaoyer.—
(1) Frsaimy psimaover- -For purposes of sulwsstion () (1),
(B} the term *eligible employee’ nwans an individus)--

{\) who has been certifiend by the Secretary of Lalor or
liv the appropriate ngency of  State or local government
as being eligible for financial assistance under part A of title
1V of the Social Security Aet and as having continnously
recvived such financial ssistanee  during the 50 day period
which imwediately pracedes the dute on which sacl individusl
i hired by the taxpayer.

(1}) wha hax been employed by the taxpayer for n period
in excess of 3 consecutive days on a sudstantially full-tine
basis. .

(€") who has not displaced any other individual from
eniploy inent by the taxpayer, and

(1)) who is not & migrant worker,

‘The term ‘eligrible employee’ incliudes an employee of the taxpayer
whaose services are not performed in connection with a trade or
business of the taxpayer.

“(2) Mioxant worxex—For pu of paragraph (1), the
term )mi nt worker’ means an ingwjdu-l who is employed for
services for which the cust y period of employ by one
employer is 288 than 30 days if the nature of such services requires
ﬂ;d_. !llf'l'l individual travel from place to place over s short period
of time.

(b) Errvcrive. Darr.—The anendments made by this section with
res| to federal welfare recipient employment incentive expenses
shall spply to such expenses paid or incurred by s taxpayer to an
eligible employee whom such taxpayer hires after the date «f the
enactment of this Act.

inculded by:
P.L. 94-12
Title IV

Sec 40t [a] (5]
(o} 3-29-78

Inserted by:
P.L. 94456
Sec 2107 {f)
10-4-76
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“SEC. I AMORTIZATION OF CERTAIN EXPENDITURES FOR ON-THE.
JUB TRAINING AND CHILD CARF, FACILITIES
S Aveowaner o g cron - the election of the taxpayer,
welwnner with vegrlations presevibd by the Sevivtary or
his delogate any expenditure r!mrgl.(,;lc to capntal aeeonnt ade by
an emplover 1o acquire, constinet, reooristriet, or celabilitate section
ISN property Cas delined in sidmection (hy) shall T allowable as a
dediction rataddy over a0 period of 60 months, beginning with the
month in wineh the propertyis pheed in service, Tlhe dedinetion pro
idedd by this sevon wth vespeet tosiieh expenditunne slald tae e en
ny depreciation deosicboncothersise alleswalte an acoomit of <ael
expendiiure, -

nuule in

Sl Seeron 18K Prorerry.~ For purpeses of this section, the term
Section IS propeity’ eans tungible property which qualities under
tgmbations presevibed by the Secretury or his delegate a8 & facility
for on the-joh training of emplpyees (0 prospective employees) of
the taxpaver. or as o child eane center fuolity primarily &r the chil-
(Il'l‘lll v}rl’ employees of the taxpayer; exeept that such term shall not
ERITM AT ()
SNy any property which is not of 1+ clarcter subject to depre-
cution; oy

“42) property located outside the Enited States

“e) Nernwarios or Skcrion.—This section shall apply only with
respent ta expendifures mde after Becemlbeer 31, l!)'!l, and before
January- 1, 1057,

Deleted by:
P.L ns:o, $ec 402,
(o), (3], 6-23-17

Deleted by:
P.L. 95-30, Sec 402
[a), [2), 5-23-17
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* Applies to WiN Tax Credit
** Applies to Welfare Tax Credit

Work Incentive Program Expenses

[WINWAGES] - The term “work incentive

program expenses” means the sumof, ..

A. ...the amount of wages paid or incurred by
the taxpayer for services rendered during
the first 12 months of employment (whether
of not consecutive) of employees who are
certified by the Secretary of Labor as,

- having been p‘aced in employment under
a work incentive (WIN) program, and

- not having displaced any individual from
employment, plus

B. ...the amount of Federal wellare recipient
employment incentive expenses paid or
incurred by the taxpayer for services
rendered during the first 12 months of em-
ployment (whether or not consecutive).

No expenses taken into account under A may
be consid under B. Likewise, no exp
claimed under B may be claimed under A.

Eligible Employee - For purposes of the welfare
tax credit, an ‘eligible employee' means an
individuat

A. who has been certified by the Secretary of
Labor or by the appropriate agency of State
or local government as being eligible for
financlal assistance under part A of Title IV
of the Social Security Act and as having
continuously received such financial
assistance during the 90-day period which
immediately precedes the date on which
such individual is hired by the taxpayer,

B. who has been employed by the taxpayer for
a period in excess of 30 conseculive days
0n a substantially full-time basis,

C. who has not displaced any other individual
from employment by the laxpayer, and

D. who is not a migrant worker.

The term ‘eligible employee’ inciudes an em-

ployee of the taxpayer whose services are not

performed in connection with a trade or busi-
ness of the taxpayer.

Federal Welfare Recipient Employment in-

centive Expenses - The amount of wages paid

or incurred by the taxpayer for services

rendered the taxpayer before January 1, 1980,

by an eligible empioyee.

Wages - The term ‘wages’ means only cash

remuneration (including amounts deducted and

withheld).

..

Amount of Tax Credit - The amount of the tax
credit allowed for the taxable year equal to 20
percent of the work incentive program
expenses.

Limitation Based on the Amount of the Tax
Cradit - The credit allowed for the taxable year
shall not exceed $50,000 plus 50 percent of the
remaining tax liability for the year which

exc *~ds $50,000.

Unused Credit - The amount of the credit for a
tax year which exceeds $50,000 plus 50 percent
of the remaining tax liability for the year which
exceeds $50,000.

Unused Credit Yesr - The taxable year in which
there is an unused credit.

Credit Carryback and Carryover - Any unused
credit may be carried back to each of the 3
taxable years preceding the unused credit year
and each of the 7 taxable years following the
unused credit year and may be added to the
amount allowable as a cradit for such years.
Such excess may be a carryback only to
December 31, 1971. The entire amount of the
unused credit for an unused credit year shail be
carried to the eariiest of the 10 taxable years
described above to which such credit may be
carried and then to each of the other 9 taxable
years. The credit may not be added for a
taxable year prior to which any unused credit
may have been applied.

Credit and Carryover - Same as
above, excep! carryback is allowed only 10 April
1, 1975.

Limitation on Cerryover and -The
amount of the unused credit which may be
added for any proceding or succeeding taxable
year shall not exceed the amount by which the
limitation on the amount of the tax credit
($50,000) plus 50 percent of the remalning tax
liability for the yeer in excess of $50,000)
exceeds the sum of 20 percent of work in~
centive program expenses for the taxable year
added to the amount of unused credits which
are attnbutable tn taxable years preceding the
unused credit yees.

Recapture - If the empioyment of any employee
with respect to whom work incentive program
expenses are taken into account Is terminated
by the taxpayer at any time during the first 90
days of such employment (whether or not con-
secutive) or before the close of the 90th
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calendar day after the day in which such em-

ployee completes 90 days of emptoyment with

the taxpayer, the tax for the taxable year in

which such employment s terminated shall be _

increased by an amount equal to the credit
allowed for such taxable year and ail prior
taxable years attributable to work incentive
program expensses pald or incurred with respect
to such employee.

1n this case, carrybacks and carryovers will be

properly adjusted.

Faliure to Pay Comparable Wages - if during

the period of employment, the taxpayer pays

wages to an employee with respect to whom

work incentive program expenses are taken into
account, which are less than the wages paid to
other employees who perform comparable
services, the tax for the taxable year in which
such wages are so pald shall be increased by
an amount equal to the credits allowed for such
taxable years attributable to work incentive
program expenses paid or incurred with respect
to such employee and the carrybacks and
carryovers shall be adjusted properly.

Exceptions to Recapture Provisions - Recapture

provisions shall not apply to the following:

A. atermination of empioyment of an em-
ployee who voluntarily leaves employment
of the taxpayer,

B. atermination of employment of an in-
dividual who befors the close of the period
of 90 days of employment becomes
disabled to perform the services of such
employment, unless such disability is
removed before the close of such period and
the taxpayer fails to offer re-employment to
such individual,

C. a termination of employment of an in-
dividual, If It is determined under applicable
state unemployment compensation law that
the termination was due to misconduct of
such individual,

D. atermination of employment of an
individual due to substantial reduction in
the trade or business operations of the
taxpayer.

Change in Form of Business - The employment

relationship between the taxpayer and an em-

ployee shall not be treatad as terminated by a

transaction, if the employee continues to be

employed by the acquiring corporation or by
reason of a mere change in the form of con-
ducting the trade or business of the laxpayer,

if the employee continues to be employed in

such trade or business and the taxpayer retains

a substantial interest in such trade or business.

Limitstions on Expenses -

Trade or Business Expenses - No item shall be
taken into account as work incentive program
expenses untess such Item is incurred in a
trade or business of the taxpayer.

Reimbursed Expenses - No item shall be taken
into account as work incentive program
expenses to the exient the taxpayer is reim-
bursed for such item.

Geographical Limitstion - No item shall be
taken into account as work incentive program
expenses with respect to any expense paid or
incurred by a taxpayer with respect to em-
ployment outside of the United States.
Maximum Period of Training or instruction - No
item with respect to any employee shall be
taken into account under work incentive pro-
gram expenses (wages) afler the end of the 24-
month period beginning with the date of initial
employment of such employee by the taxpayer.
Insligible individuals - No item shall be taken
into account as work incentive program
expenses with respect to an Individual who:

A. bears any relationship to the taxpayer or if
the taxpayer is a corporation to an
individual who owns directly or indirectly
more than 50 percent in the value of out-
standing stock of the corporation,

B. if the taxpayer is an eslate, trust, is a
grantor, beneficiary or fiduciary of the
eslate or trust or is an Individual who
bears any relalionship to a grantor bene-
ticlary, or fiduciary of the estate or trust, or

C. is a dependent of the taxpayer or, if the
taxpayer is a corporation or an individual
who owns directly or indirectly more than 50
percent in the value of outstanding stock of
the corporation.

Amontization for Child Care Facilities - A tax-
payer may elect to amortize expenditures for
child care facilities over a five year period in-
stead of using other depreciation methods.
Eligible Expenditures for Amortization - Capital
expenditures made 1o acquire, construct,
reconstruct or rehabilitate child care facilities.

Eligible Factlities - Five year amortization is
applicable only to facilities or portions of
facilities that could be constructed, renovated,
or remodeled specifically for use as child care
facilities. This means buildings and equipment,
or portions of them, actuaily used for the
provision of child care services in which
children receive such personal care, protection
and supervision as would be required to meet
thelr needs in the absence of their parents.



This includes a room of rooms, of play equip-
ment and riaterials particularly suited to the
needs of children being cared for during the
day. Special facilities such as kitchen facilities
connected to the child care center or area or
special children's toilet facilities could also be
included.

ineligible Facitities - Facilities not eligible for
five year amortization would include general
purpose rooms used for many purposes, for
example, a room used as an employee recrea-
tion center during the evening or a room or part
of a room which is simply screened off for use
by children during the day. Aiso, property
located outside of the United States is not
eligible.
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Recaputre - The gain realized on the disposition
of property eligible for amortization as a child
care facility is subject to recapture or disposi-
tion as ordinary income to the extent of these
amortization deductions.

Eligibility for Five Year Amortization and the
investment Tax Credit - Property for which an
election is made to take five year ratable
amortization cannot be treated as eligible for
the investment credit.

Effective Dates - Five year amortization of child
care facilities applies to expenditures made
after December 31, 1971 and before January

1, 1982.
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Introduction

Employers are sometimes reluc-
tant to claim a tax credit because
they think that the process will
be fong and arduous. This is
certainly not the case for the
Work Incentive (WIN) Program or
welfare tax credits.

in this short booklet, the entire
process for claiming the WIN and
welfare tax credits is summarized
in four basic steps. Each step is
described for you in straight-
forward terms, and samples of
any forms associated with each
step are provided. In general,
these forms are self-explanatory,
but hints to assist you in
completing them are included
where necessary.



Employers are often surprised

by the small amount of paperwork
required in claiming

the WIN and welfare tax credits.

Swepd.

Step2.

Empluyer
Wellare Cortliostion Form

Tax Crofl  Computslion Wertuhost




Step 1. The Hire

The first step in claiming either
the WIN or welfare tax credit is
the hire. Job applicants who
make you eligible tor either tax
credit may be hired through the
standard personnel procedures of
your firm. Such prospective em-
ployees may reach your person-
nel department in any of three
ways.

Your Firm Places a Job
Order with the WIN Program

When your company has a new
or vacant position available, you
are encouraged o contact your
local WIN office. You will tind it
listed in your local telephone
directory under your State Em-
ployment Services hsting. It is
well to become acquainted with
one job developér or counselor
who can become famihar with
your company's hiring needs.
This will permit a more careful
selection of job applicants to be
sent to you for job interviews.

34-840 0 - 70 - 8

29

The WIN staff person who re-
ceives your call will ask you to
provide certain basic information
about the positions(s) you wish
to fill, including job title, starting
wage, job description, and re-
quirements. This job will then be
listed on the job bank system
used by the WIN Program. Once
the job has been listed, WIN
counselors will review the records
of individuals available for work,
in order to select those with the
backgrounds and skills the posi-
tion requires. Those WIN partici-
pants identified as qualified will
be referred directly to your firm.
The final hiring decision is, of
course, yours. You are under no
obligation to hire persons refer-
red to you by WIN.

Remember: When you hire a job
applicant referred by WIN, you
may be certain the applicant is
sligible for the WIN tax credit.

Or: The WIN Job Develop-
ment Speclalist Contacts
Your Firm

When WIN counselors identity
the various skills of their clients,
the WIN job development special-
ists go into action. They begin by
contacting companies that are
generally in need of employees
with these skills. If they discover
an available position, the WIN
Program will begin referring qual-
itied applicants.

In some instances, WIN clients
referred meet most of the basic
skill requirements for the vacant
position, bul may need some
additional training. In many of
these cases, WIN may be able to
provide some reimbursement for
on-the-job training expenses in-
curred by the firm in upgrading
the skills of these individuals to
the level that the job demands.
Such reimbursement is contin- .
gent on many factors, including
availability of funds, type of job,
duration of required training, and
skill level of the applicant.

It it has been some time since
you last wrote an on-the-job
training (OJT) contract, you may
be surprised to learn that this
contract has been greatly simpli-
fied. The new contracts have
been reduced to a few pages,
and there is increased flexibility
in their provisions. Your WIN job
developer will have full details
regarding the OJT contracts. !f
you write one, you may be
reimbursed for up to 50 percent
of the wages paid trainees during
the period of training. You can
take this reimbursement in addi-
tion to the tax credit.

Remember: When you hire an
spplicant referred by a WIN job
development specialist, you can
be cerlain the applicant wil make
your firm eligidle for the lax
credit.

Also: Walk-in Applicants

Althoug a number of job appti-
cants who can qualify you for the
tax credit will reach your firm
through WIN, many others will
simply walk in, either in response
to an advertised opening or job
listing or to investigate opportuni-
ties available through your person-
nel office.

!n the past, empioyers have had
no way of knowing these persons
could quahty them for the tax
credit. For this reason, the Depart-
ment of Labor is now encouraging
everyone who makes an employer



eligible for either credit to carry
the brochure "Employer Tax
Credits Can Reduce Your Income
Taxes" and to present it during
their employment interviews. This
will be your way of knowing the
individual presenting the brochure
can qualify you for the tax credit.

Remember: Individuals who carry
and present the brochure
“Employer Tax Credits Can
Reduce Your income Taxes” can
make you eligible for the tax
credit.
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Step 2. Certification

Once you have hired an individ-
ual who qualities you for either
the WIN or welfare tax credit, it
is necessary for your local WIN
or welfare office to certify both
the employee’s and the firm's
eligibility for the tax credit.
Regardless of which credit you
wish to claim, you can start this
process by contacting your local
WIN office and requesting an
Employer's Eligibility Declaration
or Welfare Certification Form.

Within a few days, the WIN or
welfare office (depending on
which credit you request and the
individual makes you eligible for)
will mail an Employer's Eligibility
Declaration to you. You should
complete this form and send it
back to the office that issued it.

The local WIN or welfare office
will mail an Employer's Etigibitity
Declaration and, upon finding all
eligibility criteria have been met,
will send you a copy of the form
for your files. You do not file the
form with your tax return; simply
retain it in your files.

This process must be completed
for each indivigual hired for
whom your firm wishes ro claim
a tax credit. There is no limit on
the time between the date of hire
and your completion of the
Employer's Eligibilty Declaration.
All empioyers are, however, strongly
encouraged to request and com-
plete the Eligibility Declaration as
soon as possible. In this manner,
you will be certain to have your
form on file at tax time.

It is important to note that your
firm is eligible for the tax credit
even if the employee remains on
welfare. The wages that you pay
such an employee serve to
reduce his or her welfare pay-
ments. Therefore, you should re-
quest certitication for all of
those employees who qualify
you for the tax credits.

Remember: The Employer's Eligl-
bliity Declaralion is an Important
document. it Is your record that

both your fim and the empioyeses
you have hired quallfy for the lax

credit

The following forms are samples
of the Etigibility Declarations
used in claiming the WIN and
welfare tax credits. You will
notice that the WIN Eligibility
Declaration is a two-part form,
with Part A to be completed by
the empioyer and Part B to be
completed by the WIN office. The
Welfare Certification is a three-
part form, with Part A to be
complieted by the employer, Part
B by the employee, and Part C
by the local welfare office.

R ber: When claiming the
welisre tax credit, the empioyes-
reciplent must cpmpiete Part B of
the Certification form or your
request for certification will not
be processed.
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OPw-1500
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INS IOENTIFICATION NQ.

CERTIFICATION FORM

WELFARE RECIPIENT EMPLOYMENT INCENTIVE TAX CREDIT

TAX REDUCTION ACT OF 1875

PART A (TO BE COMPLETED BY EMPLOYER -APPLICANT)

NAME OF EMPLOYER (FIAM OR INDIVIDUAL} NAME OF RECIPIENT - EMPLOYEE IFIRST, MIODLE. LAST)

ADDRESS (NO , STAEEY, CITY, STATE. 2iP €ODK} ADORESS (MO . $TRKET, CITY. STATE. 2P CODE)

SOCIAL SECURITY NO.

| heredy declare that the informationconcerning the above - named employee is required by me or my
firm to apply for the Federal Welfare Recipiant Employment Incentive Tax Credi! under provisions
of the Tax Reduction Act of 1975 and that the information requested on this form will not be used for
any other purpose.

| turther declare thal the above -named employee was employed by me or my firm on (date)

as a (Job Titfe or Occupation) al (Wage Rate) $

that the wage paid to this employee is not less than wages paid 1o other employees for similiar wo'k
and that the employment of this person has nol displaced any other employee.

SIGNATURE AND TITLE (AUTNORIZED ENPLOYER REPRRSENTATIVE) DATE

PART 8 (TO BE COMPLETED BY RECIPIENT - EMPLOYEE)

| hereby suthorize the County Welfare Agency to release o my empioyer
the information requesied balow. | understand that this intormation witi be used by my employer for the
sole purpose of applying for the Federal Welfare Recipient Employment Incentive Tax Credit under
provisions of the Tax Reduction Act of 1975.

SIGNATURE (RECIPIENT - EMPLOYER) DATE

PART € (TO BE COMPLETED BY COUNTY WELFARE AGENCY)

The above-named individual is hereby]_Jcertified [_Jnot certified as having been eligible for Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC) under Title IV A of the Social Security Act immediately preceding the
date of hire as well as having continuousty received such financial assistance during the 90 days immediately
preceding this date of hire.

SIGNATURE AND TITLE (AUTHORIZED AGENCY AEPREIENTATIVES OATE

EMPLOYER - APPLICANT
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US OEPARTMENT OF LASOR ¢ MANPOWER ADMINISTRATION IRS IDENTIFICATION NO.

ELIGIBILITY DECLARATION

PART A. (Te !ml by [m-mﬂ
NAME OF EMPLOYER (Firm or Indwiduel} NAME OF WiN PARTICIPANT (Firsl, Middie, Last)
ADORESS (No. Streel, City, State, ZIP Code} ADORESS (No, Btrest, City, State, ZiP Code)
PHONE NUMBER ] SOCIAL SECURITY NO.

Has the above etabhshment been relocated within two years immedistely peeceding this dete resulng in umrnplcymnt n the onginal aea
of the enablishment? e O ves Ane

1 hareby declare that the above named WIN PARTICIPANT was hired by the sbove named employer on {date)

a1 Job tithe or oocupation) . s AU {wage m-j l

that the wage paid to this VIIN PART!CIPAN‘I’ 1 oot inl mu\ 'ngup“ 0 aM l!lpby." of u\u employer for tnuhr Jobs in thu
and tht the of this WIN PARTICIPANT has not displaced any indvidual from employment, Le.,

(1) That no reduchion in noa-overtime hours, wages or employzent banefits bas occurred oc is expected to ocour for workers
currently employed by the sbove-naned employer-sppticant which can be related o the employment of the above named
WIN PARTICIPANT;
(2) That no employses art an layoll status awaring recall for positions to be filked by the WIN PARTICIPANTS,
3, ‘l'MIMvmn:ybhmhdby the WIN PARTICIPANT i not the result of a strike or Jockout in the cowrm of a lador
dispute

Furthermore, | CERTIFY that thu employment meets and wall coatinue to meet minimum standards as folows

(1)  The wage paid is no less than sny npp!nbh Faderal, State o¢ local minimum wage, or the wige paid to other employees of
the employer for similar jobs, whichever is higher,

(2) Al providons of appheabie Federal, State and local bealth, smfety, child labor and work bours laws_and regulations are met,

(3)  The WIN PARTICIPANT will be afforded the same employes benefits including opportunities for waining and advancement
a3 others similarly employed in the same establishmant,

(4) AN apphcable Faderal and Stats workmen's compensation or other laws pertaining to compensatica for iinews or lryury are

complied with.
SIGNATURE AND TITLE (Aathorired Empioyer Representative ) OATE
NOTE: It is a cruminal offense, punishable by a penalty of not mare than 310,000 or live years or both, to ing.

and wilifully falafy a materisl fact in this applicatioa for Certificetion Form.

INSTRUCTION

One signed copy of ELIGHBILITY DECLARATION FORM is 10 be retumed to Employer, ons copy is 10 be sent to
CRU's in the uual manner, and one cOpY is 10 5e retsined in the WIN project.

PART 8. (To be complted by WIN Project}

WIN PROJECT NUMBER AOQRESS (No, Simel, City. Siate, ZIP Code)

TELEPHONE NUMBER

I hersdy declars 121 the above named indvidual was placed in the above described smployment under a Wore Incentive Program established
under Section €32(b)(1) of the Socul Security Act, and that this amployment has not displaced any individual from employment.

SIGNATURE AND TITLE (WiN Cernficetion Officer) DATE

MA 6-72
Revaed February 1974 {SN-24055)

EMPLOYER FILE



Step 3. Computing
the Credit

A sample worksheet for calculat-
ing wages to welfare recipients

is shown on the next page. It may
be used by the personnel officer of
your firm to compute the total
wages to which the 20-percent tax
credit may be applied. The work-
sheet may be used for calculating
efther the WIN or the welfare tax
credits, or both.
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When completed by the personnet
officer, the worksheet performs two
important functions:

1) It is useful in assisting the
accounting or tax department
in completing IRS form 4874.

2) 1t provides the personnel offi-
cer with a means of measuring
the corporate savings accrued
by hiring welfare recipients.
Substantial savings along with
acceptable job performances
have encouraged many em-
ployers to hire more WIN and
welfare clients each year.

The worksheet itself is very simple
to complete. It requires entering the
name, soclal security number, date
hired, starting wage, new wages
and date of increase (if applicable),
and total wages for the period
being recorded.

The time limitations on wages to
which the WIN and welfare tax credits
are applicable are listed under the
column headings and are explained
in the “Employer's Reference
Guide.”



Remember: When your personnel
officer completes the “Worksheet
for Calculating Wages Paid to
Weifare Reciplents,” it not only

assists your tax depariment,

but

it shows your personnel officer
the corporate savings generated

by hiring people on wetfare.

Worksheet for Calculating Wages Paid 1o Welfare Reciplents for the Current Tax Period

WIN Section
Oate of Termination®
{If not 90 days or Total Wages
Social more rom dale hired. for Penod
Empioyee’s Secunty Date hired Starting Date of New these wages may not Ending
WName Number  after 1273171 Wage increase  Wage be
- —_——
Wellare Section
Date of Termination*®
(11 nol at teast 30 days Total Wages for
Social from date hired, these Perod Ending
Empioyee’s Secunty Date hired Starting Date of New wages may not {Prior 10 1,1/80}
Name Number atter 3/29/76 Wage Increass  Wage be counted)
Total WiN
and Wellare Wages
for the Period

“Newd not ba contmuous.




Step 4. Claiming
the Credit

When tax time approaches it is
most imponant to have your Tax
Credit Computation Worksheet
reviewed and updated., if neces-
sary, to insure that it 1s current.
it shouid then be forwarded to
the person who prepares the
income tax retura for your
company.

Most of the information needed
by your tax preparer in complet-
ing IRS Form 4874 "Credit for
Work Incentive Program (WIN)
Expenses” may be taken directly
from this worksheet.
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After completing the 4874, your
tax preparer will enter your
company’s total allowable credit
on the firm's income tax return,
IRS Form 1120, under the item
title “Work Incentive (WIN) credit.”

Please note the IRS Form 4874 is
used for claiming both the WIN
and welfare tax credits. Corre-
spondingly, the total tax credit
earned, whether WIN or welfare
or both, is entered on your firm's
1120 under Work Incentive {WIN)
credit. There is no separate item
on your company’s return for the
welfare tax crecit. -

The following page provides a
sample IRS Form 4874.

It your tax preparer desires
further information on carry-over
of carry-back procedures, this
information is available in the
“Employer's Reference Guide.”

Information on fast writeoff provi-
sions for day-care facilities, which
your tax preparer may also
desire, is also discussed in the
“Employer's Reference Guide.”

Be sure 0 remind your tax
preparer of the avalisbility of the
New Jobs and Vocstional Rehadil-
Htation Tax Credits 10 see if your
fim qualifies
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Credit for Work Incentive
(WIN) Program Exponus

P Astach 0 your tax retum.

~ 4874

m--.n—‘l

| 1978

Name

Iw-ﬂunm—unldmunﬁn

Quelified Work ive Program Salaries and Wagses and Federal Weltare Recipl P

1 WIN w, including Federal weifare tmomm other thai
hired M?.nnmm care sefvices program f Vnuﬂo‘
. 30, 1977) paid or Incurred to day 8 o
mmlwm mmmuma 28¢5 paid or incurred to
- w. or
mnt.uwubumeww

id or mfndhunm
”mua.xmm

ummm &Mw

Nama of amployes Secial security aumber Dute employment bagaa

Qurrent yeer's WIN wages

EEE

2 Total of lines 1(a) through (¢) . .
3 Tentative credit (0%, of line2) . .
lwwmdummnuna(mlmmhimb—cm N

B Totai—Add nes S and 4 . . .
smployees

crwnm&umwm

Tared afier 7, 1976 in connec:
uymmmmmwuumws.unmmsm;;mx 19761n

Mots: f.d.ld."mm
is kmited 000 for each

vlmnmaym

ﬁ'

Kome of empioyes me Dets smployrient began

WM'\I-‘.-

BRE

Total of lines 6(s) through (¢) . . .
Tontative credit ot ine 7)

-~

Liekation

9 (3) individusis—Enter smount from line 18, pege 1, Form 1040 . . . . . .
(b) Estates snd trusts—Enter amount from ne 24 or 23, page J, Form 1041, . . .
{¢) Corporstions—Enter amourt from line 9, Schedule J, pege 3, Fom 1120 . . . .

10 Losa: (a) Credit for the siderly (mdividuals only) .

) Fovign tax it .
(€) lovestment el .

(L MHMDW&*‘RWW

(6} Tax on hump-surs Gistridetion (s06 lasiruction for ag 10(0)) .

{7 Pomession txx credit (copenstims oaly) . . . .

11 Total—Add lines 10(s) through ¢ . . . . . . .

12 UneSilessline 1l . . . . . .
i line 12 hh $25,000 onter line 12, , controfied
13 (a) ne Sz!.morm mrmmm trofh wwm

® m“‘:ovmls. mm

Jos Jostruction for lne 131 . . e . N

uMNcnmllunhmon WIN wages other than Feders! welfare 7

m:)lopfog) wnhmm-wuuymmwmmh
18 Wluwdlmsumu. . . . PN
16 Uine 12 less line 15 .o . .
17 WIN credit imitation for Federal watfare
mﬂm«mmﬁ umamunm

m—&mmmhlmmmm

18 Total allowable WIN credit—Add lines 15 and 17 (onhthlum\‘ on IMB3. !‘oﬂll lm Ilm l°(=).

ml,ngi,l‘oﬂnllm:utmamm on other returns) . s

SETICETIENE ' any part of the sbove WIN wages (including Federal uluc
was pald or incurred by & ostate, trust, or small

Mame and address (pudnorshia sutale, Srvet, oie) Name of employse

rorm 4374 asre
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Senator Haskerr. One thing that concerns me on the administration
program is churning. In other words, you say that churning might be
prevented by having only 20 percent of the labor force involved in
this credit, that is those between 18 and 24. Do you have any mecha-
nis:n that would prevent the firing of people 25, 26, and 277

I think it is a very serious problem.

Mr. Packer. It is a serious problem. There are no easy solutions to
it. The 20 percent was our estimate of the turnover in firms hiring
persons of this sort. It was thought that with the 20 percent limit
there would be no problem, there would be no need to do as you sug-
gest. T am sure it could happen in some situations.

The problems inherent in restricting substitution would make the
tax credit more awkward to use. It is not that there is nothing to be
said for trying to attempt to prevent what you are talking about, but
there is no easy way.

Senator HasgeLL. Perhaps other witnesses will address that
problem.

Two further questions I have for you. I am somewhat concerned
about ecligibility determinations. If this is going to work it ought tc
be as simple as possible. I do not know how complicated it is to get a
certificate. Take for example the tax system. It is one of self-assess-
ment: Is it like taking a statement under oath ¢ If I were lucky enough
to be between 18 and 24 and I made a statement under oath that my
income is not in excess of a certain amount and couldn’t the employer
rely on that?

If T misstated my income, I would be subject to the penalties of
perjury.

It scems to me that in order to be effective, the system must be as .
simple as possible. Now, maybe it cannot be made that simple.

Mr. Packer. Well, Senator, I think there is an attempt to keep things
simple. If the employer thought he was liable, then he would be
reluctant to hire.

This way, if some Government agency certifies that the person passes
the income test, the employer’s liability is ended.

Senator Haskrrr. Well, what if the employer were allowed to rely
upon a sworn statement of the applicant ?

Mr. Packkr. I do not think we would want to be put in a situation
of putting the young person in jail for perjury, and since the tax
advantage would accrue to the employer——

Senator HaskerL. Well, the young person gets the job. If he wants
to lie and take the risk of going to jail, then that is a risk he takes.

1 am just looking for simplicity.

Mr. Packer. 1 tﬁink the penalty would be too severe to be a mean-
ingful threat. It would seem like, in my judgment, overkill. The
employee would not be terribly concerned. .

Senator Hasgerr. Where does a young person have to go to get this
certification ¢

Mr. Packer. To the Employment Service.

Senator HAskELL. Is this in every city in the Nation ¢

Mr. Packer. That is right. The Employment Service, or CETA.

Senator HaskerLr. And how long is the form the young person has
to fill out?

34-840—70——4
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Mr. Packer. Well, the forms have not been developed, but it would
be quite simple. He just claims that; in fact, he has that income and
there might be some further questioning of the last time he had
worked.

Senator HasgreLL, What type of income? Cash income?

Mr. PAcKkERr. Yes,

Senator Haskerr. And then what do you do? Do you have folks
who go out and investigate to see if he is telling the truth?

Mr. Packer. No. There is some checking of his social security
number to see if social security taxes or unemployment taxes have
been paid for him, If that has been the case and the wages seem so
high as to make his statement scem untrue, then further checking is
done,

Senator HaskeLL. Do you happen to have any comments on the other
bills before the committee.

Mr. Packer. That is a complex proposal which, in its present form,
the administration opposes, though there are certain things about it
that we would not oppose,

Senator Hasxerr, Would you submit for the record your analysis
of that proposal and vour position?

Mr. Packer. I guess we

Senator IHaskiLL. In a week could you submit your analysis of that
proposal and why you like it or why you do not like it ?

Mr. Packer. Yes. I might menfion, Senator, I understand that the
Labor Department, the Employment and Training Administration is
in the process of preparing advisory materials on both the jobs tax
credit and the WIN tax credit right now.

Senator Hasxkern. If we could have that within a week, I think it
would be very helpful to us. Do you think that is possible?

Mr. PacikEer. Yes. I do not know what State

Senator Haskrrr. The man on your left is nodding yes. So I hope
that means it is available.

Mr, Packer. If he says so, it must be so.

[The following was subsequently supplied for the record:]

AN EXAMINATION OF THE BAKER-BELLMON-RIBICOFF-DANFORTH PROPOSAL FOR A
JoB CREATION TAX CREDIT

I. GENERAL DESCRIFTION AND PURPOSE

The purpose of the Job Creation Tax Credit (JCTC) is to increase employ-
ment of disadvantaged workers who are AFDC recipients, long-term unemployed,
and/or unemployed CETA graduates. JCT'C would provide per hour credits to
firms that hire these workers, but only to the extent that the firm'’s total hours of
employment exceeded 1029, of hours of employment in the previous year. For
example, a firm that increased total hours by 69 could receive a subsidy for up
to 4% of its employees hours (10695-1029) ; the firm would qualify for the full
49, if at least 49 of its hours were worked by credit-eligible employees. In Hmit-
ing the credit only to firms that expand employment, the JCTC is similar to the
existing Jobs Credit. Among the other features of the existing Jobs Tax Credit
adopted by JCTC are provisions requiring an increase of 5% in the firm’s total
wage base, limiting the credits per firm to $100,000 and allowing the credit only
for reductions in tax liability. Apparently, the authors of the JCTC would
continue the existing credit’s provisions that reduce wage deductions for tax
purposes by the amount of the credit.

Unlike the existing credit's subsidy of 509, of the first $4,200 in earnings,
the JCT'C would pay $1 per hour of qualifying employment. A second important
difference is that the JCTC would operate alongside a voucher program which
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appears to dominate the credit for every employer, including those eligible for
the tax credit. In this initial analysis, the assumption is that the JCTC becomes
law but the voucher program does not. If both passed, an examination of the
CTC would serve no purpose.

I, INCENTIVES TO ITIRE ADDITIONAL DISADVANTAGED WORKERS

The natura of the incentives JCTC offers to firms to hire disadvantaged
workers depends on ihte expected growth of the firm and the normal number of
disndvantaged workers hired by the firm., To see how different firms might be
affected by JCTC, consider several cases.

Case 1, F'irm does not normally cmploy credit-eligible workers

Firms in this category will face an incentive to expand employment of credit-
eligible workers if they expect to increase total labor hours by at least 2¢,. The
credit of $1 per hour will apply to the first 50 person-years of employment of
credit eligibles for all such firins increasing other hours by at least 295. However,
even for expanding firms, the incentive the credit offers in the initial year will
he reduced somewhat by the fact that increases in the labor hours base will make
it more difficult to take advantage of the credit during the following year. For
firms not expected to grow. the JCTC will offer some incentive to expand labor
hours. But, if the firm does not expand labor hours, the credit will offer no
incentive to employ disadvantaged workers.

Case 2. Firm normally employs disadrantaged workers

Firms in this category may find the JCTC provides no incentive to hire
additional disadvantaged workers. Cousider a firm which normally uses credit-
eligible workers for 159, of its labor hours. Such a firm will see a gain by
expanding total labor hours, hut unless the expansion exceeds 17%, the firm
will have no new inceutive to hire more credit-eligibles. Expansions more than
265, bhut less than 179, will permit the firm to claim credits for workers it would
have hired without the subsidy. On the other hand, firms who normally employ
credit-eligible workers and who do not expand total hours would receive no
credits, In this way, the increaxed hours criteria would reduce the subsidies
going to pay for workers who would have been hired in the absence of the
credit.

The credit’s incentive effect will also depend on the firn’s expectations about
its profits. Firms which may not earn profits will see the credit as an uncertain
advantage. Although firms will be able to carry forward or carry back the credits,
many firms do not survive long enough to claiin credits in these ways. Treasury
estimates that 209 of firms who qualify for investment credits never end up
claiming such credits.

IIT. INCENTIVES FOR WORKERS TO BECOME CREDIT-ELIGIBLE

One problem in estimating the number of workers who would be credit-eligible
is that the existence of the credit may increase the number in categories specified
as eligible for the credit. Because of the credit, firms who expect to hire graduates
of the CETA program may delay hiring them until such graduates have experi-
enced 30 days of unemployment, The long term unemployment criteria (90 days
for youth and 26 weeks for others) would not influence workers to become unem-
ployed ; however, it might cause some increases in unemployment at the margin.
Youth unemployed for 8 or 9 weeks might be asked to take two or three more weeks
ofl in order to become eligible for the credit. Other youth might register as unem-
ployed while in school and not actively seeking jobs so that upon leaving school,
they will qualify for the credit. These kinds of perverse incentives are likely to
operate, only if the credit is effective in making eligibility an important advantage
in secking a job,

IV. ESTIMATING THE COSTS8, JOBS S8UBSIDIZED, AND NEW JOBS FOR THE DISADVANTAGED

To estimate the costs, one must determine how many credit-eligible workers
would be employed by firms able to clalm the credit even in the absence of the
credit and how many new credit-eligible workers firms would hire because of the
credit. The first task is to estimate total labor hours by credit-eligible workers
before the credit. The next task is to subtract the number of credit-eligible work-
ers employed by firms unable to claim the credit. Among those firms claiming the
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credit, some but not all would see an incentive to expand employment of credit-
eligibles. To determine the extent of the increase requires a calculation of the
average lahor cost reduction due to the credit and the employer’s response to such
cost reductions. With these numbers, it is possible to project the jobs induced by
the credit. Adding existing plus induced jobs yields total jobs and total costs.

In a typical year after the credit becomes law, the number of hours subsidized
will depend on the hours worked by those who become eligible during the current
and preceding years. For example, youth who are subsidized in 1981 might have
become unemployed in 1980 or in 1981. Similarly, those subsidized in 1981 because
of AFDC status might have spent time in 1980 or in 1981 on the welfare rolls.

The first set of estimates are for the pool of workers for whom employers
could claim credits at some time during the year. These estimates are for those
eligibles who are likely to work if jobs are available. The numbers are approxi-
mations, subject to a wide margin of error.

Potential pool of workers:

AFDC-UF recipients. . 300, 000
Other AFDC recipients. S 700, 000
Total e 1, 000, 000
Disadvantaged youth unemployed 90 days. . _.__._ 800, 000-1, 000, 000
Disadvantaged adults unemployed 26 weekS_ . _—cao__ 400, 000
CETA graduates, not placed after 30 days, not in other
categories e m—————————————— e 500, 000- 800, 000
Total _— 2, 700, 000-3, 200, 000

The next step is to determine how many hours are worked by the eligible pool
over a full year. To stay in similar units, we have converted total hours into
person-years by dividing total hours by 2080. The approximate figures on person-
years of employment area :

AFDC-UPF reciplents_ .o 180, 000
Other AFDC recipientS - e 400, 000
Total AFDC - 680, 000
Disadvantaged youth unemployed 90 days or more_.______ 400, 000~ 500, 000
Disadvantaged adults unemployed 268 weeks or more_—___.. 150, 000
CETA graduates not placed after 30 days 300, 000~ 400, 000
Total ——— --- 1, 430, 000-1, 630, 000

Of these person-years of employment we expect about 309-40% are worked
for employers not eligible to claim the credit. Employers would not be eligible
it they were in the public or nonprofit sectors, if they were unable to make a
profit, or if they did not expand total hours worked by at least 29,. This leaves
850,000-1,140,000 person-years of existing employment qualifying for the subsidy.

To complete the estimates, we must determine how many new jobs the credit
stimulates. If the average wage paid to potential eligibles is about $3.50-$4.00
per hour, the JCTC would represent a reduction in labor costs of about 25%.
Assuming that those firms eligible respond by increasing demand by 5% for
each 1% reduction in labor costs, the percentage increase in employment could
run as high as 15%. However, the cap of $100,000 will reduce this number sub-
stantially. For firms with about 309 of the eligible employment, the credit will
offer no subsidy whatever to increases in employment because the firm already
receives the maximum subsidy. A second element keeping the response to the
subsidy low is the fact that firms realize that expanding employment this vear
will reduce opportunities to claim a subsidy the following year. Given all these
complications, a reasonable estimate for the increase in job is 85,000-115,000
person-years of employment.

Adding the induced number of person-years to the existing number ylelds a
total of about 930,000-1,255,000 person-years qualifying for a subsidy. Not all
of the qualifying hours would actually be claimed simply because firms and indi-
viguals do not apply for benefits for which they qualify. It is difficult to predict
the share of firms claiming the credit. If the response is similar to responses
to the WIN tax credit, participation rates may run as low as 59%. However, with
adequate publicity and broader worker coverage, we expect higher participation
rates. The table below shows costs, new jobs, and costs per job under alternative
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participation assumptions. Because the credit would be taxable, net budget costs
would average 62 cents per hour rather than $1 per hour.

EFFECTS OF BAKER-BELLMON CREDIT UNDER ALTERNATIVE PARTICIPATION ASSUMPTION

Assumed participstion rate

25 percent 80 percent 75 percent
Treasury cost (billions). . ... . . . iiiiiiiicieaoan. $0.3-$0.4 $0.6-30.8 $0.9-$1.22
Hours subsidized (billions). ... .o ... o ioiioiiiiaio . 0.48-0.65 0.97-1.3 1.45-1.9

Increase in person-years of employment of disadvantaged
duced by the jobs credit (billions).......
Cost per new job for disadvantaged. ...

---- 21,000-29,000 42,000-58,000  64,000-86, 000
.... 12,800-73,800 12,800-13,800  12,800-13, 800

Senator HasgeLL. Perhaps you could also give us some analysis for
the record on how large the group is of individuals which your credit
is targeted to help. Break it down by employed and unemployed, by
race and sex, by marital status, and by presence and absence of
children.

If I am asking an impossible thing, tell me what is impossible, and I
will strike it from the record. But we want to try and see what kind
of group we are looking at.

Mr. Packer. No, I do not think so. We kaow that the total popula-
tion of disadvantaged youth are close to 5 million, of which 1.1 million
are in school and the remainder are not.

We have some breakdowns——

Senator HaskeLL. Could you submit that for the record ¢

Mr. Packer. We could submit that for the record.

Senator HaskELL. And then submit for the record how many persons
and what type you expect your proposal to put to work.

Mr. Packer. OK. .

[The following was subsequently supplied for the record:]

TABLE 1.—~EMPLOYMENT AND SCHOOL ACTIVITY STATUS OF DISADVANTAGED YOUTH,! BY AGE AND RACE, MARCH
1977

1810 24 18to 19 20t 21 2t 2

Non- Non- Non- Non-
White whity White white White white White white

Population. ............._.. 3,442 1,508 1,087 546 1,015 456 1,340 $06
Inschoob._.._._....._._ 711 460 352 268 m 113 143 79
Notinschool... .._..... 2,731 1,048 735 21 799 343 1,198 427

Percent of populaton: T
inschool. . .....o.._... 21 31 32 49 21 25 1 16
Not in school.. ...____. 79 69 68 51 9 75 89 8

In school: 2
E/P 25 6 21 6 26 6 3 N

26 68 23 €4 31 67 25 18
34 19 28 17 38 13 43 25
54 37 54 34 S3 30 55 44
22 39 24 43 22 49 21 9
69 60 72 60 68 58 69 61
48 27 44 20 4 24 52 38
23 42 24 47 23 $1 2 32
62 48 58 39 61 43 66 56

1 Disadvantaged youth are those in families whose 1976 incomes fefl below 70 percent of the BLS lower living level during

2 6-mo period. . . ) N L
2 £/P1s employment-population ratio; UR is unemployment rate and LF PR is labor force participation rate.

Source: Unpublished tabulations from the March 1977 current population survey.
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TABLE 2.—~EMPLOYMENT AND SCHOOL ACTIVITY STATUS OF DISADVANTAGED MALE YOUTH,' BY AGE
AND RACE, MARCH 1977

18to 24 18t0 19 20t021 221024

Non- Non- Non- Non-
White white White white White white White white

Population. . _..__.._....... 1,437 578 463 245 397 156 5717 1m
Inschool_..__......... 335 195 163 126 95 41 n 28
Notinschool._._....... 1,102 383 300 119 303 115 500 149

Percent of population:

Inschood............... 23 34 35 51 24 26 13 16
Notinschool............ n 66 65 49 16 74 87 84
In school:?
E/P 24 7 20 7 23 5 35 12
32 64 3t 60 38 72 29 67
36 20 29 18 36 18 50 36
n 51 70 38 71 44 71 67
22 39 22 50 20 4 23 26
91 84 90 76 90 82 92 9
60 36 52 22 60 3 67 59
23 42 23 52 22 49 23 29
18 62 68 46 n 65 87 83

1 Disadvantaged youth are those in families whose 1976 incomes fell below 70 percent of the BLS lower living level during

2 §-mo period. X ) o
3 E/P is employment-poputation ratio; UR is unemployment rate; and LFPR is labor force participation rate.

Source: Unpublished tabulations from the March 1977 current population survey.

TABLE 3.—EMPLOYMENT AND SCHOOL ACTIVITY STATUS OF DISADVANTAGED FEMALE YOUTH,) BY AGE AND
RACE, MARCH 19877

181024 18t0 19 20to 21 22t0 24

Non- Non- Non- Non-
White white White white White white White white

Population. .. 2,005 930 624 300 618 301 763 329
376 265 189 142 122 12 65 51
1,628 665 435 158 496 229 698 2718
19 28 0 47 20 2 9 16

81 n 10 53 80 6 91 84
26 H 23 5 29 7 30 2

20 7t 15 67 25 64 19 89

32 18 27 16 39 20 36 19

42 28 4 32 41 23 ? 3l

23 39 27 35 1) 50 19 31

55 46 60 48 54 47 52 $

39 22 37 19 39 19 41 27

22 43 25 42 ) 52 19 35

51 38 50 33 51 40 51 4

4 1pisadganuged.zdouth are those in families whose 1976 incomes fell below 70 percent of the BLS lower living level
uring a b-mo period.
1 /P is employment-population ratio; UR is unemployment rate; and LFPR is labor force participation rate.

Source: Unpublished tabulations from the March 1977 current population survey.
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TABLE 4—CHARACTERISTICS OF DISADVANTAGED YOUTH, 18 TO 24, BY EMPLOYMENT
STATUS IN MARCH 1977

Population  Employment Unemployment

Family status and sex:
in famnlies with children under 18:

Males:
Familyhead... .. .. il 401 284 62
Relative of head 13 231 107
Females:
Familyhead. ... .. i 494 96 29
Relative of head 1,465 351 101
In other units:
Males:
Family head... .. 158 110 3
Relative of hea 542 220 3
Individual.. .. o iiiciiiitiaaaaas 238 145 35
Female:
Family head. ..
Relative of hea

1,460 866 265

591 215 120
2,009 780 153
1,107 205 156

Source: Unpublished tabulations from March 1977 current population survey,

Mr. Packer. The figure was 160,000 and we do not know how many
of those will be male, female, black or white.

Senator Haskern, All rigilt, sir.

Well, Mr. Secretary, we do have other witnesses. Senator Nelson
has a series of questions which I would merely hand you rather than
ask you here. Could you possibly give your answers for the record,
because I do not want to unduly prolong your stay or keep other
witnesses waiting.!

Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Packer follows:]

STATEMENT OF ARNOLD H. PACKER, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR PoLICY, EVALUATION,
AND RESEARCH, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Mr. Chairman and Members, I am happy to be here today to discuss employ-
ment tax credits. First, however, I would like to address briefly the overall
employment situation.

Expanding employment has been an urgent goal throughout the 1970s. With
unemployment rates averaging 6.5% during the 1970-77 period, no one can doubt
that the economy has generated too few jobs for the Nation's expanding work
force. Employment rose 15¢% between 1970 and 1977, but the labor force increased
by nearly 18%.

One part of the employment problem has been due to recessions and economic
slowdowns. Since we have not been able to eliminate the business cycle, we have
faced long periods when large numbers of able workers cannot find jobs. In fact,
over the entire post-World War II era, the United States has operated at 4%
for only one out of every three years.

A second part of the employment problem has been the inabllity of disadvan-
taged workers to find jobs even during times of economic prosperity for the coun-
try as a whole. We can classify these workers in a variety of ways. They are
workers with low skill or education, young workers, low income heads of families,
welfare recipients, black workers, and workers living in depressed areas.

Regardless of how we classify these workers, the problem before us is to
increase substantially their employment opportunities. If we cannot find jobs for
such structurally unemployed workers at a faster rate than the increase in total
emplns,gment, we will be unable to meet our target of a 45 unemployment rate
by 1983.

1 See p. 195.
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The Administration and the Congress have worked together to deal with the
cyclical and structural barriers to reaching full employment. In this effort, we
have attempted to achieve a balance between expanded public and private em-
ployment. The economic stimulus package that emerged last year fromn Admin-
istration proposals and Congressional actions included an expansion of direct
public job creation programs, as well as the Jobs Tax Credit and other compo-
nents aimed at stimulating private employment.

Today, although aggregate unemployment still remains well above full employ-
ment levels, the problem we face is increasingly a structural one. In response
to the changing nature of this problem, we have proposed targeted programs
for disadvantaged youth. low income heads of families with children, and other
disadvantaged workers. We are targeting our efforts on these groups because,
while the overall unemployment rate continues to fall, they continue to have
extreme difficulty finding employment. For example, during the past 12 months
while the unemplopment rate for white males over the age of 20 has fallen from
4.5% to 3.49%, the unemployment rate for black teenagers has remained at
slightly less than 409e.

In*dealing with these continuing problems, we are again aiming at a mixed
publie-private approach. We are calling for a continuation of a substantial public
service employment program; we are calling for increases in training programs;
we are calling for a special private sector initiatives program, with industry
councils and more on-the-job training; and we are calling for an employment
tax credit to encourage private employers to hire disadvantaged youth.

The PSE program has the dual purpose of providing a job now and of
improving private sector employment prospects of disadvantaged workers. We
are attempting to speed the transition to private employment by enhancing work
experience and placement services under CETA angd by limiting wages and dura-
tion on PSE jobs.

The Administration, as you can see, is committed to expanding private
employment opportunities for disadvantaged workers. The question we must
address today is how employment tax credits can be a good vehicle for achiev-
ing this goal. First, I would like to review the experience with the existing tax
credits. Next, I shall discuss the Administration’s proposal for replacing the
Johs Tax Credit with a targeted tax credit, and then the proposals for expanding
tax credits for welfare recipients. In analyzing these proposals, I shall try to
point out the advantages and disadvantages of various emplorment tax credit
features. My basic conclusion is that while general tax credits may be useful,
the current environment dictates that such credits must be targeted on the
disadvantaged.

TRE EXISTING EMPLOYMENT TAX CREDITS

The Jobs Tax Credit was added by Congress last year to the Administration’s
economic stimulus program. The purposes of the credit were to induce a tem-
porary boost in total employment and to offer a special incentive to hire low wage
workers. The program, which expires at the end of this year, pays tax credits to
firms which expand their employment in 1977 and 1978. The program provides
employers with credits equal to 509 of the increase in their Federal unemploy-
ment tax (FUTA) wage base over 1029 of the previous year's base. Thus, a
firm which hires an additional worker could receive 50% of the worker's first
$4200 of earnings as a tax credit. However, since the firm must reduce wages
charged as business expenses by the amount of the credit, the revenue loss and
gain to the firm is 25-309, of the first $4200, or about £1,100--$1,200. Limiting
the credits to the first $4200 means that the percentage subsidy is higher for
low wage than for high wage workers.

The Department of Labor is conducting an evaluation of the Jobs Tax Credit
as part of an overall assessment of the economic simulus program. The evaluation
is not yet complete, but several of our initinl results are interesting. First, a
survey of employers revealed that large firms learned quickly about the credit
but small firms did not. By February 1978, about 90¢; of the firmms with over
500 employees. but only 309 of the firms with less than 10 employees, had learned
about the credit.

A second finding Is that only €9 of the firms which knew ahout the credit
claimed that they changed their employment behavior as a result of the credit.
These results are not too surprising given the fact that large firms were
unlikely to respond to the credit because of the $100,000 limitation on total
credits to any one firm.
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At this point, we cannot determine the extent of additional employment
induced by the credit. However, even if the Jobs Tax Credit does add to total
employment, the Administration strongly believes that Government expenditures
and tax credits should be targeted to aid the disadvantaged.

The other existing employment tax credits are the WIN and welfare tax
credits, both of which are aimed at reducing structural unemployment and are
targeted on the disadvantaged. The Congress established the Work Incentive
{WIN) tax credit in the Revenue Act of 1971. In 1975, 1976, and 1977, Congress
amended this statute and created the welfare tax credit. Although the WIN
and welfare credits have differences in coverage of eligible workers and em-
ployers, the purpose of both is to increase the employment of welfare recipients.

Under the WIN and welfare credits, employers may claim 209 of the first
year wages of eligible workers as credits against tax liability. Employers may
utilize the WIN credit if they employ workers who are registered for the WIN
program. The local WIN office certifies to employers those workers who are
WIN registrants. Any welfare recipient who has received benetits continuously
for 90 days or more qualifies. The WIN credit is restricted to employers engaged
fin a trade or business while the welfare credit is available to nonbusiness
employees, such as household workers. Both the WIN and welfare credits require
minimmum amounts of employment. To take the WIN credit, firms must employ
WIN registrants for an initial 00 days and then another 90 days unless the
employee quits, becomes disabled, is fired for cause, or is laid off because of a
decline in business. Under the welfare credit, employers must retain eligible
workers for more than 30 consecutive days of substantially full-time employ-
ment. Employers are restricted from laying off or reducing the hours' of other
workers eligible for the WIN or welfare credits. The maximum credit an employer
may claim for any one tax year, is $50,000 plus one-half of tax MHability over
£50.000.

Since we have several years of experience with the WIN and welfare credits,
it is possible to draw conclusions about their effects. The most important con-
clusion is that the credits have done little if anything to increase employment
of welfare recipients because they have been little used. Certifications for the
welfare credit have run less than 2,000 per year. In a typical year, employers
have claimed WIN credits on behalf of about 30,000 workers. This number is
less than 19, of all heads of AFDC families and only about 5-6% of employed
AFDC recipients. We are presently unsure of thefactors leading to the low
utilization rates.

In another finding, researchers could find no evidence that the WIN credits
ever caused employers to increase total employment. In other words, even where
the credit did cause employers to hire more welfare reciplents, the employer
simply ended up substituting one worker for another,

To remedy the information problem, the Department is embarking on a na-
tionwide campaign to inform employers and to simplify procedures for using
the credits. An initial effort in four demonstration cities appeared effective. The
publicity campaign increased certifications for the WIN credit by 100% while
the national increase over the same period was only 45%. Unfortunately, we do
not know how much of the additional utilization of the credit resulted in addi-
tional jobs for WIN registrants and how much came about because eligible em-
ployers began claiming credits which they had previously passed up.

EMPLOYMENT TAX CREDIT PROPOSALS

Now. I would like to turn to the proposals for changing the existing employ-
ment tax credits. The Administration has recommended enactment of a new tax
credit targeted on disadvantaged youth and that the Jobs Tax Credit expire as
planned under existing law.

The purpose of the new targeted credit 18 to reduce structural unemployment
and to provide better private sector opportunities for disadvantaged young
workers. We believe that the targeted credit will compensate employers for the
lack of prior work experience of disadvantaged youth. In this way, we hope to
be better able to achieve our 49 unemployment goal without encountering the
hottleneck shortages among skilled workers which lead to accelerating inflation.

Under the Administration’s targeted tax credit, employers could claim credits
for hiring disadvantaged youth, age 18 to 24, and handicapped workers regard-
less of age. The credit would equal 839, of the youth’s wages (up to $6000) earned
in the first year and 25% of the youth’s wages (up to $6000) earned in the second
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year. Since firms would have to reduce the wages deductible as business expenses
by the amount of the credit and since many workers will earn less than $6000,
the Federal revenue loss per worker is expected to average about $1150 in the
first year and about $850 in the second year. The youths would have to work full-
time and would have to be employed a minimum of 75 days for the employer to
qualify for the credit. To prevent wholesale substitutions and excess windfalls,
no firm could claim the credit on behalf of more than 209 of its workers.

To qualify as disadvantaged and thus eligible for the credit, a youth would
have to meet the CETA criteria, Only youth age 18 to 24 whose family income
is less than 70% of the Bureau of Labor Statistics' lower living standard income
level could be certified. The national average in 1977 for 709 of the BLS lower
living standard income level was $7,500 for a family of four. Handicapped work-
ers would be certified by local vocational rehabilitation offices.

The Administration believes that targeting tax credits on disadvantaged youth
makes sense now that unemployment is becoming more a structural problem than
a cyclical problem. They have the highest unemployment rates of any subgroup.
These rates were over 30% in March 1977 and are probably only slightly below
30% today. A better measure of distress is the fact that only 389 of disadvan-
taged youth are employed, as compared to 63% of all other youth. Disadvantaged
youth must compete for the limited number of entry level jobs or for other jobs
which pay little and require little experience. Unfortunately, the supply of such
jobs has fallen far short of the number of youth wanting such jobs. Part of the
problem may be temporary and be associated with the jump in the population
share of 18-24 year olds. If this is the case, the situation may improve in the
1980’s. However, at present, the unemployment and underemployment of disad-
vantaged youth is an extremely serious structural problem.

We estimate that the revenue loss associated with the targeted tax credit will
be about $350 million in FY 1979 and will rise gradually over 4 years to an annual
loss of about $1.5 billion in FY 1983. The credits in FY 1983 will go to employers
in order to pay for 1.8 million person-years of employment. The actual credits
could be substantially below the estimated levels if the response is as low as was
observed in the WIN and welfare credits. However, given adequate publicity and
promotion, we expect the credits to be claimed by employers. It is difficult to pre-
dict the number of new jobs for disadvantaged youth likely to be induced as a
result of the credit; however, our best estimate of additional youth employment
is 160,000 jobs by FY 1983. This implies a $9.8375 cost per new job for youth.
Again, we do not know how many are new jobs and how many of the jobs are
redistributed toward disadvantaged youth away from other workers. We do be-
lieve that the disadvantaged youth will be able to bargain for “better” jobs be-
cause of the advantage of bringing an employer a tax credit.

I would like to stress that we consider targeted credits to have important ad-
vantages over the untargeted credits.

First, we believe that the Federal Government’s priority should be to improve
the opportunities of those workers most in need. Thus, the Government should
concentrate its limited resources on disadvantaged workers so that as labor
markets improve the disadvantaged will not be left behinad..

Second, we believe that only a targeted approach can relieve the structural
unemployment problem that is a key barrler to reaching full employment. It is
possible to increase jobs for the nondisadvantaged through conventional aggre-
gate demand tools. The real difficulty is generating enough jobs for the disad-
vantaged. Thus, a tax credit will improve our chances of reaching 49; employment
only if it stimulates employment of disadvantaged workers. With so much un-
employment among disadvantaged workers, increasing demand for these workers
will not be inflationary. On the other hand, an untargeted credit will increase
demand for all labor and could thereby result in the kinds of shortages and bottle-
necks that fuel inflation.

OTHER PROPOSALS

I would like to turn to the Congressional proposals for expanding the current
WIN and welfare credits. In my testimony, I will address only the recent pro-
posal put forward by Senators Moynihan, Long, and Cranston. These Senators
recommend several fmportant changes in the current WIN and welfare credits.
They propose raising the rate of subsidy from 209, to 50¢% during the first vear
of employment; providing subsidies for the second and third vears of employ-
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ment with the same firm at subsidy rates of 33% and 25% ; limiting the wage over
which the subsidy applies to $6,000 in 1979, with increases at the same rate as
minimum wage increases; and finally, allowing nonprofit employers to receive
tax credits similar to those received by for-profit employers.

'he Administration opposes these proposals. We feel that they are beset with
a number of serious problems,

First, we oppose the size of the credit. The new credit would permit firms to
claim the credit as well as the full wage deduction. Thus, under the new pro-
posal, if the firm hired a welfare recipient at a $6,000 salary, the firm would
gain almost $3,000 in reduced tax liability from the business deduction and
another $3,000 as a tax credit. Such a credit would make hiring a welfare re-
cipient virtually free for firms making a profit. (These firms would have to pay
about $H50 in social security and unemployment insurance taxes.) We do not
believe that the Government should provide such extreme subsidies. If the Gov-
ernment is to subsidize virtually the full wage, then the proposed tax credits
are, in reality, PSE for the private sector. In this case, regular PSE would be
a more direct method of increasing employment among the welfare population,
and would provide public goods and services to the public paying the wages of
these workers.

Second, the Administration opposes extending eligibility to individuals and
nonprofit organizations because nonprofit organizations are already eligible to
participate in PSE, and extension of the tax credits to nonprofit organizations
would open up the problem of refundability which the Administration opposes.
We also believe that lederal tax expenditures should not subsidize dead end jobs
in the household sector. In fact, under certain conditions, the tax credit as ap-
plied to certain afluent individuals could more than offset the total wages paid.

Third, the Administration believes that any major change in the welfare sys-
tem should be considered in the broader context of general welfare reform.

It is true that the enhanced credits could stimulate new jobs for welfare re-
cipients. If, howerer, such success were achieved, it could create a serious dan-
ger. As jobs became easier to obtain for AFDC mothers heading families, low
income heads of two-parent families could experience far more serious employ-
ment problems. In States that provide AFDC-UF, such family heads might be
pushed on to the welfare rolls. In States that do not provide AFDC-UF, dis-
placed heads of two-parent families might face severe poverty and could only
turn to food stamps. The vastly expanded credit could contribute to the breakup
of low income families by increasing unemployment within their families.

This danger is not entirely the fault of the credit proposal. It is largely the
fault of a welfare system that excludes most very low income two-parent families.
If the President’s welfare reform proposal were enacted, employment oppor-
tunities for poor two-parent families would be equal to those for one-parent
families. However, at the current state of knowledge, we believe that it would
be imprudent to commit large sums of additional dollars to employment tax
credits, such as those envisioned in the Moynihan, Long and Cranston proposal.

The Administration believes that any employment tax credit should be only
one element in a larger overall structural employment strategy and that tax
credits should be targeted, especially in this time of increased danger of infla-
tion. In this environment, it is best to proceed with caution. The Administration
is moving cautiously by limiting employment tax credits to a target group that
clearly faces substantial structural unemployment. Moreover, we view this credit
as one of several tools for relleving the severity of unemployment among dis-
advantaged youth. We shall follow the impact of the targeted youth credit care-
fully. We believe it can Improve the position of those now least able to compete
in the labor market.

My, Packrr. Thank vou, Mr, Chairman.

Senator HaskerL. The next witness is Matthew B. Coffey, executive
vico president, National Alliance of Businessmen,

We are glad to have you here, sir,

Mr. Correy. Senator, T have a brief statement which T would like
to submit for the record.

Senator Hasxkern, It will be included in the record in full.

Mr. Correy. Thank you.
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STATEMENT OF MATTHEW B. COFFEY, EXECUTIVE VICE .
PRESIDENT, NATIONAL ALLTANCE OF BUSINESSMEN

Mr. CorrEy. I would just like to highlight some of the points in the
statement and then answer any questions you might have for us.

My name is Matthew Coffey and I am an employ of the Textron
Corp. which is a large, diversified company in Providence, R.I. T have
been, for the past 8 months, on loan from tKat corporation as executive
vice president of the National Alliance of Businessmen.

The national alliance was created 10 years ago and focused on struc-
tural unemployment. That is its principal concern, and the program
it has been working on.

The alliance has gone through two phases and is now entering a
third phase. The first phase was its creation phase, which was in re-
sponse to the riots in the streets in the summer of 1967. President
Johnson asked Henry Ford and other chief executive officers of major
co: porations to join together in a voluntary effort to find employment
for structurally unemployed people.

I might say that the phrase “structural unemployment” is a con-
venient phrase, but it covers up a lot. From a businessman's point of
view, structurally unemployed people are people who, under normal
circumstances, we would never hire at the gate. They are people who
are just not trained to do a job, they are people who have suffered
for all of their life from economic deprivation, racial deprivation,
and educational deprivation. And that is the way a businessman, in a
normal circumstance, would look at these people as unqualified for
cmployment. .

The first phase of NAB, which lasted about 5 years, was a combined
voluntary and funded program using funds under MDTA. NAB en-
tered into contracts with major employers to reimburse them for the
incremental costs of training structurally unemployed people. This
training involved training in basic functional skills, from being on
time to showing up to work every day in addition to the regular on-
the-job training that a normal corporation would engage in.

When the CETA system came in at the end of that 5-year period, the
business community essentially laid back. It was a time of economic
recession. As a result, business’ concern was shifted from structural
unemployment and the NAB program in that period of time, up until
really this past year, fell into disuse.

We are now engaged on what I see as the third phase. We have
looked at the last 10 years and we have learned some lessons. Those
lessons are that : one, we have not solved the structural unemployment
problem. It is worse today than it was in 1968. More people are struc-
turally unemployed now than then.

We then had a 4-percent unemployment rate. We now have a 6-
percent unemployment rate.

I think that several lessons come out of that 10 years, however. One
is that job creation is a function of the economy. It is not a function of
special programs.

The economy is either healthy and the private sector is creating
jobs or it is not.
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Second, growth in job creation over the past 10 years has not been
in large companies like my own. It has been in smaller companies. It
has been with employers of less than 500.

Out of about 11 million new jobs created in the past 10 years, 8.5
million of them were with smaller employers.

Larger employers have the ability and the flexibility to use capital
and to use clectronic technology to grow. Smaller employees do not
have that flexibility. They live much closer to the line. They live from
day to day with survival.

As a result, they are highly labor intensive and represent where the
growth is in this economy in terms of jobs at the present time.

The fact is that, over the last 5 years or so, the business community
has not been participating in the CETA program. I think there was
a total of $140 million in on-the-job training contracts, with the private
sector last year, out of a total expenditure of over $12 hillion.

So the CETA pogram has not been, as far as the business community
is concerned, an effective vehic' » for new employees. We are en-
gaged in changing that with a n_.v title in the CETA reauthorization
bill this year, which has been approved by the full committee in the
Senate, which is the administration’s private sector initiative program.
That program was designed with close cooperation with the business
community and I think it will, through the private industry council
mechanism, create an effective structural means for the business com-
muity to participate in the CETA program.

Right now, job creation is at an all-time high. We have been exper-
iencing months where there have been 600,000 new jobs added to the
cconomy in a single month—unprecedented growth. e are experienc-
ing the largest number of “Help Wanted” ads ever published in the
United States at the present time. The Conference Board, Dun’s Re-
view, which is a chief executive officer’s magazine, U.S. News and
World Report, all point to the fact that at any given time today there
are about 500,000 jobs going begging for lack of applicants. A tre-
mendous need for employees in the private sector.

We also know that is where the jobs are. Five out of six people
employed in this economy are employed by the private sector. So if
we are going to solve this problem, we have something of a dilemma.
We have job creation growing in small business. We have the majority
of Government programs designed and complex enough that only large
corporations understand them, and you have a situation where large
corporations prefer not to accept Government funds for job-training
programs, simply because we have the flexibility to do it on our own.

Just to illustrate this latter point, I would like to point to President
Carter’s HIRE program. The President asked Bill Miller, who was
then chairman of Textron, to head up his effort to employ 100,000
veterans in the private sector over this past year. We are 9 months into
the program.

The program was that the President of the United States would
write a letter to the chief executive officer of the Fortune 1,000 corpora-
tions. The chief executive officer would make pledges, and then the
National Alliance would follow up on those pledges.

Based on that simple device, a letter from the President of the
United States, in the 8 months that the program has been running to
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date. we have in excess of 100,000 pledges by large corporations to hire
Vietnam veterans, The NAB staff is now in the process of following
up each of those pledges with each of those companies to make sure
that by the end of this year there will, in fact, be 100,000 veterans
employed. .

The small businessman does not really have that flexibility, does not
have that ability to respond to a request of the magnitude that the
President made on large corporations.

I think that what all of this says to us is that the dilemma we face—
growth of employment with small employers, inability of small em-
ployers to respond to requests to voluntarily help solve this societal
problem. means that we need some mechanism to experiment with.

One very important and useful mechanism that I think all of usin
the business community feel will work is this private sector initiative
program, ]

If title VII of CETA is approved the way the Senate committeo
has marked it up, I think we have a very workable, reasonable pro-
gram that might get at some of this structural problem.

Senator HaskeLr. Is this program designed for what you call the
structurally unemployed ¢ ‘

Mr. CorrEY. Yes, sir. It is designed to create local councils to de-
scribe the problem locally. In other words, a majority of businessmen
would come together and would survey their labor market, look at what
the problems in that labor market arve, and would from that decide
whs})t tvpe of program is needed to address the structurally unemployed

roblem,
P We are now at a point in the economy when we can spend time on
the structural problems simply because job creation has grown just
incredibily during the last 3 or 4 months, particularly.

So one of the important aspects of that program is the local aspect
to it. More importantly, it is a relatively simple, easy program to
understand for the businessman. He has an intermediary from the
business community, called this private industry council, which will
deal with the government for him so that he will not have to have
direct contracts with the Labor Department or with the CETA prime
sponsor.

One of the reasons that businessmen have not participated in CETA
to date is that the standards just vary all over the lot. Just to give you
an example of that, in the labor market in Richmond, Va., you have
two prime sponsors. You have the city of Richmond and you have
the county which completely surrounds Richmond.

In order for a businessman to enter into a contract with the city of
Richmond, he has to go through about 40 pages of boiler-plate that
is designed to protect the city from liability. In order to enter into a
contract with the county, the businessman has a simple 4- to 10-page
form. depending on the complexity of the program, that he can enter
into with no difficuity.

Two prime sponsors serving the same labor market and the require-
ments are totally different. The businessman looks at this and his na-
tural reaction is. I do not really want to get involved in all of this. I
do not understand the risks. Why does the mayor feel one way and the
county feel another way{ There must be something wrong. The busi-
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nessman is naturally suspicious of government programs and is very
negative about redtape involved in those programs.

I think on the general subject of employment tax credits, we have
not secn any evidence that they are spectacularly successful. We have
not ceen any evidence that they are a failure.

I think my feeling about them is that we have a new approach here,
tarzeting toward youth, that might be a better way to do it than we
have done it before. The problem with tax credits is with the smaller
employer. The large employer is going tc take advantage of these
things to the extent that they are available. I think one of the rea-
sons that more employers did not do more hiring under the program
has been the cap, the 47 new emgloyees was a cap for larger employers.

Senator HaskerL, Why was that a problem ?

Mr. Correy. Well, simply because it was not of sufficient magnitude
to make a dent in the problem.

Senator HaskeLL. In other words, $100,000 to a big corporation is
not all that much ?

Mr. Correy. That is not that much money, and so many large corpo-
rations said gee, it is not really worth all the trouble and shuffle and
paperwork and concern.

én I would say that our feelings are that the tax credits are worth
continning, that we are in an experimental phase, that we ought to
continue the experimentation, try to measure better than we have been
able to measure to date results. In talking to business people, I have the
feeling that many of them say: Well, it is a good idea, but we are not
really sure it works. We are not really sure that the businessman’s
decision to hire is going to be changed in favor of the structurally un-
employed person by the simple mechanism of the tax credit. We just do
not have enough evidence to tell us that that is the case.

Senator HasreLL. Your statement is very interesting in that job
creation basically has been in the small business sector and, as you
put it, your corporation and corporations like yours have the advan-
tage of advanced technology ang can do & great many things that a
small business cannot.

So it seems to me, assuming you are correct, how do we make either
the jobs credit that I got through last year or the administration credit
simple for the small businessman ?

Mzr. Correy. Well, the first thing we have to do is avoid any com-
plexity of formula. When I listen to the proposals and they start talk-
ing about percentages and limits and criteria and a certain percent-
age of this unemployment tax base, and things of that sort, I think the
natural reaction 1s to defeat the purpose of the credit in the first place.

Senator ILiskern. Well, let’s take the administration’s proposal.
There is nothing very complicated about 18 to 24.

Alr. Correr. No, I think that is——

Senator Hasxerr. That is a pushover.

But is it a problem to make the individual go to the employment
office and possibly fill out a long form ¢

Mr. Correy. I think not. I think that is a service to business that is
very important. The last thing a businessman wants to be in the posi-
tion of doing is trying to determine the income leve! of an individual.
In business, that is considered none of our business,
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Senator HaskEeLr. So you think that is simple, from the applicant’s
view point, to go to the employment office ¢

Mr. Corrry. Yes, sir.

Senator Haskrrr. Then the next thing, then. is the we have to pre-
vent churning. We have to prevent employers from firing people that
are 25 in order to employ people who are 24, What is the simplest
thing to do?

Mr. Correy. Well, T guess I disagrec with that premise, and T
disagree with it because emplovers generally are prejudiced toward
older workers. They are prejudiced toward people 25 to 29 because they
are uiore stable, they are more reliable. They show up for work more
regularly. They have more obligations, so they have to work more
constantly.

So the prejudice of an employer is naturally to hold on to people
older than 24. So T do not think the substitution problem is as big as
a lot of people would like to make it appear.

Now, there may be some companies where that is the policy, but T
think there are sufficient monitoring mechanisms within the Labor
Department to find those companies.

Senator Haskerr. OK. I am very interested in your point of view.
You have obviously been working on this for some time.

Let’s now take the proposal of the chairman of the committee,
with Senator Moynihan, to target only toward persons who are on
welfare. You see, the administration is saying the test is 18 to 24.
1 believe Senators I.ong, Moynihan, and Cranston are saying only
give hthig credit for those on public assistance. What is your comment
on that?

Mr. Correy. They are structurally unemployed from our perspec-
tive. I think that as we look at the problem right now, the problem is
with youth.

As I like to say, although it could be challenged, American educa-
tion used the postwar baby boom quite effectively to increase support
to education. The postwar baby boom has now graduated and it is the
problem of business.

So that is where the problem is, from our standpoint. It is a problem
of the younger worker. The worker who is not used to working, not
trained to work—that is where the problem is.

I understand what the Senators are trying to do with welfare
recipients, but I think the problem is in both places, and the bigger
problem is with youth.

Senator HaskeLL. My last question is to see if this is correct. The
staff has handed me a piece of paper which says that the experience of
your organization over 10 years has been that 70 percent of jobs are
created in companies of less than 100 employees and then if you go up
to 500 employees, 77 percent of jobs are created in people hiring less
than 500.

Is that an accurate statement ?

Mr. CorrEy. That is roughly correct, yes. Major growth is occurring
in small entreprencurship. The peok)le are more willing to take the
risk to get into business now than they have ever been before.

Senator HaskerL. Well, thank you, Mr. Coffey. I think you have
added greatly to this hearing, and I appreciate your being here.
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Mr. Correy. Thank you, Senator.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Coffey follows:] ,

i
STATEMENT OF MATTHEW B. COFFEY, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
ALLIANCE OF BUSINESS AND DIRECTOR, NAB PrOJECT TEXTRON, INC.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Select Committee on Small Business: On
behalf of the National Alliance of Business I appreciate this opportunity to share
with the select committee the experiences of our organization in dealing with the
structural unemployment problem.

Structural unemployment is distinguished from other unemployment because
it deals with those person’s unlikely to be hired even in the best job market such
as the one we are currently experiencing. Solution of this problem engages busi-
ness in activities far beyond on the job training. It involves a conscious effort by
business to solve problems for the individual that all the previous social institu-
tions have failed to solve whether it be the home, the church or the school system.

Over the past 10 years the National Alliance of Business has been encouraging
businesses to work on the structural unemployment problem. We encourage this
not just because its the right thing to do, but because it is in our long range
interest to have a healthy social fabric of productive people.

The National Alliance of Business program is on the brink of its greatest pro-
gram thrust in many years. This is true for many reasons:

1. The job market is in an accelerated growth phase.

2. The private sector is where 80 percent of all jobs exist in this economy.

3. The Administration has asked the National Alliance to actively lead its
private sector initiative,

I would like to discuss each of these topics briefly.

Job creation is at an all-time high. Look at the recent printed evidence. The
Conference Board in New York report that its survey of “Help Wanted Ads”
indicates 500.000 jobs are available on any given day in the U.S. Dun’s Review
for March, 178 headlines “More jobs than workers"”. “There is a growing job gap
in some areas with close to 500,000 unfilled openings. The June 26, issue of U.S.
News and World Report headlines “The Surprising Boom in New Jobs.”

The important largely unrecognized fact in each of these reports however is
that the growth is not occuring in large corporations but in smaller ones. Small
businesses, those that employ 500 or less, experience almost 809 of the expansion.
Tl;at tells all of us concerned about effective manpower programs important
things.

We know historically that five out of six jobs in this economy are in the private
sector. Many of us tend to believe that most employment is with large organiza-
tions in the private sector. That tendency if ever true is not now true. Most
employed people are employed in small businesses.

Cur National Alliance experience tells us that large corporations, such as: GM-
Chrysler, Owens I1l, TRW and my own company Textron, participate in man-
power program on a voluntary basis. If the Chief Executive Officer is asked by
the President of the United States to help solve a particular manpower problem
large organizations have the flexibility to respond.

An example of that flexibility is President Carter's HIRE program for Vet-
erans. The P'resident sent a letter to each Chief Executive Office of the Fortune
1000 largest companies asking them to voluntarily pledge to hire Vietnam veter-
ans. In response to the President’s letter, in excess of 100,000 jobs have been
pledged “n less than nine months. The National Alliance staff under my direction
is following up these pledges to assure that 100,000 veterans are employed by
year-end.

The point is, that large corporations have the flexihility to hire with or without
reimbursement. Reimbursable program or tax cred’ts may stimulate them to do
more but only if ceilings are high enough or nonexistant.

Small husinesses do not have that flexibility. You don’t find large corporate
staffs in small businesses. They live much closer to the margin and can only
participate in programs of this type if offered compensation and credits to help
offset the incremental costs of tra‘ning.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Select Committee we have a paradox. Any
effective solution to structural unemployment must have active participation
from small business but they are the least capable of responding.

Governmental solutions seem appropriate but must be carefully designed to
solve the prohlem where and as it is found.

34-840—79——5
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The solution must be administratively simple. Small businessmen have little
capacity to cope with complex formulas or extensive forms. The best phrase to
remember is whatever you design keep it simple not only in legislation but also
in regulation.

The solution must reach for effectiveness with both large corporations and
small recognizing the differences between them. Each type can make an effective
contribution to solving the structural problem.

The solution must deal with the facts as they are but be flexible enough to
adjust for swings {n the business cycle.

Let me now talk briefly about two solutions. One is the CETA Title VII private
sector initiative and the other, the pending matter before you this morning.

In canperation with the administration the business community has had an
important voice in designing the private sector initintive. I am attaching a bro-
chure to my testimony that discusses the details of the program. I just want to
make a few points about it.

Manpower problems are local problems and the private sector initiative is de-
signed to get local business involved in the definition as well as the solution of
the probtlem. Business needs a sense of ownership in order to effectively partici-
pate. This is particularly true for small business.

Funds under the program will be administered jointly by the CETA prime
spousors and the business community represented by a local private industry
counc’'l. This will tend to build eanfidence in the business community.

The role of the private industry council will be to limit the administrative
burden that has prevented most businesses from participating in CETA these past
five years.

As you can see the private sector initiative is designed to be easy to under-
stand, locally controlled and with bullt in mechanisms to limit administrative
hurden to the employer. It tits my prescription for effective manpower programs.
If enacted in its present Senate form it will be the best chance we have yet had
for au effective private sector program under CETA.

Employment Tax Credits can also assist this process. The Administration pro-
posal seems reasonable because it targets on the greatest problem, youth unem-
ployment. The design of the credit is flexible and should result in greater partici-
pation by employers. The ceiling of 47 new employees is removed which should
help both large and small employers. The computation of credit is straight-
forward and easy to understand.

While the National Alliance Board has not taken any formal position from my
viewpoint this new proposal also looks like it meets my earlier prescription for
successful manpower programs.

Mr. Chairman, I hope this testimony has been useful background for your
Committee. Let me take this opportunity to thank you for your effective work in
shaping Title VII of CETA. We at the National Alliance hope you will continue
to call on us whenever we can be helpful in providing information or a business
point of view on manpower programs.

Scnator HasgeLL. Our next witness is Prof, Robert Eisner, North-
western University.

Professor Eisner, we are glad to welcome you back again.

%Iri)EllgNER. Thank you very much, Senator Haskell. It is very good
to be back.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT EISNER, WILLIAM R. KENAN PROFESSOR
OF ECONOMICS, NORTHWESTERN UNIVERSITY

Mr. EisNEr. I hope it is not too brash of me to include myself with
you in a small ingroup of people who have struggled to get employ-
ment tax credits into the law and have made, I think, an auspicious
beginning, although we have a good way to move. I was happy to be
here in February 1977 and earlier in 1975. This is an old hobby of
mine—pushing for tax credits and subsidies to try to encourage
employment.
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I would like to make first a general remark or two on the subject,
and that is that the potential in employment tax credits properly
formulated and not overly limited, is enormous. The potential is to get
people to work and, at the same time, reduce labor costs and, in that
way, combat inflation.

T am submmitting a statement for the record——

Senator HaskeLL, It will be included in full.

Mr. Eisner [continuing]. And also an article just published in
Challenge entitled: “A Direct Attack on Unemployment and Infla-
tion,” that spells out these ideas a bit further.

Mr. Ersxer. I believe we should keep fundamentally in mind the
lasic analytical proposition that we are out to increase employment,
to reduce unemplovment, and we can do that using the privite market
by giving all employers—and I would not restrict myself to business
cmployers or profit employers—give all employers an incentive to hire
people, to put them to work, an incentive to hire people where market
forces have somehow not operated appropriately.

Now, the most clear and direct indication of a breakdown in the
market is simply unemployment itself, and I would urge strongly
that in any of our targeting, we keep our eye on the main ball. Qur
targeting in an employment credit should be to those people who are
not working. That includes those who are officially unemployed. That
includes, as well, people who are discouraged workers, people who
}lavlc _nc{)t gotten into the labor force because they do not think they can

ind jobs.

You will find, among the unemployed, youth, blacks, women, vet-
erans, minorities generally. If our targeting is to the unemployed,
then we will inevitably be helping, in very large measure, the dis-
advantaged people to whom we want to direct ourselves.

Now, T will divide my remarks and try to be brief. I will speak first
on the subject of the current jobs tax credit, which, of course, expires
at the end of this year, then discuss briefly the administration proposal,
and then amplify a bit on my own extensions of the current credit
which, T think, would be a very considerable improvement, both over
tha current credit and the administration proposal.

The current credit I consider a great advance, simply because it is
an effective general credit. It also has the great advantage of being a
marginal credit. We want a tax credit, to be blunt, not to relieve
taxpayers, not to give people, whether small businessmen or anybody
clse, more after-tax profits. We want a tax credit to put people to work.

We therefore do not want to give, any more than we have to,
a credit to people for doing what they would do anyway.

I consider it rather remarkable that the administration, in its pro-
posal—or in the Treasury’s fact sheet—thinks to criticize the current
jobs credit as presumably giving benefits to employers to do things
they would do anyway, while it is pushing for the investment tax
credit and extension of the investment tax credit that is currently
costing the Treasury some $15 billion a year, and notoriously gives
benefits for the purchase of equipment that most firms would be buying
anyway.

The );;reat glory of the current job tax credit is, to a very large extent,
that it is a marginal credit for increases in employment over some
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base—a base which I think is too high—so therefore you get a very
large bang for the buck., You do not give out tax dollars, to a very
large extent not for employment which would be undertaken anyway,
but for increases in employment.

Of course. to the extent increases in employment would be under-
taken anyway, there is some leakage, but the leakage is much less than
vou would have in a credit which goes to an entire broad category of
people that might be hired in any event.

Now, in terms of the current credit I was glad to see Senator ITas-
kell’s repeated questions, or remarks, on the matter of the awareness
that business firms had of this. T guess I should not refrain from being
blunt. One can almost wonder if there was some internattonal sabo-
tage. or perhaps just bureaucratic ineptness, in the way this current
credit information did get out. For, from the very passage of this leg-
islation, we understood there would be a problem.

Of course, the administration opposed it to begin with, but then
there was very clearly an inadequate job done in publicizing that and
it comes out 1n the surveys. A survey of the Census Buresu for the
Department of Labor indicates that, out of some 8 million firn:s, a re-
markably small number became aware of it. .\ considerable nuinber
of those who were aware were ineligible.

You finally came down to a figure of some 150,000 firms out of some
3 million that (1) considered themselves aware of the credit and (2)
considered themselves eligible to use it.

Of these, some 36,000, about 24 percent, said that they used the credit
to try to increase employvment.

So, if you could project that, you would. I think, come to a somewhat
more encouraging figure than the 190,000 estimate of new jobs that
we get from the National Federation of Small Businesses, a figure of
190000 which is rather sustained indirectly by the Census survey.

That, then, was accomplished with inadequate information of the
firms, with lack of awareness, with the firms becoming aware of it to
the extent they did only when they had to pay their taxes, which is no
way-to use a credit to stimulate employment. The idea was not to have
employers discover from their accountants last March or April, as
many of them did—and I have gotten this from personal reports—
then they discovered they had a tax credit coming to them. That was
not the idea.

The idea was to tell them in advance, “You have a credit. Now go out
and hire additional workers and you will get an advantage.”

I checked on this in my own district IRS office. I did it—1I am not
a small businessman—TI was not looking for a credit for myself—but
by way of inquiry. I found I could not even get, in the Internal Rev-
enue Service Office in my area, the 902 form which gives information
on using the credit. They did not know about it. They did not have it.
I finally got it by a call to one of these central numbers, but that was
no way to get the word out adequately.

Now, the current credit does have some difRiculties. I understand the
concern for helping small business primarily, but the $100,000 limit,
as pointed out, 1s really unfortunate in that it not only is not limiting
you to a specific amount for larger businesses, but it has another effect
which I am not sure if people bother to see. Take a large firm that
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would be getting $100,000, because it is increasing its employment not
by 47 or 48 but by 100 workers. Anyway, there is no incentive to go
any further. Once you have hired 58 additional workers, you can forget
about it.

So again, it is just a giveaway up to a flat amount rather than an
incentive. So the $100.000 limitation, I think, should be removed, and
I am glad to sce the administration is proposing that change.

Turning then to the administration proposal, it does have the ad-
vantage of eliminating the ceiling. It has some advantage of concen-
trating on 18- to 24-year-olds, and I have long argued, as I am sure
that many others have, that it is very important to meet the problem
of youth unemployment.

It is, I think, very unfortunate and regrettable to meet the problem
of youth unemployment in a way that then leaves out the rest of those
who are unemployed and further, to put so many restrictions on it that
it, T think, is going to be self-defeating.

Now, a major restriction to which Senator Haskell has pointed in his
questions earlier this morning, is, I believe—I should not presume on
vour belief, but I should say that your questions suggested to me that
I could be agreeing with you. In any event, my own opinion is that the
70 percent of the regional lower income standard is a very difficult
thing to administer and, indeed, disastrous in concept.

What the proposal says is that eligibility of workers will be limited
{o those who can be certified as “a member of a household that has an
income of less than 70 percent of the regional lower living standard.”
At another point, it turns out that this is supposed to be calculated on
the basis of an annualized income over the 6 months previous period.

Now, I do not know who is going to try to certify this. Certainly, the
cmployee is not likely to have a very good idea of the annualized
income of those in his household over the last 6 months. If he has a
good idea, there is every invitation to cheat. In fact, if the thing is to
be enforced, there is every invitation to have the kind of fiascos we
have known with \Aid to Families with Dependent Children.

I'f it amounted to anything, if the whole program amounted to
cnongh, it would be an incentive to youngsters, to households, to have
whoever is earning the income of the family desert, leave the family,
announce he is not there, go into the underground, leave his wife so
that the kids are then eligible to get certified for these benefits.

By restricting the benefits to those in households below this 70 per-
cent of the regional living standard, you are restricting it to a small
proportion of the total available number and you raise, then, T would
think. very diffienlt and, indeed, unnecessary problems.

It is also a politically disastrous kind of thing to do. I think we have
heard of districts in Long Island and elsewhere which said they did
not want to take aid, because it was aid only for a small group of mi-
norities or someone from outside the district. Here, you are oing to
have a situation where large categories of people will be excluded from
the benefits, benefits which we would like to extend, not just to the
individual, but to the economy in terms of getting more people em-
ployed. I see no reason why a kid from a family whose income is a
little bit more than the 70 percent, whose family income is normal,
cannot be encouraged to get a job and have an employer with an incen-
tive to hire him.
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Now, finally—just another word on the administration proposal. It
is, in many wavs, a step backward, and I would hope that these two
committees and the Senate and the Congress do not accept that kind
of a step backward.

It is much more restrictive, as I am pointing out, than the current
bill. It is less in amount. It is restricting it from $2,100 to a maximum
of $2,000 the first year and $1,500 the next, that despite substantial
inflation since March of 1977 when the original bill was legislated.
Thus, in very many ways, it involves a cutting back on what was a
veg promisinﬁ beginning last year.

ince I gather time is short, I should perhaps be brief on what I
would recommend, and I do have the details in the record. But why
not just think in these terms, and see how much of my proposal you
could adopt.

You want to stop unemployment. You want to increase employment.
Why not target directly at those unemployed ¢

We pay $80 a week, on the average, in unemployment benefits. We
have some 8 million in covered unemployment—it ran somewhat more
than that through most of this past year—3 million at $80 a week,
$4,000 a year—that is about $12 billion. I do not know the precise fig-
ure. It may be more on unemployment benefits.

Suppose we offer a credit for net additions to employment over a
certain base of up to 50 percent on wages paid for un to $80 a week. this
average unemployment benefit? For any worker that is hired on this,
there is a net gain to society. You are not having to pay him unem-
ployment benefits and the employer is hiring him and he has earnings.
in addition to the $80 a week, since the credit is at most only half of
his income. We gain if he is earning anything more, and he would be
garni.r(llg in addition to the credit at least the amount of the credit that
is naid.

You could limit this to those unemployed 5 weeks or more, That
could be simple, looking at simple administration. It could be on the
basis of the fact that the person has been receiving unemnloyment in-
surance benefits, so that is a matter of record. Or you could have a per-
son, if he is not in covered employment, simply register for the benefit
and then. after 5 weeks. he would be eligible.

Now. I am very much conscious of the problem of youth unemploy-
ment. I would hate to have a situation where you have to wait for a
joh after you get out of high school or you drop out and the emplover
says, “I cannot take you until yon have been unemployed 5 weeks.
Come back then.” That is sort of a ridiculous sitnation.

T would sav for those under the age of 20 without jobs and with less
than 8 months of nrior employment. that there should be no such
waiting period. and I would similarly say there shonld be no such
waiting period for those out of the labor market dne to child rearing.
and that there is every reason to encourage women to come back. They
have a problem coming back to iobs or getting jobs after thev have
been out of the market. And finally. I would certainly extend this im-
mediate benefit to people coming out of military service.

So there would be no waiting period for youths, for women coming
off child rearing, and for veterans. For others. they would have to he
without a job for 5 weeks.
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I would remove the $100,000 limitation and I would add, by the
way, that the payroll tax should be paid for out of General Treasury
revenues, earmarking that however you wish. For those under the age
of 20 there are good reasons on which I can amplify for doing that.

And finally, I would relate the tax credits to the payroll tax rather
than corporation or individual income taxes and this would have a
couple of major benefits. One, we talk a lot about fighting inflation.
We worry about how we can reduce unemployment without aggravat-
ing inflation. This is a beautiful, direct way, because, if you cut payroll
taxes by this kind of a subsidy, you are reducing costs to the employer.

There is no blinking from the fact that a major element in determin-
ing ﬁrices is costs and the major element in costs are labor costs, If
you have your credit tied directly to the portion of taxes going to pay-
rolls, you are making it easier for employers to hire. They are reducing
their costs, and therefore, we are combating inflation.

And, in addition, by tying it to payroll taxes rather than corporate,
or individual income taxes, you do permit an extension to nonprofit
institutions. X would urge, 1f there is not too much feeling against it,
that State and local governments, school districts, be included. There
is a lot of additional hiring that could be done there and there is no
reason to restrict an effort to encourage employment to the business
sector, to the profitmaking business sector alone,

hThey certainly should be included. There is no reason to exclude
them,

I am the trustee of a small, private nonreligious school and they, I
suspect, could well use this credit to hire additional people. There are
schools, universities, churches, if there is no constitutional provision
on that, hospitals, all kinds of nonprofit institutions who could hire
people, who could hire youths. I think it is an absurd bit of prejudice
to say we should not include nonprofit institutions.

T have not studied the Moynihan proposal in detail, but the objection
advanced by Secretary Packer against including them is, I think, a
very unfortunate objection.

I think T have gone bevond my time. T thank you very much.

Senator Haskrrn, Basically, Professor Eisner. vou believe in the
em{ilo_vment. fax credit. You would remove the £100.000 lid. You wonld
make eligibility depend upon length of unemployment rather than age
factors or other factors,

Would that be basically it?

Mr. E1sner. That is correct, sir.

Senator HasgeLL. And you would spread it to the nonprofit and gov-
evrnmental sectors as well as to the profit sector?

Mr. Eisyer. Right, I would also include that ineremental or mar-
ginal factor, although T wonld somewhat lower it and make it more
generous. I would suggest that we retain the enrvent credit. in effect.
with the expanded amounts and with the elizibility for increases in
employment over 102 percent of a previous average, and that would
be an average of the previous 3 vears rather than the last vear. And I
wonld extend the thines that T have been talking about to employment
over 98 percent of the previous year.

So you would have that 4-percent categorv for all of the unemploved
we are trving to get. Beyond that, you could hire anybody. And that.
also, I think, is advantageous.
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We do not want to give anybody the notion that you want to hire
particular people—youths, unemployed—at the expense of those who
already have jobs. And therefore, there is no reason why we should
not retain the credit for everybody for increases in employment over
102 percent.

Senator Haskerr. But the lesser percentage would be the targeted?

Mr. Eisxer. For the lesser percentage, that is right. So there would
be some special aid to the targeted, precisely, by making firms eligible
at 98 percent of the previous average. The previous average is likely
to be a bit lower than the previous year, because firms do tend to grow.
It should also avoic a cvelical phenomenon which, some critics have
pointed out, does exist in the current law, and that is there is some
incentive for a firm to increase its employment—to cut its employment
1 year, if it really takes it seriously, in order to be able to raise it the
next. And there is that kind of churning over time.

I do not know that it is serious, but by relating the base to a pre-
vious average, you would reduce that problem.

Senator Hasgern, Thank you sir, very much. I have no further
questions.

Senator Long ? ¢

Senator Loxg. I have no questions.

_ Senator Haskerr. Thank you very much, Professor Eisner. I appre-
ciate it.

[The prepared statement and article of Mr. Eisner follows:]

STATEMENT OF ROBERT EISNER®

It is most gratifying to be able to appear before you once more. You have been
concerned and attentive to needs to reduce tax burdens in ways that will aid the
economy and increase employment.

On previous occasions I have advanced a number of proposals which find ex-
pression in some part in existing legislation and current recommendations. The
Congress has made an important start in offering incentives for increased private
employment, It should be useful now to see what has been accomplished and
where corrections and improvements are in order.

The existing jobs tax credit of up to $2100 per employee for increases of up to
47 workers beyond 102 percent of previous employment has had some success.
We cannot claim that it has been of overwhelming importance in the major
increases in employment and decreases in unemployment in a peried of little
more than a year since its enactment. Surveys by the Census Bureau for the
Department of Laber and by the National Federation of Independent Business
both give evidence, however, of distinet if small contributions to employment.
The NFIB offers “a tenuously estimated 195,000 jobs” figure, based on 2.4 percent
utilization for its intended purpose. The Census survey, indicating some 2 percent
conscious effort to increase employment by February of this year offers an im-
plicit confirmation of the NFIB estimates. Neither survey traces possible second-
ary effects, negative or positive. Some new employees, may merely be hired away
from other employers. But lower after-tax lahor costs may encourage lower prices
and bring about broader increases in demand, and hence output and employment,
than survey respondents are likely to perceive directly.

Both surveys indicate great unawareness of the availability of the credit. The
NFIB finds only 50 percent of small firms new of it by April. The Census sur-
vey found only about a third of respondents reporting awareness in February.

While these figures tell something about general imperfections and costs of
information, they would appear to be prima facie evidence of inadequate admin-
istration of the jobs credit. One might argue that it is not a supreme responsi-
hility of the Treasury to make the public fully aware of all possible tax breaks.
In this instance, however, realization of the Congressional intent to see the jobs

1 William R. Kenan Professor of Economies, Northwestern University.
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credit used as a device to increase employment required a successful effort by
the Treasury to acquaint businesses promptly and fully of the available tax
credits. Clearly this was not accomplished successfully.

Out of a total population of over three million firms and sample responses
representative of 2.2 million firms, only 768,000 knew of the new jobs credit
before February 1978. Of these only 150,000, less than 20 percent, thought that
they qualified for the tax credit. Soma 30 percent reported insufficient growth
in FUTA wages and 18 percent insufficient growth in total wages. A total of 27
percent of firms reporting knowledge about the tax credit said they did not
know whether they qualified.

Yet of the 150,000 who were knowledgeable and reported themselves qualified,
36,000, or 24 percent, reported ‘“a conscious effort made to increase employment
as & result of the new jobs tax credit.” These figures call sharp attention both
to the potential of a jobs tax credit and to the measures, admintstrative and
legislative, to make it more effective.

First, the Treasury and the Internal Revenue Service must make a major,
good faith effort to acquaint firms fullv with the availability of the existing
credit or any new credit which is legisla“ed. In my own very unscientific sample
of one I found information on the jobs r redit difficult to obtain and in consider-
able part unavailable in my district internal Revenue Service office. There
apparently was not even general availability of publication 902, “Tax Informa-
tion on Jobs Tax Credit,” at the time of our tax preparation in March and April
of this year. Yet what was apparently in order was not merely the passive avail-
ability of information but a major effort to disseminate it.

Second, the Congress should look to extend and expand the existing jobs tax
credit to eliminate the overlay of restrictive features which make the credit
unavallable or of little use to so many firms that know about it. For one thing,
the threshold restrictions of benefits to increases of more than 2 percent in
FUTA wages or more than § percent of total wages, while an appropriate focus
on maximum impact at the margin, or incentive effect, are set too high. Lower-
ing these threshulds would make more firms eligible and offer these additional
firms incentives to increase employment.

Further, the upper bound of $2100 per employee, given associated employ-
ment costs in considerable part imposed by government in the way of payroll
taxes, along with uncertainty in many cases as to whether a firm will end up
benefitting, makes the credit too small. And major potential stimuli to empl_o,v-
ment for firms above modest size are currently precluded by the $100,000 ceiling
which essentially limits the credit to a maximum of 47 additional employees
per firm.

The new Administration proposal may be viewed in part in the light of the
existing credit and our experience with it. First, it improves upon the existing
credit by eliminating the $100,000 limit on benefits. In one sense it also improves
upon the existing credit by removing the 102 percent threshold and thus ma}e-
fng all firms potentially eligibte. The Administration proposal has some partic-
ular appeal in offering benefits to workers bLetween the ages of 18 and 24
where along with for younger teenagers, unemployment has been greatest. I have
myself offered several proposals, including elimination of payroll taxes for the
young, to meet our critieal problems of youth unemployment.

Yet, the Administration proposal in & number of important ways represents
a step backward, an unfortunate retreat rather than advance, in the scope and
force of the existing credit. -

First, despite the general inflation which has taken place since early 1977
and which is projected for the future, the Administration proposes a reduction
of the maximum credit from $2100 to $2000 in 1979 and a further reduction to
$1500 per employee in 1980. Given required payroll taxes for social security and
unemployment insurance running about 8 percent (and sometimes more), ons
notes that the after-tax benefit of the credit for an employee paid a minimal
$6,000 during the year would be no more than about £000, assuming a 40 per-
cent effective tax rate. For the firm would lose $2000 in wage deductions for
tax purposes while paying $480 more in payroll taxes. The after-tax benetit
would then be some 60 percent of $2000 minus $480. In the case of a firm payving
$10,000 to a new employee during the year the net tax benefits sfter payroll
taxes would he in the order of $720 in 1979 and only £420 in 1980.

In aggregate terms, the existing jobs tax credit was projected to entail some
$2.4 billion of gross tax subsidy in 1978. The Administration targeted proposal
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would lower that figure to $562 million in 1979, with an ultimate full annual
effect of $1.6 billion. Thus, as compared to the current jobs tax credit, the
Administration's proposal would raise taxes immediately in the order of some
$2 billion. This cost would be incurred directly, in overwhelming proportion, by
small business and indirectly in added unemployment and consequent loss of
income among (at least) the vast majority of untargeted potential workers.

Second, the limitation of eligibility for the credit to workers who can be
certified as “a member of a household that has an income of less than 70 per-
cent of the regional lower living standard” raives serious economic and adminis-
trative problems. It clearly rules out very large proportions of those who are
unemployed, or more broadly, without full time employment whether in or out .
of the labor force. A large majority of the 18 to 24 youth population would fail
to be certified by this criterion. Indeed a majority in the unemployed, partially
employed and discouraged worker categories would also fail certification under
this criterion.

But further, this needs test for eligibility is a work and income disincentive
for other members of the household. The net effect could be to discourage
employment and earnings for the household as a whole by as much or almost
as much as the “targeted employment tax eredit” would increase it.

The administrative problems in the income criterion and opportunities for
cheating raise further horrors. Will we need an army of new investigators to
ascertain whether a potential worker is “a member of a household that has an
annualized income for the six month period prior to certification (exclusive of
unemployments) which, in relation to family size, is less than 70 percent of the
lower living standard income level . . .”? Would we, as with the tragedies of
aid to families with dependent children, encourage income earners to desert a
family or sneak into the underground to permit another member of the house-
hold to be certified?

I should also fear that the restriction of the pool of available workers to those
with certificates, rather than increase employment in the potentially eligible
category, may discourage firms from bothering to take advantage of the pro-
gram. As with apparent difficulty with the WIN credit, it may not pay employers
to seek out the relatively small proportion who are eligible. It may not even
pay many youths to go through the certification process with all that this may
imply for scrutiny of household income.

I would also question the ethical and associated political merit of this kind ot
restriction. Our aim is presumably to provide jobs. It is true that unemployment
i~ most serious among youths, and youths in poor families in particular. All
those willing and able to work in our society should, however, have the oppor-
tunity and encouragement to do so. Credits and incentives to work can and should
be targeted at the unemployed. If this is done appropriately the most disadvan-
taged would surely be helped, but helped withount excluding any of those looking
for jobs. A program targeted as narrowly as the Administration proposal may
help some at the expense of a gnod many others. This is surely bad economics and
had politics, and indeed under the circumstances more than a little unjust.

The proposed limitation of benefits per firm to 20 percent of FUTA wages,
ostensibly to prevent layoffs of existing workers in order to hire those eligible
for the credit. would not appear to be a sufficient limitation if one is proved
needed. For while many firms may have a normal turnover of 20 percent within a
vear there are certainly others that would not.

The Treasury, in comparing its proposed employment credit to the existing
jobs credit, reports, “Recent preliminary evidence from a survey of taxpayers
indicates that a very large percentage of the existing credit goes to employers
who report no conscious effort to increase employment in response to the credit.”
Their pointing up that evidence int his context is strange indeed. The large per-
centage is due in considerable part of the failure of the Treasury to make known
in timely and effective fashion the availability and advantages of the credit to
the millions of small businesses to which it most applied. Further, the investment
tax credit. which the Treasury has heen moving to extend and expand, has no
marginal incremental threshold and hence clearly offers the great bulk of its $15
hillion in benefits for investment that would be undertaken without the credit.
And finally, as compared to the existing jobs tax credit the Treasury-proposed em-
ployment credit. with no threshold., would probably offer a larger proportion of
its much reduced total of tax benefits for employment that firms would have
undertaken anyway without the credit.
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The Administration proposal thus, while in some ways an improvement over
the existing jobs tax credit, does appear on balance to be a step backward. It is
likely to add fewer new jobs than the existing credit, if extended, can be expected
to add as it becomes more widely known and understood.

Nince the existing credit is due to expire and new legislation is therefore in
order, it may be well to consider appropriate improvements. To this end I offer a
specific proposal for an expanded jobs credit, which I have written up in an
article, “A Direct Attack on Unemployment and Inflation,” just published in the
July/August 1978 issue of Challenge magazine. I should like to submit the article
for the record but shall undertake to summarize briefly its main points.

My proposed measure would strike directly at unemployment with particular
attention to youths and others disadvantaged in the labor market. Benefits would
be larger than under the existing legislation and the Administration proposal. No
one unemployed five weeks or more would be excluded. Firms would continue
to receive credits for all increases in employment over 102 percent of a base,
preferably related to average previous employment. But there would be further
credits, for those in the eligible employment-seeking categories, for employment
over 98 percent of average previous employment. I propose the following:

1. For net additions to employment offer a 50 percent tax credit of up to $80
per week {the average unemployment insurance benefit) for:

A. Those unemployed five weeks or more, (1) covered and recelving unemploy-
nent insurance benefits; (2) not covered but registered for five weeks or more
as seeking work.

B. Those under the age of 20 without jobs and with less than six months of
prior employment.

C. Those seeking employment after being out of the labor market due to child
rearing,

D, Those seeking civillan employment after being out of the civilian labor
force due to military service.

2. Extend the current jobs credit on increases of employment of more than
2 percent, but without the eligibility criteria indicated above, to 50 percent of up
to RR0 per week. and remove the $100,000 limitation for each individual employer.

3. Have the Treasury pay the payroll taxes out of general revenues for those
under the age of 20.

4. Relate the tax credit to the payroll tax rather than corporate or individual
income taxes. Have the Treasury make contributions.to the social security funds
corresponding to the credits. I'hus, extend the credit to non-profit institutions and
ideally, as well, to state and local governmental bodies and school districts which
participate in tle social securlty system.

The criterion of employee eligibility for the credit for those in the special
categories of unemployed five weeks or more, under the age of 20, and seeking
cemployment after child rearing or military service is that total employment in
the tax vear be more than 98 percent of that of the average of the three previous
years. This can again be calculated on the basis of FUTA contributions (ad-
justed for any changes in rate or base) with the further stipulation that FICA
contributions (adjusted for changes in rate and base) must be at least § percent
over those of the previous year, as in the existing jobs credit. Firms would con-
tinne to receive credits for all additional employees, in any category, correspond-
ing to increases in FUTA contributions beyond 102 percent of the average of
the three preceding years.

My article in Challenge magazine offers some discussinn of this proposal.
Very briefly here, I may point out that it builds upon the existing credit in ways
that liberalize it and offer more incentive for employment nf both youths and
others, The liberalization extends not only to the amount of the credit but to the
thresholds. These are set in relation to the average of three previous years of
employment rather than of the past year, and also are at 98 percent rather than
a 102 percent point for those unemployed for five weeks or more or in the youth,
child rearnig and veteran categories. These innovations reduce any potential
contributions to cyclical instability.

Muech has been made of the presumed conflict between nur goals of increasing
employment and output and combatting inflation. Employment tax credits, and
partienlarly the one that I propose, will increase employment while lowering
critical labor costs to employers. Hence unemployment will fall as inflation is
reduced. As 1 indicated in my Challenge article, if we have been contemplating
general tax reductions of some $£20 billion as a general stimulus to the economy,
how about this modest investment for a direct attack on unemployment? It it
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doesn’t work, because employers find even a 50 percent tax credit insufficient to
get them to hire the unemployed and increase employment, it will hardly cost
much. And if it does work, we will have a big bang for our bucks and peace and
prosperity without inflation.

[From Challenge]
A DIRect ATTACK ON UNEMPLOYMENT AND INFLATION
(By Robert Eisner')

With unemployment still reported at six million the administration urges tax
cuts to stimulate the economy. Critics object that further stimulus will fuel a
stubborn continuing inflation, I propose a tax program focused directly on reduc-
ing unemployment and inflation.

We have an income tax credit of 10 percent for business purchase of machin-
ery—a credit that the administration proposes to extend and increase. We have
payroll taxes of 12 to 16 percent against employment. Let us redress the balance.
Eliminate the investment credit and substitute a judicious mixture of lower
payroll taxes and an expanded system of tax credits for the creation of new
jobs for the unemployed.

Employment subsidies or tax credits are not new. Nicholas Kaldor urged them
in 1936. A number of economists have explored them over the years in various
contexts. Most recently, Gary Fethke and Samuel Williamson, and John Bishop
and Robert Lerman have examined them sympathetically. They have been
applied in other countries and have already been introduced in limited fashion in
the United States.

Adequate aggregate demand is vital to combat unemployment. But the glory
of payroll tax reductions and employment credits is that they can do everything
general demand stimulus can do while reducing critical marginal labor costs.
What is more, they can be pointed and guided precisely to our unemployment
targets.

1 propose two measures:

1. Elimination of all payroll taxes for workers under the age of 20.

2, Institution of a new 50 percent tax credit (or subsidy), subject to certain
key restrictions, to employers who hire those without jobs.

The payroll tax elimination for youths, which I have urged before, has various
merits. First, to the extent minimum wage provisions may particularly restrict
hiring of generally low-paid teenagers, employers are given an extra cushion nf
6.05 percent (or up to 10 percent, when unemployment insurance charges are
added to contributions for social security). Second, some teenagers will be more
attracted to low-paying jobs since their take-home pay will now be higher. Third,
employers conscious of experience-rating charges for unemployment insurance
contributions will be less loath to hire teenagers, whose unemployment rates can
generally he expected to be high, if they are excluded from the calculations.
Fourth, in all equity, teenagers shonuld be relieved of the burden of contributions
for which the expected present value of benefits must inevitably be extremely
low. For those who begin work in their teens have a long way to go before
retirement and disproportionately, many never live long enough to get there.

My major measure, the new expanded jobs credit, would be available only
for hiring those without jobs. Employers could not benefit by bidding away
workers already employed. I would suggest that a sufficlent condition for
eligibility would be unemployment for five weeks or more, which currently
would cover 3.2 millions of 6 million officially counted as unemployed.

But what sbout youths looking for their first job, and child-rearers and
veterans returning to the civilian labor force? Would they necessarily have to
endure five weeks of unemployment before prospective employers would find
them eligible for the credit? To avold this, I would make them eligible without
such delay. We might, however, restrict that special eligibility for youths to
those who have not already had six months of employment.

HOW TO COPE WITH PROBLEMS OF COMPLIANCE

How could we avold having employers discharge current employees in order
to gain the credit on new workers? This can be readily accomplished by making

1 Robert Elsner is Willlam R. Kenam, Professor of Economics at Northwestern University.
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the credit explicitly incremental or marginal. Employers could enjoy it for
eligible new workers only to the extent that their total employment in the tax
year was more than some base figure, say 98 percent of that of the average of the
three previous years. This provision would mean also that, unlike the situation
with the current investment tax credit, employers would receive relatively little
advantage for what they would be doing anyway without the credit. It would
also permit a relatively large credit with a major impact on incentives, yet small
sacrifice in Treasury revenues,

How about the danger that the jobs credit would encourage employers, with
a 50 percent government subsidy, to bid up already high salaries unconscionably ?
This can be prevented largely by setting an upper bound to the amount of the
credit per employee. I would suggest a cap at $80 per week, which is approxi-
mately the average unemployment insurance benefit. This would dramatize
the fact that at worst the credit would be costing the Treasury no more than
would be paid to an unemployed worker receiving benefits. Soclety would be
better off, if he were employed, by the value of his output. And this would be
equal at least to the half of wages or salaries for which the employer would not
be compensated.

Would some workers not subject to the credit suffer to the extent those
in the various eligible categories are aided? For example, would an adult
worker trying to change jobs find no new employer willing to hire him until
he had been unemployed for five weeks and hence could carry with him his
certificate of credit eligibility? Much of whatever difficulty might occur on tiis
account could be mitigated by the simple expedient of extending the temporary
jobs credit enacted by Congress in 1877 but due to expire at the end of 1978.
That credit did not have restrictions on eligibility of workers but was limited
to a maximum of only $2,100 per year per worker, $100,000 per firm and, most
important, employment in excess of 102 percent of that of the previous year.
It should be extended with the amounts raised to the $80 per week I have
suggested, with the $100,000 limitation eliminated, but with benefits for employ-
ment above the 102 percent benchmark (preferably again related to average
previous employment) still applied to a1l new employees. Thus, for employment
between 98 percent and 102 percent of their base, employers would find the credit
available to them only for the designated jobless categories: those unemployed
five weeks or more, youths, child-rearers and veterans. Beyond 102 percent of
their base employment, however, they could gain the credit on anyone they hired.

Would there be a possibility of layoffs of higher-priced employees in order to
take maximum advantage of the credits of $80 per week, or at most -$4,160 per
vear applicable thus to only the first $8,320 of compensation? This could be
avoiderl by a further restriction, akin to that in the current jobs credit, limiting
benefi‘s to 50 percent of the excess of total wages over 103 percent of those of
the previous year (the extra five percent allowing for modest wage Inflation).

The credit I suggest should be tied not to business income taxes but to payrotll
taxes. A major advantage of this is that it would entail a direct reduction in
lahor costs, and in marginal labor costs at that. These could be lowered as much
as fifty percent, and more for youths no longer subject to payroll taxes at all.
The removal of upward pressure on prices and indeed the pressure of competi-
tion to drive product prices down with costs could be dramatiec.

By tying the eredit to payroll taxes we &lso could readily include non-profit
institutions and nonfederal governmental bodies, both of which could prove
important sources of increased employment. Little additional bookkeeping would
he necessary for any employers, as FICA records (for soclial security contribu-
tions) could be readily adapted to calculation of the credit. If we are concerned
with loss of revenues to soclal insurance trust funds, we can earmark, say, the
first nine percent on all individual and corporate income tax returns for com-
pensating contributions to those funds.

COSTS8 AND GAINS

How much would all this cost and what would {t gain us? Estimates will vary
with the distribution of employment possibilities for firms and elusive elasticities
of substitution and demand. Simulations reported by Bishop and Lerman yleld
remarkably large potential effects from even the much smaller and more limited
credit enacted by Congress last year, employment demand rising by 4.8 percent
and price declining by 1.78 percent. With back-of-the-envelope-type calculations,
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I suggest much more conservatively that we might achieve with my proposals,
multiplier effeets aside, a net increase in employment of two million with credits
for some five million man-years of employment involving a gross tax credit
subsidy of $20 billion. Adjusting for savings on unemployment benefits and other
income maintenance, as well as increased payroll and income tax receipts from
the increased employment and a loss of $5 billion on payroll taxes for teenagers,
leaves a net cost to the Treasury of perhaps $10 billion.

This amount is of course considerably less than the $19.4 bi}lion net tax reduc-
tion now proposed by the administration. And whatever the imagined or real
dangers of a general tax cut aggravating inflation, the measures here proposed
would contribute directly to lower marginal labor costs and prices. If we wish a
general tax reduction as well, and some temporary stimulus to lagging business
investment, I have the accompanying tool for that. Legislate now not the exten-
sion and expansion of the investment tax credit, as the administration proposed,
but its abolition effective in 1980. We could couple that with a corresponding
reduction in corporate and other business income taxes. Then firms would have
overy incentive to acquire equipment now while the credit is still available and
the higher current business income tax rates make associated depreciation and
other tax-deductible charges more valuable.

ADVANTAGES OF JOB CREDITS

A great appeal of the job credit core of my proposal should be its potential to
find and strike directly at its target. Employers will receive benefits only to the
extent that they hire the jobless without laying off those with jobs. If, as is the
case, unemployment is high among blacks, firms will find themselves drawn to
hiring blacks in order to receive their benefits. If, as is the case, unemployment
is higher among women, firms will be drawn to hiring women to receive their
benefits. If, as is the case, unemployment is much higher among teenagers, and
particularly among black teenagers, employers will be drawn to hiring teenagers
and black teenagers in order to receive their benefits. Like a heat-seeking missile,
a jobs credit tied to nonemployment will lead employers to seek out exactly those
who need jobs.

Leaders of organized labor or others concerned with tax breaks for business
should think again before criticizing this. The investment tax credit, for exam-
ple, will cost the Treasury, even in its present form without extension to struc-
tures as proposed by the Carter administration, about $13 billion in calendar
1978. Whatever impact this may have on business investment, the bulk of the
credit surely goes to firms for buying machinery and equipment that they would
have purchased without the tax break. To the extent that more machinery is
installed, the substitution of machines for workers is likely to take away more
Jjobs than any initially created to produce the machines. But an employment tax
credit will increase the demand for labor. It will do far more than a minimum
wage law for wages of low-paid workers, let alone their employment. And even
with all of its focus on those without jobs, it cannot help but increase the general
tifg;ittx)less of labor markets and hence the wages and bargaining positions of all
of labor.

So, if we are contemplating general tax reductiou- of some 20 billion dollars
for general stimulus to the economy, how about this modest investment for a
direct attack on unemployment? If it doesn’t work, because employers find even
a 50 percent tax credit insufficient to get them to hire the unemployed and in-
crease employment, it will hardly cost much, And if it does work, we will have
a big bang for our bucks and peace and prosperity without inflation.

Our next witness is Mr. John Palmer, senior fellow, Brookings
Institution,

Mr. PaLyEr. Thank you for inviting me here today, Senator Haskell.
T have a statement which I will submit for the record and I just want
to summarize briefly some of the major points that are in that
statement.

Senator HaskeLL. Your statement will be made a part of the record.
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STATEMENT OF JOHN PALMER, SENIOR FELLOW, BROOKINGS
INSTITUTION

Mr. PaLyer. First, I think it is important to make the distinction
between uses of employer subsidies for basically countercyclical pur-
poses, where the intent is to try to increase general employment, such
as is done with the new jobs tax credit, or for more structural purposes,
where the intent is primarily to increase employment opportunities for
particular target groups, which is more characteristic of the admin-
istration’s youth proposal.

The first I refer to as general employment subsidies and the second
as categorical employment subsidies in the remainder of my remarks.
They really are aimed at two somewhat different objectives, and I think
the design criteria for a good program to meet each of those goals is
quite different. So an important point is that these goals should be
kept somewhat separate and different programs ought to be used to
pursue them. Trying to mix the two in the same program may lead
to neither goal being served as well as if they were separate programs.

Now, obviously the desirability of either kind of program or ap-
proach depends very much on what we think the likely consequences of
such a policy are going to be. I want to address myself in the remainder
of the time, to what 1t is that we do know about the consequences of
these employment tax credits and reach a few general policy
conclusions.

With respect to general employment subsidies, there are really two
kinds of studies that can be done to try to determine their consequences.
In both cases, there is likely to be considerable uncertainty about what
the actual effects are.

In the first case, one would actually try to predict, based upon past
experience and relationships, what we think would happen if such a
credit were put into place. In the second case, one would try to measure,
after it has been in place, what actually did happen.

But even in the second case there is a prediction necessary because,
if you measure after the fact what happens, vou would still have to
measure what would have happened if the credit had not been in place
in order to know how much of what did happen was a responsibility,
or a direct result, of the credit.

So whether you are doing studies beforehand or studies after the
fact, you still are having to make predictions based upon our knowl-
cdge of what the relationships in these areas are and, in both cases,
there is going, to be a high degree of uncertainty about what the actual
effects are.

So far, there have been studies that have attempted to predict what
the effects of the tax credit, like the new jobs tax eredit, would be.
There is, as I say, considerable uncertainty about those results, but the
studies that have been done generally agree that the net results should
be that there should be more jobs, perhaps on the order of several hun-
dred thousand, and a lower rate of inflation, perhaps on the order of
a little less than half a point than if alternative policies that have the
same budgetary impact—such as broader tax cuts, personal income tax
cuts, the corporate tax cuts—were pursued.
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Now, studies of the actual effects that would be done after the——

Senator HasgeLL., One benefit the jobs credit is that we are getting

people to work and they, in turn, pay taxes. This, in turn, increases
the revenue.

Mur. PaLMeR. Yes; that is right.

For the studies that are done after the fact, it really is a bit too
carly. There are a number in progress that are trying to look at what
the actual experience in 1977 for the new jobs tax credit are. But since
the IRS has just been able to make that data available, there really is
not very much to report on.

Senator Haskrrn. When you make that study, bear in mind the
IRS has done virtually nothing to publicize the jobs tax credit. We
jnst], heard the Department of Labor say they had done absolutely
nothing,

My, Parser. I think the indications are that the actual use of the
credit, at least for 1977, was very low, and I think that does have to be
taken into account. After 1978 data are in, we will have a somewhat
better test, but it will still not be conclusive in the sense that, if people
were not well-informed, we do not know what the results would be if
there were considerable information.

So the basic thing I want to say is that we do not really have a good
feel for what the eftects of the credit have been so far.

In addressing the question of whether it should be extended or not,
I think that a very high priority right now of tax policy should be to
try to reduce the rate of inflation. And, as Professor Eisner indicated,
these kinds of credits have the advantage of reducing labor costs to
on;lployers and therefore have a favorable effect on price levels and on
inflation.

So I would say that very definitely there ought to be some mainte-
nance of tax policies that do have this favorable impact on inflation. If
there were some sort of broader payroll tax credit, or even a rollback
in payroil tax increases that mii.?j)lt be even better. But, in the absence
of that, I would certainly say that something similar to the new jobs
tax credit ought to be extended as a part of tax policy.

In line with any extension of it, however, I would suggest some
modifications. They are pretty much the same ones that Professor
Eisner mentioned—removal of the cap, extension to a broader base of
employers, and not updating the base quite as much as is contemplated
under current law.

Now, let me move to categorical employment subsidies, where par-
ticular target groups—the structurally unemployed—are at issue,

Here, I think the consequences of such tax credits are even more
difficult to predict than in the case of the more general employment
subsidy such as the new jobs tax credit. The reason for this is that it
depends very much on the nature of the particular target group that
is chosen, the size of the subsidy, the method of implementation that
is used. and probably interactions among these factors.

In theory, one would expect that, with such a categorical employ-
ment subsidy for a particular target group, you would get an increase
in the overall level of employment relative to what you would have had
in its absence. You would have an increase in the relative amount of
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that employment that goes to the target group that you are subsidizing,
and you would have an increase in the relative wage rate of that target
group—that is, their wages would tend to be higher relative to the non-
sub&;idized workers than they would have been in the absence of the
credit.

The effect on economic growth, over time, however, is uncertain, It
could be either positive or negative. It is difficult to say, a priori.

Now, to my knowledge there have really been no studies done at all
to enable one to make estimates of what orders of magnitude these
various consequences are likely to be under different forms of categori-
cal employment credit, nor how sensitive the results are likely to be to
different ways of defining it.

There are some studies that I am aware of that are beginning to get
underway which may yield some fruit next year in this regard.

There are, as you know, two programs that have been in effect that
are similar to these kinds—that is, the WIN tax credit and the earlier
JOBS program which subsidized employers for extraordinary costs
of hiring and training disadvantaged workers.

Success under both of these 1]1)1‘ograms has been quite limited. How-
ever, I would like to suggest that they are probably not a good guide
for what the likely effects of a broader and more streamlined employ-
ment tax credit might be for particular target groups.

Particularly this is because they were quite small, they were very
short in duration, and the administrative burden, relative to the bene-
fit to employers. was quite large.

So with all the caveats I have suggested about not knowing too
much about what the effects are likely to be, I think one can still make
some assumptions about what would be the best way to design a cate-
gorical credit now, if it were to go into place. Obviously with more
analysis and more information, one would hope to make modifications
that would improve it. But the basic characteristics, I think, would
be that you would subsidize all new hires in the target group that is
chosen. The program would be relatively permanent as it applies to
that tarﬁet group, but of shorter duration as it applies to any individ-
ual in the target group who is hired, perhaps on the order of 2 or 3
years, and may be phased down in size over that time.

It would be a fairly large percentage of wages, up to some maxi-
mum—on the order of, say, 33 to 50 percent. Aﬁ employers would be
eligible, and here I agree very much with Professor Eisner. Not only
should we look to the private nonprofit sector, but I think we should
also look to State and local governments. In contrast to public serv-
ice employment programs, to the extent that we could encourage State
and local governments actually to hire people straight into regular
employment and do it with less than 100 percent subsidy, I think this
would be advantageous.

And, finally, it should be structured in a way that the administra-
tive burden is as small, or as neglible, as possible.

Finally, then, is the question of whether we should expand our poli-
cies and move ahead with much broader use of these categorical em-
ployment tax credits. The problem is severs, there is no doubt about it,
and we certainly need to put more emphasis on trying to improve job
opportunities in the private sector than current manpower policy does.

34-840—79——86
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Here I am somewhat ambivalent, My instincts as an economic ana-
lyst tell me it would be nice to learn a bit more about these policies and
what their likely consequences are before moving directly to national
programs. On the other hand, the problem is severe. It is a tool that
promises some effectiveness and would help to redress the balance
In current approaches and put more emphasis on the private sector.

So, at a minimum, I would certainly argue that we should go for
some large-scale national demonstrations. On the other hand, I cer-
tainly would not raise strong objections to moving immediately into
a national program, if that were felt to be desirable.

Senator Haskerr. Thank you, Mr. Palmer. I think your willingness
to try something out, as opposed to studying it, is very desirable. This
is quite a contrast to a hearing yesterday in which the Department of
Energy started studying something in 1976, 2 years later is still study-
ing it, and cannot give us an idea of when they are going to make a
recommendation,

I like your attitude of let’s give it a whirl.

T have no further questions.

Thank you very much.

Senator Long?

Senator Loxe. Tet me ask you this question about people who are
eligible to draw food stamps. If we can simply have a tax benefit avail-
akle to the emplover if he pavs a person enough to discharge his or
her family obligation toward his or her dependents, would that not be
better than providing food stamps?

Would it not be better to give the employer a tax credit large enough
so that he could afford to pay that person enough so that person would
not be a welfare client on any of these programs?

Now, that is using a tax expenditure, or a tax subsidy approach,
where otherwize you wonld simply use a direct expenditure by way of
a Federal aid program. But would it not be a far more dignified way
to help low-income workers rather than to have them go down and
apply for the food stamps, or to get in line to apply for the welfare
benefits?

Mr. Paumer. I definitely agree that probably the highest priority
target group for such incentives for increasing employment opportu-
nities are desirable would be what we generally call the working
poor—those people in low income families that have the potential to
be in the labor market. To the extent that such subsidies would in-
crease their employment, it would reduce their need to draw on wel-
fare benefits and that would certainly be very desirable.

Senator Loxa. This tax benefit we now have on an incremental basis
can be improved upon. Part of the problem is that where it only ap-
nlies to the additional employee that you employ, it is so restricted
that the employers do not even know about its being available. It may
be discriminatory in that it discriminates against those who already
have a job and who should make more income in order to adequately
support their families. On the other hand, it fails to do what it is in-
tended to do because it applies to so few people that nobody ever
bothers to even get acquainted with the program.

Mr. Paryer. In the case of a categorical credit where there are
particular target groups that you are trying to help, I do not think
the credits should be incremental to a given employer’s employment.
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That is, anyone who is in that target group that is hired, regardless
of whether the firm’s employment base 1s growing or declining, ought
to make an employer eligible for the credit, so that if the employer’s
work force is static but there is a lot of turnover, this would encour-
age that among the new hires would be people within the target group
you are concerned about.

Now, that does raise, a little more severely, the problem that Senator
Haskell has questioned—employers substituting subsidized for non-
subsidized employees. I doubt if it would be very severe, and I strongly
believe that it is not possible to build in safeguards to prevent it. There
is no way to do that without unduly complicating the program.

So I think we live with a little, and assume that, in general, we are
having an expanding economy and we are not really going to be
depriving nonsubsidized workers of jobs as much as increasing the
additional employment more strongly among target groups.

Senator Loxa. If we do not do something to subsidize relatively
low-income jobs, marginal jobs, it would appear that we are going
to have a constant and recurring problem of underemployment. [f we
do something to subsidize these marginal jobs, we can maintain a
substantially larger work force than we can without the subsidy.

Of course, in t%le long run, what you are doing from a social point
of view is to place a burden on those who are doing better to help those
who are not doing so well. But in terms of how you are going to do
it, you have various options. One way you can do it is by paying people
10 do nothing, which 1s a very demeaning thing. In mf judgment, any-
one who persuades some poor soul that he is better off living on welfare
than he 1s by doing something day by day to make a contribution to
society, where the prospect is that as he does a better job he can move
up the ladder, is doing that person a very great disservice.

That person is forming all the wrong kind of habits, and the first
thing you know, he is getting in a position where he wonid be a burden
on society and, in many respects, & burden on himself. He loses his
own self-respect.

It is far better, it seems to me—even if it costs a little more—to avoid
the welfare approach by simply creating with tax subsidies enough
jobs so that anybody who wants one can have one—particularly if he
or she has more mouths to feed.

Do you like that approach ¢

Mr. PaLaer. Well, T think that it is not really possible to have jobs
completely substitute for welfare. For example, we do not really know
how successful efforts to increase private employment opporfunities
to these target groups will be, so that I could not agree with the notion
of abolishing cash welfare payments in the expectation that the jobs
will be there.

However, to, on the margin, put a lot of our additional resources
into such credits and incentives to private employers, with the hope
that a sizable proportion of those low-income workers who are able
to work, will be drawn into private employment, while still retaining
the cushion of welfare is very definitely an important goal and ought
to be pursued.

Scnator Loxa. Some years ago the Talmadge amendment was agreed
to and that gave us a 20-percent tax credit for someone who would
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hire a person from the welfare rolls, and it really has been disappoint-
ing in that it has not moved a great number of people into jobs, but it
was very limited. In the beginning, you had to hire the person and keep
them for at least 2 yecars in order to get the benefit of the credit.

We have now liberalized it to the point where, if you hire somebody
who has been on the welfare rolls for 90 days, you do not have to keep
them for 2 years just to get the benefit of the credit.

There still are not many takers, but Senator Moynihan and Senator
Cranston and myself are proposing that we go beyond present law to
make it a 50-percent tax credit. We would even like to make it a
refundable tax credit, so we are not going to argue about whether you
have paid that much taxes or not.

We want to say that if you hire these people that are in the target
area, you are going to get a 50-percent credit and we would propose
that it be a refundable tax credit.

My guess is that if we do that, and if people know about it the
way we would like them to know about it, we will have more jobs than
we will have takers, But sometimes we are confronted with this prob-
lem of narrowing a provision down to where it is just incremental, and
then saying that if you displace somebody you do not get it, and by the
time all the ifs, ands, and wherefores have been added, it gets back
to the old proposition that somebody said you were going to get it,
but after you looked into it, you say just forget about it.

That’s the kind of thing we must avoid, as I see it, and the way to
avoid it is to simply say that if you employ these people and they
have children to support, up to a certain income level, the benefit is
there. If that is the case, I would think you would have more jobs
looking for people than you have people seeking jobs, and one of these
days we ought to do something like that,

Mr. PaLymer. Well, I would hope you would be correct, I certainly
agree—I have not had a chance to analyze the proposal that you are
discussing, but the points that I listed at the end of my remarks tenta-
tively indicating what is for probably the best way to structure a cate-
gorical emf)loyment credit, do, more or less, concur with the bill that

ou are talking about. So I think, in general, it is probably the way
would like to see it structured if we were to go ahead.

Senator Long. Let me just give you an example. You have many
poor families, where there is a mother who is looking for employment,
particularly if the employment is sufficiently attractive over and above
what the welfare payment would be, so she can pay someone to look
after her children and go out and do some work.

In most of those poor families, the mother has no skills. About all
she knows how to do is some household work. But on the other hand,
here is another family where the mother would like to work but her
husband already has a job, and perhaps that mother has a college
education. She has some skills that the marketplace very much nee(fs.

Now, if she works and has to pay, without any tax consideration for
help to look after those children, if she cannot net at least 50 percent
of what she is earning, it is not sufficiently rewarding for her to leave
the home and take the job that is available to her.

But if you give her a tax credit for half of what she is paying, then
she could pay this other person enough so that the mother in the low-
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income family could take a job looking after the home, and might even
take her child along with her while she does some domestic work, while
the other women goes and takes a job in an office. That way both
families have a major increase in their income. That way you are
helping two families. The tax advantage is theoretically directed to
the employer, but actually it is a benefit for both employer and em-
plgyee. ’]I‘hey both share the advantage of it, one directly and the other
indirectly.

Now, i};f in those kinds of situations we make employment opportu-
nities available to women who would like to join the work force, it
secems to me that you might find that you have more jobs than you
have takers—and decent jobs. I am not saying they are the greatest
jobs in the world, but they are jobs that gay enou K so that a person
would have substantially more income than the family would have
under a welfare situation. Both families would benefit, and I would
think that this approach might help a great number of people.

I am impressed by the testimony that says if you put this on an
incremental basis and you get it so limited down with ifs, ands, where-
fores, and whereases—in the first place it will be & year or two before
those people in the bureaus ever get through writing those regulations
and then even when you get the regulations written, so many people
get disgusted with it because they thought it would help them, but
actually it does not. The whole thing sort of falls into disrepute.

Senator HaskELL. Senator Dole?

Senator Dore. I have a statement I would like to include in the
record, and I have been listening to the chairman. I think much of
what he says makes a great deal of sense. I also read the book that you
sent us by Marty Anderson called “Welfare Reform.” There are so
many disincentives built into the program that there is no reason for
anybody to do anything unless we institute some change.

[The prepared statement of Senator Dole follows:]

STATEMENT OF SENATOR BoB DOLE

Mr. Chairman, the concept of an employment tax credit is one which I have
supported for many years. I am pleased that these hearings today will address
the progress of the jobs tax credit and focus in on possible improvements.

The jobs tax credit adopted in the Tax Reduction and Simplification Act of
1977 was similar to legislation which I have introduced and supported. The
credit is an attempt to bring about more jobs in the private sector of the economy
by granting credits to businesses that hire more workers. The program is of
limited duration and is intended to increase job opportunities while the problem
of unemployment is most acute. The law {8 complicated. Therefore, I was dis-
appointed that it took the administration so long to promulgate and clarify
regulations regarding the program. 1 believe that the promotion of business
activity and private sector jobs through jobs credits or similar mechanisms is
an important element of our national economic policies.

The administration opposed the jobs tax credit in 1977. However, the admin-
istration has proposed to replace the general jobs tax credit with a targeted
credit for the hiring of disadvantaged youth or handicapped individuals. In
addition, the chairman of this committee, Senator Long, has proposed revising
the present welfare recipients credit. Because unemployment has declined, it may
be that these approaches are better than the expiring law, I hope that this hear-
ing today will shed some light on the jobs tax credit program.

Senator DoLe. It was true of the FAP grogram that we had under
President Nixon and is probably going to be true in any other welfare
reform program, I think the administration’s targeted program does
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make a great deal of sense. This idea has been around for a long time.
1t used to be called the Human Investment Credit Act, HICA.

I do not know whether some Republican over in the House thought
that up. He started peddling that back in the 1960’s. So it has been
aroun(f) a long time, We are finally getting to the point where the ad-
ministration was against the credit last year. That is why they dragged
out the period to promulgate the regulations, and that is why the suc-
cess story is not very good. But now the administration is supporting
it if we limit it to a targeted approach. That may be a better way to
proceed.

It seems to me that it is worth trying.

I am not certain about welfare tax credits and the WIN program.
Nobody appears to know about them except the authors.

Thank you.
Scnator Haskerr, Thank you, Mr. Palmer, very much,
[The prepared statement of Mr. Palmer follows:]

STATEMENT BY JOEN L, PALMER!

Much as with public service employment programs, an important distinction
regarding employment tax credits or other forms of employer wage bill subsidies
is whether they are intended primarily as a counter cyclical tool to increase gen-
eral employment (albeit with an emphasis on low wage workers), such as the
New Jobs Tax Credit (NJTC), or primarily as a structural tool to increase
the employment of a particular target group, such as the WIN tax credit or the
administration’s proposal for disadvantaged youth. The first set of policles I
refer to as general employment subsidies, the second as categorical employment
subsidies. To best achieve thelr respective goals the former ought to be tem-
porary, utilized only during a period when general economic stimulus is de-
sired, and applied only to the margin of employers' labor forces; whereas the
latter ought to be more permanent, in order to encourage continued improved
employment opportunity for target groups, and apply to all new hires of target
group members. Mixing these two objectives in the same program is unlikely to
be effective since the design requirements to best promote each are so different.
Thus in my judgment the relevant Issues concerning such policies at this time do
not so much concern themselves with competition between the NJTC and the
administrations’ youth proposal as much as they flow from the following set of
questions,

(1) If some continued federal stimulus of the economy is desired:

(a) Should a portion of it continue to be in the form of a temporary, gen-
eral employment tax credit ; if so

(b) How much of it; and

(¢) Should the exact form of the current NJTC be retained or modified
for this purpose?

(2) Should efforts to increase employment opportunities through categorical
employment subsidies be expanded beyond the current WIN tax credit?

(@) If so, which are the most appropriate target groups; and
(b) What forms should the subsidies take?

Information on the likely consequences of different forms of both general and
categorical employment subsidies, particularly in comparison to alternative
policies with similar objectives is, of course, cruclal to answering these questions.
However, this is an area in which the state of our knowledge is characterized by
a high degree of uncertainty. We know quite a bit about what kinds of effects
should occur, but far less about thelr likely magnitude and how sensitive these
results are to many aspects of the design and implementation of the policies.
In the remainder of this statement I will expand on these points briefly, focusing
primarily on categorical subsidies, and offer a few limited policy judgments,

1 Senlor Fellow. Economic Studles Program, the Brookings Institution. The views ex-
pressed herein are the anthor's and not attributable to other staf, officers, or the trustees
of the Brookings Institution.
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CONSEQUENCES OF GENERAL EMPLOYMENT SUBSIDIES

Sufficient data has not yet been generated by the experience of the NJTC to
allow empirical testing of its actual effects. Some studles for 1977 should be-
come available late this year, but they will be very preliminary. There is con-
siderable evidence that many employers were not initially aware of the credit,
nor was it in place long enough to effect their behavior for the whole year. Thus
1978 data will be necessary also to provide a good test of the credit.

Several studies have been performed, however, which essentially try to predict
the effect of policies similar to the NJTC. They generally agree in their conclu-
sions that such policies should generate more employment and a lower price
level than more conventional macroeconomic policies (such as an income tax
cut) having the same net budgetary impact—or, put differently, compared to
alternative policies having the same net employment effect, such general em-
ployment subsidies should result in a lower price level and budgetary impact.

Exactly how much more employment and how much lower a price level will
the NJTC result in over the 1977-78 period than, say, a corporate income tax
cut of equivalent budgetary impact? Here is where there is considerable un-
certainty in all the studies, and some disagreement among them. If I had to
rely upon them I would estimate several hundred thousand more jobs over the
two years and an inflation rate that is lower by somewhat less than half a point
for 1978. Much of the employment effect will come from influencing the timing
of employers' hiring decisions rather than the ultimate amount of hiring and by
spreading the total of hours worked over more workers. I reemphasize, how-
ever, the high degree of uncertainty surrounding this best guess. The forthcoming
empirical studies of the actual effects should reduce somewhat the degree of
uncertainty, but undoubtedly considerable will still remain since it is difficult
to determine what would have happened in the absence of the NJTC.

For several reasons, including the temporary nature of the subsidy and the
recomputation of the base to which it applies, its relative effectiveness in pro-
moting an improved employment performance for the economy should diminish
with time and as the unemployment rate declines.

In light of these and other considerations, what should be the future of the
NJTC? Certainly tax cuts that favorably affect the price level ought to be con-
tinued or expanded for 1979. I would only consider abolishing the NJTC if it
were to be subsumed by a broader credit against, or roll back of payroll taxes,
which ought to be the top priority of tax policy, given current inflation concerns.
If it is retained, consideration ought to be given to changing its form so that:
(1) the base for determining incremental employment is not updated as in cur-
rent law but made lower; (2) the cap is removed; and (3) the credit is applied
to payroll taxes rather than income taxes so all private sector employers can
participate.

CATEGORICAL EMPLOYMENT INCENTIVES

The argument in favor of categorical empioyment incentives Is, of course,
that certain groups of workers have particularly undesirable employment out-
comes, It is hoped that such incentives will either overcome the barrier of entry
level wages (whether legally or otherwise determined) that are too high relative
to employers’ perceptions of workers' productivity, or at least provide the workers
with an improved competitive position vis-a-vis other workers. Potential target
groups frequently cited are welfare recipients, youth, the handicapped and the
long-term unemployed.

It is even more difficult to predict the likely consequences of a categorical em-
ployment subsidy than a general employment subsidy. In theory, such a substdy,
abstracting from any indirect stimulative effects, can be expected to: (1) increase
the overall level of employment; (2) increase the relative share of employment
of the subsidized target group: and (8) Increase the relative real wage of the
subsidized workers. However, the magnitude of these various affects, the overall
cost of the subsidy. and whether it would increase or decrease overall economic
growth are all matters of very considerable speculation. One important factor
that places a severe limitation on economists abilitles to make such estimates is
that information is required on the extent to which employers will be led to

2 Recause of the incentive for reducing hours per worker in favor of a greater number
of workers {nherent in the subsidy. the percentage increase In person-hours of work can be
expected to be less than the percentage increase in employment.

-
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greater use of subsidized workers relative to non-subsidized one: within any
given level of employment as well as led to expand their overall employment.
Yery little is known about these ‘“cross-elasticities of substitution” among dif-
ferent types of workers as economists call them. Additional complicating factors
are that there are strong reasons to believe that the consequences will depend
very strongly upon the precise group of workers subsidized, the amount of the
subsidy, and the way in which it {s administered—as well as interactions among
all these.

Perhaps because of these difficulties and also probably because they previously
have not been a burning policy issue, there are very few extant studies of cate-
gorical employment subsidies, and none that I know of that provide even general
order of quantitative magnitude for the impacts identified above as well as costs.
Some are now underway, including one at Brookings, that should bear some fruit
next year.

As you know there is some prior and current experience with such categorical
subsidies in the form of the JOBS program and the WIN tax credit, neither of
which have proven very effective. These programs are not necessarily good guides
to the consequences of the types of subsidies now being debated, however, because
(among other reasons) they are small, not well publicized, of short duration, and
a considerable administrative burden to employers relative to the benefit,

Given the uncertainties I alluded to earlier, my best guess at this time is that
the ideal characteristics of any categorical employment subsidy intended to re-
duce structural unemployment are likely to be along the following lines, (Of
course modifications undoubtedly will be called for on the basis of further
analysis and actual experience). They should

be for all new hires of members of the target groups;

be & high proportion of wages, say 83% to 509, at least up to some maximum ;

last for at least two years for each new hire, being phased down in magnitude
over this perfod;

be permanent for the category of workers;

be available to as broad a set of employers as possible, including private non-
profit and public employers; and

be as negligible an administrative burden for employers as possible.

Given the uncertain effectiveness of categorical employment incentives, should
we move ahead with them? I think so. The reasons for this are simple. The prob-
lems of inadequate employment opportunities for particular target groups is real
and severe, Other methods to deal with this have had mixed results; at best they
will be insufficlent. We recently have been willing to commit a major level of
resources, including over $7 billion per year, to fully subsidize employment in
speclally created public service employment, with results that were (and are)
no more certain than those of partial subsidies of regular jobs. We should be
willing to Invest a considerable effort (if not dollars) to explore the possibilities
for directly promoting regular employment opportunities for the same target
group, Whether this should be approached on a major demonstration basis at
this time, or Immediately implemented as national programs is a difficult judg-
ment. My instincts as an analyst tell me we ought to know more before going
ahead. But my concern over the magnitude and immediacy of the problem, and
the imbalance in the existing federal approaches to creating jobs for disadvan-
taged target groups inclines me toward a learning-by-doing approach.!

Senator HaskrrLL. Now, we have a panel of employers: Mr. William
Anderson, president of the Smaller Business Association of New
England, Inc., Mr. Ken Valis, president. Colorado Paint Co.; and
Mr. Frank Fairbanks, president, Horix Manufacturing Co.
__Gentlemen, if you would proceed in whatever order you want and
if it would be possible, please confine your remarks to 5 minutes to give
us time to ask some questions. So whoever wants to go ahead.

*T advance quite serfously the proposal that state and local public employers ought to
be ellgible for categorical wage subsidies as well as all private sector employers. If addi-
tional employment of target grou’ps can be fostered directly in regular jobs with less than
2 100% subsidy (as is Inherent in PSB) why should it not be done? I see no compelling
reasons to treat pudlic and private sector employment differently in this regard.

This does not preclude the desirabllity of continuing some 100% mgsldles for PSP
as now structured. However, if the partial subsidies for regular employment prove effec-
tive, PSE programs could emphasize the very hard to employ who require a speclalized
environment, on either a temporary or a permanent basls.
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM ANDERSON, PRESIDENT, SMALLER
BUSINESS ASSOCIATION OF NEW ENGLARD, INC.

Mr. A~persoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I guess I am elected ; my
name begins with A. It is a pleasure to be here today. )

As president of SBANE, the Smaller Business Association of New
England, and the owner of a small manufacturing company, m
primary interest in the jobs tax credit is that it is good for small
business.

The Breckinridge study reports that in the last 8 years the smaller
companies have accounted for 99 percent of the increased employment,
and I would like to submit for the record a copy of that particular
graph showing those figures.

Not only does ths smaller business account for the expanded jobs
market, but it also provides entry-level jobs in the urban areas and
the areas of high unemployment,

Has the jobs credit worked? Let’s be altruistic for a minute. The
credit provides money where it is needed.

The companies creating new jobs are growing companies and have
the greatest problem with cash flow and capital development. Em-
ployment is a national economic and social goal, certainly worthy of
tax incentive considerations, and during the duration and minimal
cost of the job credit to date makes it premature in judging its effec-
tiveness. As the economy winds down, 1n the coming months, the con-
tinuation of this credit becomes imperative.

The President has suggested the elimination of this program in
favor of a targeted jobs credit. As an employer interested in human
resource development, I can assure you that the program neither exists
nor has been conceptualized that will compensate a company for the
patience and investment required to successfully rehabilitate many of
the members of this targeted group. It will take bold social and eco-
nomic action to accomplish such a difficult task, and I am an employer
who participates in job training progr.ms, both the WIN program and
other CETA programs.

We have two in training at all times and the turnover is incredible,
because you just cannot get them to stay with the program.

Participation in the present jobs credit program 1s abysmal. How
can an added degree of sophistication possibly increase participation?
The fact is that the administration has attempted to obviate {he jobs
tax credit legislation remaining silent on its existence. It is there if you
can find it. It is & veritable Easter egg hunt. ,

For those companies who have discovered the program, less than
50 percent of those eligible, it has been an important incentive. Almost
as much psychologically as economically, faced with rising minimum
wages, social security taxes and fringe costs, the inertia in hiring is
staggering.

At the end of last year, my company received a $6,000 job tax credit.
After discounting qualifying wages, we ended up with about a $3,000
increase in retained earnings. Maybe it was not much, but I sense the
feeling of reward for helping the job market grow.

In the same period, our Federal income taxes increased $21,000. so
by growing jobs, there was hardly a drain on the Treasury for that
particular year.
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Certainly, there may be some windfalls in the program, mostly with
new companies. Unfortunately, ne ¥ companies usually do not have
any profits. Also, I have been involved in en_oth startup companies
to know that the carryforwards seldom are entire ler used. . .

We recommended in the original program that the credit being
against payroll taxes, with many of the smaller companies having an
opportunity to utilize the credits against income taxes. o

The verdict is still out on the job credit, though we know it directs
relief to the area of the greatest need. Until such time as it can be
demonstrated to the contrary, we consider it is a totally effective device
to increase employment, however underutilized it may be at this point.

I thank you. I have several other examples, if we have time, In my
testimony of companies that have experienced good luck with the jobs
tax credit in Vermont, New Hampshire, Maine, and Massachusetts.

I forgot to introduce Ed Prendergast on my left, who is the chair-
man of SBANE’s tax committee. I brought him along because, in this
esteemed hall, one always needs a tax expert.

Thank you very much.

Senator HasxerL. Thank you, Mr, Anderson. Anything you have
that is part of your statement. will be included in the record. Are those
examples part of your statement ¢

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes; chey are. It is a 10-page statement.

Senator HasgeLr. Mr, Fairbanks$

STATEMENT OF FRANK FAIRBANKS, JR., PRESIDENT, HORIX
MANUFACTURING CO.

Mr. Fawrsangs. I am Frank Fairbanks, Jr., president of Horix
Manufacturing Co. We are a manufacturer of packaging machinery,
located in Pittsburgh, Pa. I represent today the Smaller Manufac-
turers Council.

SMC is a trade association headquartered in Pittsburgh, with over
800 member companies in Pennsylvania, Ohio, and West Virginia,
with a combined employment of over 75,000 people.

SMC appreciates the opportunity afforded us to meet with you
today to comment on the recently enacted New Jobs Credit.

We in the small business community feel that the New Jobs Credit
is an agpropriate addition to the Internal Revenue Code and that it
should be continued in its present form. However, to be more effective,
it needs much greater publicity. The credit is a targeted program. It
reduces taxes on growing small business.

As you know, the credit is, of course, applicable to all businesses,
but because there is a $100,000 limitation, the credit is obviously not
very meaningful to very large enterprises.

As all of you gentlemen are well aware from previous testimony,
the raising of capital is often the most critical problem in small busi-
ness growth.

The New Jobs Credit reduces taxes, and thus permits more funds
for reinvestment and growth in small business. It gives relief for those
companies who are expanding employment. Unlike the investment tax
credit, the New Jobs Credit does not reward companies who eliminate
employees by the addition of capital assets.
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Let me give you an example of the value of the program to Horix
for 1977. Our Federal taxes before credits were approximately $142,-
000. The new jobs credit amounted to $18,500 with a net tax savings,
because of loss of deductions equal to the credit, of $9,600. Our invest-
ment tax credit for that year was $9,800.

We know of no better way to help employment than to target bene-
fits to business enterprises that are adding employees. A desirable
change would be to expand the credit, at least with respect to the first
5 or 10 employees. Possibly a 100 percent credit would be appropriate
for the first $42,000 of increase due to wages. This would provide even
greater help to the very small growth enterpriscs.

As to the administration’s Froposal for the new targeted employ-
ment tax credit program, we feel the overall objective 1s worthwhile,
but the proposed mechanism may not prove adequate incentive for sig-
nificant small business participation. The difficulty invelved in verify-
ing employee certification, combined with the increased costs which
may be incurred in employment of these targeted employees, may sig-
nificantly reduce any incentive which the targeted employment tax
credit program is designed to create.

Further details appear in my written statement. Thank you.

Senator HasgeLr. Gentlemen, thank you. .

You probably were here when the last two witnesses basically said
that the current jobs tax credit was desirable, with some modifications,
and they also said that a targeted tax credit with different criteria,
either such as the Administration proposes or Senator Long proposes,
could both work in tandem. In other words, they felt both were desir-
able at hitting the unemployment market.

Would it be your feelings that you could have both or would you
just say that you should have one or the other ¢

Mr. Anperson. If I could answer first, we had a dialog with the ad-
ministration when they were developing this program and they asked
us how much money would it take to induce you to take on a person in
these targeted areas, especially the structurally unemployed. It was
very difficult for our members, private businesses, to come up with a
number.

Some of them said, if you paid their entire wages for one year, we
might think about it, or take a chance at it. It is incredible how much
i}x:centive is required to habilitate a large majority of the members of
this group.

We think to take a very good and effective tool, like the jobs tax
credit, and oversophisticate it by piggybacking on another vehicle is,
in fact, going to do, as Senator Long said, it is just going to muddy
the waters. And so we do not recommend a piggyback targeted——

Senator Hasxerr. I was not thinking of piggybacks. Suppose you
have the jobs tax credit as it is now, with the modification that you
indicate; then you have a completely separate program, which is your
targeted program. You would be free to participate in one or both.

Would you have any objection if it were structured that way?

MI:' ANDERsoN, We have no objection. We just do not think it would
work.

Senator HasgeLvr. You just do not think it would work, but you have
no objection.
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Mr. Famreanxks. We have no objection either. We have reservations
about whether the targeted program will work, and particularly
whether it will work for the smaller enterprises. ]

Senator Haskert. I understand. I would like to ask if you were in
the room when the Labor Department testified on the jobs tax credit?
We all know that the IRS moved with the speed of a tortoise in trying
to get out that information. .

Were you here when the Labor Department testified that they had
not even tried to inform employers of the jobs tax credit?

Mr. FarBanks. Yes; I was here at that time,

Senator Haskerr. I am glad to hear you gentlemen feel that the
credit helps you, but certainly the Federal Government did nothing to
inform employers generally.

Mr. ANDERsoN. Let me make one last statement about the earlier
testimony that we are concerned about. There was some testimony
about using the jobs tax credit in the public sector, again, as opposed
to the private sector.

We in the private sector know of some $17 billion in CETA funding
that is gong into the job creation program in the public sector. For the
first time the President is acknowledging the importance of building
private sector jobs and has come through with $400 million in the new
prograin targeting training in the private sector.

We would very, very strongly resist the use of tax credits once again
in the public sector. There is enough money being funneled in there,
and there is no stability in the jobs being created, and they are never
going to be able to fill all of the CETA-developed jobs that they have
now,

Senator Haskerr. Well, they are filling them, but they are—

Mr. AxpErsoN. The only way they are going to fill them is on a full-
time funded basis.

Senator Dore, If you read the headlines, you find there are a lot of
abuses in that program, and that is why they ought to look at the
private sector.

Mr. Anderson, just really for the benefit of my colleagues, I would
like to read from the top of page 5 of your testimony where you say,
“Governor Richard Snelling of Vermont, fed up with the IRS’ lack
of cooperation in publicizing the jobs tax credit, mailed explanatory
fliers to 14,000 businesses in the State. The response has been excellent
to date, according to the State Commissioner of Employment Secur-
ity.” I just wanted to underline that portion of your testimony.

I have no further questions.

Senator Long?

Senator Loxg. One thing that does concern me about this, Anytime
we do something that the administration did not initiate themselves,
it takes practically forever to get the regulations out to indicate how
you can do it or you cannot do it.

When we pass something like this, we ought to say that anybody
who does something along this line that could reasonably be construed
as being what Congress intended, he gets the benefit of it, until such
time that the regulations have been promulgated and approved.

If you read the law and it looks like it was intended for you, you
would get the benefit of it until somebody can officially tell you that
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you do not, because otherwise we will wait a year or longer to get the
regulation that says that you get the benefit of what Congress says
you should have.

Mr. FamrBaxks. That sounds good to us, Senator. ..

Senator Loxe. Meanwhile, if you had another provision that says
that all of these regulations would be purely advisory, and not manda-
tory, we might get on with the business.

genator HaskEeLr, Senator Dole ?

Senator Dove. I appreciate the testimony. I remember when Secre-
tary Blumenthal, before he was confirmed, came around to pay a
courtesy call I asked him about the jobs tax credit, and I think person-
ally he was opposed to it. He thought it would only help maybe the fast
food chains, like McDonald’s. In other words, McDonald’s might bene-
fit, or some of the fast food chains, where there is a big turnover of
employment. One of the criticisms was since a person is expandlp%
business anyway, why should the Government provide a tax credit
That is a legitimate argument.

If you are going to expand your business, or you are a new business,
why should tghe éovernment pick up the tab for some of your em-
ployees? And second, how many of those people you hired under the
tax credit program are now on their own and still with your company
and are now taxpayers?

Do you have any records on that ¢

Mr. AxpersoN. I do not think that anybody today hires anybody
casually. We can give you records on that. If your question meant that
we bring them on and we drop them off just to take advantage of the
benefit, I do not know—— .

Senator Dore. I am just saying what some of the criticisms were
when we tried to get the administration to buy the program.

Mr. Fampanks, The tax credit program is marginal relief at best.
The social security tax burden, the health costs, the general costs of
putting employees on and just gettinﬁ them productive is so heavy
that I cannot think of any instance where a company would want to
bring them on just to utilize the benefit and drop them off.

Senator Dore. We have heard of those problems. Of course, Mec-
Donald’s is the only kind of a company that Secretary Blumenthal
can relate to. It is a hell of a long way from a small business.

Mr. PrenDERGAST. On the other hand, a good deal of the McDonald
franchisees are small businesses, and their growth in employees——theiy
are very careful in their analysis and labor utilization and they will
add employees when they are going to add employees because they need
them, not because they got a jobs tax credit.

And as far as the particular argument you addressed to the expand-
ing company, that is the company that is'in the direct need of capital.
That is where the capital formation problem is the worst.

Senator DoLE. Not always, but in some cases. They may have a regu-
lar expansion program. I mean, they may not be in dire need.

Mr. PrRENDERGAST. In & small, expanding company, the numbers of
capital-rich companies that you find are very few. Their ability to
attract enough capital is very difficult. There has been a studv done
by the SBA venture-capital task force that outlines that (1uite clearly,
and the jobs tax credit is one part of the tax policy, to allow a small
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business to retain additiona] earnings as another vehicle for attracting
some capital.

The suggestion by SMC of Frank Fairbanks was to limit the amount
of credit to the first 5 or 10 employees or something to that extent,
that would eliminate significantly the abuses. Furthermore, if you are
hiring employees for the benefit of the jobs tax credit in order to get
it in the next year, you have to continue to increase the number of
le)mployees, and that is not worthwhile, to continue to go on a cycling

asis.

Senator Dore. I think another question was raised that you would,
say, lay off 20 people and then be eligible for the credit.

fr. PrReNDERGAST. It is a net gain figure,

Senator Dore. It would only apply to the increase, so that would not
‘work. That is not a valid argument against the program.

Those of us who support the program want to make certain that we
-can address some of these questions that are going to be raised. We are
.going to be told there are abuses.

Frankly, I do not see anything wrong if the program helps some
young person. If it puts somebody to work in McBonald’s rather than
on the streets, it seems to me that might be a big plus. Maybe that is
what we are trying to do. I do not see any criticism.

Anything you have in that area that might indicate to the contrary,
it would be helpful to us if we discussed it later on.

Senator Loxa. I have nothing against McDonald’s.

Senator Dore. I have nothing either.

Senator Long. Otherwise he will be sitting around on welfare, and
if you put him to work at McDonald’s, so much the better.

Senator Dore. Thank you.

Senator HaskrrL. Thank you gentlemen very much. The hearing is
adjourned and the record will stay open for 10 days to receive an-
swers to questions. Thank you. .

[The prepared statements of the preceding panel follow:]

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM B. ANDERSON, PRESIDENT, SMALLER BUSINFESS ABSOCIA-
110N OF NEW ENGLAND, INC.,, WALTHAM, MASS., AND PRESIDENT OF MATRIX, Ixo0.,

EasT ProvIDENCE, R.I.

Mr. Chairman: The Smaller Business Assoclation of New England, Inc. sup-
ports an extension of the jobs tax credit because the credit does what it is
designed to do—serve as an incentive to increase employment for the small
business community.

The small business community has long held that more jobs can be created
_for less money by the private sector. We believe the private sector is best suited
to underwrite new positions, retain them once they've been established, and
constantly spin off other jobs from existing ones.

For representative proof of public sector mismanagement, one need look no
further than the documented $100,000 figure it takes for the Veteran's Admin-
istration to spawn one new position.

To its credit, this Administration has broken the succession of public sector
programs to develop jobs. In May, President Carter announced that $400 mil-
lion in federal government funds will be re-routed from the public sector to
the private sector to train and hire 150,000 jobless workers next fiscal year.

In May of 1977 the jobs tax credit was passed to Induce private sector em-
ployers to create jobs through a tax credit on new hires. Small businesses ap-
plauded this credit and your key role, Sen. Haskell, in its passage, and looked
upon the development as the start of a more rational stimulative job creation

policy.
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We are doubly disappointed and disturbed, therefore, that the jobs tax credit,
which has been a godsend to so many smaller companies, may be rescinded
come January 1.

Documentation we have gathered from accountants, small business and con-
gressmen convincingly favors the retention, and even expansion of this credit.

To determine the effect of the job credit in just one year, SBANE polled 60
of its member CPA firms, including some Big 8 and many smaller firms through-
out New England. To a person, they related examples of smaller businesses who
derived a benefit from the jobs tax credit in the form of adding new—and
needed—positions.

Our poll indicates that 959, of one CPA firm’s clients used the credit to some
degree and many more firms reported better than half of their small business
clients applied the credit.

American busiuesses are still in the educational phase of implementing this
incentive. The SBANE accountants reported many more firms using the credit in
1978 than 1977, and more who plan to consciously use it on 1979, providing the
credit remains intact.

Most significantly, the CPA’s believe their clients will begin to use this tax
break as a planning tool in crystallizing future corporate strategy. The effective
maximum tax credit allowed of $1,806 for one new employee is & lot of money
to & small firm, and certainly aids the capital formation process for all smaller
concerns.

Letters and calls poured into SBANE from the Association’s CPA’s telling us
of the companies which had favorable experiences with the jobs tax credit. I'll
run through some of the testimonials that explicitly define the favorable impact
of the credit.

Number One—A Vermont woodenware manufacturer with sales of $1.5 million
contemplated adding a second shift to cope with spiraling demand. Their account-
ants advised them that their prospective blueprint would save $24,000 under the
jobs tax credit. The company decided to institute the new shift, an expansion of
20 employees.

Number Two—A Massachusetts manufacturer of rubber goods expanded from
40 to 60 employees in 1977, producing a credit of $32,000. Two new jobs and equip-
ment worth $8,000 resulted. The company now factors the credit benefits into
their fiscal strategy on an ongoing basis, their accountant reported.

Number Three—An architectural firm garnered a tax credit of $18,000, and will
use the credit to create one new professional position. Well-paying positions, not
just those with wages assoclated with typically lower paying clerical or low
skilled functions, can be formed as a result. Even thought only $1,808 may be
derived from hiring an $18,000 worker, the extra funds could convince a pro-
crastinating employer to hire the new person.

Number Four—A Vermont restaurant was straddling a decision to expand their
service to include lunch, along with dinner. When their accountant calculated
that they would save $6,000 more in wage deductions, the restaurant hired wait-
resses, cooks and a cashier to handle the lunchtime volume.

Number Five—One accountant stumbled across a situation where his client’'s
growth was negated under the current credit rules. Growth was rampant in an
industrial adhesives and coating manufacturer, but when its new positions were
added to the employee change in its shrinking subsidiaries, the aggregrate wage
base didn’t exceed 102 percent of the previous year. Thus, the thriving company
was punished for its affiliation. If applied correctly in that situation, the credit
would have meant substantial savings and the impetus for further hiring.

We believe the positive aspects of these capsules will become much more com-
monplace in time, with an attendant increase to the workforce rolls.

The early history of the jobs tax credit has not properly been considered in
the proposal to narrow application of the credit.

A complaint threading through many of the surveyed CPA’s remarks was an
anemic public information campaign by the IRS. Their comments ranged from,
“The IRS ‘how-to’ instructions were too oblique,” to “Not enough IRS effort has
been made to promote the credits.”

Gov. Richard Snelling of Vermont, fed up with the IRS’ lack of cooperation in
publicizing the jobs tax credit, mailed explanatory fiyers to 14,000 businesses in
the state. The response has been excellent to date, according to the state's Com-
missioner of Employment Security.
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Most small business owners are unaware of the tax credit and are frittering
away legitimate opportunities to fmprove their cash flow and, in the process,
galvanize the economy. Many small business owners didn't know the credit ex-
{sted until they say it on their tax return this year.

One CPA expressed amazement that some of his colleagues in the industry
were not fluent enough with the credits to advise their clients about them.

Another CPA reported, that, for the first time this June, some of his clients
received an explanatory brochure from the IRS with their quarterly payroll tax
statement. This type of education is essential to the success of the credits. We
hope explicit information on the credit will become more accessible to small busi-
ness executives,

These scenarics we hope will soon vanish. With an extension of the credit,
financial advisors can get on with the business of helping smaller businesses
to parlay the jobs tax credit into new employees, equipment and structural
improvements.

The jobs tax credit Is a program of such proportions that it deserves full support
of the Treasury Department and the Carter Administration.

The opportunities provided by the credit afford small businesses tremendous
flexibility, permitting them options that lead to the afcrementioned beuefits.
Several applications of the credit come to mind:

First, an unforeseen jobs credit can evolve from incorporation of a business.
Under that tax status, the wages of owner-employees, as well as those paid to
spouses of owners, would he subject to federal unemployment taxes, and there-
fore, eligible for a jobs credit.

Second, especially overworked employers can look at the credit as a training
allowance. New employees can reach relatively high levels of productivity at a
reduced cost to the owners.

Third, if a business clecis to hire two part-time employces instead of one full-
timer, the jobs credit might apply to two salaries, instead of one.

Fourth, concerns that anticipate increased subcontractor services should hire
the subcontractors and rightfully claim the credit.

We are hard pressed to justify why these and other reasonable tax breaks
aimed primarily at small business would be allowed to expire—especially when
a similar program will supplant the current one that addresses only selected
unemployment.

Any preferential jobs tax credit—Ilike the Administration’s—will guarantee
additional red tape. Several SBANE accountants harken back to a $500 jobs
credit passed by Massachuselis in 1972. The credlt, given to companies who hire
those removed directly from unemployment compensation, is aimed at reducing
minority unemployment. To a person, the CPA’s said the recordkeeping and
reporting fees resulting from more layers of government forms nullified at least
the $500 savings. Not one Massachusetts CPA we interviewed had applied that
credit to their clients in the six years of its existence. They feared similar diffi-
cultieg if such a credit became available on the federal level.

The restricted credit raises serious questions as to who suffers most from un<
employment. I8 it any better to be 30 and unemployed in rural Maine than to be
unemployed at 20 in the central city? Many times it 18 worse for the older coun-
try dweller. Family breadwinners are generally over 24 years old, and would be
{neligible to be claimed under the President’s proposal.

‘ﬁBANE implores Congress and the Administration to strongly consider these
actions:

Retain the Jobs tax credit as put forth in the Tax Simplification and Reduc-
tion Act of 1977. The ones who implement the credits, tax accountants, uniformly
believe the tax breaks can add jobs and continue the growth pattern for many
smaller emerging companies.

Continue the philosophy of private sector subsidy of employment. We agree
with Massachusetts Senator Edward Brooke, who in commenting on the jobs
credit, said, “Such an incentive program is needed because private sector job crea-
tion is a much more effective and productive way to reduce unemployment in the
long run. Jobs which are deemed necessary by business are not usually doomed to
rapid obsolescence. These private sector jobs are usually not statie but have real
possibilities for career advancement within the company or profession. And these
;obs are usually long-term, because a business investment decision to expand or
;obc,}-eate new jobs presupposes both need and sufficient capital to sustain tlhat

ob.
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Commit the Treasury Department to a full blown campaign educating em-
ployees and accountants alike on the jobs credit. Neither group can apply what
they don’t understand or are not cognizant of,

The jobs tax credit {8 just ripening into a viable developer of jobs in the United
States, Its full impact is far from being measured. The Smaller Business Asso-
clation of New England believes it would be folly to excise this justifiable growth
incentive for the nation’s smaller businesses,

Thank you.

STATEMENT OF FRANK B. FAIRBANKS, JR., PRESIDENT, HoRIXx MANUFACTURING Co.,
REPRESENTING SMALLER MANUFACTURERS COUNCIL

I am Frank B. Fairbanks, Jr., President of Horix Manufacturing Company, a
manufacturer of packaging machinery located in Pittsburgh, Pa. I represent
today the Smaller Manufacturers Council (SMC). SMC is a trade association
headquartered in Pittsburgh, with over 800 member companies in Pennsylvania,
Ohio and West Virginia, with & combined employment of over 75,000 people.

SMC appreciates the opportunity you have afforded us, together with other busi-
ness groups, to comment on the recently enacted New Jobs Credit.

NEW JOBS CREDIT

‘We in the emall business community feel that the New Jobs Credit is an appro-
priate addition to Federal tax law, and that it should be continued in its present
form beyond its scheduled expiration in December of this year.

The credit is a targeted program that reduces taxes on growing small busi-
nesses. The credit is of course applicable to all businesses, but because of the
$100,000.00 limitation, the credit is obviously not very meaningful to the very
large enterprises,

As all of you gentlemen are well aware from previous testimony, the raising
of capital is often the most critical problem in small business growth. The New
Jobs Credit reduces the taxes, and thus permits greater reinvestment of funds,
for those companies who are expunding employment. Unlike the Investment Tax
Credit, the New Jobs Credit does not reward companies who eliminate employees
bv the addition of capital assets.

It 18 not our intent to be critical of the Investment Tax Credit, as we feel that
it is & most useful tool in encouraging plant modernization. While the Investment
Tax Credit is of real value to small companies. As is of relatively greater value to
larger companies, which are typically more capital intensive than small business.
Therefore, we feel that the New Jobs Credit provides benefits to the growing,
smaller enterprises, which are typically labor intensive.

Let me give you a specific example, the value of the program to Horix. For
1977, our Federal taxes before credits were approximately $142,000. The New
Jobs Credits amounted to $18,600, with a net tax savings (because of loss of
deductions equal to the credit) of $9,600. Our Investment Tax Credit for 1977 was
$9,800. SMC has not conducted any formal survey i{n the brief time that has been
available to us, but the typical SMC member is enthusisastic about the New Jobs
Credit, and feels that it definitely should be a permanent part of the Internal
Revenue Code,

I know of no better way to help employment than to target benefits to busi-
ness enterprises which are adding employees.

A desirable change would be to expand the credit, at least with respect to the
first 6 or 10 employees. Possibly a one hundred percent credit would be appro-
priate for the first $42,000 of increased FUTA wages. This would provide even
greater help to the very small growth enterprises,

We understand the administration has proposed to replace the New Jobs Credit
with a Targeted Employment Tax (TET) Credit Program. Although the overall
objective of the TET Credit i1s worthwhile, the proposed mechanism may not
provide adequate incentive for significant small business participation. The dif-
ficulty involved in verifying employee certification, combined with the increased
costs which may be incurred in employment of tWe targeted employed, may
significantly reduce any incentive which the TET Credit Program is designed to
create.

34-840—79——7
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WORK INCENTIVE PROGRAM (WIN)

Perhaps a8 few comments with respect to the WIN Program are in order, at
least as we see them in the Pittsburgh ulstrict. Mr. Willlam Perer, local manager
of the Pennsylvania Department of Labor and Industry, Bureau of Employment
Security, recently prepared an article on the WIN Program, which appeared in
the June, 1978 issue of the SMC monthly magazine, “The Smaller Manufacturer”.
A copy of that article is attached hereto. Mr, Perer has advised me that, in the
Pittsburgh area, smaller businesses are reasonably active in the program. Horix
Manufacturing Company has not participated in the program.

HiriNe THROUGR WIN CAN SAVE You MoONEY
(By William Perer, Manager, Pittsburgh WIN)

WIN, short for the Work Incentive Program, was designed to give business
a tax and training incentive to hire welfare people, and welfare people an
incentive to leave welfare for payrolls. WIN is authorized by the 1967 and 1971
amendments to the Social Security Act. The tax part of the program which
became effective January 1, 1972 was designed to reduce the number of employ-
able welfare recipients by encouraging the nation’s employers to place them in
productive, income yielding, tax paying jobs. Five out of every six persons are
still employed by private industry.

The WIN Tax Credit program basically provides that an employer who
hires a WIN enrollee may take a Federal income tax ¢redit equal to 20%
of each WIN enrollee/employee’s wages paid during the first 12 months of
employment. The total maximum WIN Tax Credit limit in any one year is now
$50,000 plus 509% of the federal income tax remaining after all other types of
tax credits and the WIN Tax Credit are taken.

Before the credit may be taken, the WIN Enrollee must be employed by
the employer for a minimum of 180 days, whether consecutive or not. However,
the tax credit applies back to the first day that wages were paid to the employee.
"he tax is against the Federal Income Tax liability. A temporary lay-off is not
considered a termination. Thus, an employee can work a few months, be laid
off during a slack period, then be reinstated without endangering the tax credit.

In addition to the tax credit there is reimbursement for the costs of train-
Ing the hired WIN individual equal to 509 of the starting wage during the
training period. The skill level of the job determines the length of training.
Some brief examples by the IRS speclalist :

If a small corporation nets $15,000 annually without WIN employees and
then contracts with the state agency to hire a WIN application at a salary
of $6,000, the corporation still nets $15,000.

At current corporate tax rates, the corporation would be liable for $3,300
fn taxes, l.e. 22 percent of $15,000. With the WIN employee on the payroll
this tax liability will be reduced to $2,100 as a result of the tax credit earned
on his wages, 20 percent of $6,000.

A second example given by the IRS specialist :

In a sole ownership, a partnership or a small business corporation treated
as a sole ownership for federal tax purposes, the federal tax rate will vary from
14 percent of one dolar in taxable income to 70 percent of $100,000 or more.

The taxable income is $15,000 and the tax liability is $3,520 before the WIN
employee is hired. As soon as he begins work at $6,000 a year, the WIN employee
proves his value with direct savings to the company as it received a direct
credit of $1,200, rleduclng the tax bill to $2,320.

A third example:

If a corporation with a net profit of $80,000 and a tax lablility of $31,000 hires
25 WIN employees at an average salary of $6,000 a year, the corporation will
continue to net $80,000. 530 addlti(ﬁn, it will pick up a $30,000 tax credit based
on 20 percent of the $150, payroll.

Altl?(?ugh these samples are somewhat technical, they should demonstrate the
real savings available in the Work Incentive Program, particularly so if tax
eredits and on the job training sutsidies are combined. Employers can be eligible
for the subsidy by providing ur to 44 weeks and as few as eight weeks of such
training. The 209% tax offset can be combined with the 50% wage training offset.
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Nationally more than 203,000 welfare recipients found unsubsidized jobs
through WIN in the first nine months of FY 1977, producing estimated savings
in public welfare costs of $455 million, About half earned enough to enable them
and their families to leave welfare. The others received some welfare assistance
but at a reduced level,

Average hourly starting pay for men entering employment from the WIN
Program was $3.70, for women, it was $2.73. Nearly two-thirds of the jobs ob-
tained by women were in clerical, sales and service occupations. Men's jobs were
concentrated in machine trades, structural work and transportation. About 61%
of the job holders were women, Many in WIN are promoted from their original
jobs.

Nearly 3,000 WIN applicants found jobs in Allegheny, Beaver, and TLawrence
counties with 1,243 placed on jobs directly by WIN staff. This was an estimated
saving of $300,000 in Allegheny County alone and of course a major result was
the breaking of the welfare cycle. Individuals received jobs they never thought
possible, WIN wrote 110 contracts involving $234,984 with private employers in
FY 1977. New applicants available last year were 3,247,

We want to send employers motivated workers who are familiar with the work
environment.

WIN has & program to show applicants how to conduct an organized job search
with the WIN Program paying expenses for looking for work as well as child
care for females, All this in connection with a week long Coping Skills Seminar
which discusses how to handle troublesome job situations in terms of the work
ethie, by means of video tapes, playbacks and discussion. The idea is not only
to get a job but to keep it. The seminar stresses the work environment situation.

A Wall Street Journal article of November 8, 1977 on WIN states:

For a closer look at one of WIN's successes, see what United Technologies
Corp.’s Pratt & Whitney Aircraft group is doing at its huge 20,000 employee jet-
engine plant in East Hartford Conn. The Plant hires 5% to 109% of its new
employees through WIN: In return, the company gets some $200,000 a year in
tax credits. Pratt & Whitney executives say the local WIN office does a better
job of selecting workers.

The welfare graduates start work at $4.50 to $4.73 an hour and 709 of them
stay on the job, a rate equaling or exceeding that for other employees, Their
motivation is strong. “Most of them like to forget there was time they needed to
DLe on welfare,” Willlam Gilson, Personnel Manager says.

There are some general standard provisions for OJT contracts.

1. Contractor Eligibility—Any private or public company, not in violation of
local, state or federal laws, is eligible to participate.

2, Ineligible Occupations—Primarily commission, sewing machine operators
(garment and apparel industry—SIC 2300), bartenders, seasonal, and profes-
stonal occupations requiring llcenses.

3. Concurrence of Bargaining Agency—The appropriate bargaining agency
must concur.

4, Authorized Training Positions—Normally, authorized training positions may
not exceed 259 of the emplnyer’s full-time work force where the training is taking
place. For those employers with less than full-time employees, one authorized
training position will be allowed.

5. The employer must have a vacancy. He or she cannot let another worker go
to make room for a welfare worker or he involved in a strike or lockout.

There are other provisions of faster writeoffs for buying, hbuilding, reconstruct-
ing or rehabilitating facilities specifically to be used for on-the-job training for
your workers or prospective workers. There is also the Tax Reductions and
Simplification Act of 1977 where there is an additional tax credit for expansion
purposes.

Select the worker you want from the WIN participants referred to you by the
WIN Program staff of the Pennsylvania State Employment Service. There is a
minimum of red tape ir the WIN Program and you will have the total coopera-
tion and assistance of a WIN staff member who will be assigned to your company.

For information regarding participation in the Program, contact Mr. William
Perer the Commonwealth of PA Department of Labor and Industry, Bureau of
Employment Securlty, Pittsburgh, PA 15222,

[ Thereupon, at 11:30 a.m, the hearing in the above-entitled matter
was adjourned.]



JOBS TAX CREDIT

WEDNESDAY, JULY 26, 1978

U.S. SExATE, SELECT COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS AND
THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON ADMINISTRATION OF THE INTERNAL
REVENUE SErviCE OF THE COMMITTEE ON FINANGE,

Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9 :35 a.m., in room 2221,
Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Floyd Haskell (chairman of the
subcommittee) presiding.

Present : Senators Haskell, Hansen, and Culver.,

Senator HasgerLL. The joint hearing of the Select Committee on
Small Business and the Subcommittee on Administration of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of the Finance Committee will commence. Qur first
witness is Hon. Emil M. Sunley, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Tax
Policy of the Department of the Treasury.

STATEMENT OF EMIL M, SUNLEY, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY
OF THE TREASURY FOR TAX POLICY

Mr. Suxeey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I am pleased to appear today to review with you the existing jobs
tax credit and to discuss with you the President’s proposal for a tar-
geted employment tax credit.

The recent news about employment in the united States has been
mostly good news. In the period of 1 year from June, 1977 Lo June,
1978, 2.8 million people have joined the labor force and employment
has increased by 3.9 million people. The overall unemployment rate
has been reduced from 7.1 percent to 5.7 percent and labor force par-
ticipation and employment are at an all-time high.

All demographic groups have shared in the employment growth,
including disadvantaged youth. For example, employment of blacks
aged 18 to 24 increased by 110,000 during this period. However, the
rate of unemployment for black youths remains high. This rate
changed only slightly from 29.5 percent in June 1977 to 28.2 percent
in June 1978.

Unemployment has become increasingly concentrated on those who
are disadvantaged by age, race, family income status and other
handicaps.

Because the problem of unemployment is increasingly a structural
problem, the administration has proposed that the present jobs credit
be allowed to expire as scheduled after this year and that it be re-

(89)
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placed by a targeted employment credit that will improve job oppor-
tunities for disadvantaged young people and the handicapped.

The proposed employment credit would give a direct incentive for
taxpaying businesses to make more jobs available and to mnake better
jobs available for young people from low-income families. It will also
provide employers an incentive to retain eligible workers during the
critical first 2 years of employment in which their work habits and
gkills are developed. .

The President’s proposal also continues the tax incentive for em-
ployment of handicapped workers who are referred from vocational
rehabilitation programs.

Senator HaskeLL. Do you think by any chance, Mr. Sunley, in view
of the fact that there are lots of witnesses, that you would be able to
summarize your statement and then be available for questions.

As T read some of the administration’s testimony, some of this has
already been put in the public domain already.

Mr. Suncey. Mr. Chairman, if you would like, I would be pleased
to put my whole statement in the record and take questions at this

oint,
P Senator HasgerL. Well, yes. I think the administration has its tar-
geting on an age basis, and that has merit, Senator Long and Senator
Moynihan have a targeted credit on a public assistance basis. Senators
Ribicoff and Bellmon have another one.

I would like maybe for you to discuss your views of the relative
merits of those and then also if you could address yourself (to the
idea of) continuing the present jobs tax credit, on which we have had
testimony from representatives of big business and small business,
who see no reason why we should not continue the present jobs tax
credit. The present credit really has not had enough publicity. Simul-
taneously there could be a targeted credit.

Those are a couple of the arcas I would appreciate your addressing
your remarks to.

Mr. Su~rey. Well, Mr. Haskell, let me try to address those three
points, if I may.

With respect to including other groups of disadvantaged workers,
possibly those on welfare, possibly those who are disabled or those
who are veterans are some of the more common proposals that I have
heard, the administration has recommended that the present work in-
centive credit and welfare credit which is aimed at workers on welfare,
be continued. There is clearly a gossibility of folding that credit into
the new jobs credit—the targeted jobs credit—being proposed by the
administration, Jones-Ullmann bili before tie Ways and Means Com-
mittee would include the welfare recipients who qualify under the
current WIN credit as part of the credit. I think the administration
can go along with that change.

But there are some problems if you expand the coverage too broadly,
and I would think we would want to consider limiting the program to
the disadvantage Kouth——that is to say, youth aged 18 to 24 who come
from families with incomes of less than %'0 percent of the lower family
liviélg standard and to those who are eligible for the current WIN
credit.
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With resEect to your second question, Mr. Haskell, it would seem
to us that there would be a great deal of complexity if there were two
credits—one, the targeting credit, and then an additional credit for
those who have increased employment over some base year.,

Senator HasgeLL. Would it really be all that complex? All you are
doing really is keeping the present jobs credit intact and expanding
the WIN credit.

Mr. SuniLey. Well, the current WIN credit, as you know, is used only
in a most limited fashion, probably less than 80,000 workers——

Senator HaskeLr. Yo: are expanding it ¢

Mr. SunLEY. Greatly expanding it, I would have to say.

I think g'ou will have received testimony from other groups—and
the last half of my testimony goes through some of the difficulties with
the existing jobs credit. This credit, I think, has a number of flaws that
really would suggest that we might be better off scrapping it and
starting over.

One of the problems is that it has five different limitations on the
use of the credit, making it virtually impossible for most firms to
know, at the beﬁ;inning of the tax year, whether they will qualify for
the credit. At the time they have to make an employment decision it
is likely that they will not know whether this additional worker will
qualify him for the credit.

Your third comment, Senator Haskell, related to the IRS and pub-
licity surrounding the existing credit. I would like to report on the
administration’s efforts to publicize the new jobs credit over the past
year.

The IRS undertook a number of steps to publicize the credit to em-
ployers and to the general public. A1l employers were sent an informa-
tion insert with the quarterly employers’ return forms announcing the
cg'erdit, and these were mailed during the second quarters of 1977 and
1978.

The credit was also highlighted in a number of standard publica-
tions, such as, “Your Federal Income Tax,” and the “Tax Guide for
Small Business.”

Moreover, the IRS undertook to provide training in the jobs tax
credit to its taxpayer service personnel who respond to inquiries from
and furnish information to the public. The Service also worked closely
with the Small Business Administration in publicizing the jobs tax
credit at ten regional meetings of the SBA Advisory Council and pro-
vided representatives at each of these meetings.

Within the Labor Department the Employment and Training Ad-
ministration undertook an information program of its own.

Senator HaskerL. Now we had testimony at the last hearing from
the Assistant Secretary of Labor who said the Labor Department had
not done anything. You now tell me that it has?

Mr. SunLEY. I believe Mr. Packer was referring mainly to the WIN
credit, that very little—-

Senator HaskeLL. No, no. T beg your pardon. We were referring to
the jobs {ax credit. I remember that loud and clear. They said they
had done nothing.

Mr, SunLey. Well, this little green pamphlet is entitled “The Jobs
Tax Credit for Employers Hiring More Workers,” and it was pub-
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lished by the U.S. Department of Labor Employment and Training
Administration,

Senator HasgerL, Perhaps the spokesmen ought to get together.

Mr. Su~cey. There may%e some distance between the employment
and training administration and the Office of the Secretary. That
sometimes happens in large de)]mrtments.

Senator HASRELL. Anyway, leave that for the file.

Mr. SunLEey. This little green pamphlet does describe the jobs credit
in nontechnical language and has been distributed through local offices
of the Employment Service, through the CETA. prime sponsors, the
regional ETA offices and the regional offices of the Small Business
Administration.

So I think the administration has made an effort by direct maili
to every employer in the United States and through various channels,
working through the Small Business Administration and the employ-
ment and training administration of the Department of Labor.

It is true that when a survey was conducted of employers in Feb-
ruary of 1978 to determine whether they were aware of the credit, most
employers indicated that they were not aware of the credit. This is par-
ticularly true of small employers. And even those employers who were
aware of the credit, most of them thought they probably did not qual-
ify for the credit; and even of those who qualified for the credit and
who thought they qualified for the credit, only about 25 percent indi-
cated that they made any effort to increase employment as a result of
this tax incentive.

Senator HasxerL, We would like the record to show that on July 18
of this year, numerous Senators, including the chairman of the full
committee, wrote to Commerce, Treasury, Labor, and SBI urging that
these Departments get the word out on the credit in a coordinated
fashion as opposed to perfunctcry notification.

As far as we know here, nothing ever happened as & result of the
letter. I am just making this observation. As far as we can determine
Tere, nothing ever resulted.

At this point, I would like to enter into the record the Congressional
Record of July 28, 1977. ;

[The material referred to follows:]

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, D.C., July 18, 1977.
Letter sent to:
SECRETARY OF COMMERCE,
SECRETARY OF THE TREASBURY,

SECRETARY OF LABOR,
ADMINISTRATOR OF THE SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION :

The new jobs credit recently passed by Congress and signed into law by Presi-
.dent Carter is of great interest to us and many of our Colleagues in Congress.
As you may know, this provision of the Tax Reduction and Simplification Act of
1977 is an attempt to bring about more jobs in the private sector of the economy
by granting tax credits to businesses that hire more workers. The effectiveness
of this novel approach to job creation clearly depends on the widespread knowl-
edge and understanding of the program by businesses. Because the tax laws and
regulations through which the job incentive i3 provided may initially appear
.complicated and so reduce the response of many employers, an extraordinary
effort to explain and clarify the effect of the law on businesses’ tax and hiring
decisions is essential. While the promulgation and clarification of regulations is
the responsibility of the Treasury Department, the unique nature of the new
jobs credit program is related to the objectives of the Commerce Department.
“We, therefore, urge the Department of Commerce to inftiate efforts, in cooperation
:and consultation with the Treasury Department, as well as the Department of
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Labor and the Small Business Administration, to promote awareness of and par-
ticipation in this new jobs program by businesses throughout the United States.
We believe that such efforts would greatly enhance the success of this program in
increasing employment and business activity.

We anticipate continued strong interest in this general approach to generating
increased job opportunities in the economy in the context of upcoming Congres-
sional deliberation on welfare reform and on tax reform, Our ability to gain
insights from the new employment tax credit program could be a major factor in
shaping future legislative initiatives of this type. The timely availability of the
data necessary to support a critical evaluation of the employment tax credit
program is critically important in this regard. Information normally available
through gross National product accounts, business tax returns, and other sources
will not be sufficlent for these purposes. We have requested that studies to pro-
vide the appropriate evaluative information be initiated at the earliest possible
date by the Commerce Department, either separately or in cooperation with the
Departments of Labor and Treasury and the Small Business Administration.
Your support and cooperation in this endeavor is urged.

The promotion of business activity and private sector jobs through jobs credits.
or simjlar mechanisms may be an important element of our Natlonal economic
policles. We believe initiatives of the type requested herein may be of major
significance in directing the course of economic policies undertaken in the United
States in the coming years. Your efforts and cooperation with other government
agencies In this endeavor will be of great assistance in guiding future Congres-
sional decisions.

Sincerely yours,
RusseLt B. Loxg,

LrLoyp BENSTPN,
GAYLORD NELSON,
Hueerr H. HUMPHREY,
Cany T. CUrTIS,
PAUL LAXALT,
U.S. Senators.

Senator Haskerr. Let’s take your targeted approach. One of the
things that concerns me is the “70-percent of a certain income factor.”
Is there not some simpler way of gom%jabout itt

Obviously you do not want to give the credit for the hiring of people
with college degrees who could get a job anyway, but is there not some
other more simple test?

Mr. Suntey. Well, first of all, Senator Haskell, the 70-percent of
the lower family living standard criteria is the current standard in the
CETA legislation, so that we are really building on the existing re-
quirement in the labor legislation.

A number of other alternatives have been suggested, some of which
may be a little simpler ; most of which might cause mischief.

ra possibility, Senator Haskell, would be to make the requirement
corditioned on a period of unemployment, because you think it is the
hardcore, the disadvantaged, would not have been unemployed for a
substantial period of time.

‘We resisted that requirement because I think it would lead to situa-
tions whesre an employer would say, come back next week or 4 weeks
or 6 weeks from now when you have been unemployed for a sufficient
period of time to qualify for the credit.

Also, if the employer has existing workers who are otherwise eligible
for the credit, the employer may want to lay off those workers and hire
zyorkers who have been unemployed for a sufficiently long period of’

ime.

Senator Haskerr. What is going through my mird is that it is
important not only that employers know, but it is also important that
potential employees know that they might be hired over somebody else..

Now, how is some young person 18 to 24 going to know whether he-
falls into the 70-percent of the lower family living standard ?
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One trouble with the law is that we do not get the message out to the
people. We have to get the message out to the structurally unemployed
as we]l ag to the employers. This is one of the issues that bothers me.

Mr. SunLEy. We believe that one of the advantages of our proposal
is that it does tie into current labor legislation, the Comprehensive Em-
ployment and Training Act, and that the prime sponsors under the °
CETA legislation are often the local employment services. So that
when a disadvantaged youth would come into the local employment
service to get job referrals, it would be possible at that point to get
information about whether he or she might be a qualified individual
for this jobs tax credit.

In contrast to this, the Jones bill, which has been introduced on the
House side, makes the qualification not depend on certification by the
CETA rules but rather that the individual must come from a household
eligible for food stamps.

This, it seems to me, would have one disadvantage in that it removes
the certification of the eligible individual away from the traditional
sources of getting help, of finding jobs, in the labor market.

I think it is also important to recognize that the firm has no require-
ment to determine the eligibility of the worker. The worker presents a
slip of paper from the Employment Service, there is no additional re-
quirement on the firm itself, or on the Internal Revenue Service.

Senator Haskerr. That, I think, is very good.

Thank you, Mr. Sunley, very much indeed. I appreciate your com-
ments. I do not agree with all of them, but I think that this effort the
administration is making is very worth while, and it may be that you
11%1\.'0 figured out the most effective way to get people to take advantage
of it.

I do not have any further questions. I might have some questions
after I have read your testimony in detail, which I would like to sub-
mit in writing. If you would respond, I would appreciate it very much.

My, Su~rey. Senator Haskell, I appreciate the opportunity to ap-
pear before you today. I would be most pleased to respond to any
written questions. I should say also that in developing our proposal
and as the proposal will be modified as it moves through Congress, we
have hencfited greatly from consultation with the congressional staff
on both the House side and the Senate side, and T think that working
together we can get a new credit that is a great improvement over the
existing credit, and I think that would be a major accomplishment this
Year.tomove in that direction. '

Senator HaskeLL. T hope we can get new credits, but T would hope
we can retain the existing credits. But that may be where we disagree.

I think you are right. Working together, we should get a good
targeted credit.

Thank you very much, sir. T appreciate it.

Mr. Stxrey. Thank you very much, sir.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Sunley follows:]

STATEMENT oF EMIL M. SUNLEY, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE
TREASURY FOR TAx PoLIcY

Mr. Cheirman and Members of the Committees:

I am pleased to appear today to review with you the existing Jobs Tax Credit
‘a}nd tcg tzlilstcuss with you the President's proposals for a Targeted Employment

ax Credit.
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The recent news about employment in the United States has been mostly good
news. In the period of one year, from June 1877 to June 1978, 2.8 million people
have joined the labor force and employment has increased by 3.9 million. The
overall unemployment rate has been reduced from 7.1 to 5.7 percent and labor
force participation and employment are at an all time high. All demographie
groups have shared in the employment growth, including disadvantaged youth.
For example, employment of blacks aged 18 to 24 increased by 110,000 during
this period. However, the rate of unemployment for black youths remains high.
This rate changed only slightly from 29.5 percent in June 1977 to 28.2 percent in
June 1978. Unemployment has become increasingly concentrated on those who
are disadvantaged by age, race, family income status, and other handicaps.

THE TARBGETED EMPLOYMENT CREDIT PROPOSAL

Because the problem of unemployment is increasingly a structural problem,
pive as scheduled after this year and that it be replaced by a Targeted Employ-
the Administration has proposed that the present Jobs Credit be allowed to ex-
ment Credit that will improve job opportunities for disadvantaged young people
and the handicapped. The proposed employment credit would give a direct in-
centive for taxpaying businesses to make more jobs available and to make better
Jobs available for young people from low-income families. It will also provide
employers an Incentive to retain eligible workers during the critical first two
years of employment in which their work habits and skills are developed.

The President’s proposal also continues the tax incentive for employment of
handicapped workers who are referred from vocational rehabilitation programs.
Unlike the present Jobs Credit, the incentive to employ the handicapped would
not depend on the employer's forecast of annual overall employment growth.

The Administration program would grant a tax credit equal to one-third of
the wages of eligible individuals up to a maximum of $2,000 per year during the
first year that any eligible individual is employed. In the second year, the credit
is one-fourth of wages up to $1,500 per year per employee. 1 believe that these
amounts are large enough to be an effective incentive for employers to fill some
joh openings with disadvantaged young persons, provided that the employer has
a high degree of certainty that the credit will be forthcoming. It is also im-
portant that each eligible employee be covered for a long enough period of time
to develop experience and skills required to compete successfully in the labor
market without further aid.

The proposed targeted employment retains the feature of the existing credit
that employers are required to reduce their deductions for wages by the amount
of the credit allowed. This provision is very important for the eficiency and
fairness of employment tax credits. Without such a provision, there could be
extreme cases in which an employer would make money from the tax credit
simply by hiring new workers and telling them to stay at home. More generally,
the wage deduction offset means that the amount of incentive among employers
will not vary with their marginal tax rates. The incentive is the same for small
corporations as for large corporations, and it is the same for all unincorporated
husinesses regardless of the tax rate faced by their owners. That is, for the first
year the credit reduces the cost of an eligible employee by 33 percent of the first
£6,000 of wages, Without a wage deduction offset, a new line of tax shelters
bLased upon the jobs credit could appear.

The President’s proposal includes a number of other provisions aimed at
assuring that the credit 1s used to provide real opportunities for eligible workers
and to minimize potential conflicts with those who currently hold jobs. The
proposal also seeks to harmonize the treatment of tax credit carryovers, making
all business tax credits subject to the same rules.

The effectiveness of the targeted employment credit in providing job oppor-
tunities for the handicapped and for disadvantaged young people depends cruci-
ally on its attractiveness to employers. If employers are to make more job oppor-
tunities available, they must belleve with a high degree of certainty that each
eligible worker hired will increase their tax credits, and they should face &
minimum of red tape. Under the President’s proposal, the employer has no
responsibility to determine a prospective worker’s eligibility, and the employer
faces no issue with the IRS over eligibility rules. In addition, the employer
need not forecast employment growth for the year or establish a payroll base
for the previous year, as undér the existing jobs credit. This “incremental”

A
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nature of the existing credit is the source of great uncertainty for the employer,
additional recordkeeping requirements, and new regulations. The President's
proposal also contains no recapture rules, which have been the source of uncer-
tainty and complexity under the WIN and welfare tax credits. The only new
accounting requirements imposed upon employers by the proposed targeted credit
are that they must segregate the FUTA account for eligible workers and keep
track of the initial employment date for each.

Eligibility of employees would be determined, at the initiation of the employee,.
by the local agencies that determine eligibility for other Federal employment
programs, such as Public Sector Employment and On-the-job Training. The appli-
cant must be either (1) at least 18 years of age and no more than 24 years of’
age and a member of a family that has an income of less than 70 percent of the
regional lower living standard or (2) a handicapped individual referred to the:
employer under a vocational rehabilitation referral plan. Thus, the applicant
must establish the date of birth and. evidence that family income is below the
local standard.

Unemployment 18 not a requirement for eligibility. There are two reasons for
this. First, & duration-of-unemployment test would encourage the layoff of dis-
advantaged young people who are currently employed, and reduce the immediate
prospects for those who have aot been unemployed long enough. Second, a major
objective of this proposal is to aid eligible workers in obtaining better quality
Jobs that have more opportunity for training, advancement, and job satisfaction.
Eligible young people who are presently employed in less satisfactory jobs could
seek certification to improve their prospects for meaningful employment.

The prosposed certification process is deliberately tied-in with the employment
and training system so that the process of certification may be linked to the
efforts of the local Employment Service to provide job information and referrals.
Job seckers should be able to avoid, as much as possible, the stigma of “welfare”.
Our experience with the WIN and welfare credits, which have had very low rates
of election, suggest that a targeted jobs program should be identified with the
employment system, rather than the welfare system.

An Assistant Secretary of Labor Arnold Packer testified here last week, we
expect this program to result in approximately 160,000 more jobs for people in
the targeted group than would exist without it. In addition, many eligible
employees would find beter, longer lasting employment. The eventual revenue
cost of the program is estimated to be $1.5 billion.

There will no doubt be suggestions that the cost of such a program may be
reduced, without great sacrifice in numbers and effectiveness, by adding more
requirements for certification or by limiting the tax credit to growing firms.
Such suggestions should be explored very carefully for their potential to produce
adverse Incentives, as in the case of the duration of unemployment test that I
discussed earlier. We do not want to give employers an incentive to lay off young
people in order to make them certifiable. To take another example, we would
not wish to discourage disadvantaged young people from seeking educational
opportunities or encourage them to hide their educational qualifications, as
would likely occur if there were an education limit. Limiting the credit to
growing firms would add administrative complexities, increase uncertainty for
employers; and cause the greatest reduction in effectiveness for those localitics
where the youth unemployment problem is likely to be greatest.

If the potential for laying off noneligible employees to hire eligibles is a prin-
cipal concern, this can be approached in a relatively simple way by limiting the
total amount of credit to the approximate average amount of turnover. Following
this principle, the Administration proposal would allow no more than 20 perceat
of the wage base to qualify for the credit.

PROBLEMS OF THE EXISTING JOBS CREDIT

" Incontrast to the targeted tax incentives that Y have just described, the present
general Jobs Credit is available even for employment of those groups whose
unemployment rates are lowest. Also, the credit favors those regions and indus-
tries where employment is already growing most rapidly. The existing credit alsn
rewards sporadic growth more than steady growth. If extended indefinitely, it
would tend automatically to reduce taxes more in periods of economic expansion
and to increase them during recession. It would, thus, counteract somewhat the
tendency of the economy to stabilize itself.
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I bave already noted the importance of certainty for employers for effectiveness
of tax incentives. The present credit violates this principle massively. There are
b5 separate quantitative tests that an employer must meet if added hiring is to
result in increased amounts of credit. There i8 & test of FUTA wage base growth,
of growth of the total wage bill, and of the tentative credit relative to current-
year FUTA wages. There is also a limit of $100,000 per taxpayer and a limit to the
employer’s income tax liability. For any employer, it is likely that the best esti-
mate of his business outlook for the coming year will be sufficiently close to one
or more of these limits to raise doubts about eligibility. Most firms will not have
a clear idea of their qualification until the tax year is nearly over.

Each of the quantitative tests that are in the present credit has a defensible
purpose. Indeed, considerations of revenue cost and data availability virtually
require such provisions for any incremental credit that is to apply generally to
employment. But taken together, the complexities of the present jobs credit and
the consequent uncertainties and compliance burdens have resulted in what
appears to be a very ineffective jobs stimulus program.

Last week, Arnold Packer presented to this Committee survey evidence that
most employers were not aware of the jobs credit even after its first full year had
passed. Most who were aware of the credit and thought they qualified reported
that they had made no conscious effort to change their employment policy
because of the credit.

The most recent evidence from tax returns, which is still sketchy and prelim-
inary, indicate that the credit is being claimed at substantially lower rates than
would be expected from the general rate of growth in employment over the period.
By the end of June, after approximately 90 percent of {ndividual returns had been
filed, a total of $494 million of jobs credit had been claimed on approximately
283,000 returns, or about $1,750 per claimant which is less than the maximum
amount for one full-time, full-year employee. The total number of individual tax-
payers claiming the credit {s about 8 percent of all business taxpayers that have
.employees. By the end of last week, $600 million of credit had been claimed on
about 85,000 corporate tax returns, an average of $7,060 per claimant, The corpo-
rate totals are much less complete since most large corporate taxpayers bave not
yet filed for tax year 1977. Unfortunately, there is no tax return information as
yet on the distribution of jobs credit claims by size, industry, or region.

I do wish to report to you on the Administration’s efforts to publicize the new
Jobs Tax Credit over the past year. The Internal Revenue Service undertook a
number of steps to publicize the credit to employers and to the general public. All
.employers were sent an informational insert with the quarterly employer’s return
forms announcing the credit. These were mailed during the second quarters of
1977 and 1978. The credit was also highlighted in a number of standard publica-
tions, such as Publcation 17, “Your Federal Income Tax", and Publication 334,
«Pax Guide for Small Business”. Moreover, the Service undertook to provide train-
ing in the jobs tax credit to its taxpayer service personnel, who respond to
inquiries from and furnish information to the public. The Service also worked
closely with the Small Business Administration (SBA) in publicizing the jobs tax
credit at 10 regional meetings of the SBA Advisory Councils, and provided repre-
sentatives at each of these meetings.

The Employment and Training Administration of the Department of Labor
undertook an information program of its own. Beginning in October 1977, about
550,000 “little green pamphlets” describing the Jobs Credit in nontechnical lan-
guage have been distributed through local offices of the Frmployment Service,
OETA prime-sponsors, regional ETA offices, and reglonal offices of the SBA, Other
educational efforts include descriptions of the credit in regular publications of the
ETA and of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce.

SBUMMARY

To summarize, the Administration belleves that the existing jobs credit is
overly complex and uncertain in its effect and that it no longer addresses the
most eritical unemployment problem. A targeted employment tax credit that we
have proposed would concentrate the tax incentive on disadvantaged young per-
sons and handicapped individuals where problems of structural unemployment
persist. This proposal would involve much less complexity and uncertainty for
taxpayers, which would be & boon especially to small businesses. It would aid
the entrance of young people from poor families into the regular private work
force and would help them to find better, more lasting jobs.
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Senator Haskerr. Our next witness is Malcolm Lovell, representing:
the Business Roundtable. .

Mr, Loverr. Thank you ve? much, Senator, and, if I may, I would
submit my formal remarks for the record.

Senator HaskerL, They will be reproduced in full.

Mr. LoverL. I will try to summarize very briefly what they say.

STATEMENT OF MALCOLM LOVELL, ON BEHALF OF BUSINESS
ROUNDTABLE

Mr. LoveLL. As you know, the Business Roundtable tries to take
publi¢ policy positions from time to time. It does not try to cover
every issue, but we have been active in the employment and training,
manpower and welfare area over the years and have been very cox-
cerned about it, and we are very pleased to appear today to sup-
port the administration’s efforts on targeted tax approach to youth
unemployment.

Today with an unemployment rate of 5.7 percent, we really are
coming virtually very close to full employment for the normal labor-
force. We do have very, very serious structural unemployment prob-
lems, and certainly the youth area and the minority youth area is
particularly important.

So everything we can do to alleviate and to deal sensitively with that
problem is tremendously helpful.

As you know, the private sector in the last 18 months has increased
the number of jobs by over 6 million. We have really had a tremendous
performance in our economy, and if it were not for the tremendous
growth of the labor force, the labor force has increased, as you knovw,
more rapidly than the population,

The entrance of women into the labor force which is, over the long
term a very valuable and useful thing to our society, has caused tem-
porary problems. This new group has been absorbed reasonably well.

And, of course, the youth problem itself—which is not specific to
this country. All over the free world there are problems with youth,
as we continue to raise minimum wages and maﬁe it difficult for em-
ployers to hire youth, and now we have them in greater numbers than
ever before, and it is a very serious problem.

So anything that we can do to give special consideration, partic-
ularly to the poor youth, we are very supportive of,

We have supported reauthorization of CETA and we feel there that
most of the funds—and we would like to see title VI of CETA really
be used for the structurally, unemployed. We do not think that this
is the time to be putting large sums of public money into cyclical un-
employment. I am afraid I would have to disagree with you in terms
of the existing tax credit, which is really not aimed at the structurally
unemployed.

Senator Haskerr. That is true.

Mr. Lovern, I am not unsympathetic with the needs of small busi-
ness, and I think you would find us being very supportive of things
that were not employment oriented that would deal with a number
of problems that small business has. It ill hehooves the Business
Roundtable coming out in opposition to legislation that is supportive:
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of small business, because obviously without a strong small business
community, our society cannot survive,

What we are saying is that in the nature of dealing with the un-
employment problem, the kind of tax credit that we currently have is
really not sensitive to the needs of today. So we are not supportive of
a continuation of that.

In the welfare area—and in my former life, when I was Assistant
Secretar{y of Labor, I dealt with this committee and one of my re-
sponsibilities was running the WIN program—I think this committee
really, has been very imaginative in that area, that the tax credit was

assed, with really no support from anybody at the time, but it really
as great promise.

Even though the Labor Department does draw up booklets and
Eamphlets, there is a lot of difference between the development of a

ooklet and a pamphlet and really selling a program.

Senator HaskeLL. Surely.

Mr. Lovec. I think Mr, Packer probably was speaking, if not com-
pletely accurately, I think the intent of his message was accurate.

The establishment that runs the welfare and employment service,
and I have been associated with it for a long time, is very reticent to
withhold anything from any recipient, and the WIN program, which
does require & job test, where if they do not take a job that is offered,
they are deprived of certain benefits, is very hard to carry out.

In terms of the tax credit, it is something that the welfare establish-
ment never really knew much about, did not care much about, did not
think it was very important.

My guess is that an expanded effort, as is suEgested by some of these
bills before you today in terms of welfare, probably would be useful to
dramatize the value to the welfare recipient of the tax credits that we
now have in the WIN and the welfare area.

I might suggest, as sort of an aside—and this does not represent any
position at the Roundtable, just an off-the-cuff thought—that in terms
of the level of benefit, of tax benefit in the welfare area, and perhaps
in some of these other areas, rather than Congress setting it every 2
or 3 years, when we really do not know how 1t is being utilized and
what kind of effect it will have, it might be interesting to take a look
at the possibility of authorizing the Secretary of Labor and the Secre-
tary OF the Treasury to set, within a range, the tax credit levels that
will be available for these various targeted programs.

We get into a habit in this country that once we pass something we
never repeal it, and even though the need, the specific need for which
it was passed has gone, we continue it. So some flexibility in that area,
might be useful.

I will be glad to answer any questions you may have, sir.

Senator Haskern., Well, there is always the problem, as we are all
aware, of the possibility of churning. The administration’s program
is 18 to 24; do you think endemic in the proposal, there is any incen-
tive for churning?

Mr. LoveLr. Any what, sir?

Senator Haskert. Any incentive for churning? By churning, I
mean getting rid of employees who are 25, 26, 27, 28 in order to hire
18 to 24 year olds?
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Mr. Loverw. I really do not. The cost of turnover for an employer is
very high. The value of an experienced worker is so great that I can-
not conceive of any tax credit that would motivate an employer to get
rid of an older individual who had developed good work habits for
an individual who, by his youth and inexperience would normally be
less apt to be hired.

Senator HasgeLL, This seemed to be the attitude of people whom I
questioned at the last hearing.

Let me ask you this. On a targeted credit, whether it be the ad-
ministration’s or Senator Long’s or Senator Ribicoff’s or a combina-
tion of the three, do you think that big business would seek to take
advantage of it?

Mr. Lovern. Take advantage of the tax credits?

Senator HaskELL. Yes, hire these people.

Mr. LoveLr. Generally speaking, the interest of big business is to
hive skilled workers, people that are productive, so that it generally
does not—require a tax credit, something like this, is normally not a
strong motivation for your big companies.

I think today you will find that most large corporations are con-

cerned enough with public policy issues on a voluntary basis—what
they are trying to do is provide more jobs for youth and trying to be
sensitive to some of these social issues of the day. As you know, in
terms of minorities, of course, both on a voluntary basis and in terms
of affirmative action programs, they have been very active.
* But I think the importance, really, of these tax incentive programs
are to the smaller employers. I do not want to discount the possibility
of larger employers taking advantage of it, but I think the major
motivation would be in terms of smaller employers.

Senator HaskerLr, Thank you, Mr. Lovell. I appreciate your being
here and you have contributed very greatly. Thank you very much.

Mr. LoveLr. Thank you very much, Senator.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Lovell follows:]

STATEMENT BY MarcorM R. LoveLi, JB., PRESIDENT, RUBBEE MANUFACTURERS
ABSOCIATION, APPEARING FOR THE BUSINESS ROUNDTABLE

Mr. Chairman and members, I am pleased to appear before you today on behalf
of the Business Roundtable to discuss Employment Tax Credits. .
As a former Assistant Secretary of Labor for Manpower it has been my privi-
lege in the past to work closely with the Senate Finance Committee in develop-
ing and adminlstering the Work Incentive tax credit program (WIN), which
was the first legislation passed by the Congress in this fleld. The Senate Finance
Committee has led the Congress since 1971 in the effort to develop effective em-
ployment tax credit programs. The Committee has persistently studied and then
amended the WIN and welfare tax credit legislation in an attempt to design a
program structure which would have a substantial impact in moving individuals
off the welfare rolls into gainful employment. This set of hearings is further
evidence of the foresight and leadership which the Committee has consistently

exhlibited in this area.

THE STRUCTURAL UNEMPLOYMENT PROBLEM

Mr. Chairman, the American free private enterprise system has once again
shown that it is the world’s most powerful job creating engine. Since March of
1975 the U.S. private economy has created more than 10 million new jobs, of
which 6.4 million have been created in the past 18 months, During this 18 month
period the unemployment rate has fallen from 7.8 percent to 5.7 percent and
would have fallen to a much lower level if the number of women and young
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people seeking jobs had not also grown by phenomental numbers. In fact, if the
percentage of women in the work force was the eame as in 1860 the jobless rate
would now be well below 5 percent, and if the youth participation rates had
stayed at the 1960 level, the unemployment rate would now be down to almost
4 percent.

pﬁesplte this record-breaking job creation effort, however, our society continues
to have a serlous structural unemployment problem. The black unemployment
rate is 11.9 percent, the teenage rate 1s 14.2 percent, the rate for young high
school dropouts is 24.6 percent, and the black teenage rate is stilt a staggering
37.1 percent. It is among these groups, the minorities and youth, that serious
structural problems persist which cannot be left to macro-economic solutions.

Among these groups, youth unemploymeut is the most serious and persistent.
Consistently in good years and bad, youth aged 16-24 account for about one-half
of total unemployment and the situation i{s not improving. The ratio between
south and adult unemployment has increased steadlly over the post-war period.

The Business Roundtable belleves that this society must mount a major and
specific attack on structural unemployment, and particularly on youth unem-
ployment.,

REFOOUSING OETA

We support and have participated in the development of the Administration’s
new efforts to reorient the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act
(CETA) toward greater emphasis on private sector training and job programs
for the structurally unemployed. With four out of five jobs in the private sector,
and with the overall unemployment rate nearing full employment levels, we
believe it is now necessary and timely to refocus the $12 billion CETA program
away from public job creation to concentrating on training and placing the
struct:irally unemployed in private jobs.

We have given particular attention and support to the Administration’s pro-
posal for a new Title in CETA which would call for setting up business-led
Privale Industry Councils at the local level. It would be the responsibility of
these new councils to set up an administrative organization to spearhead a new
drive to substantially expand publicly financed on-the-job training and employ-
ment contracts with private industry.

This new effort is directly related to the subject ot these hearings., Programs
offering direct contracts between the government and private business for train-
ing and employing the disadvantaged have been operated since 1962. However,
these programs have historically not been large relative to the needs and the
problem, and even this new effort cannot be expected to attract and involve the
numbers of businesses necessary to traln and place a sufficlent number of the
disadvantaged. The interest in and@ move to experiment with new approaches
such as business tax credits has stemmed from the realization that no one pro-
gram approach is equal to the task,

THE EMPLOYMENT TAX CREDIT

The Business Roundtable supports the Administration’s proposed targeted tax
credit for the hiring of disadvantaged youth and the handicapped. We believe it
could be a valuable addition to an arsenal of programs necessary to attack youth
unemployment. We support this proposed new tax credit aimed at energizing the
private sector in attacking youth unemployment for the same general reasons that
we support the refocusing of CETA. The structural unemployment problem will
only be solved in the private job market where the bulk of the permanent unsub-
sidized jobs exist. In attacking this problem, the government should provide an
array of economic incentives, including both direct contracts for training and
hiring the disadvantaged and tax benefits for the same purposes. Private busi-
nesses vary so much in size, character, and situation that no one program ap-
proach will succeed in involving the tens of thousands of private businesses nec-
essary to make a real dent in this problem. . .

We support the targeting approach in the Administration’s proposal, even
though we recognize the dilemma which is inherent {n the targeting approach.
On the one hand, the public has the greatest interest in placing in private employ-
ment those In the labor force that are the least skilled and hardest to place. On
the other hand, employers find this group the hardest to work with and are, there-
fore, least interested in them. The question then is what tax incentives or other

34-840—79——8.
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program approaches are necessary to join the public goals of society with the
economic needs and realities of private employers?

Our experience with all employment tax credit programs to date illustrates
that we have yet to find the answers to that question. Despite years of leglslativg
and administrative effort, the response from private employers to both the WIN
and welfare tax credits has been disappointingly small, Consequently, I believe
we must view the Administration’s new targeted proposal as one which generally
moves in the right direction.

POTENTIAL PROBLEMS WITH EMPLOYMEXNT TAX CREDITS

This Committee knows well that the business community has typlcally been
opposed to using the tax system to reach employment objectives. On balance, we
now believe that the problem of youth unemployment is of such severity that a
tax credit program should be authorized. However, I believe that our past cau-
tions about this type of program are legitimate and deserve attention. I will just
cover two of our concerns:

First, the assumed tax credit program advantages can be quickly destroyed if
governmental requirements for certification, oversight, and auditing become ex-
cessive. The Administration’s proposal for certifying disadvantaged youth to par-
ticipating companies can be made to work, but it will require constant care and
diligence. This is only one possibility for program failure due to unnecessary and
burdensome red tape.

Second, the potentfal for abuse by unscrupulous employers {s always present
in a program of this type. The Administration has tried to guard against the most
obvions possibilities by placing a 20 percent limitation on the number of workers
per firm who could qualify for the credit and by setting a 75 day mirimum work-
ing period for qualifying workers., Nevertheless, the I.R.S. and the Department
- of Labor would need to be alert in spotting these and other potential abuses.

THE CURRENT “NEW JOBS TAX CREDIT”

We prefer the Administration’s targeted program to the untargeted New Jobs
Tax Credit program enacted last year. The Committee will recall when it was
developed almost 18 months ago the rationale for the program fitted in well with
the President’s overall “Economic Stimulus Program.” The economy seemed to
be stagnating, and the unemployment rate had averaged 7.7 percent in 1076 and
was still stuck at 7.4 percent in March 1977, when-the program was first under
serious consideration. The purpose of the New Jobs Tax Credit program was to
stimulate new employment as part of an overall boost to the economy.

With the unemployment rate down to 5.7 percent and inflationary pressures in-
creasing, the economic need for general employment stimulus is past and we
should now move to refocus the program on the specific remalning serious struce-
tural unemployment problems.

WIN AND WELFARE PROPOSALS

With respect to the various proposals for altering the WIN and welfare tax
credit programs, we would first observe that the programs are central to various
overall welfare reform programs and can best be considered in that broader con-
text. However, if the Congress wishes to move specifically in this area, we believe
the various proposals are all aimed properly at increasing the incentives to pri-
vate firms for hiring welfare recipients.

There is no evidence available upon which to base even a guess as to the level
of incentive which would interest a substantial number of employers. There is,
however, ample negative evidence that the current 20 percent tax credit program
has elicited very little interest and participation.

SUMMARY

In summary, Mr. Chairman, The Business Roundtable supports the proposed
targeted tax credit program aimed at hiring disadvantaged youth. We view it as
-one of a number of specific efforts which our society must make to alleviate the
h;xman stmd economic suffering which results from serious structural unem-
ployment.
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Scnator ITAsgeLL. We have now a panel consisting of Mike McKev-
itt of the National Federation of Independent Business and Herbert
Liebenson of the Small Business Legislative Council.

I guess we do not have Mike McKevitt. I do not see him.

Mr. Dexxis. He was unavoidably detained.

Senator HaskeLr., All right. Are you from the National Federation
of Independent Business?

My, Dexyis. Yes, my name is William Dennis,

Senator ITaskerL. Thank you, sir.

STATEMENT OF HERBERT LIEBENSON, SMALL BUSINESS
LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL

Mr. Lienexsox, My name is Herbert Liebenson. I am vice president
for governmental affairs of the National Small Business Association.
I am appearing here today on behalf of the Small Business Legislative
Council, which is affiliated with National Small Business,

The Small Business Legislative Council is an organization, of na-
tional trade and professional associations whose members are predom-
inantly small business. The council today represents approximately 4
million small businesses nationwide. The 89 national trade associations
listed in attachment A have agreed in principle that in the elimination
of current high unemployment the small business sector should be the
employer of first resort with the incentive being provided by a job cre-
ation tax credit.

The small business community is very much aware that their well-
being for the future is tied to the overall economy. They also are aware
that the Treasury loses between $16 and $17 billion in revenue for each
million persons that are unemployed.

There is certainly conclusive information that indicates that the
future growth of our current labor force is with the small business
community.

Senator Haskrrr. That was actually borne out in the last hearing by
representatives of major corporations. I found that very interesting.

Mr. Lierexnsox. We have, attached to our statement attachment i
which shows—it may be a duplication of what you have had before—
civilian employment data by the Fortune 500 companies and the sec-
ond 500 ang the actual increase over the past few years is only some-
where about 2.3 percent in employment among the thousand largest
corporations,

Senator HASKELL. Is that part of your testimony ¢

Mr. Liesexsox. It is included with it.

Sex:lator HaskeLr. Your testimony will be included in full in the
record.

Mr. LieBensoN. Thank you, sir.

The indication is, that about 98 percent of the future employment,
at least based on data for the last few years, future employment is with
the small business community, and this is where the emphasis is nec-
essary, to encourage the small business community to get involved.

In fact, there are something like 4 million such firms that currently
have the ability to employ people, given the proper incentives,
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When we originally discussed the job tax credit several years ago
our concept was to have the job tax credit made available to owners o
small job shop, the TV repair firm the auto mechanic, or the print shop.
The individuals who owned the shop knew the kids on the block and
they knew their community. They knew the families of many of the
young people, and we felt that, if given the proper opportunity, they
would then be able to select from, among the young people in the neigh-
borhood, the right person that they would like to train.

We felt that the one-to-one relationship between an employer and,
especially, a young employee would lend some strength to the young
individual. The employer would not only teach the new employee
certain skills, but he would act as a model for developing future pri-
vate sector employers and, at the same time, help guide the individual
in his or her day-to-day living experiences. ) .

Unfortunately, when the Tax Reducation and Simplification Act
of 1977 was passed and signed by the President, the rules provided by
the Department of the Treasury were so complex that only those well
acquainted with tax law could interpret the legislation.

n order that the committee might understand the difficulties a small
business person would encounter in putting the program into effect,
we are attaching for the information of the committee three analyses
prepared by tax experts for their clients, explaining the jobs tax credit
as Xassed by Congress.

s you will see, the complexity of its language renders the act vir-
tual({y useless to the very people who could put it into effect and to
good use.

As you may well understand, the Treasury Department was origi-
nally opposed to the jobs tax credit and in the opinion of technicians
in the field, it was doing everything that it could to dissuade the
utilization of the jobs credit.

Initially when we were talking about the jobs tax credit, we met with
union economists.

Senator HasgeLL. Often it occurs to me is whether there is necessity
for regulations. In other words, the tests set up in the statute were
reasonably J)recise. Maybe there were too many tests. Maybe some of
them should be modified. But was there really a necessity for regula-
tion under these circumstances?

Mr. LieBenson. It had to be tried the way government normally tries
things, by regulation.

Senator HaskeLr. Well, I just wonder if sometimes government does
not go at it backwards. When you have a statute that is reasonably
clear on its face, do you need regulations$

Mr. LiesexsoN. Yes; you do.

Senator HaskeLL. Youdo# .

Mr. LieBexgoN. You cannot just let it run wild, but there should be
just simple guidelines, and we think there can be simple guidelines.

Senator HaskeLL. Good. Have you made some suggestions as to what
they might be in your prepared statement

Mr. LiesensoN. While we have not made those suggestions in this
statement, in the past we have considered the possibility of a simple
form to be filed by an employer when he takes on a new employee.

Senator HasgeLn. Anything you have along those lines you might
submit for the record.

Mr. Lieeexson. We would be happy to.
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At one time we considered relating the credit, and the amount of
the credit, to the amount of unemployment in that area. As an example,
and I am just taking these from memory, if an area had 15 percent or
more of unemployment, the employer might get something like a 50
percent credit. The area with, say, 12.5 percent unemployment might
getda 45 percent credit, or at 10 percent get something like & 30 percent
credit. :

The Labor Department every month, I believe, puts out statistics of
unemployment based on the standard metropolitan areas. Therefore it
is easy enough for an emploier to know pretty well in advance exactly
what his credit is going to be, once you structure it properly. It is a
very simple thing to determine, and the Labor Department is doing
the analyses anyway, and all the employer has to do is ask anybody
at the Labor Department what is .he unemployment rate for his area.

I think it is as simple as that.

When we first got into the jobs tax credit we went to the AFL~CIO
.and talked in terms of a coogerative effort. The reply we received was
the {obs tax credit was a subsidy to the employer and therefore they
would not support it.

However, at the same time they were supporting training programs
through the Department of Labor that paid employers to train em-
ployees, and we just could not understand the logic of their not accept-
Ing the job tax credit and yet still supporting the use of Government
funds to be paid to employers to train employees.

Now, one of the problems, of course, is that among the smaller com-
anies, because of the Fair Labor Standards Act, OSHA, and other
EOC—anything having to do with government is something they

want to stay away from., :

Therefore, they pretty much stayed away from the jobs tax credit
because of the otger experiences they have had.

The biggest problem is that before you can obtain the enthusiastie
support of small business, there is a need to communicate with them.
To our knowledge, we do not know of any substantive publication di-
rected to small business and simplified to a point where an employer
could easily understand the udvantage of joining in the various job
creation programs,

The Department of Labor and some of the other agencies concerned
with creating jobs generally have structured programs which require
particular hours of training and particular job duties and skills. This
formal, structured training program would not fit the needs of a one-
or two-man shop and statistically this is your market for jobs,

Over a period of time, in a small shop, a trainee would obtain the
same necessary technical skill. Once we are able to achieve an accept-
ance of a 1 to 1 training program, we believe hundreds of thou-
sands of new jobs will be created.

In our statement we include a }i)]ro am suggested by Congressman
Breckinridge who is chairman of the Congressional Rural Caucus, and
he shows statistically that by going through a specific SBA loan pro-
gram, many advantages coulf be gained gor the Government. I will
give you the conclusion.

He says that, simply stated :

The total $1.6 billion in benefits and less than $300 million in SBA costs leaves
a total net value of $1.3 billion to the taxpayer each year thereafter.
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I would recommend the committee take a look at this suggestion
by the Congressman, L

On the work incentive program, it has been in operation since 1970.
From the beginning of 1973, you had job placements of something
like 136,000. Only 18.6 percent of the employers used the credit. It
rea(clhed a high in 1974 when 22 percent of the employers used the
credit.

In 1977, only 13 percent of the employers used the credit, so there
has been a consistent decline over the last few years in the utilization
of the credit in the WIN program, and therefore I would feel the? it
has had its chance, it has had its opportunity and it is reaching a pla-
teau where it is no longer doing the job it should have done initially.

Certainly, we would go along with Senators Long, Moynihan and
Cranston’s suggestions in their proposal of relating to the present wel-
fare recipient credit, and we would also support any of the programs
which would reduce the number of people on the welfare rolls.

In concluding, let me say that the Full Employment Act of 1946
committed the country to full employment in theory, but not effec-
tively. The small business community is willing to utilize its efforts to
aid in ereating full employment in a diverse economy. Government, big
corporations and labor have all tried to bring about full employment
in the past without success and small business deserves the opportunity
to contribute its efforts to implement the Full Employment Act of
1946. Therefore, we support the extension, expansion and simplifica-
tion of the jobs tax credit.

Senator HaskerL. Thank you, sir, very much indeed.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM DENNIS, NATIONAL FEDERATION OF
INDEPENDENT BUSINESS

Mr. Dexnis. Last year about this time, we suspected that you might
call hearings to-evaluate the credit. So, we incorporated a series of
questions into our Quarterly Economic Report for Small Business
questionnaire related to the credit, including whether they knew of it,
whether they used it, and things of that nature.

In sum, we found that in January of 1978—the questionnaire was
run in January of 1978—1.4 percent of the entire population was aware
of the credit and utilized it fI())I‘ the intended purposes—in other words,
it influenced them to hire.

By the end of the first quarter, April 1978, the second time we ran
the survey, 2.4 percent were aware of the credit and has utilized it for
its intended purpose.

The preliminary data for July is that 4.1 percent were aware of the
credit and have utilized it. There exists a mean of a little over two
employees per firm.

That would mean that among the NFIB membership alone, there
have been approximately 45,000 new jobs created due to the existing
jobs tax credit. If we were to extrapolate our results into the popula-
tion as a whole, which is a somewhat risky business, it would amount to
approximately 300,000 new jobs created because of the credit.

Now, there are some remarkable things here to look at. The first
thing that we found was that, as of January, only 42 percent of the
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small firms were aware of the credit. By April, it had risen to 50 per-
cent. By July—again preliminary results—it had risen 58 percent.

Still, 40 percent of the small business community is not aware of
the credit, so its optimum effectiveness has yet to be realized.

Second, there is obviously a change over time here, and the change
over time is a very positive one. More firms are using the credit for the
intended purposes now than in January. . )

We support the existing credit, with some modifications. In particu-
lar, we are a little concerned that the employer is not sure at the time
that he makes his decision whether or not to hire, the amount his credit
is going to be.

t is a bit of an anomalous situation because the credit is intended to
stimulate that marginal hiring decision. Yet when he has a marginal
hiring decision, he does not know exactly what his margin of return
is going to be.

The second problem that we have included—and I am not sure there
is really anything you can do about it—involves some of the State
interpretations of the small firms State tax liability after having taken
the ¥ederal jobs tax credit. We have included at the end a rather
lengthy letter explaining in detail what is occurring in the States of
New York and B})ississippi. We do not know how widespread it is, but
we know that it is occurring there, and probably some other States.

We do not support the targeted program, and the reason we do not
is because we do not think it fits the small business community.

Rationally, logically, the target proposals that were put forward
make sense. But when you consider that small business 1s the group
that is doing the hiring, then it becomes another matter, The logic does
not follow.

For example, anything like this is going to involve extraordinarily
complex systems. I do not care whether you are going to focus geo-
graphically, whether you are going to focus on the individual or what.
I do know, however, that it is going to make the credit more complex.
Complexity operates against small business.

The second point is that the targeted credit does not consider the way
they hire. The first way they hire is by other employee referrals. More
small businesses hire that way than any other.

The second way they hire is by walk-ins, people walking in off the
street.

The third way they hire is through advertisement and the fourth
way they hire is through résumés or vitae on file.

Those are the four principal ways thef hire. They opt to go to public
employment agencies or private employment agencies on a much
smaller scale than those other methods, Therefore, the targeted credit
does not fit the way they hire. If small firms are the ones that are ex-
pected to do the hiring, and the type of program you have does not
fit their characteristics or the way they are operating, you are not going
to have a very successful program.

Finally, I think that we have a problem if you are going to focus
on some type of unemployment or low-income requirement. Many small
employers tend to view with a jaundiced eye those that are currently
not working. So, when you ask somebody to come in and certify that
he is not working, he is on welfare or something like this, you sre
making the small employer focus on the fact that the individual does
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not have a job rather than focus on the fact he would like a job, I think
that is a very important distinction, althou%h it may appear fine,
because those are the types of things that small firms hire on.

So I would like to conclude by saying that the jobs credit has been
remarkably effective and we would hate to see any major changes.

Thank you.

Senator Haskerr. Thank you, gentlemen. Just one question. I, of
course, would like to see the jobs credit extended with the necessary
modifications. On the other hand, if others and th: administration
want a separate and distinct targeted credit, do you see any harm in it ?

Mr. Dexnis. No; we would have no problem with a tax credit, some- -
thing that perhaps went beyond—

Senator Haskerr. And was separate, apart, and distinct.

Mr. Dennis. Separate and apart, to the extent that it would be on
top of or a distinct program.

Senator Haskerr. By distinct, in other words, the current jobs
credit would continue with modifications, and then in a separate sec-
tion there might be a targeted credit. I realize that you do not think
{)t. 1\lvgould work, but do you have any objection if it was actually in the

i

Mr. DexnNis. No; we would not. In fact, we would think that if you
had a targeted credit along with the existing credit, you will have a
better chance to make the targeted credit work, because at least some
of the small firms are thinking in terms of credit. They know they are
going to get a credit. They may get more because of the specific
catego?.

Mr. LieBexsoN. I might say, as was suggested before, that the tar-
geted program should be targeted to the areas of unemployment, high
unemployment, rather than just tarketed to any specific classes.

Senator Haskecr. I understand.

Mr. LieBexsoN. And that is where you are going to bring about the
major problems,

Earlier you talked about the utilization of the credit by major cor-
porations, and one of the reasons that the $100,000 maximum was
placed in the law was because we wanted to be sure that it was utilized
primarily by small business and therefore the larger corporations
looked at the jobs credit as a windfall.

Obviously, from their hiring practices and adding new employees,
they still could have had something of a windfall with the numbers
that are involved here.

Senator HasgeLr. All right.

Thank you both for appearing. Your full statements will appear in
the record in addition to our discussions. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statements of the preceding panel follow:]

STATEMENT OF THE SMALL BUSINESS LEGISLATIVE COUXNCIL

My name is Herbert Liebenson. I am Vice President for Government Affairs
for the National Small Business Association. I am appearing here today on be-
half of the Small Business Legislative Council (SBLC) which is affiliated with
the National Small Business Association. The SBLC is an organization of na-
tional trade and professional associations whose members are predominantly
small business. The Small Business Legislative Council focuses on issues of
common concern to all small business. The Council today represents approxi-
mately four million small businesses nationwide.
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We sincerely appreciate this opportunity to comment on the Jobs Tax Credit.
The 89 associations listed on Attachment A have agreed in principle that:

“In the elimination of current high unemployment, the small business sector
be the employer of first resort, with the incentive being provided by a job cre-
ation tax credit.”

The small business community has a vital concern with the problems assoclated
with high unemployment which creates downward trends in our economy, high
interest rates, and inflation which creates a shortage of venture capital.

From data (Attachment B) obtained from the *Economic Report of the Presi-
dent,” January 1978, there is conclusive infarmation that indicates the future
growth of our current labor force is with the small business community.

Beginning in 1976 the National Small Business Association, realizing that the
responsibility of job creation was with the smaller companies, pressed for legis-
lation for a Job Creation Credit. Our objective was to encourage the small TV
repair shop or auto mechantc, and other trades needing skilled personnel, to add
one or two employees. Hopefully, whether they were in small towns or major
cities, these people in the business community would know which of the younger
people in the neighliorhood were most apt to be responsible or know their fam-
ilies well enough to be sure that the persons they selected had a desire to learn.
Realistically, the group that needed the most help were the disadvantaged, both
economically and socially, We felt that a one-to-one relationship between the
trainee and the small employer, who had had the initiative and knowledge to
create his own business, could serve several purposes. Not only could he teach
a new employee certain skills, he could act as a model for developing future
private sector employers and, at the same time, help gulde the individual in his
or her day-to-day living experiences. Unfortunately, when the Tax Reduction
and Simplification Act of 1977 was passed and signed by the Presldent, the rules
provided by the Department of the Treasury were so complex only those well-
acquainted with tax law could interpret the legislation. In order that the Com-
mittee might realize the difficulty a small business person might have {n putting
the program into effect in his or her own business, we are attaching, for the
information of the Committee, three analyses (Attachments C, D, E) prepared
by tax experts explaining the Jobs Tax Credit as passed by the Congress.

As you can well understand, the Treasury Department was originally opposed
to the Jobs Tax Credit and, in the opinion of technicians in the field, it was doing
everything they could to dissuade the utilization of the Jobs Tax Credit.

When the National Small Business Assoclation was first exploring the possi-
bility of the Jobs Tax Credit, we spoke with many people, including union econ-
omists. The union economists’ attitude was that a Jobs Tax Credit was a subsidy
to an employer and they were opposed to that subsidy. However, they had sup-
ported and continue to support programs in the Department of Labor that paid
employers to train individuals. Personally, I can't understand their logic. Frankly,
many small employers have become gun-shy of any of the Department of Labor's
programs. They are often confused by the FLSA, OSHA, Walsh-Healey, EEOQC,
etc. as they relate to their businesses.

It has only been within the past few months that groups, such as the National
Alliance for Business and Department of Labor’s CETA program, have directed
their attention and activities to the small business community. Before we can
obtain the enthusiastic support of small business individuals or groups, there
is a need to communicate with them. 'To our knowledge, we do not know of any
substantive publication directed to small business and simplified to a point where
they could easily understand the advantage of joining in the various job creation
programs. The Department of Labor and some of the other agencles concerned
with creating jobs generally have structured programs which require specific
hours of training in particular job duties and skills. This formal structured train-
ing program would not fit the needs of a one or two-man shop and statistically
this is your market for jobs. Over a period of time a trainee would obtain the
same necessary technical skills. Once we are able to achieve an acceptance of a
gne-to-one training program, we believe hundreds of thousands-of new jobs can

e created.

' In testimony before the Senate Finance Committee early in 1975, former NSB
President Milton D. Stewart outlined the need for & Job Creation Tax Credit for
small business. At the time there were 9.2 million unemployed. Today’s unem-
ployment is 5.8 million. Various economic indicators have shown the possibility
of another recession and unemployment still continues to be a major problem.
We cannot over-emphasize the need to put hundreds of thousands of people in
productive work in business and not on a Government payroll.
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On December 13, 1977, Congressman Breckinridge, Chairman of the Congres-
sional Rural Caucus, outlined one approach as to how job ceration through
Federally guaranteed loan programs could be achieved at a profit to the taxpayer:

“In 1976, the SBA advised that it loaned $2 billion to various enterprises
throughout the nation, creating an estimated minimum of 200,000 jobs in the
private sector. SBA’s 4,200 employees cost the taxpayers $200 million in admin-
istrative costs. Based on SBA’s § percent loan loss ratfo ($2 billion times &
percent), $100 million will not be recovered. Thus, $1.9 billion will be repaid to
the taxpayers, with principal and interest. The 200,000 SBA jobs created in the
private sector cost $200 million for administration and $100 million for loan
losses, for a total cost of $300 million.

‘“These 200,000 jobs are private sector jobs that pay taxes, rather than absorb
}axes. Our task force estimates that the total benefit to the taxpayers is as
ollows :

1976 TAX REVENUE AND SAVINGS FOR 200,000 SBA 108S

Doilars re; Total dollars
o

{miflions)
fFederal Individual income tax $2, 300 $460
Federal corporation tax._ 1,134 227
Federal welfare savings.. 2,500 500
State and local tax . 2,114 423

L1 N 8,048 1,610

Note: S(i)glopa)gtated, the total $1,600,000,000 in benefits, fess the $300,000,000 in SBA costs, leaves a total net benefi.
of $1,300,000,000 to the taxpayers each year thereafter.

WORK INCENTIVE PROGRAM

In 1970 Congress passed a Work Incentive Program aimed at encouraging em-
ployers to hire persons on welfare roles. In 1972 Congress instituted a 209, tax
credit. This credit increased job placements by over 110% in 1978 the first year
employers were able to take the tax cregdit. Even then, only 189, of eligible em-
ployers asked for the tax credit.

Job Percent
Year placements  Using credit using credit

185,
276, 607 35,226

Interviews with Labor Department Administrators a few years ago indicated
the 209 tax credit incentive was not adequate to encourage more employers to
participate in the WIN program. The red tape required by employers in order
to obtain the 209 credit was a sufficient deterrent to prevent employers from
applying for the credit. Even with the liberalization of the WIN program in
1976, the table shows that there was still not srufficient incentive to utilize the
program,

Senator Bentsen and Matsunaga are co-sponsors of S. 3321 which, among
its provisions, provides additional incentives for the WIN program by providing
a tax credit of 50 percent of FUTA wages—the first $6,000 of wages per em-
ployee would be provided for hiring.

Senators Long, Moynihan and Cranston have introduced a proposal to reduce
the present welfare recipient credit. We would support any program which re-
sults in reduction of the number of people on the welfare rolls.

CONCLUSION

In concluding, we wish to leave for the Committee’s consideration, several
facts. These are:
1. Small businesses produce almost 50 percent of our GNP.
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2. Between 1969 and 1976 (8-year period) new employment increased 9,582,982,
The list of the Fortune Magazine 1,000 largest companies in the U.S. employed
only 8/10 of one percent, or 74,879.

3. Small businesses employed 9,508,103, or 9.2 percent.

4. Inflation is not as much a problem when solid foundations of economic policy
for workers to be gainfully employed are utilized rather than “job creation”
programs, which foster greater government deficit spending.

5. New and existing small businesses create and save more jobs per ¢dollar of
business volume than the larger Fortune 1,000 companies.

The Full Employment Act of 1946 committed the country to full employment
in theory—but not effectively. The small business community is willing to utilize
its efforts to aid in creating full employment in a diverse economy. Government,
bLig corporations and labor have all tried to bring about full employment in the
past—without success—small business deserves the opportunity to contribute its
efforts to implement the Full Employment Act of 1946.

We support the extension, expansion and simplification of the Jobs Tax Credit.

Thank you. )

ATTACHMENT A

The following 89 organizations have advised the Small Business Legislative
Council they agree in principle that “in elimination of current high unemploy-
ment, the small business sector should be the employer of first resort, with the
incentive being provided by a job creation tax credit.”

American Association of Minority Enterprise Small Business Investment Com-
panies, Washington, D.C.

American Association of Nurserymen, Washington, D.C.

American Gear Manufacturers Association, Washington, D.C.

American Pipe Fittings Association, Stamford, Conn.

-American Pulpwood Association, Washington, D.C.

American Road Builders Association, Washington, D.C.

Appalachian Hardwood Manufacturers, Inc., High Point, N.C.

Associated Masters Barbers and Beauticians of America, Charlotte, N.C.

Associated Retail Bakers of America, Annapolis, Md.

Automotive Engine Rebuilders Association, Glenview, Ill.

Automotive Parts and Accessories Association, Washington, D.C.

Automotive Warehouse Distributors Association, Inc., Kansas City, Me.

Boat Manufacturers Association, Chicago, I1).

Building Service Contractors Association, McLean, Va.

Casket Manufacturers Assoclation of America, Evanston, IlL

Christian Booksellers Association, Colorado Springs, Colo.

Colorado Organic Growers and Marketers Association, Denver, Colo.

Computer and Communications Industry Asociation, Rosslyn, Va.

Connecticut Small Business Federation, Inc., Hartford, Conn,

Cutting Tool Manufacturers Association, Birmingham, Mich.

Delaware Retail Association, Wilmington, Del.

Electrical Generating Systems Marketing Association, Chicago I1l.

Engraved Stationery Manufacturers Association, Chicago, Il

Farmers Elevator Association of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minn.

Food Merchandisers of American, Inc.,, Washington, D.C. a

Greater Washington Business Center, Inc., Washington, D.C.

Idaho Feed and Grain Asoctiation, Caldwell, Idaho.

Independent Bakers Association, Washington, D.C.

Independent Media Producers Association, Washington, D.C.

Independent Retail Businessmen’s Association, Ine., Burlington, Vt.

Independent Sewing Machine Dealers of America, Inc., Hilliard, Ohio.

International Repro Graphic Blueprint Association, Franklin Park, Il

Machinery Dealers National Asosciation, Silver Spring, Md.

Manufacturers Agents National Association, Irvine, Calif.

Menswear Retailers of America, Washington, D.C.

Metal Treating Institute, Phoenix, Ariz.

Metropolitan Contractors Association, Washington, D.C.

Minnesota Motorcycle Dealers Association, Minneapolis, Minn. N

Motoreyele Trades Assocliation, Inc., Alexandria, Va.

National Appliance Service Association, Kansas City, Mo.

National Association of Black Manufacturer, Washington, D.C.

Natfonal Association of Floor Covering Distributors. Chicago, I11.

National Association of Furniture Manufacturers, Washington, D.C.
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Natlonal Association of Glove Manufacturer Inc., Gloversville, N.Y.
National Association of Independent Lumbermen, Washington, D.C.
National Association of Men’s and Boy’s Apparel Clubs, New York, N.Y.
National Association of Plastics Distributors, Devon, Penn,
Natlonal Association of Retail Druggists, Washington, D.C.
National Bicycle Dealers Assoclation, Inc., Wickliffe, Ohio.

National Building Material Distributors Association, Chicago, Ill.
National Candy Wholesalers Assoclation, Washington, D.C.
National Coffee Service Association, Chicago, I11.

National Concrete Masonry Association, McLean, Va.

Natfonal Electrical Contractors Association, Inc., Bethesda, Md.
Natlonal Electronic Service Dealers Association, Indianapolis, Ind.
National Family Business Council, West Bloomfield, Mich,
National Glass Dealers Association, Washington, D.C.

National Home Improvement Council, New York, N.Y.

National Independent Dairles Association, Washington, D.C.
National Independent Meat Packers Association, Washington, D.C,
National Insulation Contractors Assoclation, Washington, D.C.
National Kampground Owners Association, Martinsville, Ill,
National Liguor Stores Association, Washington, D.C.

National Lumber and Building Material Dealers Association, Washington, D.C.
National Office Products Association, Alexandria, Va.

National Office Machine Dealers Association, Inc., Hackensack, N.J.
National Paper Trade Association, Inc.,, New York, N.Y.

National Patent Council, Inec., Arlington, Va.

National Peach Council, Martinsburg, W. Va.

National Precast Concrete Assoclation, Indianapolis, Ind.

National Ready Mixed Concrete Assoclation, Silver Spring, Md.
National School Supply and Equipment Assoclation, Arlington, Va.
National Sand and Gravel Agsoclation, Silver Spring, Md.

National Screw Machine Products Association, Cleveland, Ohlo.
National Selected Morticians, Evanston, Il

National Small Business Association, Washington, D.C.

National Society of Public Accountants, Washington, D.C.

National Utility Contractors Association, Washington, D.C.
National Water Well Assocfation, Worthington, Ohio.

National Woodwork Manufacturers Association, Chicago, Ill.

New York State Council of Retail Merchants, Albany, N.Y.
Northeastern Lumber Manufacturers Association, Glens Falls, N.Y.
Oregon Feed, Seed and Suppliers Assoclation, Portland, Oreg.
Rocky Mountain Food Dealers Association, Denver, Colo.

Small Business Service Contractors Assoclation, Washington, D.C.
Society of American Florists and Ornamental Horttculturists, Alexandria, Va.
Routh Dakota Retailers Association, Pierre, 8.D.

Truck Body and Equipment Association, Inc., Washington, D.C.
Truck Equipment and Body Distributors Assoclation, Cincinnati, Ohio.

EMPLOYMENT DATA OF THE FORTUNE 500 AND TOTAL U.S. CIVILIAN EMPLOYMENT

Total civilian

Year First 500 2d 500 labor force
14,836, 163 1,874,614 94,773,000

14,412,992 1,861, 352 92,613, 000

15, 255, 946 1,993,976 91, 011, 000

15, 531, 683 1, 965, 814 88, 714, 000

14,676, 849 1, 845, 502 86, 542, 000

14, 324, 890 1,765, 418 84,113,000

14, 607, 581 1, 719, 805 82,715, 000

14,813, 809 1,822,071 80, 734, 000

22,354 52,543 14, 039, 000

Total percent increase (8 years). ... ..cccceeecmcrmcmmcnnancnnns 0.15 2.9 14.8
Averagg annual percent inycreaso .............................. .02 .42 2.3

Source: Data for the 1st 500 and the 2d 500 are published in Fortune magazine, May and June rowoctivolg for the pre-
wious year. Data for civilian labor force was obtained from the Economic Report of the President, January 1 1.
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ATTACHEMENT O

SUMMARY OF THE JoBS TAX CREDIT—MICHAEL M. SCHARF, CONSULTANT TO THE
GOVERNMENT RELATIONS COMMITTEE OF THE SMALLER MANUFACTURERS

The Tax Reduction and Simplification Act of 1977 contains a new jobs tax
credit which may be beneflcial to your business. Subject to the various limita-
tions which are listed below this new tax provision will permit business taxpay-
ers to clalm & job credit of up to $2,100 (50 percent of Federal unemployment
tax wages) for each additional worker employed in 1977 and 1978.

In order to qualify for the credit, the total of the unemployment insurance
wages paid by the employer must increase by 2 percent each year. Once this
requirement is met, a tentative credit is computed. This credit is equal to 50
percent of the excess of wages for Federal unemployment tax purposes over
102 percent of the aggregate unemployment insurance wages during the previous
year. (This 102 percent rule is designed to allow credit only where an employer's
gross employment exceeds the normal increases in employment for the economy
as egi whole.) The following example illustrates the computation of the tentative
eredit.

The ABC Corporation has 10 employees in 1976. Each employee earned $10,008
8o that the total payroll was $100,000 and the unemployment insurance wages
(FUTA) was $42,000. In 1977, the ABC Corporation hired four new employees
at $10,000 each. The 1977 payroll cost then was $140,000 and FUTA wages
increased to $58,800. Its credit is computed as follows:

Tentative credit.—$58,800 (1977 FUTA wages) less $42,840 (102 percent of
1976 FUTA wages) x 50 percent=§7,980.

Unfortunately, this tentative credit is subject to limitations provided in the
Act which are both numerous and complex.

The following is a listing of the major limitations which could have a bearing
on the avalilability of this tax credit to your business.

(1) The tentative credit referred to above is limited to 50 percent of the
difference between 105 percent of total wages for the prior year and the total
wages of the current year. (This 105 percent rule was added to insure that the
credit is based on actual increases in employment rather than artificial increases
in unemployment insurance wages.)

This limitation would be computed for ABC Corporation in the following
manner :

Limitation 1.—$140,000 (1977 total wages) less $105,000 (103 percent of 1976
total wages) x 50 percent=8§17,500.

Since the tentative credit of $7,980 is less than the limitation computed under
the 105 percent rule the Corporation s entitled to the full $7,980 credit.

(2) To further complicate matters. the Act also limits the inerease in unem-
ployment insurance wages to 50 percent of the current year's unemployment
insurance wages. (The feature was added to limit the amount of credit available
to new or rapidly expanding businesses which would be hiring anyway.)

(3) The credit is limited@ to $100,000 per year. This amount must be divided
among members of controlled groups.

(4) The tax credit cannot exceed the employer’s tax liability and is, therefore,
not refundable. There are provisions, however, for carrying back the credit for
three years or carrying it forward for seven years.

In addition, any credit claimed will reduce the deduction for salary and wage
expenses which you can claim in your tax return. For example, if a taxpayer
pays $100,000 in salaries and is entitled to a job tax credit of $5,000, his deduc-
tion for salaries and wages will be $95,000.

In summary, this new tax provision can be very valuable to your business
Howerver, due to the complicated limitations, we suggest that you contact your
tax advisor before taking any action,

ATTACHMERT D

ExTRACT FROM TAX REDUCTION AND SIMPLIFICATION ACT OF 1977 :
Ir8 EFFecT ON BUSINESS—1977 “BUSINESS MOXTHLY"”

JOBS CREDIT

The act provides business with a new jobs credit for 1977 and 1978. The credit
is 50 percent of the increase in each employer’s wage base under the Federal



114

Unemployment Tax Act (FUTA) above 102 percent of that wage base fn the
g;:};li:))u:eyear. The FUTA base for a year consists of wages paid up to $4,200 per
yee,

The employer’s deduction for wages is reduced by the amount of credit. So
although the maximum gross credit for each new employee is $2,100, the effective
<redit ranges from $1,808 for a taxpayer in the 14 percent tax bracket to $630
for a taxpayer in the 70 percent bracket.

The total amount of the credit has four limitations:

1. The credit cannot be more than 50 percent of the increase in total wages
paid by the employer for the year above 105 percent of total wages paid by the
-employer in the previous year.

- 2. The credit must be no more than 25 percent of the current year's FUTA
ages.

3. The credit for a year cannot exceed $100,000.

4. The credit cannot exceed the taxpayer’s tax lability. Credits which exceed
tax liability for a year may be carried back for three years and carried forward
for seven years.

Although most employers will be able to use the returns they file for purposes
of complying with FUTA as a basis for claiming the credit, special rules are
provided for businesses, such as farms and railroads, not covered under FUTA.
Special rules are also provided for credit computation by groups of companies
under common control, for businesses with employees working abroad, and for
lfnuslnesses affected by acquisitions, dispositions, and other changes in business

orm. .

There {s an additional nonincremental credit equal to 10 percent of the first
$4,200 of FUTA wages paid to handicapped individuals. (Including handicapped
veterans) who receive vocational rehabilitation.

The credit is based@ on the first $4,200 of wages paid to & handicapped indi-
vidual whose first FUTA wages from the employer are paid in 1977 or 1978.
Only wages paid during the one-year period, beginning when the individual is
first paid FUTA wages by the employer, are taken into account in computing
the 10 percent credit.

The credit for handicapped workers can’'t be greater than one-fifth of the
regular 50 percent credit which would have been allowable without regard to
the $100,000 limitation. However, the special 10 percent credit is not itself sub-
ject to any specific dollar limit.

ATTACEMENT E

ExTeAcT FROM SUMMARY BY ARTHUR YOUNG & Co., H.R. 3417, “Tax
REDUCTION AND SIMPLIFICATION AcT OF 1977

JOBS TAX CREDIT

In order to stimulate increased employment, a new jobs tax credit, generally
not to exceed $100,000 per year, will be available to businesses that hire new
employees in 1977 and 1978. After meeting the limitations described below, a
credit of up to $2,100 will be allowed for each new employee hired.

However, an employer’s deduction for wages must be reduced by the amount of
the credit taken ; therefore, the maximum tax benefit to the employer will range
between $630 and $1,808 per new employee, depending upon the employer's tax
bracket. For example, a corporation in the 48 percent tax bracket could obtain
a tax benefit of $1,092 per employee with a maximum total benefit of $52,000.

The credit, which is generally limited to the amount of tax otherwise payable,
will be available in taxable years beginning after December 31, 1976. Any credit
not utilized may be carried back to the preceding three years and then forward
in the succeeding seven years. For example, any credit not used in 1877 would
be carried back to 1974, then forward to 1975 and subsequent years.

The jobs tax credit allowable is 50 percent of the first $4,200 of unemployment
insurance wages paid to new employees hired in 1977 and 1978, However, this
credit is limited to 5O percent of the least of the following amounts:

1. The excess of the sum of “unemployment insurance wages” (up to $4,200
of wages subject to Federal Unemployment Tax and paid to each worker during
the calendar year) over 102 percent of the amount of such wages paid in the
prior calendar year. .
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2. The excess of total wages paid during the calendar year over 150 percent of
total wages paid in the prior calendar year.

3. 50 percent of the total “unemployment insurance wages” for the calendar-
year,

An additional jobs credit, computed without regard to the $100,000 limitation,
is available for hiring eligible handicapped workers. .

Special rules are also provided for computation of the credit by controlled
groups, for businesses with employees working abroad, and for businesses affected .
by acquisitions, dispositions and other changes in busines form,

STATEMENT OF JAMES D, “MIKE’ McKEVITT, WASHINGTON COUNSEL, NATIONAL
FEDERATION OF INDEPENDENT BUSINESS

Mr. Chairman, NFIB, on behalf of its 540,000 small and independent member
businesses, appreciates the opportunity to testify in favor of continuation of the
jobs tax credit in a form similar to that now existing. This tax provision is of
special interest as it was small business that asked for it, and small business and
newly hired employees that are its direct principal beneficiaries.

SMALL BUSINESS EMPLOYMENT INCREASES

Before proceeding to a discussion of the jobs tax credit, it is necessary to re-
flect upon the growth in employment that has occuyred throughout the 1970's.

Economists seem puzzled by the magnitude of hiring that has swept the busi..
ness community during recovery from the 1974-1975 recession, Many have specu-
lated on its causes, but little, if anything, has been firmly established. While the -
question “why” is entirely appropriate for a clarification of this phenomenon, we
would respectfully suggest that the discussion step backward to the question of -
“who"”, for the latter's resolution may assist in the former’s.

It is clear to NFIB that small business bears primary responsibility for the
enormous employment gains realized by the private sector in thig decade. In
“Employment and the Small Business Sector,”” Ed Zayas of our staff demon-
strates that a fundamental change has taken place in the American economy since
1967.! Until that time, employment in enterprises with more than 1,000 employees
appeared to be growing more rapidly than in either medium size business (defined
as employing 100-999 people) or small business (defined as fewer than 100 em-
ployees). In the 1958-1963 period, for example, employment in large business
grew 13.7 percent ; in medium size business, employment grew 1.7 percent; and,
in small business employment grew 3.9 percent. Clearly, large business was the
source principally responsible for employment gains during the period.

Between 1963 and 1967, a change was evident. Employment increases for small,
medium, and large firms were nearly even. By the 1987-1972 period, the change
was complete. Small business employment grew 13.2 percent over the perlod,
large business 8.9 percent, and medium business 1.4 percent.

Those data, developed from the Census Bureau’s Enterprise Statistics, have
been updated using a methodology originated by staff of the House Small Business
Committee and developed by Mr. Zayas. The results can be seen in Chart 1. Note
the relatively modest increase directly attributable to the Fortune 1,000 firms. This
represents only 4 percent of the total net increases registered beween 1970 and
1977, and 14 percen in the 1976-1977 period. In contrast, the non-Fortune 1,000
firms produced 65 percent of all net new jobs between 1970 and 1977, and 62
percent in the 1976-1977 period. Government accounted for the remainder.?

lgayns. Ed, “Employment and the Small Business Sector,” unpublizshed paper, Apr. 21,

2 While Fortune 1,000 firms are not synonomous with “big business”, they constitute 83
percent of the empolyment in firms employing 1,000 or more individualis. Merger and
acquisition activity which has recently been considerable and inflates net new employment
figures for those firms, was not considered. Hence, Chart 1 offers a fafr, though not
1nreﬁilze.’_Ila?preseutatlon of the contribution large firms have made to employment growth
n 8.

Similarly, non-Fortune 1,000 firms are not synonomous with “small business.
large firmg are included as ‘are all mediem slzyén firms (defined as 100-999 emploeegg':
Rut, if we review the employment growth pattern of medium sized firms over time (1953
1972), we flnd a much slower growth rate than either the large and small classifieation.
Hente, we can assume the growth i{n employment among-non-Fortune 1,000 firms is
primarily a function of small business.
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Whether this employment phenomenon is permanent or temporary in nature,
we do not know. But it is clear, that at this time, small business is supplying the
new jobs needed by America’s expanding labor force.

EFFECTIVENESS OF THE JOBS TAX CREDIT

The data in Chart 1 suggest the credit may have been helpful in increasing
employment. Note the difference in net employment change between 1976 and
1977 ; total net employment Increases in 1977 were greater in the private sector.
Of particular interest {s the fact that non-Fortune 1,000 firms considerably in-
creased net employment between 1976 and 1977, while Fortune 1,000 firms in-
creased employment in 1977 by slightly less than they did in 1976. Considering
(1) the credit was effective for calendar year 1977, but not 1876, (2) the credit
provides a greater incentive to small firms than larger ones as small business
generally has & lower wage structure, and (3) the cap on the number of new em-
ployees for which the credit can be claimed, tends to favor small firms, it is
reasonable to suggest that the jobs tax credit is at least partially responsible for
the positive hiring performance of small business in 1987. Despite the suggestion
these data provide, however, at best they represent no more than that—a
suggestion. .

Anticipating the Congress would wish to evaluate the credit’s effectiveness,
NFIB incorporated a series of questions relating to the jobs credit into our
“NFIB Quarterly Economic Report for Small Business” questionaire.® Data on
the credit was collected in this manner during the months of January, April, and
July 1978. In sum, these data indicate the jobs tax credit has had a direct posi-
tive impact on employment. )

Table 1 qualifies the impact. Note that in percentage terms, the impact appears
quite modest. By January, 1978, only 1.4 percent of the population had utilized

‘S“NFIB Quarterly Economic Report for Small Bﬁainess" {eds.). Bailey, Richard M.
E‘Tli )Dunll_:‘elberg, Willilam C., (National Federation of Indepe'ndent an!nen{:'&an Mateo,
.), serles.
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the credit for its intended purpose;* three months later that figure had risen to
2.4 percent; and preliminary results from July show that 4.1 percent have
utilized the credit since its inception. :

TABLE 1.—EFFECT OF JOBS TAX CREDIT ON YOTAL POPULATION

[tn percent]
. July 1978
Janusry 1978 April 1978 (preliminzry)
Influenced to hire_ . .ceoiineiceriiiieeiincciricraeseanaea. 1.4 2.4 4,1
Influenced to hire in previous quarter..__._.__._..__..._. P .5 1.0 NA
Influenced to hire prior to previous quarter .9 1.4 NA
Mean tax Jobs per firm..cvaeececriecneareansecanenccnnenes 2.0 2.3 NA

Several points need to be made in evaluating these results. First, even a small
percentage of small businesses translate into large aggregate numbers. There
currently exists an estimated 3.5 miilion small employers throughout the country.
Just 1 percent of that number comstitutes 35,000 firms. Further, we know firms
utilizing the credit often use it to hire more than one employee, Table 1 shows
the average way two employees per firm in January and 2.3 in April. We, there-
fore, estimate the total number of new jobs directly attributable to the credit
among NFIB members alone amount to 45,000. To the extent NFIB data can be
extrapolated to the entire small business population, we would be discussing over
300,000 new employees.,

Making such an extrapolation is risky business considering the small numbers
fnvolved. A 0.1 percent change in utilization coul@d make a considerable differ-
ence in extrapolating the number over millions of firms. Yet, a Bureau of the
Census survey corraborates NFIB data, and in fact makes us appear
conservative.®

In January, 1.4 percent of the NFIB sample were aware of the credit and
used it.* One month later, the Bureau of the Census found that 2.4 percent were
aware of the credit and made a conscious effort to increase employment because
of it. Considering the differences in the surveys (see footnote 8), it should be ex-
pected that the Census figure would be somewhat higher, In fact, the similarity
between the two, leads us to conclude that within reasonable limits, the NFIB
data is applicable to the entire small business community.

The second point in evaluating the data is that the NFIB time series demon-
strates credit utilization 18 increasing. Note in Table 1 the changes which have
taken place over the period examined. Prior to the 4th Quarter, 1977, 0.9 percent
had hired due to the credit. In the 4th Quarter, the figure stood at 0.5 percent; it
then rose to 1.0 percent in the 1st Quarter, 1978; and, based on preliminary data,
rose to 2.5 percent in the 2nd Quarter.”

The continuing increase in the credit’s utilization should not be surprising.
This is our third point in evaluating effectiveness of the credit. Awareness of the
credit’s existence has been rising. In January, only 43 percent of NFIB members

¢ Henceforth, when we speak of utilization of e&he credit, it means utilization of the credit

for its fntended purgos&—unless otherwise noted.
p: “Ne: gl(l’bfs?l‘su urvey : Covering 1977 Tax Year,” Bureau of the Census, unpublished
er, Ap .

P NFIB took its initial sample in January; the Census took its sample in Februarr
The NFIB sample was of small businesses with some of medium size; the Census samp!
was of the entire buslness community, which is dominated In numbers by small firms as
war the Census sample. Questlons employed were similar, but not identical.

7 has a modest control device within the questionnaire which allows us to check
whether the respondent claiming utilization of credit has actually done so. Early in the
questionnaire, we ask for emgﬂoyment fncreases or decreases within the previons gnarter;
obs credit ?uestlons are located at the end, We crors-tabulate those responding positivel

o the -credit utilization question (after Insuring they were aware of the credit) wlt{

those hiring In the previous quarter. If respondents are not “fudging', we should expect

that the percentage of firms utilizing the credit would equal those who used the credit
{n the most recent quarter plus those who had used it at the previous quarterly measurin
nt. Note in Table 1 that 1.4 percent utilized the credit prior to January; in April tha

ad risen to 2.4 percent. Cross-tabulating actual new employment with credit usage for

:z?:tcll:t Quarter ylelded 1 percent. One percent plus 1.4 percent equal 2.4 percent—a perfect

34-840—790——9
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were aware of the credit ; * by April, it reached 51 percent; and, preliminary data
for July indicates awareness has risen to 58 percent. Obviously, greater aware-
ness should (and apparently did) improve utilization. Second, the marginal level
at which the credit will provide a sufficient inducement to hiring may not be
present at the time a small employer discovers the credit’s existence. The small
employer may stmply need time to factor the credit into his plans, The result is a
lag between awareness and utilization. And third, the increased maximum value
of the credit in 1978 is probably baving a positive impact. Though the impact of
1078's larger maximum credit is unmeasurable, we note that among the NFIB
firms aware of the credit but which found the credit not influencing them to add
employees, only half as many in April as in January cited the credit as being too
small an incentive,

CHARACTERISTICS OF SMALL BUSINESS EMPLOYMENT

Increasing utilization of the credit raises at least one interesting question.
Assuming the credit's purpose is to stimulate employment rather than to give
small business a tax advantage, and further assuming the credit cannot be an
incentive without employer awareness of its existence, what has the Treasury
Department or the Labor Department done to advertise the credit’s avatlability?
We are afraid the answer is little or nothing. Two sources provided over 809
of our sample with information on the credit’s existence. A newspaper, magazine,
Mandate (the NFIB publication), etc., provided 419, with the information,
and accountants or bookkeepers provided the information to another 41 percent.
Other sources were almost insignificant: radio and television—2 percent, some-
one else in business-—3 percent, and “other” which includes government—9
percent.

Clearly, if the credit is to assume optimum effectiveness, a concerted effort
must be made to advise the small business community of this opportunity. You
must bear in mind that small businessmen do not and cannot have a cadre of
tax attorneys investigating possible utilization of any and all tax advantages.
These are people with little time to devote to any one area of the business
operation, e.g. sales, personnel, finance, ete. Therefore, publishing reguldtions
in the Federal Register or mailing a few general press releases is insufficient.
They need to be told directly and then repeatedly reminded.

A second factor operating against the credit's effectiveness among small busi-~
nesses is the credit’s complexity. In particular, the inability of the small
entrepreneur to have his credit calculated until the conclusion of the tax year,
leaves many wondering whether or not to use the credit. This creates an
anomalous situation; the credit is Intended to affect the marginal hiring
decision ; because the decision is marginal, the amount of the credit is important;
yet, the employer doesn’t know his return until after his decision has been
made, This is especially true for a very small employer, e.g. a three man operation,
where the credit could defray a significant portion of the payroll.

Regrettably, rather than attempting to simplify the credit, thereby increasing
its effectiveness in the small business community, the Adminfstration has sug-
gested a so called “targeted jobs credit.” NFIB has no difficulty with a “differ-
ential credit” to encourage employment in areas such as inner citles where
black teenage unemployment remains a thorny problem. What bothers us is
that the credit would be vacated in significant portions of the country and

This proposal or simi lroanse

This proposal or similar ones fail to recognize the nature of smalt firms for
it adds another significant complexity to the credit. Unemployment is a
dynamic phenomenon. It changes dally and changes differently in each geo-
graphic area. If the jobs tax credit applied only to areas of high unemployment,
then we must assume Treasury or Labor will constantly reevaluate geographic
eligibility. That means one day a small employer may be eligible for the credit;
the next day he may not. The small employer would be left confused by this
situation, and finally reach the point where he would say “forget it”. Further,
attempts to publicize the targeted credit would always conclude with—‘Check

& This contrasts to 34 percent in the Census survey. The difference 1s accounted for by
NFIB members having fewer than 10 employees being more aware than non-NFIB members
of the same size. Since the NFIB publication, Mandate, followed the credit’s development,
the data are understandable,
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your eligibility with IRS or the Department of Labor’—two of small business’
least favorite agencies. Thus while perhaps achieving some positive results in
areas of chronic high unemployment where no uncertainty exists, you would
render the credit virtually ineffective elsewhere,

Worse in our view would be establishing credit eligibility on the basis of
some employee qualification, e.g. the AFDC or employment rolls. From the
small employer’s standpoint it adds another element of complexity, particularly
without some form of self-certification. Second. it runs counter to the methods
most small firms utilize in hiring. Their chief methods of employee recruitment
include: employee referrals, walk-ins, resumes on file, and advertisements.®
And third, many small entrepreneurs view with a jaundiced eye the work habits
of persons on welfare or unemployment. By forcing the small employer to
specifically seek this type of individual, you could close many of the job
opportunities that are currently available by directing the employer’s focus
to the fact that the individual is not working rathen than he wants to work.

WINDFALL

Apparently, one of the principal reasons behind the desire to redirect the
program to the “targeted” credit is the fear of a windfall accruing to firms
which would have hired whether the credit existed or not. Proponents of this
change seem to have reasoned, and we think not incorrectly, that less windfall
would accrue by focusing the credit on areas of higher unemployment or spe-
cific types of individuals. But we do not think that is sufficlent reason for
aholishing the credit in its current form.

Unquestionably, there is a “windfall” accruing to some small firms which
would have hired whether or not the credit was available, It is the same type
of windfall that acrues to many capital oriented firms which take advantage
of the Investment tax credit. But the windfall accruing from the jobs credit
is less than from the investment credit. To be eligible for the jobs credit, an
employer must expand his labor force; simple replacement is insufficlent. For
the investment tax credit, replacement is not only sufficient but expected.

One of the points that has never been adequately explained to NFIB is
why a windfall accrues to labor intensive small business from the jobs tax
credit, when a windfall apparently does not accrue to capital intensive large
business from the investment tax credit.® We are not arguing against the
investment tax credit ; we are arguing aainst the double standard.

Second, any windfall from the jobs tax credit places additional capital in the
hands of those taking a soclally desirable action, i.e. expanding employment.
You must recognize that a critical problem for small husiness, particularly
rapidly growing firms, is cash flow. The jobs tax credit helps place critical cash
in the hands of these firms which allows them to leverage further money, thereby
increasing employment again.

Mr. Edward Gaffney, President of Ortho-Kinetics in Waukesha, Wisconsin,
an NFIB member, and the nation’s “Small Business Person of the Year" ex-
lained the situation well :

“The only real place in our economy that meaningful jobs can be created
is in growing companies. Those companies add people as rapidly as they can
get cash together to create jobs.

A growing business loses cash to increased receivables, increased inventory,
increased taxes, and increased payroll,

Reducing taxes increases the cash available In those companles so that & job
is created sooner than would otherwise be possible.

In my business, I can lever cash into jobs about 4 to 1; or a permanent $10,000
a year job costs about $2,500 in cash. A temporary job created in the govern-
ment costs $14,000. In my business the inventory needed for that job will create
business for my suppliers and increase their job creation. The profit on my job
generates more cash and stimulates more job creation. Your government job
takes away from my business, and leads to fewer jobs.

® See, “NFIB Employment Report for Small Business,” (eds.) Balley, Richard M.
and Dunkelburg, Wlﬂlam C.,, (National Federation of Indepenfient)Buslnesys: San Mateo,
Cal.), November 1977.

10 Two-thirds of the ITC dollars are directed to the nation’s largest 1,300 corporations.
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Yes, I will eventually create the same job without the credit—probably next
year rather than this year—but didn’t you want it this year?

The chojce iIs to pay $2,500 for a permanent job; or to pay $14,000 for a
temporary job while waiting for me to create the permanent job.”

Finally, the jobs tax credit is one of the few practical devices available to
assist growing unincorporated businesses. Generally, when we speak in terms
of business taxation, we speak of corporate tax, Investment credit, depreciation,
ete. But these have minimal impact on these labor intensive small firms which
employ millions of Americans. Thus, while government finds no difficulty in
developing means to increase taxes for unincorporated business, e.g. FICA, it
does have difficulty developing means to decrease them. The jobs tax credit is
an exception.

If you will recall, one of the primary purposes of this bill is to offset some
of the tax increases experienced by the Soclal Security Financing Act of 1977.
Can anyone see any portion of the tax bill, including personal reductions, that
would remotely accomplish this goal for unincorporated employers? Instead, we
are attempting to take one of the few things they can use, windfall or not.

STATES ARE CREATING A PROBLEM

Apparently, some States are negating part of the jobs tax credit's effectiveness
by disallowing a State tax deduction on the total amount of wages or salary
paid a jobs credit employee. These States have ruled that an employer must
subtract the amount of the jobs credit from an employee's wages for purposes of
State taxation. Thus, the amount of the credit becomes taxable income.

Mr. Jon Cook, a Certified Public Accountant and NFIB member from Nor-
wich, New York, explains the problem in some detail in the attached

correspondence,
CONCLUSION

‘There {s only one major problem with the jobs tax credit—that is, the credit’s
effectiveness is dispersed so widely across the nation that it lacks a dramatie,
highly visible impact on which to base a political constituency. Rather than being
responsible for a few new 10,000 employee plants, the credit has been responsible
for one or two new employees in thousands of locations. High drama 1s not made

of such incremental gains.

’ But the positive impact the jobs tax credit has had in the small business sec-
tor—the sector currently creating the new jobs—is clear to us. Yt has created
jobs—thousands of jobs. For those remaining skeptical, we would ask “what is
your evidence?’ We have presented ours. If you have not, but still don’t believe
us, why change the credit until Treasury can establish some pattern of credit
utilization? The jobs credit was originated as an experiment. Why abolish the
experiment before the ‘“officlal” results are in?

NFIB belleves two changes in the existing credit would be helpful. First, re-
vision to allow the small employer to know exactly his credit prior to the hiring
decision. Second, negate many States’ adverse interpretation. The former the
Congress can accomplish; the later is quite another matter, although we think
the Executive might exercise some moral persuasion in this regard.

We do not seek to increase the maximum credit unless the Congress were to
designate certain persons or geographic areas for special consideration. In light
of its performance, the size is suficlent (the 1978 level) to affect the margina?
hiring decision. Increasing the amount, particularly in low wage areas, could
lead to the type of labor substitution neither you nor we desire. Obviously, as
wages continue to rise, that assessment could change,

NFIB vigorously opposes a redirection of the jobs tax credit into a “targeted
credit”. The targeted credit simply does not fit small business for the reasons
previously given, and small business is the.sector this nation is relying upon to
create the new jobs. While target populations appear intcllectually rationa), they
ignore realities and are doomed to failure.

Mr. Chairman, NFIB supports extension of the existing jobs tax credit and
hopes the Congress will as well.
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Attachment
Jon K, Cook,
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANT,
Norwich, N.Y., February 10, 1978,
Mr. Jou~x MorLEY,
National Federation of Independent Business,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR ME. MorLEY : This letter is a follow up to the discussion which we had
.on the telephone Friday, February 10, 1878 in regard to the varlous problems
which we have encountered concerning the New Jobs Credit,

The foremost problem as I see it, ia the stipulation that the tax deduction
for salaries and wages paid must be reduced by the amount of jobs credit taken.
We have been in contact with the states of New York and Mississippi and bave
been told that we are not allowed to increase the salary deduction back to the
.original amonnt for state purposes. Therefore, all taxpayers who take the jobs
-credit against the federal tax will have to pay additional xtate tax because of
the reduction in the salaries and wages deduction for federal tax purposes. Thus,
the credit becomes less advantageous for the employer and turns into a tax
bonanza for the state. I do not feel that this was the Intent of Congress when
the law was passed. A quick calculation reveals the following:

"Tax brackets: Peroent
Federal _____ - ——— - 50
State-—personal oo e cem e m e ——— 15
State—unincorporated business tax 5.5
‘Calculation of jobs credit:
New jobs credit available_... $10, 000
Federal tax
Jobs credit taken 10, 000
Increase in tax due to salary reduction $10,000 X 50 percent__. ..... 5, 000
New York State tax
Salary reduction 10, 000
Additional personal tax $10,000X15 percent..__ ; 1, 500
Additional UBT tax $10,000X5.5 percent —— 550
Net tax effect of credit
Federal:
Credit taken - 10, 000
Additional tax - (5, 000)
State: .
Additlonal taxes...__. - (2, 050)
Net tax reduction 2, 950

This is a computation of the maximum eﬂect, but you can easily see that a sub-
stantial portion of the credit is offset by the addltlonal taxes which must be paid
to the State of New York.

In certain cases an employer’s selt-employment tax will also be increased
because of the required reduction in the salaries pald deduction.

It is probably too late to correct the injustices inherent in the new jobs credit
law for 1977, but I strongly urge you to do what ever can be done to stop the
individual states from taxing the required reduction in wages paid and make it
effective for calendar year 1977.

Some of our other complaints with the jobs credit are the following:

1. In regard to Partnerships and Sub 8 Corporation which have a loss (Credit
not allowed in year but can be carried back and forward) the salaries should not
be reduced by the credit unless the carryback can be utilized. If carried forward,
the salary reduction should be made In the year the credit is used.

2. The computations don’t always result in a true reflection of the number of
new jobs created. In my own personal case, I lose about one-half of what the
-credit should be, because I had 4 employees in 4 job classifications in 1977 and
I had 8 employees in 2 job classifications in 1976. In 1976 one employee left in
May and was replaced. Both employees reached the FUTA Base of $4,200. When
computing the jobs credit I get the following result:
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FUTA BASE
1976 1977
Employee Employes Employee Employee
numbeyr 1 nungbey: 2 nurgbeyx 1 number 2
$4,200 NA $4, 200
4,200 $4, 200 N $4, 200
N NA 8,200 L. ieoeeoo.
NA NA 4,200 (...
$12, 600 $16,
x102 12, 852
3,948
x50%
o 1 R 1,974
Actual increase in base because of new jobs............ $8, 400 ;15.806
x102 , 568
8,232
x50%%
[ . 1 4,116
DiHEIENCR. ... o oo arereeaaenemesvenncreasuanacesanacescamsanenassnnesennnn T

1 New job in 1977,

Please keep me informed as to any progress which is made in your efforts to
correct the situations which we have discussed. As I mentioned on the telephone,
I would be willing to help you in any way I can if time permits.

Thank you for your effort.

Very truly yours,
Jox K. Cook.

Senator HaskeLL, We now have a panel consisting of Prof. John
Bishop and Prof. Gary Fethke.

Gentlemen, because of time constraints, if you could put your state-
ments in the record in full and perhaps just talk or summarize, that
would be most helpful.

Mr. Bisuor. Fine, thank you.

STATEMENT OF JOHN BISHOP, INSTITUTE FOR RESEARCH ON
POVERTY

Mr. Bisuor. I am John Bishop, a research associate at the Institute
for Research on Poverty at the University of Wisconsin. I would like
to thank you for inviting me to testify today on the design of marginal
and targeted private employment incentives.

My testimony will consist of three parts. One is a quick description
of the results of my research on the effectiveness of the new jobs tax -
credit. Second, I will discuss some of the design issues of the targeted
employment tax credit that the administration has proposed; and
third, I will discuss the new jobs tax credit, whether it should be
extended and how it should be modified.

I have been estimating models predicting employment, hours
worked per week and prices charge(F by retailing and construction
firms, using aggregate data. This sector of the economy employs
around 27 percent of the workers in the economy and it is the sector
of the economy where one would expect the largest response through
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a new jobs tax credit, if there was one, because it is dominated by
small firms,

The procedure used was to estimate a model predicting employment
in each month since 1951 with sales in that industry, the wage rate
in that industry, prices of alternative inputs, monthly seasonal dum-
mies, time trends and so forth, and then you examine whether some-
thing unusual happened in the period in which the new jobs tax credit
was 1n operation.

The result of those estimates are that there scems to have been
an 8-percent increase in employment in construction by March 1978
due to the credit and a 2- to 3-percent increase in employment in re-
tailing and wholesaling in response to the credit. For just these in-
dustries alone, this totals up to an employment increase due to the
credit of 400,000 jobs, plus or minus 200,000 depending on specification.

This is a very large increase. The total employment increase in these
industries was about 1.1 million, so it is about 40 percent, or 30 percent,
of the employment increase that did occur in those industries.

This credit should, while it increases employment, it should espe-
cially tend to increase part-time employment, because the subsidy is a
proportion of the first $4,200 of wages and therefore is a larger pro-

ortion of a part-time worker’s wage than a full-time worker’s wage.
Ve therefore expected a decline in hours worked per week to occur.
That is exactly what happened.

It is unusual to have a decline in hours worked per week as you
come out of a recession. In retailing hours worked per week were 1 or
2 percent below what one would have expected in the absence of a tax
credit. I also looked at the price charged by retail firms for commodi-
ties that they sold. These prices are about half of the consumer price
index. Predicting these prices were the wholesale prices for those same
goods and the unemployment rate and the wage rate for that industry,
and the variables for the new jobs tax credit.

Relative to past patterns, the margin between retail and wholesale
prices has declined. The last month in the models estimated was April,
the month in which we first hit double-digit inflation. Despite the fact
of double-digit inflation, the model is picking up a discrepant result
that inflation is less than it would otherwise have been.

And here, agan, I attribute this to the new jobs tax credit.

The new jobs tax credit should stimulate the formation of new firms.
Because of the cap and its zero threshold and the NJTC is an espe-
cially large subsidy for a new firm just starting out.

Well, that is exactly what we have been seeing for the last year.
New incorporations are at record heights and have been for about 9
months, 10 months, and there has been a 400,000 increase in the number
of people self-employed in the economy. That means, according to the
household survey, about 400,000 new firms have been created in 1 year.

No one of these pieces of evidence is conclusive, but the fact that
the pattern is exactly what you would predict from the new jobs tax
credit: A decline in prices while you have an increase in employment,
a decline in hours of work per week while you have an increase in em-
ployment, suggests that it is the new jobs tax credit that is responsible.

Now let me make a few comments on the targeted employment tax
credit that the administration has proposed. Given the budget con-
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straint imposed in the planning process, this is a well-designed credit
_and should be a major stimulus to employment of low-income youths

and handicapped workers. .
I like the requirement that the family’s income for eligibility is 70

percent of the regional lower living standard. This is desirable because
an income definition targets this employment tax credit on the needy—
those who need the jobs—much more efficiently than would unem-
ployment or any other targeting approach that is available.

A second aspect is that the use of the regional lower living standard
means there is an effective variation across the Nation in this stand-
ard, and that is very desirable because high cost of living locations
need, like New York City and the Northeast, to have their higher
co::;i of living taken into account when determining eligibility for the
credit.

1t is important that the period over which income is measured be 6
months or more, and that is what was proposed.

The eligibility determination is proposed, to be in the CETA of-
fices, and this is desirable. An alternative is to do it in the welfare of-
fices, and I thnk that would be a real mistake.

For a lot of people there is a stigma for applying to welfare and
people do not want to go down to tﬁe welfare office, and I think it is
very desirable to have the determination of eligibility and the entire
process of determining eligibility for employment that the jobs stimu-
lus be done either at the unemployment insurance offices or at the
CETA offices.

The only flaw in the targeted employment tax credit is the exclusion
of heads of low-income families with children from eligibility. The
Ways and Means Committee seems to be taking the Moynihan-Crans-
ton proposal and slotting it into the targeted employment tax credit
so that we are likely to have a proposed employment tax credit for
youth, 18 to 24, who are poor, and for those on welfare, which will
primarily be female heads of families.

I think that to leave out the male head of low-income families ef-
fectively says your children can have a job, your wife can have a job
if she will leave you. but not you. I think it would be very desirable
to make eligible for TETC the male heads of families not on welfare,
that meet the income eligibility requirements.

That would increase the predicted cost of the targeted employment
tax credit by only around 50 percent over what the administration is
proposing now.

Now let me say something about the jobs tax credit. Over the last
vear there has been a phenomenal increase in employment. Between
May 1977 and 1978, employment increased 3.8 million. This is not
due to an increase in public service employment for the increases in
Government employment was only 200,000, Unemployment declined
by only 700,000. There has been a huge flow of new workers into the
labor force.

The labor force participation rate from women rose from 48 to 49.2
percent; teenagers from 53.5 to 56 percent; for black teenagers, the
rate for labor force participation rose an astonishing 21 percent from
May to May, a 25-percent increase from June to June.

So we are having a huge flow of new workers into the labor force.
If we create the jobs, a lot more people will enter the labor force.
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The coming of age of the baby boom generation and the changing
attitudes of married women toward working are causing the labor
force of the Nation to grow at phenomenal rates. We have not seen
the end of it.

This huge influx of inexperienced and unskilled workers has de-
pressed the wages of these workers and caused high rates of unemploy-
ment in the af%ected groups, Despite the fact that there was a 21- to
95-percent increase among black teenagers, the unemployment rate of
black teenagers has hardly changed at all. i

At the same time, The Wall Street Journal reports a booming de-
mand for experienced executives and engineers and highly skilled
workers. There is a mismatch between the skillz and experience that
people bring to the labor market and the requirements of firms.

e mismatch cannot be corrected by sending people to school longer.
What these new workers need is actual job experience. The new jobs
tax credit is an ideal remedy for this structural problem.

Tt stimulates the employment of women and youth much more than
it stimulates the emplo;ment of hiﬁh-paid executives.

In one simulation I did in which total employment increased in
response to the credit by 2 percent, the employment of youths rose 3.6
percent, the employment of women rose 3 gercent, and the employment
of men with much higher skills grew hardly at all.

This occurs because the jobs tax credit is a larger proportion of the
wages of part-time, part-year, low-wage workers than high-wage, full-
time, highly skilled workers.

In the future, the function of the jobs tax credit should be to aid the
transition of new workers into permanent employment. Normally un-
dertaking to train new workers will raise the firms’ costs and create
inflation. The jobs tax credit is the ideal instrument for stimulating an
increase in this employment, because it simultaneously decreases costs.

The study I reported on earlier suggests that some of these reduc-
tions in marginal costs have resulted in lower prices. The jobs tax credit
has shifted the Phillips curve, Some of this shift is temporary. It is &
response to the fact that businesses are receiving a tax cut and their
costs are declining, so as long as we increase the tax cut and the costs
continue to decline, we will see a decline in prices, However, that is

oing to be tem?orary. Eventually prices will start going up, though
they will stay below what they would have otherwise been.
en the new workers settle down with one employer and gain ex-
perience on the job, there will be a permanent shift of the Phillips
curve or the rate of unemployment that is consistent with a nonacceler-
ating rate of inflation.

The implication of this analysis is that the new jobs tax credit should
be extended, but it must be modified, and that it should be extended
fo.rdmore than just 1 or 2 years. I propose 4 years, but I will set that
aside.

The first change that is required is that the cap must be taken off. The
reason is that when a firm hits the cap, it no longer has an incentive
to expand employment any further as a result of this credit, so that
the firms that hit the cap, most of the tax benefit is a windfall for them.
This year 5,000 to 8,000 firms are going to hit the cap.

So we are losing the opportunity to stimulate jobs in those parts of
the economy, plus having to spend a lot of money in a tax credit that
does not have influence upon their behavior.

P
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This can be done by just setting a cap of $100,000 or 20 percent of the

employer’s unemployment insurance wage base, whichever is higher.

enator Haskrr. How much longer? We have a limit, and I
wonder——

Mr. Bisnor. I have one or two more pages.

Senator Hasxerr. Can you just summarize it briefly ¢

Mr, Bisuop. Surely. .

Even without a cap the credit favors small firms. Employment in
small firms is growing faster than large firms, so they will get more of
the credit. The tax credits work to the advantage of those facing low
marginal tax rates. Small corporations face lower marginal tax rates.

A small corporation gets a tax savings of $1,680 from the credit; a
larger corporation gets a tax savings of $1,092 from the credit.

The second change that is required is that the firm must not be able
to reduce its threshold of eligibility next year by purposefully reduc-
ing its employment this year. A simple extension of the jobs tax credit
would give firms the incentive to reduce employment in 1979 in order
to increase the credit that the firms can get in 1980.

There are two ways of avoiding this: First would b» to make the
threshold that will apply in 1979, 1980, 1981 and 1982 a functicn of the
firms’ 1977 and 1978 FUTA wage base. The threshold that will apply
in each years could be specified as 105, 107 and 109 percent of the aver-
age FUTA wage base for 1977-78.

The subsidy of firms’ expansion would not be once and for all. It
would last as long as the expansion was maintained.

As a result, this method of defining a threshold implies that the rate
of the subsidy would be progressively reduced to somewhere around
$1.080. (Il)er worker because more and more workers would be receiving
a subsidy. :

When a firm expands, it would continue to get $1,000 of subsidy each
year for as long as it maintained that expansion.

Alternatively, the threshold can be set at some percentage of the
largest of the firm’s post-1978 FUTA wages. This way you are using
the peak of the last few years of the FUTA wage base, to define the
threshold. That way, if a firm cuts omgloyment and then comes back
up. it cannot reduce its threshold and thereby increases its subsidy.

Senator Haskerr. Sir, you have been going for about 20 minutes
now. Please submit the balance for the record, because we have other
people behind you that we must hear, and we must stop, if my under-
standing is correct, at 11:30 today.

Mr. Bisnor, All right. T am finished.

[The following was subsequently suupplied for the record:]

Avgusr 29, 1978,
Re House changes in the administrations targeted employment tax credit

proposal.
To: Senator Russell Long and members of the Senate Finance Committee.
From: John Bishop, Research Associate Institute for Research on Poverty.

The main point of my April 26 Testimony before the Public Assistance Subcom-
mittee was that putting two parent families on welfare as was proposed in PBJI
may destablize their marriages. The policy implications I drew from the findings
of the NIT experiments were that low income two parent families should be alded
by increasing the paycheck of the family's working members. BITCO’s, PSR joba
targeted on the disadvanataged and Targeted Employment Tax Credits would
seem to be ideal mechanisms for raising the amount and frequency of the pay-
checks recelved by low income families without forcing the family into a demean-



127

ing and destabilizing association with the welfare bureaucracy. Two parent fam-
flies have expressed thelr distaste for welfare and the welfare bureacuracy by
avoiding contact with it. Studies by Coe and Mac Donald have found that less
than 40 percent of the poor two parent families eligible for food stamps make
application for the benefits due them.

Designing a program that targets its ald on low income people without turn-
ing it into a welfare program requires some ingenuity, however, The Targeted
Employment Tax Credit proposed by the administration solved this problem ad-
mirably. The eligibility of 18 to 24 year olds for a TETC was to be a function of
family income over the previous six months. Certification was not to be done by
the welfare agency but rather by CETA prime sponsors, an agency whose primary
purpose is helping people improve their skills and obtain jobs.

Without realizing it the House has drastically changed the Administrations
TETC proposal. Except for the handicapped and high school students in work
study programs only people actually recelving welfare can obtain a TETC
voucher. The effect of this provision will be to draw more people onto welfare
than the help in obtaining a job provided by TETC will cause to leave welfare.
Limiting eligibility to welfare recipients has four serious flaws.

(1) The fact that almost all recipients of TETC vouchers are on welfare (food
stamps) will make employers all the more reluctant to hire them. The voucher
will carry with it a stigma. Rightly or wrongly many employers are likely to
consider able bodied welfare recipients unencumbered by single parent status to
be “loafers” and therefore unattractive as employees.

It would seem foolish to end a program that is working (NJTC has created
at least 400,000 new jobs) and substitute for it a program that is a slight modi-
fication of one that is not working—the WIN tax credit.

(2) The program will aid only & very small portion of the able bodied low
income population. Primarily because of the stigma of being on welfare more than
60 percent of food stamp eligible families with able bodied workers do not apply.
The requirement that these families apply for welfare before they can get a
TETC will effectively deny job creation help to the very families that are, by
avoiding welfare, showing their commitment to the work ethic.

Given the fact that this TETC voucher may in fact make getting a job harder
rather than easler, their avoldance of a long and demeaning application process
{in Wisconsin the Food Stamp application is 40 pages long) is quite rational.

(3) The limitation of eligibility to welfare reciplents will to some extent cause
indiriduals who currently are not recelving welfare to apply for it. This is not
desirable for two reasons. Above $6,000 the effective marginal tax rate on their
earnings is raised and this may induce them to give up full time work and take
part time or part year work instead.

The second reason is that beiig on welfare may destabilize their marriages.
Careful experimental research has established that placing two parent families
on a negative income tax destabilizes their marriages.

The similarities between the structure of the NIT experiments, AFDC-UP and
Food Stamps might led one to fear that an cxperiment testing for effects of
AFDC-U and Food Stamp on marriages might obtain similar results. Until re-
search is done settling this issue, it does not seem wise to make changes in the
system that will increase the number of two parent families that pass through
the welfare system.

(4) The final problem with using Food Stamp eligibility as the income test is
its very short accounting period. One month after quitting ones current job the
individual s eligible for a two year subsidy of employment worth $4,000. This
does not create a problem when the income test 1s being continuously applied as
is the case in Food Stamps and AFDC. 1t does create a problem when an income
test applied at a point in time confers benefits that continue after the income
test is no longer met. There {3 no unchanging stock of Food Stamp reciplents.
Flows in and out of the recipient population are quite large and are likely to re-
spond positively to the TETC the House has passed. Transition rates from em-
polyment into unemployment are also likely to increase. What then is the case
for having a Food Stamp administered income test? It has been argued that the
CETA income test is not administered in a rigorous way. This may very well
be true. This I8 not, however, the great disadvantage it is made out to be.

(1) A rigorous application of the wrong test (l.e. one with a one month account-
ing period) is not necessarily preferable to a loose administration of the right
test (i.e. one with a six month accounting period).

(2) The tighter the administration of the income test the greater will be the
tendency for everyone to consider the program a welfare program rather than a
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job creation program. If employers and workers consider the program a welfare
program, few will participate and costs will be low. Keeping application simple
and treating people with dignity will increase the proportion of eligibles that
obtain TETC certification,

The participation of non-welfare recipients will upgrade the average quality
of certified workers and improve the image of the program. Costs need not rise
proportionately with participation, however. With an improved reputation it will
be possible to obtain the desired level of employer participation at a smaller per
worker subsidy. For a given subsidy rate, tax expenditures will be larger. The
benefits—reductions on dependency and increases in labor supply—wili be larger
still.

(3) Even if contrary to the above argument a less rigorous income test in-
creases tax expenditures by a larger percentage than it increases employment,
the outcome is & tax cut for the firm, There seems to be considerable sentiment
for cutting business taxes. The TETC is one of the ways of implementing such
a tax cut.

If CETA application procedures are considered too lax at present, the proper
response 1s either (a) to force a tightening up of their procedures by under-
taking random audits of TETC certifications,

(b) to assign the certification responsibility to an agency like the Job Service,
or

(c) to create a new agency.

Income tests do not have to be administered by a welfare office. Most of the
federal programs using income tests to determine eligibility—BOGG's, College
Work study, NDSL, SEOG rent supplements, public housing, school lunch, etc—
have been able to administer them without major scandal and without stigma.
There is no reason why TETC cannot be administered just as effectively.

SELECTIVE EMPLOYMENT SUBSIDIES: AN ASSESSMENT OF NJTC Axp TETC

(By John Bishop and Robert Haveman )

Concern that structural factors impede efficient labor market performance i3
evidenced in both statistical analyses of economic potential and policy proposals
for selective employment subsidies. Both official and unofficial estimates of the
level and expected growth of potential GNP have been recently revised downward,
with an increase in the definition of the full employment unemployment rate and
a reduction in the growth of labor productivity being the primary bases of the
revision (Economic Report of the President, Perry). The 8.2 percent change in
GNP per percentage point change in the unemployment rate implicit in Okun’s
Law has been revised downward to the 2.1-3.1 range (Clark, Perry). These in-
dications of structural changes in labor markets reinforce statistics on excessively
high and sticky unemployment rates of youths and blacks, the increasing labor
force participation of women, and the decreasing rate of men. Policymakers
apparently perceive the problem simijlarly. In hoth the U.S. and Western Europe,
large selective employment subsidy policles (SESP) have been enacted to combat
the recent unemployment problem, and to offset increased structural labor market
rigidities caused in part by government policies such as minimum wages
(Haveman),

SESP and changes in potential GNP and Okun's Law are not nnrelated phenom-
ena. This paper explores that relationship. Part I presents a brief taxonomy of
the primary SESPs which have recently been enacted in Western industrialized
countries, and which are currently under consideration in the U.S. In Part II,
the economic rationale underlying these measures is discussed. Part I1I explores
the relationship of SESP to the prospective growth of aggregate output. in the
context of Okun’s Law. If these measures are successful in achieving their objec-
tive, the repeal of Okun's Law is implied. However, success of these measures
requires that changes in employment decisions be made in response to SESP.
Evidence on the existence and magnitude of these changes in the case of the New
Jobs Tax Credit is presented in Part IV.

1

The confrontation of a high rate of inflation with high average measured un-
employment, driven in part by changes in labor force composition favoring groups

1 Research Assoclate, Institute for Research on Poverty and Professor of Economlics
and Fellow, Institute for Research on Poverty, Univertsyity of Wisconsin-Madison.
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with relatively unfavorable unemployment experience and an increased variance
in sectoral unemployment rates (Perry, 1970), has brought forth numerous policy
measures designed to target employment demands on those sectors with substan-
tial excess supply. Wage (or employment) subsidies and direct public service
employment (PSE) are the primary measures undertaken, and these have ap-
peared in various guises, The former category can involve a subsidy paid to (1)
recruitment (additional hires), (2) the employment stock, or (3) changes in the
employment stock. Each of these subsidies can be targeted on particular types of
labor (say, by age, sex, region, unemployment duration, or education), or they
can be general in nature. Moreover, the subsidy can be a flat amount, or it can
vary with the level of earnings, the wage rate, or the duration of coverage, It
can be pald to either the employer or the worker, and can be paid directly or via
a tax credit. Similarly, direct PSE (which is, in effect, a 100 percent wage sub-
sidy) can vary by the degree of selectivity, the level of government, and the
output produced.

Examples of several of these variants have been recently implemented (Have-
man and Christalnsen). The U.8. New Jobs Tax Credit, for example, i8 a con-

_strained marginal stock subsidy with no targeting. It provides a tax credit equal
to 50 percent of the unemployment insurance tax base ($4,200) for the first 47
hires in a firm above 102 percent of the previous year's employment level for the
years 1977 and 1978. On the other hand, the 1975 British Temporary Employment
Subsidy is a reverse recruitment rather than a stock subsidy, and like the New
Jobs Tax Credit, it is temporary and non-targeted. This program subsidizes about
30 percent of the wage costs for up to one year of workers who would otherwise
be laid off. In 1974, the West German government introduced a temporary tar-
geted recruitment subsidy with a marginal stock constraint. For six months, a
wage subsidy of 60 percent was paid to firms in specified regions for employing
registered unemployed workers, if firm employment increased from that of a
stipulated date prior to passage of the act.

The Netherlands, France, and Sweden have also recently adopted targeted em-
ployment subsidies. In the Netherlands, for example, subsidization of 30 percent
of the wage costs of long-term unemployed workers hired {8 provided for six
months, with the duration extended to one-year i{f the worker hired is over 45
vears old. The French program is similar except that the target group was ex-
tended to include youths and first-time job seekers. The Swedish program sub-
sidizes about 60 percent of the wage costs of workers threatened with unemploy-
ment for six months, provided the firm retains them and places them in some
form of training program. For those countries mentioned, the percent of the labor
force on which SESP-type subsidies are paid varies from about .8 percent of the
labor force (West Germany) to 3—4 percent in Sweden. In 1978, the New Jobs Tax
Credit (NJTC) will be paid on the employment of nearly 1 percent of the U.S.
labor force at a total budget cost of at least $2 billion.

While few reliable evaluations have been made of these SESPs( the numerous
extensions of what were to be temporary programs suggest that they have not
been viewed as failures in achieving the primary objective—employment in-
creagses—set for them. Indeed, in the U.S,, the imminent lapse of the NJTC has
prompted & number of alternative proposals. The Carter Administration has pro-
posed replacing the New Jobs program with a Targeted Employment Tax Credit
that would subsidize firms for 33 percent of the first $8,00(: of wages pald to all
low income workers who are 18-24 years or handicapped for the first year of
employment and 25 percent for the second. The House-passed Ways and Means
Committee revision of that proposal would limit the subsidy to newly hired target
group members, extend the group to include various categories of welfare recipi-
ents, and increase the subsidy rate for the first year of employment and reduce
it for the second.

n

The economic rationale for SESP is a straightforward one: By reducing the
price of labor at the margin, employment can be encouraged and unemployment
reduced. SESP lowers the marginal cost function for incremental output, and in
competitive markets could be expected to weaken -pressures for price increases.
Because recruitment or marginal stock subsidies tend to beneflt new more than
existing enterprises, entry would be éncouraged, further weakening upward price
pressure. For both of these reasons, SESP will tend to:be expansionary. Further,
for firms engaged in external trade, SESP operates as an export subsidy (Layard
and Nickel). Indeed, for a number of Western European nations, this character-.
istia is viewed as a primary rationale for SESP. A temporary SESP encourages
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firms to incur labor costs earlier than otherwise. As a result, inventory accumula-
tion or accelerated maintenance and investment spending will tend to increase.
Finally, SESP (particularly, a non-temporary program) will tend to induce the
substitution of targeted labor for capital and for non-targeted labor, for example,
the adding of a secongd shift rather than increasing overtime work (Bishop and
Lerman ; Kesselman, Witliamson, and Berndt).

Given the primacy of the employment creation objective for SESP, evaluation
of it must be in terms of its net job creation impact defined as the employment
level in the economy with the policy less that without it. Clearly, because (1) the
output produced by the workers subsidized competes with alternative outputs,
(2) the financing of the program entails opportunity costs which represent dis-
placed outputs, and (3) many of the subsidized workers would have been working
even in the absence of the subsidy, the net job creation impact will be smaller
than the gross number of workers subsidized. The ratio of net to gross job crea-
tion is an indicator of these displacement effects and can only be estimated in the
context of a fully specified general equilibrium model. At a minimum such a model
must be able to estimate the degree to which SESP results in both a reduction
in the gap between actual and potential GNP and an increase in the latter, and
the effect of SESP on the distribution of wages and-employment opportunities.
e shall deal with each of these.

If SESP is targeted on a resource fn excess supply or with a positive and non-
trivial supply elasticity, potential GNP—defined as the level of GNP when
NAIRU is attained—will rise. The proposed SESP targeted on handicapped work-
ers, transfer program recipients, and low income youth would seem to meet this
test, as large numbers of these workers are not employed because of labor market
rigidities (e.g., legal and conventional minimum wages). Hence, substantial
employment increases could occur without upward wage pressure and both actual
and potential GNP will increase. Econometric work suggests that the labor
supply of these target groups is more responsive to changes in the demand for
labor than that of other groups (Masters and Garfinkel). This implies that, even
if the labor markets for these workers were free from distortions associated with
minimum wages and tax and transfer programs, a wage subsidy on their employ-
ment paid for by a tax on other workers would raise potential GNP (Bishop). In
any case, with an excess supply of the target group labor and a positive and non-
trivial supply elasticity of their services, the GNP gap will be narrowed and
potential GNP will be increased. SESP can also increase potential GNP even
if the labor force participation rate of each demographic group is fixed. This
can be accomplished through the effect of SESP in reducing a wage-weighted
NAIRU by concentrating employment increases on sectors with elastic sectoral
Phillips curves (Baily and Tobin).

The benefits of expanding potential GNP in this manner are increased by the
fact that the labor supply decisions of targeted groups are distorted by high
bhackward-shifted employer and employee paid taxes and even higher marginal
transfer benefit reduction rates. Because these distortions imply that the value
of the lelsure sacrificed by such employment increases is very low, any resulting
increase in actual and potential GNP is positively correlated with the change in
economic welfare. Moreover, pecuniary externalities for taxpayers are created
by the Increase in tax revenues and decrease in transfer costs associated with
SESP, both of which reduce the net budgetary cost of the program (Schmid).
Other non-pecuniary externalities may result as well, as people earn their way
off welfare.

A subsidy of one of the major costs of doing business will exercise downward
pressure on prices during the transition to a new price level. If expectations
about inflation are formed by-a rationa] process that takes-account of the fact.
that the lower inflation rdtes are temporary, there will be no feedback. into-wage
inflation, Many workers, unions and firms are not likely to be aware that the
slowdown in price inflation is temporary, in which care the once and for all reduc-
tion in prices may have a long term impact on wage inflation. On the other hand,
because SESP shifts the demand for labor, unions maximizing some combination
of wages and employment will face an improved tradeoff and may press for larger
wage demands (Burton). Moreover, to the extent that the expected inflation term
in the wage equation involves wage rather than price feedbacks, the impact of
SESP on inflation will be less favorable. In this case, the policy will result in some
upward wage pressure i{n industries that employ large numbers of targeted
workers, which may cause similar pressure in other firme which attempt to re-
establish-historic differentials (Bally and Tobin).
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In addition to its effects on actual and potential GNP and prices, SESP will
tend to shift the composition of employment and earnings toward low-skill target-
group workers. If less inequality in the distribution of the adverse effects of poor
economic performances is desired, this is a major benefit of SESP. One conse-
quence of this redistribution is that, even with a constant GNP, the number of
employed persons will increase as low productivity workers are substituted for

those with higher skills.
pive

Because of these effects of an employment stimulus-employment redistribution
policy such as SESP, the macro-economic relationships between changes in GNP,
the GNP gap, and the unemployment rate will be altered. In standard treatments,
policy-induced increases in aggregate demand are viewed as closing the gap by
increasing actual GNP toward some exogenously determined potential GNP.
However, as indicated above, the effect of SESP is to simultaneously increase
both actual and potential GNP, The shift in true potential induced by SESI
will not be captured in measured potential, however, so as a result, a SESP in-
duced increase in GNP will reduce the measured GNP gap by more than it reduces
the true gap.

Similarly, SESP will also alter the relationship between the measured GNP
gap and the unemployment rate. A SESP induced increase in GNP will be as-
~ociated with a larger increase (decrease) in employment (unemployment) than
is typlcally associated with general aggregate demand fnduced changes in GNP.
As a result, the rate of productivity increase as conventionally measured will
fall.

Consider the following accounting relationship, in which GNP, productivity
(A), employed capital (K), hours worked per week (H), labor force participa-
tion rate (L), are all measured as percentage rates of change:

d GNP=dA+ (1—x.)dK+x. (dH+S.dL—8,dU) (1)

U= —100 log (Emp/Lab. Force)~the unemployment rate, x. is the share of
labor, and S, is the ratlo of the skill level of newly employed workers to the
economy-wide average. Okun’s Law is a reduced form of (1) which states that
a 1 percentage point eyclical change in U is associated with a 3.2 percent
change in GNP. While a percentage point decrease in U is directly associated in
(1) with an increase in GNP equal to x.S. (approximately .7 of a percentage
point), cyclical changes in other determinants of GNP—namely, L, H, K, and A.
The partial derivative of each of these variables with respect to U is negative.
It is the sum of these effects that make up the difference between .7 and 3.2.

Because of the characteristics of SESP, there are at least 3 reasons why a
one percentage point change in U induced by, say, a targeted marginal stock
employment subsidy is not likely to increase GNP by 3.2 percentage points, First,
SESI-induced reduction in U will shift the composition of employment toward
low-gkill workers (i.e., those with S.<1). Indeed, the very purpose of a SESP
is to encourage firms to employ and to train workers who they would otherwise
not find it profitable to hire. The inevitable results of such substitution is to
reduce measured productivity, at least in the short run. And, while the training
and work experience received by the employed workers will manifest itself in
future increases in productivity, S. and |[dA/dU| will fall as these costs are
recorded in firm accounts.

Second, SESP measures encourage the hiring of part-time workers {especially,
if the'subsidy ig pald on the first'$N of earnings ag has been the case In the U.S.)
or the substitution of ‘additional workers for' incteased overtime of existing
workers., As a result, the response of H to changes in U will be smaller than
otherwise—|dH/dU| will fall.

Third, to the extent that the unskilled labor likely to be employed by SESP is
not complementary with capital services, as is likely, the utilization of capital
will not increase as much as in the case of an equivalent general demand stimulus
—|dK/aU| will fall.

Finally, because of the limited knowledge on behavioral responses, the effect
of SESP on |dL/dU| is unknown. On the one hand, SESP is designed to open
employment opportunitfes for low-skilled workers, which currently form a high
proportion of the discouraged worker, non-labor force participant category. On
the other, in the face of substantial measured unemployment of unskilled labor,
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a SESP may not generate as large an increase in labor force participation as an
equivalent reduction in U stimulated by a general expansion in demand.

Thus, at least during the period of adjustment following the initiation of a
well designed, non-trivial SESP, Okun's Law is likely to be repealed. This repeal
is a direct consequence of the fact that the primary objectives of SESP are to
increase employment and potential GNP and to distribute more fairly the costs
of high unemployment, from whatever source, and not to decrease the gap
between actual and potential GNP. The reduction in the Okun multiplier assoc-
iated with SESP is evidence that the policy is having the effects desired.

However, these effects do not come at zero cost. SESP is not easy to admin-
ister—surely more costly to administer than a general expansion of aggregate
demand. SESP of a marginal stock variety tends to give new and fast growing
firms and regions an advantage over those with static or contracting employment.
In general. SESP will encourage firms to absorb production which had been con-
tracted out, with an adverse effect on suppliers, many of which may have been
small enterprises. However, if small suppliers are more aware of the subsidy
or possess the flexibility to use it, increased contracting may result. Another
concern is that SESP may increase labor turnover, especially if it is temporary
or of the recruitment variety. Finally, SESP with narrowly defined target groups
(e.g., low income youth or welfare recipients) may result in the displacement
of equally disadvantaged workers who may have more central positions in family
units. The subsidized employment of a disadvantaged youth may have the
anoinalous result of disemploying his father,

Iv

The economic impacts of SESP which we have described will not develop {f
firms fall to change their behavior in response to the subsidy. In some past pro-
grams, that response has not been substantial. Most employers that hired work-
er eligible for the WIN and JOBS programs, for example, failed to apply for
the substdy to which they were entitled (Hamermesh). The administrative costa
required to secure the subsidy apparently weakened the employment incentive
for which they were designed. Further, because the subsidy adheres to specific
individuals, it may be viewed as a signal that the job applicant is likely to be a
low productive worker, and result in a reduced probability of employment for
target group workers.

The New Jobs Tax Credit has been in operation now for more than a year.
While a definitive assessment of its effect on employment and prices is not yet
possible, a preliminary evaluation can be made to gulde current decisions.

In theory, the NJTC should provide a major stimulus to employment, as firms
which typically hire part-time or part-year workers will find that the labor costs
of an expansion are cut nearly in half. However, the $100,000 limit on the
subsidy available to a single firm suggests that firms with more than 2,000
employees will not receive an employment incentive from NJTC. Hence, the
greatest impact of NJTC is likely to be on industries where medium sized firms
predominate and part-time part-year employment is common. The construction,
retalling, and wholesaling industries studied here fit this description.

Non-seasonally adjusted monthly data on employment and manhours in these
fndustries were regressed on seasonal dummies, trends on the dummies and
three year distributed lags of input prices and retail sales (or construction put
in place). The input prices are the gross employment (wage) costs borne by
employers (W) ; for construction the wholesale price of construction materials
(M) and for retailing the wholesale price of consumer finished goods (P); a
price index of materlals, business services and energy consumed by the distribu-
tion sector (Q); a price index of gasoline and electricity prices (G); and a
service price of capital which takes into account changes in excise tax, invest-
ment tax credits, and depreclation rules (R). With few exceptions, the lag struoc-
tures were freely estimated with each input price or price ratio being represented
by its contemporaneous value, and that of each of the previous 4 quarters and
4 half years.

A strong case can be made (especially in construction) that wages and man-
hours are simultaneously determined. Exogeniety tests were performed by enter-
ing future values of the wage rate into the equation (Sims). The hypothesis that
the coeflicients on this variable were zero was rejected strongly in construction
and weakly in retailing. Consequently, all models were estimated using two stage
least squares.
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The NJTC variable 1s an average over the past six months of the proportion
of firms (weighted by employees) that knew about the credit. It has a value of
.057 in June 1977 and rises at an average rate of .0425 per month reaching .343
in January 1978 and .572 in June 1978.

Table 1 presents our results. All of the NJTC coeflicients are positive and
significant in Models I and II, where input prices enter as ratios. When input
prices enter nominally (Models III and IV), the coefficients are smaller and
insignificant. Across all of the regressions the average NJTC employment stim-
ulus over the 12-month period from mid-1977 to mid-1978 (obtained by multi-
plring the average value of the NJTC variable over the year by the coefficlent)
ranges from 150,000-670,000. For these industries, total employment growth over
the period was 1.3 million. The Model III and IV estimates attribute at least
20-30 percent of the observed employment increase in these industries to NJTC.
These results are consistent with the observation that between 1977:II and
1978:II in both construction and retailing rates of employment growth have
substantially exceeded the rates of output growth. For example, while the
growth rate of construction put in place was 4.5 percent over this period, the
growth rate of employment was 8.2-9.9 percent that of manhours was 10.4 per-
cent. Even in retailing where cyclical increases in sales are typically handled
without hiring extra workers, employment growth—3.4 percent in household
data and 4.0 percent in establishment data—outpaced the 3.0 percent growth
of deflated retail sales.

The contrast between construction manhours and employment regressions s::3-
gests that the NJTC has, as preditced, caused a reduction in average hours ner
week. This result is consistent with the hours regressions run for the retail sub-
sectors reported in an earlier paper (Bishop, 1978).

In competitive industries like those studied, reduced marginal costs imply re-
duced prices. To test this relationship, the monthly rate of change of the retail
price was regressed on current and lagged changes in a number of industry cost
variables—wage rates, wholesale price of the product, the price of matreials,
services and energy consumed by the distribution sector, the rental price of capi-
tal, and excise taxes—the unemployment rate, seasonal dummies, and trends
on the seasonal dummies. Table 2 presents the coefficients on the first difference
of the NJTC variable described above. For non-food commodities and restaurant
meals, the retail trade margin is negatively and significantly related to the tim-
ing of NJTC knowledge. Between May and June 1978 non-food commodity
retail prices rose 4.73 percent while wholesale prices of nonfood consumer
tinished goods were rising 6.56 percent. This discrepancy of 1.83 percentage
points is quite close to the NJTC effect of 2.2 percent (.038:.572-100) estimated
by the preferred model (column 1). The obscrved decline in the margin is par-
tlcularly surprising given recent increases in the relative price of imported con-
sumer goods. (Imported products, it should be noted, are included in retail but
not wholesale price indexes.)

Among the sub-sectors, the pattern of cooficlents is consistent with a prior
expectations. For example, the large negative NJTC coefficients in the restaurant
fudustry equation suggests that in this low-skill intensive sector the 8-12 percent
policy-induced reduction in marginal costs resulted in a 1.1 percent decline in
output price during the 12 month period. Estimates for moderately wage inten-
sive retail industries (apparel, furniture) indicate that the 5-7 percent reduc-
tion in marginal costs induced here is associated with a smaller .5 percent reduc-
tion in prices over the period. On the other hand, the small margin, non-wage-
intensive retail food industry has a non-significant positive coeficient, reflecting
the fact that incremental employment in this sector tends to contribute more
to the quality than to the volume of output.

The final rows of the table indicate the reduction of consumer costs due to
NJITC-induced compression of the distribution margin implied by the equations.
The cost savings of $1.9-$3.6 billion can be compared with the expected 1977
credit claim of $1.5-$2.0 billion and the expected 1978 claim of $2.0-$3.5 billion.

These estimates, it should be noted, measure the impact of NJTC on that sec-
tor of the economy in which the largest response is expected. While it is possible
that across-industry displacements might result in NJTC reducing employment
and raising prices in industries not studled, this result would be surprising.
Further, while limited awareness of the existence of NJTC may have reduced
its measured effectiveness, a permanent credit may not have as large an effect as
a temporary program. A permanent credit would not induce firms to build up

34-840—79——10
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inventories, as NJTC may be doing. If in a permanent marginal NJTC, the
threshold of eligibility were revised periodically to reflect more recent employ-
ment experience, raising current employment will reduce the future expected
subsidy, thus inducing a smaller response.

No set of estimates based on the first 12 months of experience with a program
can be conclusive. Perhaps the NJTC variable is capturing other exogenous
forces inducing contemporaneous employment increases and price decreases in
the sectors studied. And, if that is the case, perhaps improved specifications would
reduce the impacts attributed here to NJTC. Longer or shorter lags, adding the
price of energy or a once and for all shift in the relationship during 1974 do
not, however, cause major reductions in the NJTC coefficients. There may be
other factors at work, however, Hence, the conclusion that the NJTC is having
effects on employment and prices must remain tentative until better data on more
periods of observation becomes available. However, it should be emphasized that
these estimates are based on a procedure that is more robust with respect to
assumptions on the impact of taxation changes than those used to estimate the
response of investment spending to taxation changes. The procedure in most in-
vestment studies is to imbed a multiplicity of tax provisions in a single rental
cost of capital variable, and the tests of impact are based on the magnitude and
significance of this variable. Such analyses are joint tests of the effect of cur-
rent and expected capital goods prices, financial market conditions, tax pro-
visions, and the validity of the forinula, and not of the policy change alone.

In sumn, then, the case for SES) is a strong one. Not only the level but also the
composition of employment are likely to be improved more by SESP than by an
equivalent increase in aggregate demand induced by a general stimulus. And, the
associated price increase is likely to be lower as NAIRU is shifted. If, as is tikely,
the Okun multiplier will be depressed by SESP, at least temporarily. this is
evidence that the policy is inducing the behavior for which it is designed. Using
the NJTC as an example, such employer hiring and price responses appear to be
in evidence. However, these responses are for a non-targeted program ; extrapola-
tion of magnitudes of effect estimated here to a targeted SESP would be incon-
sistent with the results of prior targeted programs.

TABLE 1, —IMPACT ON THE NJTC ON EMPLOYMENT IN CONSTRUCTION AND DIiSTRIBUTION

Sample—
i T i
1952-78:06 oLs 2sLs oLs 2sLs oLs 2SLS  Iv,25L8
EMPLOYMENT
Wholes:le and retail____. 10077  10.07% 10,039  10.101 0.076 0.064 0.051
Household data. ... ¢ 81’%{) §I 83{) ¢ 8?%7) C 3??9) ¢ 8319) C 8?31 y 032)
__________________ 1,043 108 3,044 1,047 5o 030 T 031

R .
e Eslabllshmanl data_. .019 019 . 020 . 020 . 021 .023 . 029
(. 0043) (. 0044) (.0043) (. 0045) (. 0041) (.0044) (. 0050)
Construction.._ _....... 3,168 1,196 . 115 . 166 .052
Household ... Con ( 0297) (‘3%3)
Constrction..._........ 044 1052
Establishment data....
MAN-HOURS

Construction.._....ooc.e .102
Establishment data...... 0

AVERAGE NJTC

NDUCED
EMPLOYMENT —IN
12 MO PER

PKRE (.EDI NG

JUNE 6,1978 (IN
THOUSANDS)

Househotd data__..._... 641 669 .-
Estabashment data____.. 412 412 o

.068 . 102
(.0153) [ 0155) (.0123)

.04 . 025 .007
.100 .103 .091
(.0291) (.0302) €.032)

565 410
154 255

The standard error of the coefficient and of the estimate are located beneath
the coefficlent.
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Model I: E=BcNITC+5IX+B:(W/P)+8:(R/P)+B.(Q/P) for retalling and
E=8y'NJTCH+8X+8(W/HM)+48:(R/M) for construction where
X is the vector of output lags, seasonal dummies and trends
Model I1: E=8'NJTC+£:.X+8:(W/P)+8:(R/P)+-p:(Q/P) +£(G/P)
Model I1I: E=Bo'NJTC+8: X +8:W-+8:R+4-8.0-+5:P for retailing and
=fo'NIJTC+ 8, X +8:W+8:R-+8Af for construction
Mogel I3V: Same as III except that distributed lags are limited to 1.5 rather
than 3 years.

TABLE 2.—IMPACT OF THE NJTC ON THE MARGIN BETWEEN RETAIL AND WHOLESALE PRICES

Coefficient on NJTC under alternati ve specifications

1 yr distributed lag

Trends on seasonals

6 mola 1 {r Iag.
) ) No trends trends rends
CPIl component With Q Without Q with Q with Q with Q
Food away from home. _............... 2 —0.036 * —-0,037 3 —0.032 * —0.033 1 0. 051
.013 012 .013 013 .018
- (.0017) (.0017) (.0017) (. 0018) (.0017)
Nonfood commodities. .. _..__.......... 1,038 3 —.038 1 —, 031 3 —-.038 ’— 049
¢ 86!2'0) < 031 ) C 8('32) ¢ &])go) ¢ 3(2130)
Food athome.. ... ...cccioiieene. . 051 041 . 051 . 051 011
.039 .038 .040 .038 . 059
n (. 0053) (. 0053) (. 0052) (.0052) (.0053)
Ali commodities. ... ....o.ooiaaoao.l —.018 —.019 —.013 -.018 —.036
.016 .016 .017 .016 .022
L (.0022) (.0022) (. 0023) (.0022) (.0022)
Reduction_in consumer costs between
June 1977 and June 1978 (in billions):
All commodity regression.......... 34 3.6 2.4 34 2.5
Disaggregated regressions.......... 2.8 3.3 1.9 2.8 2.3

1 The standard error of the coafficient 2nd the regression are located beneath tha coefficeint, models 1-4 estimated on
monthty datz 1953:03 to 1978.06. For model 5, samgle period ends 1978:01. Weights for Q are based on the 1957 input
ouput tab‘I’e‘. ‘t[l?clﬂd's gasoline, electricity, tetephones, containers, cellophane packaging, supplies, insurance, auto
fepair, and {egal fees.
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Senator HasgrLL. Thank you very much indeed. I would like to
defer to Senator Culver for a statement.

Senator CurLver. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I just wanted to take the opportunity to introduce to the com-
mittee Dr, Gary Fethke who is an associate professor at the college
of business administration at the University of Towa. We are very
proud of the work that you have done, Dr. Fethke, and we know
that vou have been recognized as somewhat of an expert on this gen-
eral subject of employment economic taxation, and we are aware that
ym:1 testified before this committee last year on the subject of tax
credit,

Senator Hasgerr. Thank you, Senator Culver. We look forward
to hearing from you, Dr. Fethke.

Please proceed.

STATEMENT OF GARY FETHKE, ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR OF
BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION, THE UNIVERSITY OF IOWA

Mr. Feruke. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I can briefly summarize
my remarks.

We have analyzed employment tax credits and looked at general
unrestricted employment credits for nearly 3 years, and I will list
what I consider to be their outstanding features and then make my
recommendations.

The employment tax credit, that is, the unrestricted employment
tax credit, possesses manf of the features that are attributed to a
general stimulus to overall demand. The advantage, I think, of the
employment tax credit, which makes it a nice complement to mone-
tary and fiscal policy, is that it does reduce critical costs. In many
instances, it takes the pressure off the price level and stimulates
demand at the same time. This is a very fortunate aspect of that
program.

Second, we have comguted the cost of employment tax credit pro-
grams and compared them with computations made by economists
and other experts, and it does appear that the employment tax credit
is a modest cost program. Specifically, the employment credit com-
pares very favorably with public service employment, general
reductions in income taxes, and increases in Government spending
in terms of job-creating performance and in its cost to Government
and to society.

Third, while the Treasury has expressed continuing fears of wind-
fall gain, this program does not possess the adverse aspects that man
credits do, and certainly it is not nearly as troublesome, as the wind-
fall aspects of the investment tax credit.



137

Fourth, the ervidence that we have been able to assess regarding
the quantitative impact of the existing new jobs program demon-
strates clearly that more needs to be done to advertise the short-term
programs to the targeted community, especially in this case where
the credit is targeted to the small business population.

Now, the administration is moving towars a targeted employment
credit aimed at the young unemployed members of the work force.
There are some goody reasons for considering this program and sug-
gestin% it. However, one has to come to grips with the reasons why
unemployed youths are, in fact, unemployed. There are two general
notions on this subject.

One argument is that youths experience very high job turnover.
When thely)r enter the labor force, they become dissatisfied with the
type of jobs that are available to them, the pay is low, and there are
so many ready alternatives offered them in terms of Government
transfer payments, unemployment compensation, and the like; conse-
quently, they leave jobs quickly. I think that a targeted employment
tax credit would not be immediately effective in stimulating jobs if
the cause of high unemployment is high turnover,

The other explanation-—and I am more attracted to this second
explanation—is that high unemployment among the young is cansed
by rigid wages which prohibit rapid clearing of the labor markets.
Minimum wages and large increases in payroil taxes, among other
things, have made this situation worse. In short, there is excess supply
of low-skilled workers in the economy. A targeted credit will be effec-
tive in eliminating this problem and will have a very desirable short-
term immediate impact on the economy.

Now, the question that comes up is whether we ought to move at
this time from the unrestricted new jobs credit to a targeted employ-
ment tax credit. My general fecling is that we should not do this. I
think that there are good reasons to argue that we can modify the
existing new jobs credit and make it an effective, short-term stimulus
to the targeted population without greatly changing its structure.

As currently structured, the new jobs credit already favors the
employment of low-paid workers of all ages. This preference can be
increased, for example. by raising the maximum credit against the
FUTA base. The idea being, that since the program does favor low-
wage workers, we can provide an even larger credit to low-wage
workers and let employers decide how to hire. I think they will hire
in the right direction. In this regard, Dr. Robert Eisner has made some
suggestions before this committee about how some modest changes can
be made in the new jobs credit to make it more suitable for the targeted
population.

A critical point is that for any fiscal program to be effective. the
heneficiaries must be aware of that prearam’s existence and benefits.
The new jobs tax credit is aimed at the small business community
which cannot be expected to acauire and assimilate information abont
Government programs as quickly as the more concentrated sector, If
we move at this time from the new jobs credit. which does contain a
number of desirable features possessed by the proposed targeted credit,
we are going to lose the stock of information that has already been
acquired by the small business community. I think it makes little sense
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to discard an incentive scheme that shows much promise, and has
many of the desirable features of the targeted credit and, by so doing,
increase the present problems in the business community. .

In summary, based on our research, the employment tax credit is a
useful addition to the arsenal of monetary and fiscal policies. It favors
unskilled employees and small businesses, and if the Congress judges
this group s deserving, I see no compelling reason to move from the
new jobs credit to the targeted credit, but, instead, suggest a slight
modification in the structure of the existing program.

Thank you very much.

Senator HaskeLL. Thank you, Dr. Fethke, very much indeed. -

Do you think we should keep the present jobs credit, which seems
to be working, but with some modifications, and then have a scparate
new targeted credit

Do you see anything wrong with this as a potential solution?

Mr. Feruxe. I basically agree with that approach. I think that the
structure of the credit now has many of the requirements of the tar-
geted credit. I think we have seen some success, and I would not argue
that it should be replaced at this time.

I basically agree with your approach.

Senator HaASKELL. \Ve{l, thanks to both of you. I appreciate both of

your being here.
[The prepared statements of the preceding panel follow:]

STATEMENT OF JoHN H, BisHOP, RESEARCH ASSOCIATE, INSTITUTE FOR RESEARCH
oN PovFR1Y, UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN

My name is John Bishop. I am an economist at the Institute for Research on
Poverty and co-principal investigator of a study on the Potential of Wage Sub-
sidies funded by the Employment and Training Administration of the Depart-
ment of Labor. My testimony however, does not necessarily reflect the views
of either of these organizations.

Let me begin by thanking Chairman Haskell and the members of the subcom-
mittee for inviting me to testify on how best to design a marginal or targeted
private sector employment incentive. ‘

In the short time I have I will not be able to offer all the details I would
like. I refer you to my written testimony for a more extensive discussion.

My testimony will have three parts: (1) A description of the results of my
econometric study of the impact of the existing marginal Employment Tax Credit
on employment and pricing in the construction and distribution industries. (2) A
discussion of some of the design issues surrounding Targeted Employment Tax
Credits like the one proposed by the Administration. The third part will consist
of a menu of preferred policy alternatives.

THE LIKELY IMPACT OF THE EMPLOYMENT TAX CREDIT

Key features of the Employment Tax Credit are that it is (a) a fixed propor-
tion of earnings up to'a rather low maximum, (b) marginal and (c¢) temporary.
Each of these features has important consequences. The first feature focuses the
employment stimulus on low wage, part-time, part-year workers, a group that
current suffers from very high unemployment rates. The second feature, that
it is based on a threshold employment level deflned by last year's emplorment,
makes possible & high rate of subsidy at low cost to the treasury. In the process
it restructures the relationship between the marginal and average costs of exist-
ing firms and between the average costs of new and existing firms. The third
feature, that it expires at the end of 1978 and it has an eligibility threshold that
is uprdated each year to reflect last year's change in employment, tends to make
the Employment Tax Credit an “automatic destabilizer.”
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Employment

The first cruclal feature of the New Jobs Tax Credit (NJTC) is that it is paid
on only the first $4,200 of earning of cach extra worker. Amongst full-time, full-
vear workers the NJTC, therefore, works to the advantage of low-wage workers
because the proportionate subsidy of their wages is greater. The NJTC also tends
to provide a proportionately larger subsidy of part-time and part-year workers
and should consequently stimulate part-time and temporary employment.

There are countless ways in which firms can make use of additional workers.
Manufacturing firms can put idle equipment back into production or put on a
second shift. Retail firms can open new stores, stay open longer hours, or increase
the number of sales personnel on the floor.

Inflation

The Job Tax Credit lowers the firms costs. The more a small firm expands the
more its costs will decline. With lowered production costs the firm can afford to
cut prices to generate the extra sales necessary to keep the extra workers busy.

In the study that is available to you as part of my written testimony, I have
conducted an econometric test of effects of the Jobs Tax Credit on employment,
hours worked per week and prices of the construction and distribution industries.
Employment was specified to be a function of a time trend, seasonal dummies for
each month, trends on the seasonal dummies and a three year distributed lag on
sales, wage rates, materials prices and the implicit rental cost of capital. The
variable testing for an effect of the Jobs Tax Credit is an average over the past
six months of the proportion of irms (weighted by employees) that knew about
the credit. The sample period starts in the first year for which all data is avail-
able and extends to either March or April 1978.

Results of the study

Statistically significant increases in employment are found to have occurred
in construction and retailing in response to the credit, Tho two stage least squares
estimates imply the credit by March 1978 had induced an 8 percent increase in
employment in counstruction and a 2 to 3 percent increase in retailing. For the
industries studied the total increase in employment seems to be 400,000 plus or
minus 200,000. Regressions predicting hours worked per week find that average
hours per week in retailing are now 1 to 2 percent below what would have been
predicted in the absence of the Jobs Tax Credit. The most startling finding is
that there has been a decline in the margin between the retail and manufac-
{urer's wholesale price of commodities the timing of which coincides with the
operation of the Jobs Tax Credit. The point estimates derived from the price
equations imply that in April 1978, the consumer price index for commodities was
slightly less than one perceutage point lower than it would otherwise have been.

Other evidence

The fact that new firms receive a subsidy on all their workers rather than just
a few will give them a cost advantage, even though the subsidy per worker is
half the standard amount. In competitive industrics the 1 to 4 percent reduction
in costs this credit will produce may be a significant stimulus to the formation
of new firms. The unprecedently large number of new incorporations and a
massive 400,000 increase in the number of self-employed workers between April/
Mas(" 1977 anéd April/May 1978 may in some measure be due to the Jobs Tax
Credit.

Because of the $100,000 cap on the tax credit, small and medium sized firms
are—relative to their size—benefited more than large firms. If the smart money
on Wall Street were to expect an extension of the capped credit, it would be
rational to switch ones investments from large firms into small fast growing
firms. Here again the behavior of stock prices is consistent with the hyothesis.
For almost a year the NASDAQ and AMEX indexes have been out performing
the DOW and New York Stock Exchange indexes.

To sum up all five of the hypothesized effects of a Jobs Tax Credit seem to be
occurring. Employment, new firm formation and NASDAQ stock prices have
risen above predicted levels. Hours worked per week and prices have fallen below
predicted levels. Alternative explanations for each of the phenomena are avail-
able so there is no way to be certain the Job Tax Credit is the cause. The JTO
hypothesis does, however, have the advantage of being the only single story
that simultaneousty explains all five events.
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The targeted employment taz credit

Now let me make a few comments upon The Targeted Employment Tax Credit
the Admirnistration has proposed. Given the budget constraint imposed in the
planning process, it is a well designed credit and should provide a major stimulus
to the employment of low income youths and handicapped workers. The require-
ment that the youth come from a family with income below 709% of the regional
lower living standard targets the job stimulus on exactly the people who need
the belp. It is important that the period over which income is measured be at
least 6 months long. Substitution of a length of unemployment eligibility require-
ment would not target the credit nearly as well. Eligibility determination is
located in the correct place, CETA offices. It would be a mistake to require indi-
viduals to deal with & welfare agency to get certified. A low rate of subsidy that
lasts for a long period of time is much better than a high rate of subsidy that
lasts a shorter period of time,

The only flaw in the TETC is the exclusion of the heads of low income families
with children from eligibility. A similar credit is being considered for welfare
recipients. A job stimulus should not be conditioned on applying for welfare.
Many people find applying for and receiving welfare to be demeaning. Limiting
the TETC to youth and AFDC recipients might create an incentive for marriages
to split apart. If the TETC certification is associated in employers minds with
being a welfare recipient, certification may carry a stigma that may cause em-
ployers to avoid hiring the target group.

Should the jobs tad credit be extended?

In my view a modified version of the credit should be extended for another
four years. Two modifications are absolutely essential :

(1) The cap must be taken off. This can be done by setting a cap of $100.000
or 20 percent of the Employers FUTA wage base whichever is higher.

(2) The firm must not be able to reduce its threshold of eligibility next year
by purposely reducing employment this year. A simple extension of the current
Jobs Tax Credit would give firms an incentive to reduce employment in 1979
in order to increase the credit the firm is eligible for in 1980. There are two ways
of avoiding this:

(a) Make the threshold that will apply in 1979, 1980, 1981 and 1982 a function
of the firm's 1977 and 1978 FUTA wage base. The thresholds that will apply in
these years could be specified as respectively 105, 107, 109 and 111% of the 1977/
78 average FUTA wage base. The subsidy of a firms' expansion would not be
once and for all; it would 1ast as long as the expansion was maintained. As a
result this method of defining the threshold implies that the rate of subsidy would
be progressively reduced to somewhere around $1000 per worker. .

(b) Alternatively the threshold can be set as some percentage of the largest
of the firms post 1978 FUTA wages. The stimulative effect of such a credit will
tend to diminish when the economy heads into a recession. It would be desirable
to make yearly adjustments in the location of the threshold relative to previous
peak employment. Within a range specified by Congress, the President would
set the threshold for the year on January 1st and Congress could then modify or
veto this thresholdas it saw fit.

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE EMPLOYMENT TAx CREDIT OF THE TAX REDUCTION AND
SIMPLIFICATION AcT OF 1977: ImMPacTs UrPON THE CONSTRUCTION AND DISTRIBU-
TION INDUSTRIES

(By John Bishop, research assnciate, Institute for Research on Poverts,
University of Wisconsin-Madison)

NoTF.—The research reported here was supported by funds from MPRE Grant
No. 51-55-73-04 from the Employment and Training Administration of the
Department of Labor, and by funds granted to the Institute for Research on
Poverty of the University of Wisconsin-Madison by the Department ol Health,
Education, and Welfare pursuant to the provisions of the Economic Opportunity
Act of 1964. The views expressed are the author’'s and do not necessarily repre-
sent the position of the Employment and Training Administration or other fung-
ing agencies.

This paper examines the effect of the Employment Tax Credit of the 1977 Tax
Reduction and Simplification Act on employment demand and the pricing policies
of the construction, trucking, wholesaling and retail sectors of the economy.
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Employing 22.7 million workers in 1976 these industries provided 26% of the
nations jobs and 27% of the hours worked by persouns engaged in production,

Despite their importance and the availability of reasonably good monthly data
on input and output prices, wages, employment, hours worked and the sales or
output of these industries, time series studies of employment demand have
neglected these industries. A large share of the nations low earnings workers are
employed in these industries. Average earnings in the retail sector are two thirds
the national average. Construction earnings are only slightly lower than the
national average but the variance is high. In 1970 45% of teenagers, 219 of
black males, and 23% of women were employed in these industries.

Because the lives of capital equipment are short and rates of labor turnover
are high, the responsiveness of construction and distribution to tax policy in-
duced changes in input prices may be speedier than in the rest of the economy.
The Employment Tax Credit places a $100,000 cap on the amount of subsidy
each firm may receive. As a result it is in industries dominated by small and
medium sized firms like construction and the distribution sector where one
would expect a response to the Employment Tax Credit if there is one.

The major finding of this paper is that the data are consistent with the hypoth-
esis that firms in the construction and distribution industries have responded to
the Employment Tax Credit by increasing employment especlally of part time
workers and reducing prices. The point estimates of the increase in employment
that the credit had stimulated by March 1978 generally lie in the neighborhood
of 400,000 with a band of uncertainty of plus or minus 180,000. A 400,000 job
stimulus is roughly one third of the growth {n employment these industries were
experiencing between April 1977 and April 1978, Point estimates of the decline
in the margin between the retail price of commodities and@ manufacturers whole-
sale prices suggest that by April 1978 the credit had reduced consumer prices
index for commodities by slightly less than one percentage point.

The first section of the paper outlines the problem that employment subsidies
are designed to address and describes the structure of the currently operating
marginal employment incentive, Section 2 discusses how a firm should respond to
such an incentive and selects three hypotheses for testing at the industry level
in the later sections of the paper. Section 3 describes the estimating equations
and hypothesis testing methodology. Section 4 reviews the data and Section §
presents the results.

1. BACKGROUND

Over the last seven years overall unemployment has averaged 6.29, nonwhite
unemployment 10.6%, and teenage unemployment 16.8%. The unemployment
rates of young high-school dropouts have been especlally high. In March 1976,
the most recent data available, high-school dropouts aged 16-24 were experiencing
a 20.7% unemployment rate if they were white and a 34.49 rate if they were
nonwhite. This discouraging unemployment record has led both economists and
politicians to search for new ways to stimulate the employment of inexperienced
and dissdvantaged workers. A Tecent paper by Martin Baily and James Tobin
suggest that by focusing the employment stimulus on the lower skilled less ex-
perienced workers that it may be possible to lower the rate of unemployment at
which inflation accelerates (NATRU).

One approach is to expand public service employment for the youthful un-
skilled workers. The cost per job created, however, is high; and it is in any case
doubtful that in the long run public service employment results in large net addi-
tions to total employment. An additional problem is that the public sector is
highly skill intensive. The proportion of workers with at least one year of col-
lege 18 twice as high in the public as in the private sector (459 versus 229).

These difficulties have led to programs whose objective is to create additional
Jobs for unskilled and inexperienced workers in the private sector. WIN and
JOBS are examples of programs that have attempted to induce the private sector
to hire the disadvantaged by offering employers a subsidy to hire workers in their
target groups. They have not, however, proved very effective.

Most employers that hire target group workers for which a subsidy is available
neglect to even apply for the money (Hammermesh, 1977). The paper work in-
volved in applying for the subsidy seems to have prevented the financial incen-
tive components of these programs from having & major impact. A further dis.
advantage of this approach seems to be that the subsidy adheres to specific in-
dividuals. Employers may feel that eligibility for the subsidy signals that the
job applicant is likely to be a low productivity worker—leading to the paradox
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that the programs may in fact lower the subsidized worker's chances of getting
a good job.

A third approach is to subsidize employment generally. First purposed by
Nicholas Kaldor in 1936, this approach has more recently been refined and ana-
Iyzed by Fethke and Willlamson (1976) and Kesselmann, Williamson, and
Berndt (1977). These analyses suggest that by paying the subsidy only for in-
creases in employment over a threshold level based on a firm's past employment—
that is, a so-called marginal employment subsidy—it is possible to achieve rather
large increases in employment at rather limited cost to the government. Independ-
ently, several influential members of Congress (Senator Bentsen and Representa-
tives Conable and Ullman among them) were thinking along similar lines and in-
troduced bills implementing this marginal employment subsidy approach.

President Carter’s January 1977 tax reduction recommendations contained a
nonmarginal wage bill tax credit. The House Ways and Means Committee sub-
stituted a marginal employment subsidiy for the President’s proposal, which,
after being somewhat modified by the Senate, was passed and signed into law as
part of the Tax Reduetion and Simplification Act of 1977.

This law provides businesses a tax credit against corporate or personal income
tax liability for expansions in employment in 1977 or 1978.

The credit is 50 percent of the increase in each employer’'s wage base under
the Federal Unemployment Tax Act (FUTA) above 102 percent of that wage
base in the previous year. The FUTA base for a year consists of wages paid up
to $4.200 per employee. ...

The employer’s deduction for wages Is reduced by the amount of the credit.
Therefore, although the maximum gross credit for each new employee is $2,100,
the effective credit ranges from $1,808 (for a taxpayer in the 14-percent tax
bracket) to $630 (for a taxpayer in the 70-percent bracket).

The total amount of the credit has four limitations: (1) the credit cannot he
more than 50 percent of the increase in total wages paid by the employer for the
year ahove 1039, of the previous year, (2) the credit must be no more than
25% of the current year's FUTA wages, (3) the credit for a year cannot exceed
$100,000 and (4) the credit cannot exceed the taxpayer’s tax liability. Credits
which exceed tax liability for a year may be carried back for 3 years and car-
ried forward for 7 gears. (Joint Committee on Taxation, 1977).

The requirement that the total wages paid rise by at least 5% Is designed to
insure that the Employment Tax Credit is based on actuat increases in employ-
ment rather than artificial increases in unemployment insurance wages (for
example, an employer could increase unemployment insurance wages by dividing
full-time jobs into part-time or part-year jobs). The requirement that the credit
not exceed 25% of FUTA wages limits the amount of credit that new and rapidly
expanding businesses can recelve. (An extra 10¢, subsidy of the first $4,200 for
each worker is available for hiring handicapped workers, with no limit on the
total amount of subsidy. This paper does not analyze the effects of the credit for
the handicapped.)

2. THE LIKELY IMPACT OF THE EMPLOYMENT TAX CREDIT

Key features of the Employment Tax Credit are that it is (a) a fixed propor-
tion of earnings up to a rather low maximum, (b) marginal and (c¢) temporary.
Each of these features has important consequences. The first feature focuses the
employment stimulus on low wage, part-time, part-year workers, a group that
currently suffers from very high unemployment rates. The second feature, that it
is based on a threshold employment level defined by last year's employment,
makes possible a high rate of subsidy at low cost to the treasury. In the process
it restructures the relationship between the marginal and average costs of exist-
ing firms and between the average costs of new and existing firms, The third
feature, that it expires at the end of 1978 and it has an eligibility threshold that
is updated each year to reflect last year’s change in employment, tends to make
the Employment Tax Credit an “automatic destabilizer.”

Employment

The first crucial feature of the New Jobs Tax Credit (NJTC) is that it is
paid on only the first $4,200 of earning of each extra worker. Amongst full-time,
full-year workers the NJTC, therefore, works to the advantage of low-wage
workers because the proportionate subsidy of their wages is greater. The NJTC
also tends to provide a proportionately larger subsidy of part-time and part-year
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woykers and should consequently stimulate part-time and temporary employment.

Since members of minority groups, women, and tecenagers predominate in
all three types of employment—low wage, part-time, and part-year—the NJTC
should provide a major stimulus to their employment. This is generally thought
to be desirable because it will target the employment stimulus on groups that
currently experience very high rates of unemployment.

Price inflation

The impact of the marginal employment subsidy on the pricing policies of firms
is of major importance, If the subsidy is immediately passed on to consumers, the
employment stimulus will be larger because the lower price will cause an expan-
sion in demand for real output. This once and for all reduction in the price of
output will also temporarily reduce inflation. How large these effects will be
depends on how firms set prices.

Tax incidence theory tells us that the size of the price reduction induced by
the subsidy depends upon the nature of the market and slopes of the demand
aud supply curves. Deflning industry demands as Ps=B-+4-bQ.b<0, and the supply
curve as P,=A+aQ-8,a>0,8<0, the impact of a subsidy (S) on price in a
competitive industry is dP/dS=d/b-a. An industry's long run supply curve de-
pends on the average costs of production of new entrants and the incremental
total costs of expansion by existing firms. If there are no factors specific to the
industry (i.e, the price of factors supplied to the industry does not depend on
that industry’'s output), the long run supply curve should be quite flat (a=0).
Thus, except for agriculture and mining, dP/dS should be closer to 1 than to
zero. In the long run, shocks to demand should have only minor effects on prices;
and changes in costs of production will be passed on to the consumer almost
completely. Thus, in the long run prices will behave as if they were set accord-
ing to a standard markup on normal average costs.

Normal average cost pricing is also a popular theory of short run pricing
behavior and currently predominates in certain lines of econometric work on
inflation (Nordhause 1974). For competitive industries like retailing and services,
the basis for using this theory to predict short term pricing behavior is that
rates of entry and exit are very high and that, since most firms operate sub-
stantial excess capacity, marginal costs do not increase as sales rise. For olio-
gopolistic industries, the primary theoretical justification for firms administra-
tively setting prices according to a normal average cost rule is limit price theory.
According to this theory an oligopolistic industry’s price is set in order to fore-
stall or minimize entry of new competitors into the industry. It is, therefore, set
below the average costs of new entrants and adjusted up or down as these costs
change. To the extent that changes in the normal average costs of existing firms
approximate changes in the costs of entry, normal average costs will be good
predictors of short term pricing hehavior.

A permanent Employment Tax Credit with a fixed threshold changes the
relationship between the average costs of existing firms and the average costs
of new entrants, The fact that new firms receive a subsidy on all their workers
rather than just a few will give them a cost advantage, even though the subsidy
per worker is balf the standard amount. Existing firms that choose to expand
by bringing out a new product line or opening an establishment to serve a new
market will also have a cost advantage over firms that are already serving that
market. The New Jobs Tax Credit causes the limit price that will forestall entry
to determine by substantially more than the decline in average costs of existing
firms. .

Because they lack an established reputation with customers, have inex-
perienced managers, and need to start from seratch in recruiting and training
a labor force, new firms compete at a substantial disadvantage. The advantage
that & permanent Employment Tax Credit would give new firms are not likely
to outwelgh these disadvantages completely. When the costs of energy, materials,
and capital are included, the cost advantage (at current levels) is only 2% in
manufacturing, 1.5¢% in retailing, and 8-49% in services. Relative to the current
environment, however, it could be expected to provide an important stimulus to
the formation of new firms and the expansion of small ones.

A permanent Employment Tax Credit with a fixed threshold and no upper
imit on the subsidy per firm might therefore, reduce prices by more than it
reduces the average costs of existing firms. It is hard to say, however, whether
the temporary and constrained credit of the 1977 Tax Reduction and Simplifica-
tion Act will have any substantial impact nn prices.
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The $100,000 maximum on the per firm credit limits the size of the subsidized
expansion to 48 workers for existing irms and 96 for new firms. The expiration
date means that a new firm cannot plan on receiving a subsidy for more than
th_e first two years (i.e., for a maximum of 192 workers). As a result, the credit
will be of only minor help to entrants into industries with scale economies that
require firms to employ many more than that. Almost 509 of all private wage
and salary workers are in firms that employ more than 500 workers. However,
in many cases the large firms compete directly with small firms in certain seg-
ments of their business. The NJTC should be more effective in such situations.
Computer software, auto parts manufacture, and steel wholesaling and fabrica-
tion are examples of this type of industry. In these markets the cost advantage
of small but growing firms is likely to product a major reduction in prices and
reduce the larger firms share of the market.

The fact that permanent increases in employment receive an ETC subsidy
only in the first year also lowers its Impact on average costs of production over
a 10-year horizon. This feature will limit the credit’s effect in lowering the entry
forestalling price. It also means, however, that the potential entrant can be sure
he will get the credit even if his attempt at entry fails. If he fails to make
profits, the credit (which can be carried forward for seven years) is still worth
something to potential purchasers of the business.

Employment stability

The temporary nature of the credit is likely to increase year-to-year variations
in the number of workers a firm employs and increases the cyclical instability
of aggregate employment. The credit is set to expire at the end of 1978. Since
employers cannot be sure it will be extended, the expiration date creates incen-
tives for firms to reduce order backlogs, to build up inventorles, and to under-
take deferred general maintenance of plant and equipment before the end of
1978. Inducing firms to produce now rather than later may help the economy
recover from the 1975/76 recession, but it may also create a recession in 1979.
The high unemployment rates of unskilled and inexperienced workers are not a
temporary phenomenon. They existed before the recession and are likely to
remain with us until long-term remedies are found and implemented.

Even if it becomes a permanent part of the tax law, the ETC is temporary in
the sense that permanent increases in employment produce a credit only in the
initlal year. The yearly updating of the threshold means that some firms will
find it optimal to contract employment as much as possible every other year in
order to maximize the size of the firm's tax credit in the following year. Alter-
nately expanding and contracting employment in successive years will maxi-
mize the firm's receipts of tax benefits from the credit, it will also increase the
level of frictional unemployment. .

A permanent Employment Tax Credit with yearly updated -eligibility
thresoldsh would have a strong tendency to increase cyclical employment insta-
bility. During a recovery from a recession most firras will be eligible for the
credit, leading to an accentuation of the normal cyclical recovery by the credit-
induced inventory building and substitution of labor for materials and capital.
Instead of increasing output by scheduling more overtime, firms will have extra
workers. Laying them off later will no longer be an unattractive option because
of the threshold feature of the credit. .

A dramatic turnaround occurs when a cyclical peak has been reached. As
extra workers become harder to obtain and the growth rate of demand slackens,
more and more firms will not meet the employment growth target of 2%, lose
their eligibility for subsidy and, therefore, end the temporary changes in labor
intensity and inventory accumulation induced by the subsidy. Other firms will
find that, since their feasible growth of employment is now small, the advantages
of receiving the subsidy for which they are eligible this year are outweighed by
the advantages of increasing the amount of subsidy they will be eligible for next
vear. Like the firms that lose their eligibility involuntarily, these firms will cut
back employment and run down their inventory. Since most firms will be going
on and off the credit at similar points in the business cycle, a permanent credit
with thresholds updated yearly will accentuate booms and worsen recessions—
constituting a “built in destabilizer.”

Apparently aware of these problems, congressional planners seem to be plan-
ning to manipulate the credit to achieve counter-cyclical objectives. Attempting
to manipulate an instrument that is fnherently a built-in destabilizer to achieve
stabilization is, however, tricky business—especlally for a political institution

like Congress.
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The inherently destabilizing feature is the yearly updating of the threshold.
Destabilizing effects can thus only be avoided by establishing and adhering to
firm-specific subsidy thresholds. Changes in a firm’s threshold from year to year
should not be under the influence of the firm.

The hypotheses

The list of ways in which the NJTC may be changing firm behavior 18 quite
long. For example : .

(1) Work that used to contracted out such as cleaning, maintenance, ac-
counting, etc., may now be profitably done internally.

" (2) If it can be done by new hiring, deferred maintenance should be completed
before January, 1979.

(8) Where manufacturing firms have low wages and high turnover, there
should be a build up of finished goods inventory.

(4) Large firms that are no longer subsidized on the margin by NJTC may
contract work out to firms that are eligible for NJTO and the negotiated price
for that work may be lower as a result.

{(5) Groups of workers that were avoided because of their high turnover rates
may now become especially desirable.

In the empirical work only three hypotheses will be examined, however:

(1) Employment will rise; -

(2) Hours worked per week will fall;

(3) Prices will fall.

Behavior wilt change only if the firm is aware of the subsidy and can increase
its tax credit by increasing employment. Small firms tend to be unaware of the
credit (only 30% of 1-10 employee firms had heard of {t by February 1978).
Firms with over 2000 employees will generally have hit the $100,000 cap without
having to change their behavior. Consequently industries dominated by medium
sized@ irms should respond more than industries composed wholly of either small
or large firms.

Specification

In a world of perfect information, no inventory and zero adjustment costs,
the firm would have and be able to achieve an ideal level of employment and
scheduled hours of work per week that would solely be a function of the current
level of sales and the prices of output and each input. In a world of imperfect
information, inventory holding, and adjustment costs, the firms optimal employ-
ment and hours in period ¢ depends upon the realized level of employment in
period t—1 and upon anticipated levels of sales and input prices in both current
and future perlods.

E=1 (82 50 & Brn) (1

8, W, P, and Q denote sales, wages, output prices, and input prices respec-
tively and the e superscript denotes a vector of anticipations of future values
based on all information available up to time ¢.

When the observable lagged values of 8, W, P, and Q are used in an estimating
equation, lag distributions will vary not only because adjustments to different
stimuli take different amounts of time but also because the expectation formation
process for each variable will have different lag structures.

Since the information set used to predict future values of a particular variable
may include other variables in the model, coeficients on lagged values of sales
or wages may not follow a regular pattern. The primary objective of this study
is to obtain unbiased measures of the Employment Tax Credit’s impact on
employment and prices. Imposing regularity conditions on the lag structure
might bias our estimates of the ETC’s effect. Consequently, estimating tech-
niques are employed that produce free estimates of the lag structure,

Since E¢.;, Ecs . . ., etc. are themselves a function of lagged values of S. W.
P and Q, we may substitute it out of the equation. Since expectations about P
may be formed very differently than expectations about W and Q the most
general way to write our equation in terms observable contemporaneous and

lagged values is
E.=f1(S, W, P, Q).u. (2)

The bar denotes a vector containing current and lagged velues of the variable.
Econometric studies of labor demand often estimate their models under some
rather strong maintained hypotheses. Many of these hypotheses have recently



146

received severe criticlsm. Clark and Freeman have demonstrated that the con-
straint that the real capital prices have as large positive impact on employment
demand as the negative effect of real wages i3 rejected for manufacturing. Con-
straints requiring identical lag structures across variables have also been found
to be inconsistent with the data (Sims, Clark and Freeman).

Estiamtes of systems of demand equations that have included materials, and
energy inputs typlcally reject the weak separability of materials and energy
from capital and labor (Berndt and Wood, Gallop). This implies that the
correct specification of a labor demand function contains the prices of materials
and energy. Since the prices of materials may be correlated with capital prices
or wages, estimates of labor demand functions derived from a value added
production specification are likely to be biased.

A number of other potentially troublesome maintained hypotheses will be
tested. The hypotheses to be tested relate to the exogeneity of industry sales
and wage rates in regressions predicting employment, Sims has shown that
under farily general conditions that a test of the hypothesis that coefficients on
future values of the wage rate or sales are all zero can be regarded as a test
of the hypothesis that the equation is in fact a structural equation. Rejection
of this hypothesis will be taken as evidence for simultaneity, and the equation
will be reestimated using two stage least squares. Potential exogeneity problems
with the price of output are eliminated by treating P as a function of nominal
input prices and solving P out of the model.

Our models were estimated under two alternative sets of maintained hypo-
theses. The relative wage model assumes that the information set used in
generating expectations about future input price ratios is limited to current and
Iagged information about input price ratios. This specification implies that a
simultaneous 5% increase in all input prices will leave current and all future
employment levels unchanged. While the tests for exogeneity that were applied
to this model were rejected for some industries, there was no attempt to apply
2 SLS using this model because it would have involved simultaneously instru-
menting all input prices.

The second somewhat more general specification is the “nominal input price
model.” Using nominal input prices as regressors rather than price ratios means
we are dropping the assumption that the information set is limited to input price
ratios. Firms are certainly aware of the history of nominal prices. Rational be-
havior implies that expectation formation take into account the noise to signal
ratlo of a series. This implies that the time pattern of response to each nominal
input price should be estimated separately. In this model we choose not to im-
pose the constraint that the coefficlents on input prices sum to zero, because errors
in measurement in the rental price of capital and price indexes for consumable
materials and business services are likely to be larger than errors in measure-
ment in wholesale prices and wage rates. (Especially in the disaggregated retail
industry models.) Imposing this ¢onstraint would increase the transmission of
an error in variables bias to the wage coefficients. (Clark and Freeman demon-
strate this for simple cases.) If we are wrong, and the constraint should have
been imposed, we lose efficiency only.

Since the primary purpose of the paper is to provide a powerful test of the
effects of the ETC, the specification of this varlable is important. The effect of
the tax credit is likely to be very diffezent from the effect of an equivalent
change in the wage rate. The ETC is capped, temporary, marginal, and requires
the firm have tax liability to receive benefits. In February 1978 more than half
of all firms were unaware the credit existed and many of those that had heard
of it wrongly thought themselves to be ineligible.

In February 1978 a Census Bureau survey asked a large sample of firms
whether they had heard of the tax credit and if so when they heard of it. Large
firms were much more likely to have heard of the credit and to have heard of
it immediately after its passage in May 1977. Using the distributions of employ-
ment in retailing by employment size class in the 1972 Enterprise Statistics, the
proportion of retall employees in firms that knew about the credit were estimated
for each month of 1977 and 1978. Firms employing more than a thousand workers
were excluded from this calculation.

It was assumed that once a firm knows tbout the credit its response to the
credit is distributed over the following six months. The Employment Tax Credit
variable is therefore an average over the past six months of the proportion of
firms (welghted by employees) that knew about the credit. The firms that re-
ported hearing of the credit before it was passed were assumed to have waited
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until passage before responding. Defining the ETC variable in this way means
that desipte the fact that the House passed a bill with the credit in early March,
we are assuming that anticipation of the credit was not responsible for any
part of the spring 1977 upswing in employment.

The ETC variable has a value of .057 in June 1977, and rises at an average
rate of .0424 per month. By March 1978 it has achieved the value of .485. Multi-
plying the coeficient on ETC by .435 provides our estimate of the effect of the
«credit on the March 1978 value of a dependent variable.

Note that this specification implies while the credit might have had important
impacts on the level of employment in November and December, 1977, we are
assuming that almost the entire impact of the credit on the average level of
employment will occur in 1978 rather than 1877.

Results

Relative input price model regressions using three year distributed lags on
sales, wages, the rental rate on capita, and materials input prices are presented
in Table 2. Corresponding nominal input price model regressions are presented
in Table 4. The two stage least squares results for construction and retall aggre-
gates are presented in Table 5. All the results reported are for models estimated
with data transformed to correct for serial correlation of residuals. The estimate
of , used to correct the data is presented in the second to last coluian of the
‘tables. The Durbin Watson statistic is for the regression using the transformed
-data and Is therefore a test for second order serial correlation of the residuals.

For construction the output variable is construction put In place deflated by
an interpolated NIA deflator for structures. For the retail industry aggregate
output is defined as retail sales deflated by the consumer price index for com-
modities. Industry specific output measures for the disaggregated segments of
the retall industry are retail sales for that segment of the industry deflated by
the appropriate components of the CPI. For trucking it is a seasonally adjusted
index of the volume of general freight hauled by Class T and II common carrlers
of property. For wholesaling we use the sales of merchant wholesalers deflated
by the consumer price index for commodities. For trucking and wholesaling only
partial coverage of the industries is provided by these indices. The data on em-
ployment and hours are obtained from separate samples of firms than the data
on retall or wholesale sales. When industry subaggregates are being used sam-
pling error in the industry specific sales variable can become & serious prohlem.
All of the disaggregated runs therefore contain the additional scale variable of
current and lagged total retall sales. The impact of changes in wage rates and
other input prices on employment {s presented in columns 2 through 7 of these
-tables.

Our focus is on the ETC varlable, however. Most of the coefficients are positive.
In the relative input price model we may reject at the .03 level or better the
‘hypothesis of zero or negative effects of the ETC on employment for establish-
ment data on construction and retailing and for the industry subaggregates for
Apparel, Food, Furniture and Other Retailing. In the nomins! input price model
statistically significant positive coeffictents on the ETC varlables are obtained in
the 2 SLS result for construction and retailing establishment data aggregates.
In the OLS results statistically significant positive coefficients are obtained for
eating and drinking places and other retailing. Tables 3 and 8 summarize the
sensitivity of the ETCO coeflicient to reductions In the length of the lags on all
variables. At the bottom of these tables we sum the effects implied by each in-
dustry equation across industries to obtain for March 1978 a total effect for the
industries studled. For the relatlve wage model the estimates of employment
stimulus are 470.000 for the preferred 3 year lag. In the nominal input price
model of Table 6, estimates of employment stimulus range between 225,000 and
580,000. During this period employment rose 1,140,000 in these industries and
roughly 3,800,000 in the nation as a whole.

Hours

Table 7 present coefficients on the ETC in regressions predicting the log of
‘hours worked per week. Coefficlents are consistently negative in retailing. Statis-
tically significant negative coefficlents are obtained for the rctall aggregate and
for Food, Furniture, and General Merchandising. The coeficient in the construe-
‘tion hours equation may be biased by simultaneity. The manhours 2SLS regres-
sion reported in Table 5§ has a considerably smaller coeficient than the corre-
sponding employment equation. When one takes into account the reduction in
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average hours worked per week the Employment Tax Credit seems to be produc-
ing in the retail sector, the percentage increase in manhours worked is likely to

be only half the percentage increase in employment,

Prices

The payroll of the distribution sector is less than 20 percent of the retail price
of the commodities sold to consumers. Only in the restaurant and tavern industry
does payroll approach 30 percent. Consequently, there is only a limited amount of
room for reductions in prices in response to a subsidy of payroll costs. Never-
theless, the hypothesis of a zero or positive effects of the ETC on prices can
be rejected for the price of restaurant meals and for the non-food commodity
aggregate. The pattern of ETC coefficlents is consistent with expectations. The
industry with the highest payroll costs, restaurants, has the largest negative
coefficient. Food stores, the retail industry with the smallest margins, smallest
payroll, and important opportunities to use labor to upgrade the quality of its
product (bagging and delivery to your car) has & nou-significant positive coefli-
cient. The marginally significant negative coefficient on furniture, appliance, and
TV and radlo prices is especially surprising in the face of the rising relative
prices of imports which are included in consumer prices but not in the wholesale
price index used in the equation.

Taking these coefficients at face value, we calculated the dollar amount of the
reduction in consumer prices they imply. Considering that the firms of the dis-
tribution sector almost certainly recejved less than two billion dollars in tax
savings from the Employment Tax Credit, price reductions of that agregate to
more than 4 billion dollars imply that consumers and workers will receive bene-
fits that substantially greater than the tax expenditure.

Unfortunately these benefits are not likely to be available to us permanently.
Permanent marginal employment subsidies are difficult to design. Notions of
fairness are likely to force us to periodically revise the thresholds above which
we subsidize a firms employment. Basing that revision on the firms recent employ-
ment experience as is done in the DISC subsidy of exports, may result in the firm
modifying its response to the subsidy in & way that reduces the efficiency of the

subsidy.

TABLE 1.—THE HISTORY OF THE TAX TREATMENT OF CAPITAL AND LABOR INCOME
AND OF RELATIVE INPUT PRICES

1950.01 1955.01 1960.01 1965.01 1972.01 1975.01  1978.03

Present value of depreciation de-
duction:

n:

. Structures. . ... o ..cciciociaio. 0.287 0.445 0.508 0508 0.508 0.508 0.508

. Retait equipment. ... .............. 417 .580 644 .698 J20 120 120

3 Trueks. L iiiiiaaas 719 849 .908 .908 951 .91 .91
Implicit rental cost: No tax

4. Structures—Corporate. 0.094 .161 170 .164 . 159 . 158 .158 .158

5. Equipment—Corporate. .. .207 L2718 (288 (288 45 23 2% .24
6. Equi t—Proprietorship. L2070 .23 231 s 220 2 221 .23
7. Trucks—Corporate. . ... 37 439 W W 388 L .3
Log ratio of retail wage to:

8, Wholesale price of consumer

.157 329 .505 .73 .612 703

finished goods.....................
9. Price of business service
and materials..................... .128 .261 LA415 .591 .501 . 533
2 211 1716 206

10. Price of capital goods. .
11, Rental cost of capital. . ..
12. Nominal compensation in

retai

13, Marginal tax rate on com-
ranntlon of low wage
abor 169 216 238 28 .29

0

0

0 04 .058 .136 . .

0 . 155 27 497 it .657 4
00 1294 1619 1953 297 3672 4701

.39
(=.171)
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TABLE 2.—EQUATIONS PREDICTING EMPLOYMENT, RELAYTIVE WAGE MODEL !
Capital
Wage Sales
Other  Rental Ind. Total ret.
ETC 1 quarter lyr 2yr Total  inputs 1ate Price 1 quarter 1yr sales,3yr sales3yr . P ow
Rcail and wholesale HH 0.094 (055)..... 0.176 0.102 -—0.631 —0.420 _._.___... +0.595 -—0.581 0.230 0.667 1.153 ___..._... 0.0117 0.62 2.02
068 (.041)_ -199 - —.482 —. 295 40.574 +.307 —.507 .288 .626 .897 L0117 .50 1.76
Retail established data. ... l 48 ( 026). +.150 4.127 —.187 ~-.232 __._._.... .165  — 367 .273 .53 1.013 . 0041 .78 2.08
g 0@ +.074 019 =229 —.488 +4.313 +. 157 -.371 .264 .558  .9%5 . 0040 .78 2.15
md drmking (6&- —.02 ). -.087 =1.310 -2.63 -3.10 +3.88 +.873 —1.948 .158 .693 ~1.316 . 005 .15 1.809
re ........ 20125 026%"" -. 202 .62 8 ~ 162 ~.019% +.330 -—.660 .39 514 6034 .632 .013 27 2.03
rfcwl (61—7 - ’.0727 .0266). .. 014 =223 -.148 -.038 ~1.124 —.29 0 .253 .481 901 . 815 .003 .42 1.602
F1 & ) ORI, 112 (037).___. - 134 . 064 .06 —=.707 —.6903 ~0.177 0 .213 .65 —.035 .998 .005 .45 1.602
Gen&nl mcrdnndm (52~ —.054(0417)... —.221 ~—.288 —.35% —.28 —,79 +.339 0 403 .658  0.909 .14 . 0039 .41 1.92
Furniture (61-7: L0848 =412 — 448 315 4.702 . .1624 .37 .597 ~.23 003 .28 1.89
Wholesale (52- 78'032 - 149 =417 -—2.296 +4.346 228 -, .126 .303 —_019 275 . 0031 15 1.51
—.128 =321 +4.285 +.228 —.604 ........_. . .35 176 0 .0154 .78% 1N

Construction est,
03).

1 All input prices are entered as ratios to the wage. This imposes the constraint that an equal percentage change in all input prices leaves employment levels in all future periods unchanged.

6v1
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TABLE 3.—THE IMPACT OF THE ETC ON EMPLOYMENT UNDER ALTERNATIVE SPECIFICATIONS OF THE RELATIVE

WAGE MODEL
Employment
oy 1977
(thousands) 3-yrlag 2-yr lag 1%4-yr lag
Eating and drinking (61-78:03). .. eaeanae 3,854 —0. 2%5 —0.054 —0.?36
. 0050) (/0059) (- 0065)
Apparel (52-78:03). . oo iiiiaaan 821 .0125 . 832;8 N 57
L013 1013 L014)
Other retail (61-78:03). .. ... 4,021 (. 073) -( 028) -S
2.74 ~1.24 -1.5
(-0029) (- 0035) (-0041)
Food (61-78:03). _ oo iieaceaaas 2,116 112 113
. 04 . 44
General merchandise (52-78:03). ... .. ....o........ 2,541
Furniture (61-78:03). .. oouee i, 5§51
WHLEMP (52-78:03). . .. oo oo eeccacaas 4,389
Trucking (61-78:03). .. .. i 1,131
Constr, est. (52-78:03). .o cnnne i icinicccicann 3,84

Increase in employment by March 1978 (thousands). ... .. 3




TABLE 4.—EMPLOYMENT IN CONSTRUCTION AND OISTRIBUTION INDUSTRIES—(REAL SALES AND NOMINAL INPUT PRICES HAVE 3-YR LAG)

Total

Hourly compensation in nominal terms X Reatal Sales Ind, ret,

Materials fixed sales sales
EYC 1 quarter 1yr 2yr Total price  capital 1 quarter lyr 3yr 3yr o » ow
1. Construction estab, data. 0.701 0.237 -0.638 1162 —0.235 0.531 0.745 0.947 0 0.0143 0.818 1.98
2. Retail and wholesale HH —.583 .700 .092 .623 -. 143 274 .741 1017 0 0122 .657 2.00
3. Retail estab, data.___. .475 . 402 - 171 .343 —. 159 .236 .515 a7 [ . 0043 .846 2.4
4. Eating and drinking. —. 447 ~. 580 .054 .526 —, 218 .387 .605  ~_51% 1.275 .584 1,54
S. Food............. ~.339 ~. 126 —_106 .497 —.116 .091 414 . 506 . 206 . 0046 .616 1.89
6. Apparel .. ______. cea- ~.590 —.780 -~ 653 .728 .019 318 406 . 007 . 900 . 0140 .387 2.04
7. Furniture and appliance. . —.070 ~.400 —.665 014 .538 L2012 .605 . 267 .815 L0041 .63 173
8. General merchandise. . K g —.163 -.337 -.2% .15 -.344 .3% .319 615 1.020 —.126 . 0092 575 2,09
9. Othervetail __________ K g - 037 078 .476 -. 355 <142 .185 173 474 —~. 487 1. 668 . 0036 .510 1.49
10. Wholesaling. - . 165 .143 AN .089 .135 -, 200 .147 .32 . 203 273 . 0032 714 1.49
1. Trucking......o.. . _eeooooil R =317 =200 .097 .08 —.533 .223 .3 .523 L9848~ 514 .0072 .408 1.8

191



TABLE 5.—COMPARISON OF OLS AND 2SLS MODELS OF EMPLOYMENT NOMINAL INPUT PRICE MODEL

Wage Sales Ind.
Material  Capital —————— sales
ETC 1 quarter 1yr 2yr Total price rent 1 quarter lyr 3yr A [
CONSTRUCTION
Ordmary lem sqs. employment:
.................................. 0,095 (. 152)_.. ~0.744 —0.114 0.59 ~0.477 0.672 —0.075 0.521 0.767 0.799  0.0251 0.722 1.89
Emb data-- e 2065 (.1 ;8. -.230 701 237 —.638 1162 -.235 .531 .745 .947 .0143 .818 1.98
.................................... -. 046 (.138).. .100 .99 .009 -.701 12713 -.283 .598 .891 1.068 . 0280 .530 217
.................................. J1994-(.133)... =371 1.089 . 369 -, 351 L5188  —.039 .A85 .677 . 659 . 0265 .668 1.7
- l 174 (.098)... —. 944 1.133 .259 —.614 1,064 ~. 196 . 556 771 . 959 . 0148 .820 1.89
Man-hours. ... ...l .048 (. 1Bly.... =33 1.283 .2 —. 800 1235  -.206 1591 o 1. 140 . 0287 .601 214
RETAIL
Ordmary least sqs. employment:
Hdata. . e LO41 (071). ... ~.795 —.583 .18 —. 490 .622 .016 214 W43 1.019 L0122 . 657 2.00
2 t‘Est?b data .067 (.034) ... .187 .476 . 407 .288 .32 —. 159 . 287 .516 .778 . 0043 .845 .24
- t
W data... (056 (L067).... —L200 —.706 .15  —491 .63 ~L9% .29 .71 L050 .0123 .67  2.01
Estab, data .069 (.032) ... .094 .415 -390 ~.164 L3684 ~-.170 .29 .518 792 . 0043 .846 2.26

(4498

! Double 2SLS involves a“)plyinz 25LS to the data twice. In the first application we assume that w  data, 2SLS is then applied to the data a second time assuming only the current w endogenous.
st all lags is estimator of 5 which is used to transform the
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TABLE 6.—IMPACT OF EMPLOYMENT TAX CREDIT ON EMPLOYMENT UNDER ALTERNATIVE LAG STRUCTURE
(NOMINAL INPUT PRICE MODEL)

Coefficient on em I?}ment tax credit, Full impact of
IenxtR lag

Employment wage in model
1997 with 13¢-yr
(thousands) 3yr 2yr 1%y ags
Construction, HH data, 51:02-78:03...... 3,844 aggs 0. gl
) € 0251) . 0261)
Construction, estab, dats, 51:02-78:03... 3,844 . ggs 1‘;;9
(ole3) ¢ 0147)
Retail and wholesale, HH dats, 51:02-78:03. 18,292 .g;l .822
¢olz €0i22)
Retail estad, dats, 51:02-78:03........... 13,903 ; %7 gsl)ﬁ
! ) (.0043) (0084)
Eating and drinking, 58:02-78.03....... - 3,854 2,250 3, 161
379 3.43
(. 0059) (. 0064)
Food, 58:02-78:03...cccrvicecnccncnna . 2,116 —. 044 .036
1.40 1.24
(. 0046) ( 0051)
Apparel, 52:02-78:03..c.eenenennnnnnn . 821 —.119 —.125
2.2 2.59
(. 0140) (.0140)
Furniture and appliance, 58:02-78:03.... 551 -—.ggl —1 ggs
€ 0041) € 0042)
General merchandise, 52:02-78:03........ 2,51 ‘.(11753 —.824
(.0092) .0099)
Other retail, 61:02-78:03........cccucae 4,021 ; 823 - gg?
) (- 0026) (. 0029)
Wholesaling, 51:02-78:03....c........ - 4,389 . (2)(1)7 - gg7
. €0032) €0033)
Trucking, 58:02-78:03_ ... _...... 1,131 -.g}.‘i —.(ligﬁ
] (€ 0072) (. 0076)
Lite insurance, 61:02-78:03_ ... ....._. 519 . gés - %4
) (- 0030) (€ 0039)
increase in employment by March 1978
w construction and distribution (in
thousands):
Using detailed indust, model. .. 566 471 581
Using estab. data aggregates. . 441 334 580
Using HH data 398 225 3719

Note: The t statistic is found on the 24 line below the coefficient. The 3d line is the standard ercor of the regression
adjusted for degrees of freedom, Alt models were estimated with the same p correction,
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TABLE 7,—HOURS WORKED PER WEEK IN CONSTRUCTION AND DISTRIBUTION

Impact of ETC under alternative

specifications—Nominal compensation model Short run
m 3ge of wage
Lag length 138 yr 2yr change 4 mo
Construction. cceeveeeccnccrerecmcracascncen 0.034 0. 041
17 .90

( 0166) (.0167)

Relail, 64-78.03.... . ccemeecacnnaaas veecscea -.028 ~. 021
3.66 2.83

(. 0033) (.0031)
Eating and drinking, 64-78:03. . ... .caciineen 2 —339

C 059 10059
FOD8. . everemeneccareeancesccanacasacasan ~.027 ) —(.032 )

}'3043) i'&lns)
ADPUSL o..oeeeeeeeeeeneenennennennaean —. 005 —.006

¢ %57) ('(3)(‘)67
FUMNIUIE. o e e eeeeeneneneeesenemneneennane —. 061 —. 064 )

3.95 4,26

(. 0056) (.0053)
General merchandise. ...ooeeemneemnannnnae —.079 -, 030

.7 1.31

(. 0060) (.0057)
Otherretail. . .oooeoiee e iaecciccaacan . 006 .024

G 8836 E (‘)(%Sl
Wholesaling.....eemeeemmecnccecicaaacnancan ) .023 )

¢ 3332) C 3331)
TOUCKING. e e eeenennenremasnennanesenennsnn .00 029

¢ tlaaao) ( %75)
Life Insurance.....ccccemenancees cenarecae . -.013




YABLE 8.—EQUATIONS PREDICTING CONSUMER PRICES AND CONSTRUCTION DEFLATOR WITH 1-YEAR LAGS ON WAGES AND 2 DIFFERENT MATERIALS PRICES

Sum of coefficients on—

Service and
Alog Wholesale material  Rental on
ETC  Sales tax Controls unemp, Wage price price capital [N » ow

Nonfood commodities, 53:03-78:04.________._____._. 1-0.037 11.08 0.002  —0.002 0.3% 0.569 0.075 0.023 0.0026 2.30

¢021) 5'66) .01 Co0B6) eeremmnrmnmmemmmonszmmmmmmmmenozzonamsases mmmemeznos
Apparal, 53:03-78:04 ¢ 333) ‘0 < 3?’3) < 883) 133 ) [i68 =06l 0029 0 186
Furniture, 58:03-78:08_____...vevvmmm e memene =026 10" —.002 —(Z %;) """" Gise T BT (188 7 U Je0ldT T - 1788
Food away, from home, 53:03-78:04__. . ... . 1 —(ﬁ ggg) T3l .29 .158 J1%0 .0016 3 2.06
Food, 53:03-78:08_ __..._.... . g;) -(I 003 o83 ~755 J1957 T 0al 70068 0 2.7
All commodities, 53:03-T8:08 . e coeenmecececeeneee —. 022 11037 —0003  —.0004 1263 .61 031 el ~0021 0 2.21

(.ong (58 (008 ¢ 004) - [
Construction deflator, 53:04-78:03 .- ecicommneae  —.0258) ..~ —.001 —.0008 1182 I —— 001 0022 622 T

P P (016)  (~-0098)

a The apparal eguation has trends on the seasonals.
1 Significant at 0.10 level on 2 1 tail test.

1 Significant at 0.05 level on a 1 tail test.
1 Significant at 0.025 level on a 1 tail test.

¢a1



TABLE 9.—IMPACT ON ETC ON PRICES

Coefficient on ETC under alter, specifications

Share of rotail price going to— 12-mo lag
Expenditures 6-mo lao
in 1976  Manuf. and Payroll in . § Trends on
(billons) farm retail With Q Without Q seasonal With Q Without Q
Nonfood commodities e aeanan 403 0.59 0.124 =0.037 -0.039 -0.035 -—0.022 ~0.028
.021 .021 . 021 1 . 020
(. 0026) (. 0026) (. 0026) (.0027)
Apparel. - - 76 .59 147 -, 109 —. 022 . 009 -.017
. 028 .028 .027
. . (. 0036) (. 0036) (. 0029) (. 0036)
Furniture and appliance and TV . .. .. c i ccmccecae 41 .5 .148 —.026 -. 032 —.018 -.029
¢ 33{4) ¢ 83{5) € 0014) C 33;5)
Food away from home__. . e eecceeeaaa- “ .40 243 - -. 046 - ~.033
(. 0016) ¢ B‘O’{s) ¢ (lms) ¢ o017
Food..... hemmmesmcsascadcamca——es - 155 .68 .084 . .024 .037 .029 )
.053 . 052 . 051 .051
" (. 0068) (. 0068) (. 0064) (. 0067)
ATl commodities. . . oo iiiiccceeeeeeenceeecececmecancaeaaan 597 .60 123 —. 022 -_022 -.018 -. 012
.017 .017 .0 .016
! (. 0021) (. 0021) (. 0021 (. 0021)
Construction deflator___ . eiiianeaccanenanaan 160 .60 314 ~. 036 —. 025 ~-.0 -, 020
.036 .036 .0 . 035
o . €002y  (o02)  (00z2) )
Reduction in consumer costs by March 1978 (billions at annual rate):
Using all commodity r8Rression. . . .. eeeiiciieianaccccreanceacceasatannceaneseranenanasananenn 5.6 5.6 4.3 1.8 31
Using nonfood, food and restaurant models. . . ... .. coooe e e ce e emcecemeeee e e e e ————nnn 5.5 6.1 4.4 4.5 3.6

Note: The sum of coefficients on wholesale price in table 6 should approximate col. 2. The sum of
wage coefficients will generally exceed col. 3 because of payrol! costs in wholesaling and transporta -

tion and the opportunity cost of the proprietors time. Q is an index of prices of gasoline, electricity,
telephones and consumable materials and business sales.

931



157

APPENDIX A

CALCULATION OF RENTAL PRICE OF CAPITAL INDICES

The rental price of capital services for the {** industry is given by :

Ro= Py [ ksl (4 p pry ]

{

Py i=Price of investment goods used by the “n’’th industry.
r,=Property tax rate on business property.
u=The Effective tax rate on business income (depends upon form of or-
ganization).
z=DPresent value of depreciation deductions.
k=Statutory rate of the investment tax credit.
k’=The statutory rate of the investment tax credit during the period of
the long amendment when firms were required to subtract the invest-
ment tax credit from their depreciation base.
8=Rate of replacement
r=Nominsl rate of return

f"n=Expected rate of price appreciation of capital goods.

This formula was separately applied to the corporate and noncorporate busi-
ness sector. The share of corporate business in each of our industries was esti-
mated from the 1967 Statistics of Income by calculating the share of total
business receipts of proprietorships, partnerships aud corporations in the industry
that went to corporations with more than $25,000 of profits. This share is 75%
in wholesaling, 668<, in retailing, 47% in eating and drinking places, and 72%
in trucking. The business receipt ratio for construction of 689, was adjusted
down to 609% to reflect the greater importance of subcontracted work in large
corporately held construction firms.

The rental price used in the equations is a composite of rental prices for
structures and for equipment. Estimates of gross stocks of plant and equipment
for each industry were taken from Fawcett's “Development of Capital Stock
Services by Industry Sector.” Updates of the time series of effective tax rates
and present values of depreciation deductions for nonresidential structures pub-
lished in Christensen and Jorgenson's “Measuring Economic Performance in the
Private Sector” were graciously provided by Lau Christensen.

For each period 1947-54, 19564-62, 1962-71, 1971-78, separate present value of
depreciation deductions were calculated for 4 types of trucks, 2 types of con-
struction equipment, 2 types of office and business equipment and for office furni-
ture. It was assumed that between 1954 and 1962 209 of new investment
continued to be depreciated by straight line methods. Starting January 1, 1059,
small businesses have been able to take an immediate write-off of 209 of the
value of new investments in equipment with tax lives of 6 or more years. It was
assumed that lack of knowledge and the $4,000 cap per joint return causes only
half the proprietorships and partnerships to claim this deduction and the present
values of office furniture and business equipment depreciation deductions were
adjusted accordingly. The timing of changes in depreciation policy was taken to
be the date of anncuncement for the administrative liberalizations of 1962 and
1971 and the date of enactment for legislated changes. Effective rates of property
taxation were taken from another Christensen and Jorgenson paper “The
Measurement of Real Capital Input, 1929-1967".

The 7% investment tax credit was part of the Revenue Act of 1962 which
became law October 16, 1962. The Long Amendment was repealed by the Revenue
Act of 1964 which became law on February 26, 1964, As an anti-inflationary meas-
ure. the credit was suspended from October 10, 1966 to March 9, 1967 and from
April 19, 1969 to August 15, 1871. The period of the Long Amendment is therefore
taken to the 1962 :11 through 1964 :02, The periods of suspension are defined as
1966 :10 through 19687 :02 and 1969 :05 through 1971 :07. The value of the tax credit
was raised to 109, by the Tax Reduction Act of 1965 which was enacted on
March 29, 1975. Bischoff has recommended that the effective rate of the Invest-
ment tax credit be adjusted downward to reflect the lower rate available on
short lived equipment and on equipment purchased by utilities, Our assumptions
are that for fixed PDE, retail and wholesale industries were eligible for 8/7 of
the statutory rate of the credit. Corporations were assumed to receive a tax credit
of 3/7 the statutory rate for trucks and 4/7, the statutory rate for construction
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equipment. Because they face lower marginal tax rates proprietorships and small
corporations will prefer the higher tax credit that reporting a 5 year lifetime for
trucks and equipment over the speedier depreciation deductions that a 3 year
lifetime provides. The Asset Depreciation Range System has this option and we
assume they exercise it and adjust the value of depreciation deductions and the
Investment tax credit (324 of the statutory rate) to reflect it.

We assume that real after tax rates of return (nominal after tax returns
minus expected capital gains on plant and equipment) are equated across indus-
tries and constant over time. The average of the after tax real rates of return
given in Christensen and Jorgeunson for 1947 through 1969 are 5% for corpora-
tions and 4.8% for noncorporate business, We adopt 5% as our assumed real
rate of return.

Price indexes for nonresidential structures were obtained from the Data Re-
sources Data Bank. Wholesale Price indexes for trucks were adjusted for the
federal excise tax and used as the price index for trucking equipment, The Whole-
sale price index for construction equipment was used in Construction, The Price
index for nontransport producers durables equipment in wholesaling and retail
industries is an average of wholesale price indexes adjusted for state and federal
excise tax changes. Ite components are office and store machines equipment (wt=
.30), office furniture (wt=.33), and general purpose machinery (wt=.35). Re-
placement rates for retailing of .044 for plant and .157 for nontransport equipment
were provided by Gollop and Jorkenson. Replacement rates for trucks and con-
struction equipment were .32 and .2858 respectively.

In both 1963 and 1967, 419, of the retail and wholesale industry's purchases of
new equipment were from the motor vehicles and equipment industry. Since the
replacement rate for trucks is twice that of other PDE in the industry, this
translates into 25.8% of the industry stock of equipment in motor vehlicles.

APPENDIX B

THE RESULT FOR THE REAL INPUT PRICE MODEL

Farly Runs, the tables for which are presented in this Appendix, used a “real
input price models”. It may be roughly characterized as a lag structure and
length generalization of Clark and Freemans preferred model. Lag iengths of
three years are specified for sales and wage rates and are freely estimated using
monthly data for the first year of sales (quarterly for wages) and half yearly
averages for the second and third years. Wage rates were deflated by the price of
the industry's output. The ratio of wholesale prices of materials to the consumer
pri_cehtof output was entered as a 6 month weighted average with declining
weights.

The rental costs of capital and consumable materials and business services
were not entered into the model. Though typical of the literature these models
require that we maintain the following hypotheses: (1) Separability of capital
consumable materials and business services from labor and inventory; (2) ex-
ogencity of the industry’s wage rates, sales and output prices (tests of wage rate
exogeneity were rejected for construction and some other industries) ; (3) ex-
pection formation processes relate to the ratios of wage rates to output price.

Under his specification the estimates of the impact of the NJTC are generally
larger than those presented in the main body of the paper. Summed across ail
industries studied the implied increases in employment range from a low of 536
thousand to a high of 1.28 million.



TABLE C1,—EMPLOYMENT IN DISTRIBUTION INDUSTRIES. MODEL HAS 3-YR LAGS ON SALES AND WAGES AND INPUT
PRICES ARE SPECIFIED RELATIVE TO THE CONSUMER PRICE OF THAT INDUSTRY

Real wage Industry sales Output's
Total retail ~ Materials relative
NJTC lyr 3yr 3Ime lyr 3yr  sales3yr inputs price rs » oW

Eating and drinking. . g X 3 1.081 5 0. %48 0. 320)
. 0% .
Food stores

691

Note: N§TC =The proportion of firms that know atout the NJTC averaged with fags of up to 6 mo. 3 yr. Wages and materials input prices are deflated by the consumer price minus the indirect business

Materials input price is the wholesal price of hed goods of the appropriate type aver- taxes on that product. Wages include fringes, social security and employment insurance taxes,
aged over the previous 6 mo. In trucking it is the price index for trucks averaged over the previous




TABLE C. 2.—THE EFFECT OF ALTERNATIVE SPECIFICATIONS ON THE ESTIMATE OF THE IMPACT OF THE NJTC AND THE REAL WAGE ON EMPLOYMENT t

Aveh::‘n rr:o: Coefficient on new jobs tax credit Sum of coefficient on wage
rs No
per future Const Ind Pers Const Ind Pers
week, wages wage sales inc wage sales inc
1977 effect Iyr dyr 2yr 18 mo effoct only Inct 18 mo effect only indd
Household data, retait and 33.3 Ac 10.125 10.138
wholesale. ’ (-) (.051)
Establishment data, retail, 3.7 Ac 1.086
total. (=) (.025)
Eating and drinking........ 21.5 Ac 1,186
(.058)
Food stores_..___________. 32.3 Ac V.044
(.026)
Apparel ... ......... 29.8 Rej 1,213
_ (=) €076
Furniture_................ 35.9 Rej . 068
. (=) (.020)
General merchandise. ... ... 30.5 Ac 1.14]
(.049)
Other retail __._.._._. ceeen 36.4 Rej 1,098
X (+) (.026)
Wholessling._.._.. 38.9 Ac . 022
(.016)
Trocking. ooooooo . 40.7 Rej 1.081
) (.037)
Construction.____ ..______ 36.9 . L
Establishment data. . .. Rej 1.167
(+) .09
Household data_ . _____ Rej . 049
+) (.139)
Increase in employment by
March 1978 in construc-
tion and distribution:
Using detailed indus- m 836 ... 536 993 ./
trisl model,
Using established data 726 Mol 581 972 L2
aggregates.
Using HH dsta.___..____ ... ... 962 1280 ... ._..... 690 1502 847

11n ait modets, input prices are specified refative to output prices,

091
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PREPARED STATEMENT BY GARY C. FETHKE, ASSOCIATE PROFE3SOR OF BUSINESS
A‘nmmsruﬂox AND ANDREW J. POLICANO, ASBISTANT PROFESSOR OF
Econoxics, UNIVERSITY oF JowA, Jowa City, Iowa

INTRODUCTION

In recent years, two types of wage subsidy programs for stimulating employ-
ment have been introduced by policy makers in various world economies. The
first and most prevalent category consists of a growing array of selective
programs that subsidize the wage payments or hiring costs of particular classes
of workers, for example, younger workers, the handicapped. Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC) participants, veterans, and the poor. The
second category of wage credits consists of general coverage programs that
provide employers with a tax credit incentive for increasing their overall use
of labor services.

The selective programs seek to redress some structural imperfection in the
labor market and are often directed at potential rather than actual members
of the work force. For example the contract portion of the Job Opportunities
in the Business Sector (JOBS) program is designed to stimulate the private
sector employment of unskilled workers and low income members of the work
force. The Work Incentive (WIN) tax credit is intended to encourage private
rector employment of welfare recipients. The current selective credit proposal
by the Carter Administration for a “Targeted Employment Tax Credit” is
aimed at young persons (18-24) from low income families.

The general wage credit programs, on the other hand, are typically designed
to be short-term measures for stimulating employment and nalleviating involua-
tary unemployment. As such, their purpose is to offset various imperfections
ahd short-term rigidities that characterize major labor markets. The general
coverage wage credit programs are not developed to deal with long-tem struc-
tural causes of unemployment, ner are they intended to encourage private
husiness to substitute one category of labor for another or to substitute labor

for capital.
A REVIEW OF THE NEW JOBS TAX CREDIT PROGRAM OF 1977

The general employment tax credit i{s & new flscal measure for the United
States economy, however, other countries have recently adopted similar pro-
grams, The Netherlands, France, the United Kingdom. Japan, Sweden, The
Federal Republic of Germany, Ireland Spain and Italy have all introduced
various types of temporary employment tax credit or wage subsidy programs.
While several of these programs require specific eligibility requirements all
seck to stimulate employment directly by reducing the cost of labor services to

private bu<iness.

A general employment tax credit program was first fntroduced into the United
States economy in 1977. The New Jobhs Tax Credit. which became law as part
of the Tax Reduction and Simplification Act of 1977, provided a tax credit to
firms who increased their employment level from the previous year's base.
Spectfically, the credit reduced the income tax llability of employers whose
tota! wage payments exceed preseribed dual base levels.

The major characteristics of the New Joh Tax Credit are that: (1) it provides
a relatively large per-employee credit for net increases in the wage bill—that is,
it is on “incremental emplovment tax credit”; (2) it is a temporary program
that extends only through 1978; (3) there is a celling on the total program
that extends only through 1978: (4) the credit possesses very few
restrictions regarding the employment (unemployment experience of eligible
workers: (5) the form taken by the credit leads to a reduction in the cost of
low-wage employees, relative to high-wage employees.

CONCEPTUAL FEATURES OF EMPLOYMENT TAX CREDIT PROGRAMS

The New Job Tax Credit and other general employment tax credit programs
directly reduce the cost of labor and can concentually be thought of as supply-
side fiscal programs, This direct, supply-side approach contrasts with most tradi-
tional monetary fiscal policies which are demand-side programs designed to
change employment and GNP indirectly by altering the spending levels of house-
holds. business and government.

The choice between demand and supply-management aggregate policies de-

- pefids to arlarge extant on the following conslderations: (1) the causes of short-
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term unemgloyment; (2) the length of the lag betwen implementation of the
policy and its effect on employment; (3) the inflationary consequences of the
policy ; and (4) the practical difficulty associated with implementing the policy.

Using these criteria, are there attractive features of supply-management fiscal
programs such as the New Jobs Tax Credit that are not possessed by traditional
demand-management, policy measures? Our research indicates that there are such
features (Fethke, Policano, and Williamson ; 1978). Indeed, we argue that supply-
management fiscal programs, such as the New Jobs Tax Credit, potentially offer
some attractive policy alternatives at the aggregate economic level. As a result,
there is a place in the arsenal of fiscal programs for both selective employment
credits targeted at particular types of workers, and for a general employment
credit policy that addresses short-term eyclical problems of unemployment.

The primary advantage of a general employment tax credit is that it directly
stimulates employment and output without placing inflationary pressure on the
economy. If unemployment is precipitated by rigid wages and sluggish labor
market responses to changing economic conditions, a temporary wage credit will
reduce the real cost of labor and stimulate employment and output. The credit
acts to reduce real costs by lowering the nominal wage rather than be raising
the level of prices.

It is interesting to contrast traditional policy with the employment tax credit
during a slack period in the economy following a decline in aggregate demand.
Under these circumstances, traditional monetary and fiscal policies act to stimu-
late demand and the price level. This increase in the price level, assuming some
wage rigidity, lowers the real cost of labor services and induces employers to in-
crease employment and output. Alternatively, the employment tax credit reduces
wage costs and directly increases the demand for labor, thereby, stimulating
output and employment. In contrast to traditional policies, the employment tax
credit can increase output and employment without precipitating a rise in prices.
In fact by directly stimulating supply, the credit tends to exert deflationary pres-
sure on the system.

1t is also useful to examine the efficacy of general employment credit strategies
during a downturn in business activity resulting from an aggregate supply shock
to the economy. In recent years, the energy and raw materials crisis, the devalu-
ation of the dollar, and various demographic changes have caused short-term
changes in the level, or at least in the growth of aggregate supply. A decrease in
aggregate supply and output resunlts in simultaneous increases in the price level
and decreases in the level of employment, Traditional demand-management poli-
cies that seek to stabilize the economy under these circumstances must do so by
inducing price increases and lowering the real wage. Thus, to stabilize output,
the rate of inflation must increase. In contrast, the employment tax credit di-
rectly increases employuent and real output, without necessarily increasing the
price level. In fact, the employment credit initiated in response to a decrease in
aggregate supply can actually jower the inflation rate while simultaneously stimu-
lating employment and output. Again, the inflationary consequences are less
severe for employment tax credit policy than for traditional macroeconomic

olicies.

P A further advantage of the employment tax credit is that by directly affecting
the real cost of labor, this program can potentially circumvent some of the re-
sponse lags associated with demand-site management policies. The fmpact of the
employment tax credit may be dampened by the existence of a long recognition
lag between the time the credit is implemented and the time firms become aware
of the program. This type of lag generally exists for most fiscal subsidies but
can be minimized by a strong commitment to publicizing the program.

Consider next the possible implementation problems associated with employ-
ment tax credit policy. Admittedly, because of the political process, the adminis-
tration of any short-term fiscal program is difficult. In this regard. there may be
some reason to prefer traditional monetary policy that can be fmplemented with
a degree of autonomy. With thiz implementatfon lag in mind, some legislative
proposals have suggested that the employment tax credit be automatically aet
to accord with an aggregate measure of excess capacity. Some have suggested
a program that would progressively link the credit rate to the rate of unemploy-
ment, with the credit disappearing when the unemployment rate declines below
a prescribed level. The legislation suggested by Senator RBentsen would have the
eligibllity base of the credit adiust to labor-market conditions. In princirle. at
least. such an automatic triegering of the credit overcomes some of the imple-
mentation lags that are common to fiscal policy measures.



164

In summary, our theoretical analysis reveals a number of desirable qualitative
properties of employment tax credit policy. In particular, we examine the employ-
ment, price level, and output responses to changes in the credit base for alterna-
tive financing strategies of the government. Our analysis shows unambiguous
positive responses for both employment and output to increases in the credit rate.
On the other hand, the price level response cannot be qualitatively established
because implementation of the credit not only increases aggregate supply but
also increases aggregate demand by increasing disposable personal income. How-
ever, a significant result is that under several financing strategies, the price level
ne:(cilitnott rise and may fall jn response to an increase in the employment tax
Cr rate,

EMPIRICAL FEATURES OF UNIVERSAL COVERAGE EMPLOYMENT TAX CREDIT PROGRAMS

The direct evidence regarding the effectiveness of the New Jobs Tax Credit
program has been limited and incomplete at best. A survey was initiated by the
Department of Labor and conducted by the Department of Commerce on a repre-
sentative sample of eligible firms for the tax year 1977. A principle result of that
survey was that firms most likely to benefit from the program were, as of Febru-
ary 1978, unaware of the programs existence. Specifically, smaller firms with 50
or less employees typically expressed no knowledge of the program. These results
were also confirmed in a study conducted by the National Federation of Inde-
pendent Business which reported that awareness of the jobs tax credits’ existence
was low at the end of the 1977 tax year. Since the New Jobs Tax Credit possessed
a ceiling on the amount payable to any single taxpayer, it was important that
smaller establishments be made aware of the program’s benefits. This did not
appear to be the case.

In the Department of Labor survey, the number of firms reporting a conscious
effort to increase employment because of the jobs credit was a low six percent:
an additional seven percent of the “knowledgable” firms indicated that they dis-
covered the credit too late in the year to affect their employment decisions, These
results, however, seem too preliminary and inconclusive to form any definite
opinion regarding the effectiveness of the New Jobs Tax Credit, and they cer-
tainly do not provide sufficlent evidence to reject the program.

Several attempts have been made to develop some indirect evidence on the
potential impact of employment credit programs on the United States economy.
Kesselman, Willlamson, and Berndt (1977) analyzed the relative effectiveness
of an investment tax credit versus an employment tax credit. In particular, for
the period from 1962 to 1971, they simulated the impact on United States manu-
facturing output of replacing the investment tax credit with an employment tax
credit of an equivalent cost to the government. Their main conclusions were
that total employment would have been from one-half to more than one percent
higher in many of the years and that use of capital services would have been
from one to six percent lower during the period. They also argued that an
employment tax credit would have induced firms to substitute blue-collar work-
ers for capital and for white-collar workers. Subsequent empirical work by
Berndt (forthcoming), using the same data, demonstrated that the removal of
energy price ceilings and investment incentives and the adoption of a four per-
cent employment tax credit would have decreased energy use in manufacturing
by five percent and increased employment by over two percent. One problem
with these studies is that they examine the effect of a permanent employment
tax credit without considering the full supply response of the system. Specifi-
cally, by assuming that the elasticity of supply of labor services is infinite, they
ignore the question of shifting of the credit through increases in wages.

Hamermesh (1977) constructed estimates of the probable effects on the
United States economy in 1975 had an employment tax credit been implemented
in mid-1974. One of the main results of his analysis was that the implementation
of a subsidy limited to net job creation above a base level equal to 100 percent
of 1974 employment would have produced relatively few jobs in 1975. Because
the economy was in the middle of a severe recession, few firms would have quali-
flad for a credit on net job creation above the 1974 level of employment. As a
result. Hamermesh advocated implementing a subsidy at employment of 85 or
90 percent of the hase year emplorment. In these cases, his computations indi-
cated that an employment tax credit would have created a substantial number
of jobs even if aggregate employment were decreasing. Hamermesh nlso exam-
ined the demographic composition of the employment induced by a percentage
marginal employment tax credit program. IIis results suggested that in a reccs-
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sion the program would be biased slightly toward the hiring of prime- ce
ers and slightly against biring younger, particularly blackgworﬁerl:e age work
) Hamermes_-h’s rgsults can be compared to those obtained by Johnson and
Tomola (1977) with regard to the composition of public service employment
under the P‘ub_lic: Employment Program (PEP) and the Comprehensive Employ-
ment and Training Act (CETA) of 1973. Johnson and Tomola found a signifi-
cantls‘z ‘lnrger percentage of youths aged 16-24 and nonwhites employed for PEP
and CETA than Hamermesh found for the employment tax credit., These results
suggests that the PEP and CETA programs which offer a dollar subsidy per
worker rather than a percentage subsidy of the total wage bill would be prefer-
able if the gopl is to e!nploy the younger, nonwhite worker. Specifically, a dollar
:n:lg}g:rt subsidy provides a greater percentage subsidy for hiring low-wage
"0 S.

Johnsgn and Tomola also formed estimates of the cost per job for several
alternative job creating programs. For an increase in direct government expendi-
tures t_heir estimates indicate a cost per job equal to $18,600 after four quarters.
A cut in taxes will yield a cost per job of $21,000 after four quarters. Finally,
their estignates reveal a cost per job of $14,500 for public service employment.
These estimates can be compared with those developed for a wage bill tax credit
levied on the United States economy.

In the context of a complete aggregate model of the United States economy,
we've computed the cost per job of a ten percent wage bill credit with a 93 per-
cent base (Fethke, Policano, and Williamson, 1978). The computation is con-
ducted using 1976 as the hase year for several alternative strategies of financing
the employment credit. Based on these estimates, it can be concluded that the
employment tax credit is a modest cost fiscal-method for stimulating employment
and GNP. For example, if the employment credit is deficit financed, the program
is estimated to cost $3.03 billion and provide 774,000 jobs after four quarters.
The resultant cost per job is $3915. If the employment eredit is accompanied by
an equivalent reduction in government expenditure, the cost per job equals the
change in government expenditure pius the change in the deficit ($5.29 billion)
divided by the number of additional jobs (844,000). The computation yields a
cost per job of $8215.

THE CARTER ADMINISTRATION’S CURRENT EMPLOYMENT CREDIT PROPOSAL:
“TARGETED EMPLOYMENT TAX CREDIT”

The Administration is now proposing to replace the New Jobs Tax Credit
with & selective tax credit program that possesses fairly narrow eligibility
requirements. Specifically, the proposed Targeted Employment Tax Credit seeks
to reduce sharply the two-year wage cost of younger members of the work force
from low income families. The amount of the eredit is proposed as one-third of
the employee's wages subject to Federal unemployment taxes ($6.000), up to a
maximum credit of $2,000 for the first year and in the second year, a credit of
one-fourth of those wages up to a credit of §1,500.

There seem to be two major reasons for suggesting a selective credit program
replacement for the New Jobs Tax Credit. First, young, unskilled employees
experience sharply higher unemployment rates than do other members of the
waork force. Second, there is an unsubstantiated impression that the New Jobs
Tax Credit provides excessive windfalls to private business without providing
additiornal employment. the purpose of the proposed selective credit is to alter
the mix of employment in the economy towards workers who experience high
rates of unemployment. Presumably, the lower cost of unskilled labor will aso
encourage employers to spend more money on training younger workers.

The effect of a selective employment tax credit program on the employment
of unskilled workers depends on the reasons for their higher rates of unemploy-
ment, and there is considerable disagreement on this issue. One argument is that
the high unemployment rate is the result of rapid job turnover ameng low-wage,
unskilled workers. The high turnover is, in turn, the consequence of undesirable
jobx, poor warking conditions, and the ready availability of various government
transfer programs, including welfare, food stamps, and unemployment insur-
ance. If high turnover is the problem, it is not altogether obvious that a selec-
tive credit program that reduces employer's cost and increases demand for
unskilled workers will have an immediate effect on the high unmployment rates.
In this case. training programs that enhance the skill levels of workers seem

more appropriate.

34-840—79——12
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A second reason often given for the existence of high unemployment among
unskilled, low-wage workers is the presence of various legal and social restric-
tions that combine to fix the relative wage of these members of the work force.
A rigid relative wage prohibits the unskilled labor markets from clearing and
absorbing all workers who seek employment. In this regard, recently legislated
increases in the minimum wage and sharp increases In payroll taxes contribute
to tlll(e explanation of the unacceptably high rates of unemployment of low-wage
workers.

If high unemployment rates of unskilled workers are caused by legal and
social impediments to wage flexibility, then a targeted employment tax credit
program will act to reduce the cost of low-wage workers and will stimulate their
employment., The program will have an effect similar to that of reducing the
minimum wage or to reducing the emplayer payroll tax liability. The immediate
(short-term) cost to society of such a program will be quite insignificant since
employment and output will increase without an accompanying increase in
inflationary presure.

The longer-term consequences of the program are less obvious than are the
short run responses, and possibly are not as socially desirable. A reduction in
the cost of low-wage employees may encourage employers to substitute a number
of low-wage (low productivity) workers for presumably a smaller number of
labor services, overall unemployment will decline. The decline in unemployment
rate is measured in the number of persons rather than the effective amount of
labor services, overall unemployment will decline. The decline in unemployment
will represent a policy-induced change in the employment mix of skilled to un-
skilled workers. It will not necessarily coincide with an increase in overall em-
ployment and real GNP,

The selective credit will also lead to a redistribution of income from high to
low-wage employees. Income redistribution results from both the relative increase
in employment of low-wage workers brought on by the credit and the relative
increase in the wages of low-wage to high-wage workers. Conceivably, the im-
provement in the relative income position of low-wage workers will reduce the
high job turnover of this group and further reduce the aggregate unempoly-
ment rate.

A permanent credit may initiate changes in the skill mix of the economy and
lead to an eventual reduction in real GNP, Specifically, if the selective credit
acts to redistribute income towards low-wage, unskilled workers, the incentive
to enter high skill categories will be reduced. In other words, while the short-
term effect of a targeted employment tax credit may be low cost increase in em-
plorment and output, the longer term implications are a reduction in output and
productivity of the work force. In this regard, job retaining programs that seek
to increase tne supply of skilled workers appear to have a long-term advantage
over wage subsidy programs that increase the demand for unskilled workers.

In summary, if the high unemployment rate of young, unskilled members of
the work force is caused by legal and social impediments to wage flexibility, a
celective wage credit program will lead to an increase in demand for unskilled
labor and a short-term increase in GNP. Unskilled workers exert very little
bargaining power, and the resulting increase in output will not be accompanied
by an immediate increase in the inflation rate. Since an increase in the wage of
unskilled workers relative to that of skilled workers can lead to an eventual re-
duction in real output, the longer term implications of a permanent wage credit
are less desirable.

WHERE TO GO FRCM HERE?

There are some good reasons for adopting a short-term wage credit program
directed at younger, unskilled members of the work force. We feel, however, that
there are also good reasons for maintaining the New Jobs Tax Credit, possibly
with some minor adjustments in the eligibility requirements.

As currently structured, the New Jobs Tax Credit program offers a powerful
incentive to employers for hiring low-wage workers. For example, the pre-tax
cost to an employer of adding an $8,000 employee is reduced by 26 percent per
year, while that of a $20,000 employee is reduced by 10.5 percent. Further. the
wages of part-time employees are reduced relative to those of full-time workers.
This means that the New Jobs Tax Credit should stimulate the employment of
low-wage workers whose ranks include a high proportion of younger workers,
minorities, and women. Because of this, the existing employment credit program
already contains one of the primary features of the proposed Targeted Employ-
ment Tax Credit.
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An apparent reason for moving to a selective credit with narrow eligibility re-
quirements is that the New Jobs Tax Credit provides unacceptably large wind-
falls to growing firms, Specifically, critics of the program argue that many
employers receive a tax credit for wage bill increments that take place as a conse-
quence of natural growth in employment. While the windfall aspects of the ex-
isting program are over emphasized, it appears that minor adjustments in the
wage bill base will eliminate most of the problem.
nity. As previously mentioned, small business is just now becoming aware of the
program's existence and benefits. The New Jobs Tax Credit. because of the
$100,000 ceiling per taxpayer, is aimed primarily at the small business commu-
nity. As previously mentioned, small business is just now becoming aware of the
potential benefits provided by the credit, and we anticipate a lively response to
the program in 1978, If the current legislation is replaced by the more restrictive
Targeted Employment Credit, much of that awareness will be lost. In this re-
gard, it makes little sense to discard an incentive scheme that possesses many of
the desirable features of a targeted credit and, by so doing, induce confusion and
uncertainty into the business community.

In concluding, we continue to feel that a general employment tax credit is
a useful addition to the arsenal of monetary and fiscal policies. The New Jobs Tax
Credit favors unskilled employees and small businesses. If these groups are
judged as deserving by policy makers, there appears to be no compelling reasons
for discarding the existing program in favor of the proposed Targeted Employ-
ment Tax Credit.
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Senator HasgeLL. Now we have a panel consisting of Mr. William
T. Diss, American Institute of Certified Public Accountants and Mr.
Alford F. Yaude, National Society of Public Accountants.

It is nice to have both of you here, particularly since I have known
Mr. Diss for about twenty years.

STATEMENT OF WILLIAM T. DISS, AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

Mr, Diss. Thank you, Mr, Chairman.

My testimony relates to the technical difficulties that have been en-
countered and experienced through the new jobs credit and some rec-
ommendations for their solution. The first set of problems arises from
the disallowance of the compensation that is paid for wages and sal-
aries paid equal to the amount of the credit. T}lis has the effect of pro-
ducing an ingressive incentive—that is, the higher-bracket employer
has a smaller incentive to employ than the low-bracket employer.
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It creates problems in the area of capitalized labor costs for inven-
tory and in the other depreciable assets.

In the case of subchapter S corporations, the disallowance of wages
creates undistributed taxable income that is greater than the surplus
that can be legally declared as a dividend under the State corporation
codes and prevents a subchapter S company from current distribution
of carnings to avoid the lock-in problem.

There is an artificial increase in self-employment income and self-
employment tax in the event the partner or proprietor employer has
not reached the FICA wage ceiling. and as previously mentioned,
there are some severe problems with the State income tax effect for
those States that tie into the Internal Revenue Code for definitional
purposes.

Some additional problems are mentioned in my complete testimony
for this particular area.

The second technical difficulty area relates to the taxpayer who is
reporting income from a subchapter S corporation, partnership or
fiduciary and I think these are of particular significance, since many
small businesses are conducted in the format of subchapter S corpo-
rations or a partnership. And, for some reason. a limitation was pro-
posed here, not present for the investment credit, based upon taxable
income of the partnership of subehapter S company reported by the
partner or shareholder.

There is no similar limitation preventing the passthrough of the
credit in the case of divisions of large corporations or proprietorships
carried on by a wealthy individual, so you have an unfortunate
diserimination on the form of business organizations.

The third problem relates to the carry%ack and carryover of unused
credits. If the partnership is not in existence in the preceding year,
or the subchapter S company, say in a later year because of a business
failure, the unused credit cannot be used and is wasted, even though
the salary deduction has already been lost under the set-off rule.

In the case of an individual employer or reporting shareholder or
partner, there is further difficulty in the requirement of the regulations
that itemized deductions, not attributable to any specific activity, be
subtracted from the taxable income reported from t"le sub-S company
or partnership. This further aggravates the problem on the pass-
through of the credit.

We believe there are some difficulties in use of the credit mechanism
compared to the deduction mechanism, and these are covered in my
paper.

Finally, just for general problem arcas—section 51(b) was intended
to prevent replacement of high-paid with low-paid employees. In prac-
tice, this limitation really impacts upon the new business, or rapidly
expanding business, and reduces the credit that would otherwise be
available, and I refer to the limitation of 50 percent of wages for the
vear, this current year.

The restriction under section 52(c¢) regarding the acquisition of the
business eliminates any incentive for the employer to purchase a fail-
ing business and preserve existing jobs because he cannot count that
into his increased employment.

Now for our recommendations. We feel that the Congress might
consider precedents in previous legislation. One of them is that the
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investment credit, for example, flows through without regard to
whether the subchapter S company or the partnership, for that matter,
has an income or a loss. )

Second, if there is to be a basis penalty it should not be imposed until
there is a tax benefit and utilization of the credit, and this is found in
the minimum tax rules as well as other areas mentioned in my paper.

In sum, we first recommend that the credit be made elective. If all
the complications are left in the law that produce an actual tax deteri-
ment, say for a loss partnership or a subchapter S company, the em-
ployer should be allowed to elect out from the credit.

Moving heyond that, which we view as a minimum desired and
needed modification, we agree that consideration could be given to a
recduction disallowance. Repeal of this set-off disallowance solves the
State income tax problems. It solves the accounting problems for self-
constructed assets and the manufacturers’ inventory.

If the credit is not made elective, and if the reduction disallowance
is continued. then the salary penalty or disallowance should be de-
ferred until the credit has actually been utilized in that carryback or
carryover.

I do have a misprint in my No. 4 recommendation, and that is it
should be 53 (b), rather than 52(b) and I refer to the limitation on
subchapter S companies and partnerships. This diseriminates in 52(b)
and it is my recommendation that it should be repealed, and I refer
to the limitation that you must have income from the business before
you can take the credit. A

The legislative history of the credit indicates that there are two
prime purposcs, one for ease of administration and the second for
understandability by emplovers, It is possible that you should consider
a straightforward, refundable credit. This avoids the carrybacks and
carryovers and could be explained to the business community.

If the disallowance is left in the law, perhaps the Congress should
do something about the State income tax problems and there is a prec-
edent for this in the legislation on the 1974 rebate.

Finally, if section 53(b) is left in the law, the limitation on sub-
chaper g companies and partnerships, and if the salary penalty is
left in the law, then we do recommend following the precedent of
the investment credit again, that if the credit is used during that
period then a salary expense deduction should be allowed in that final
year. I referred to the principle that was applied to the investment
credit when the credit reduced the depreciable basis of the property.
The basis was restored if the credit expired without tax benefit,
This basis reduction provision was later repealed and therefore is only
of historic interest.

I have appended to my testimony an example of a small business
where everything went wrong, based on these limitations in the new
credit, and perhaps that will be helpful in dramatizing the problems.

Senator HasgeLr. Well, thank you, Mr. Diss. I am going to ask staff
to look over your paper very carefully because some of the points you
raise are very serious problems and hinder the use of the credit.

I know, as the author of the credit, that it was intended to be
elective and was intended to provide maximum benefit possible. So
I will ask the coinmittee staff and my staff to review your testimony
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very carefully and see if we cannot incorporate some of these
suggestions,

Thank you very much, and now I would like to hear from you,
Mr. Yaude.

STATEMENT OF ALFORD F. YAUDE, NATIONAL SOCIETY OF PUBLIC
ACCOUNTANTS

Mr. Yaupe. Good morning, sir. Since you have not known me as
long, may I introduce myself? I am an independent accountant in
public practice in the State of North Carolina. I am presently vice
chairman of the National Society of Public Accountants Federal
Taxation Committee. I am also a past president of the North Carolina
Society of Accountants and have been enrolled to practice before the
Internal Revenue Service since 1960.

In the intevest of time, I would request that our written statement
be submitted for the record and I will just comment briefly on the
highlights of my statement.

The observations that I have, as you might expect, are somewhat un-
scientifie. given the short term that the law has existed. However,
most of these observations come from employers who are our clients,
and the observations of other accountants.

As to the publicity of the law, I can only say that if we could get as
many appropriate agencies of Government as possible involved in pub-
licizing things as soon as possible, it would be helpful. I know you
agree with this concept.

First, T want to talk about the effects of the jobs tax credit on hir-
ing practices that we have been able to observe. We find that estab-
lished and economiecally sound companies have not, in our experience,
changed their hiring practices merely to get the credit. These estab-
lished—and T am talking about small business primarily here—com-
panies that are sound economically still observe sound management
practices in hiring and the credit to them is not that great an induce-
ment. “If we need the man, we hire him. If we happen to get a credit,
that is nice.” This seems to be their attitude.

Then there is another class of companies who are less sophisticated,
less economically sound, and these people simply cannot afford to
hire any more people because their business is not yet that strong. And
this is probably one of the reasons we might not get the desired results
from the credit—the ideal that you intended when this legislation was

assed.
P So I guess what T am saying is, the tax credit will not necessarily
change the behavior and hiring practices of small economically sound
businesses.

I might say this, that in some areas of the country, the skills needed
by the employers are not available. In my own area, we have an un-
employment rate of something like 2.7 percent. The skills simply
cannot be found and obviously the employer is not going to waste
money on skills he does not need.

T talked to some accountants and we pointed out that this could help
certain industries that had high turnovers such as the hotel, restau-
rant and the construction industries. It could help larger, well-funded
businesses by allowing them to hire additional persons to eliminate
the need for overtime work.
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As to the other provisions of the credit, I would have to agree with
Mr. Diss that the subtraction from wages of the credit, seems to have
a counterproductive effect, in my judgment, It seems that if we are
going to give the employer the credit, to induce him into a certain eco-
nomic behavior, certainly give it to him clean and clear, and if there
are limitations, perhaps it should be amended.

There is also the possibility we could use some change of measure-
ment, like the rate change in the credit, or something of this type.

I have looked at the proposed regulations under section 52 having
to do with the subchapter S, the partnerships and so forth, and it
seems to me that while these regulations appear to be fully in accord-
ance with the law that Congress passed and in my judgment fairly in-
terprets that law, the provision is unduly compllex in the way the
measurements are figured. I wonder if it could not be simplified at
the pro rata credit assigned to each member of the entity, subchapter
S or partnership, by simply doing some other things that we do in
the Code—for example if there are three partners, give each one a
third, and if he has been in a fraction of the year, pro rate it by the
number of days, and hopefully we can solve that problem in that
manner.

There was some comment about the targeted credit this morning and
it scems to me—and my colleagues agree with this to some extent—
that a full series of credits seems to unduly complicate the tax law,
because, as you go along the line, you have certain credits that you
take into consideration in determining the definition of taxable income
for making other measurements. And I am wondering if, perhaps, we
could not somehow go back to the drawing board, as it were, and get
a vestructuring, that is to combine the jobs credit and the targeting
credit in some manner. I do not know how we would propose to do
this; T have not studied this very thoroughly; but I would just sug-
@est, this as a possibility for simplifying the tiax law, knowing full
well that we do have to halance complexity with the effectiveness of
the law and, of course, our revenue situation.

In fact, I am not too sure if, in this complexity area, perhaps some-
times we ought to have a kind of taxpayer impact study before we
pass the law to see what this will do to them.

Mr. Chairman, I believe this substantially concludes my remarks.
I would be glad to answer any questions you might have, if I can.

Senator ITaskerr. Thank vou, gentlemen. I do not have any ques-
tions. We will examine your testimony with diligent care, because we
want to make this jobs tax credit—assuming that we can extend it—
as workable and as helpful as possible. I want to thank both of you
for appearing here; even though I have not known you for 20 years,
I am very glad to see you, too.

Mr. Yaupe. Thank you, sir. I appreciate it.

[The prepared statements of the preceding panel follow:]

STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF CERTIFIED PUBLIO ACCOUNTANTS,
FEDERAL TAX DivisioN, BY WiLLIAM T. Diss

SUMMARY OF PROBLEMB AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The legislative history of the new jobs tax credit portrays an awareness by
Congress that a very complicated provision was being added to the Internal
Revenue Code for taxable years of affected employers beginning in 1977 or
1978. Experience in application of the provision by taxpayers and practitioners
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confirms the complications originally foreseen as well as numerous additional
complexities and unintended tax disadvantaged to employers, as well as dis-
crimination in the form of business organization used by the employer.

In addition, the combined effect of the disallowance of the taxabhle income
deduction for employee compensation and the credit mechanism distorts the
employment incentive so as to make it less attractive to the classes of employver
who would otherwise be more apt to hire additional employees. Finally, the
interplay of the deduction disallowance and the credit has created significant
state income tax reporting problems and disadvantages for employers.

Legislative action should. at a minimum, be taken retroactively to amend
the new jobs tax credit to make such credit elective by the afiected employer.
Serious consideration should also be given to a retroactive amendment which
would reduce the amount of the credit and repeal the compensation deduction
dicallowance. If the deduction disallowance is not repealed, consideration
should be given to a Congressional enactment which would prevent state income
taxation of the compensation deduction disallowance amount.

If the new jobs credit is continued into 1978, whether broad based or targeted,
consideration should be given to a simple, straightforward, refundable credit.

DETAILS OF PROBLEMS8 AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Problems resulting from disallowance of compensation expense déduction

1. The hiring incentive to a prospective employver is made ingressive; that
is. only a $630 benefit, net of the disallowance effect, is enjoyed by a 70 percent
bracket employer, compared to the $1,806 benefit for a 14 percent bracket
eniployer.

2. Combination of the deduction disallowance with the credit Hmitation, based
on taxable income, of a taxpayer in a Subchapter S corporation-partnership-
fiduciary entity reduces the loss otherwise deductible from such entity. Such
losses are frequently incurred in a new or financially troubled business, and
inability of the taxpayer to deduct his full share of the loss may endanger con-
tinuation of the business.

3. An artiflcial taxable income is created for employer/taxpayers In states
whose local income tax is defined by reference to Federal taxahle income. Thus,
an employer/taxpayer entitled to the maximum $100.000 credit may pay, for
example. an additional 8,000 in state income tax. This disadvantage is ag-
gravated in those states where a taxpayer is entitled to deduct his Fedearl
income tax in determining state taxable income, because the credit reduces
his Federal tax.

4. Many small business concerns maintain their general ledger so as to agree
with earnings shown on payroll records, and in addition prepare finanecial
statements on a “tax basis”. These concerns are now required to reconcile
payroll records to the ledeer, and financial statements to the tax returns, for
the disallowed wage and salary deduction.

5. A manufacturing concern encounters a considerable complication in com-
putation of direct and indirect labor costs included in produced inventory. No
guidance is provided in the proposed regulations for allocation of the disallowed
compensation expenditures.

8. A similar problem arises for an employer holding self-constructed assets. with
capitalized labor costs. It should be noted that reduction of the depreciable cost
for such property from the disallowance also reduces the basis of eligible
property for the investment credit computation.

7. In the case of a profitable Subchapter S corporation, the undistributed
taxable income is increased by the disallowed compensation, and the resuiting
total UTI is larger than the earned surplus available under state law for pay-
ment of legal dividends. This prevents the electing corporation from followngg
the common practice of distributing all earnings currently in order to aveid
“lock in" problems.

& In the case of a partner or proprietor employer, the self-employment fncome
and self-employment tax will be artificially enlarged from the disallowed salary
expense.

;). An uncertainty is created as to the application of the limitation under
gection 404(a) (7) of the Internal Revenue Code regarding deductible employee
retirement plan contributions, based upon total compensation of participants.

10. The employer/taxpayer disadvantages from the deduction _dlsallowance
are immediately imposed, and not deferred until an unused new jobs credit is
finally utilized, This inequity is completely opposite to the precedents afforded
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in section 56(b), where a current operating loss has deferred the benefit from
a tax preference item, and Proposed Regulation section 1.57-4, relating to non-
nppllc::bility of certain tax preference items where no regular tax beuefit is
present,

11. The computation of earnings and profits for a corporate employer is un-
certain, but administrative clarification would be helpful regarding deductibility
of the disallowed compensation expense for this computation.

12. The employer or taxpayer reporting income from a Subchapter S company-
partnership-fidueiary cannot avoid the complications by relinquishing the new
jobs credit; that is, the credit is not elective.

Problems resulting from the tadable income limitation for a subchapter 8 com-
pany, partnership, or fiduciary

1. The limitation based on taxable income from the entity, in the case of a
Subchapter S shareholder. partner, or beneficiary of an estate or trust, herein-
after termed “reporting taxpayer”, does not apply to a proprietor, or a corpora-
tion engaged in diverse activities. This limitation discriminates, based upon the
form of organization, and particularly against the partnership and Subchapter S
company formats typically used by a small business concern.

2. As stated ahove, no smiliar limitation applies to divisions of a large
corporation, proprietorship business activities carried on by a wealthy
individual.

3. The unused credits arising from the limitation must be carried back or
carried over to years where taxable income from the same entity is reported.
If the entity is terminated or sold, the balance of unused credits is wasted. In
the event such termination is the result of a business failure, the typical out-
come is disallowance of the salary and wage expense to the investing taxpayer,
conpled with denial of the credit.

4. Allocation of itemized deductions which are not attributable to any specifie
activity may limit the new jobs credit for an individual with large charitable
contributions or other itemized deductions. Such allocation of nonattributable
deductions does not appear to be required by section 53(b), but the Proposed
Regulation section 1.53-1(d) is supported by footnote 13 on page 75 of Senate
Report No. 95-66 (3-28-77).

5. Use of the credit from a fiscal year entity is deferred until the taxpayer's
ealendar year return within which the fiscal year falls.

6. The policy for limitation of the credit to the reporting taxpayer is com-
pletely opposite to the precedents of the investment credit and the WIN credit,
lioth of which pass through irrespective of taxable income reported from the
entity by the taxpayer.

Problems resulting from wuse of the credit mechanism

1. The ordering rules for utilization of credits become more complex as Con-
gress adds additional credits to the system. This creates multiple layer com-
putations for carryhack and carryover of the various unused credits.

2 States which define taxable income by reference to the Internal Revenue
Cade face pressure to enact counterpart credits, which complicate thelr previ-
misly simple “piggyback” state income tax returns. Historlcally, credits have
heen altered frequently by Ceongress, creating instability in the statute, and
further complications in carryhacks and carryovers.

3. For example, If a net operating loss is sustained for 1977 or 1978, the net
nperating loss carryback is reduced by the compensation expense disallowance
nnder section 280C, vet all other credits, including the investment credit. take
priority in carryback of unused credits, since section 53(a) establishes last
priority to the new jobs credit,

4. A supplemental or accelerated dedurtion would he simpler to administer
and provide corollary state income tax benefits for the employer or reporting
taxpaver (in Federal conformity states).

Other problems and concerns

1. The limitation under section 51(h) was intended by Congress to prevent re-
placement of high-pald with low-paid employees. In pxjaetice. this limitation im-
pacts on a new or rapidly expanding business. The policy of the eredit should he
to encourage such businesses, since they have more potential for increasing
emplavment.

2. The section 53{¢) limitation restrains the adoption or change in form of husli-
ness organization. Thus. incorporation of a partnership will force wastage of
any unused new jobs credit carryovers. The same result occurs where a Sub-
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chapter S corporation terminates its election and reports as a “straight
corporation.”

3. The compensation deduction disallowance under section 280C is not co-
ordinated with a reduction in basis under section 1376 for the stock investment
by a Subchapter S shareholder, whereas a basis reduction is required for the
partnership interest of a partner by section 105(a) (2) (B).

4. The expressed Congressional intents in enacting the new jobs credit are sub-
stantially defeated, viz., benefits concentrated on small business—by the section
83(b) limitations on a reporting Subchapter S shareholder, partner, or benefi-
ciary, and ease of administration—by the section 280C disallowance
compilations.

5. The restriction imposed by section 52(c) eliminates any incentive for an em-
ployer to purchase a failing business and save existing jobs, because the resulting
increase in employment cannot be “counted” by the purchasing employer.

6. Apparently, both the new jobs credit under section 44B and the WIN credit
under section 50A can be claimed on the same wages. The legislative intent ap-
pears unclear in this respect.

7. Placement of the credit in the Internal Revenue Code is somewhat clumsy,
and involves both Subparts A and D under Subchapter A, and four sections, viz.,
44B, 51, 52, and 53 ; only one section, section 44, was required for the purchase of
a new principal residence.

8. The credit scheme, although commendable in intent, further aggravates
complication of the Internal Revenue Code.

Recommendations

1. Make the new jobs credit elective. This is regarded as a “must” recommenda-
tion, in order to avoid the actual tax disadvantages to investors in a new, or
unprofitable, business.

2. Reduce the credit amount, and repeal the compensation deduction disallow-
ance. The proverbial claim of credit by a dentist who has placed his mistress on
the clinic payroll ean be policed by enforcing section 182(a) (1).

3. If the credit is not made elective, and the deduction disallowance is con-
tinued, then such is allowance should be deferred until utilization of unused
credits by carryback and carryover.

4. The section 53 (b) limitation on Subchapter S companies, partnerships, and
fiduciaries should be repealed, or extended to all employers. The former course
is preferable.

5. Serious consideration should be given credit which would achieve the policy
objectives (concentration on small business, and ease of administration) by re-
placing this incentive with a straightforward refundable credit, using a rate of
perhaps 20 percent or 25 percent, on the total increase in FUTA wages up to a
determined total base amount,

6. In the event section 280C is not repealed, consideration should be given to a
Congressional enactment which would encourage those states which tie into
the Internal Revenue Code to enact & modification of Federal taxable income
to deduct the Federally disallowed compensation deduction. Precedent may be
found in Public Law 94-12, section 102 (3-29-75), which prevented the states
from treating the 1974 Federal income tax rebate, under repealed section 6428,
as income for Federally funded welfare programs.

7. Consideration should be given to amalgamation of the WIN credit with the
new jobs credit, or perhaps application of the WIN credit only to household, or
other nonbusiness, employment.

8. If section 53(b) and section 280C are not repealed, then provision should be
made for subsequent allowance of the disallowed compensation deduction, in the
yvear that an unused credit expires without tax benefit.

ILLUSTRATION OF NEW JOBS TAX CREDIT PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED BY SMALL
BUSINESSES

Adams, Baker and Clark (“A. B and C”) organized Business Dispatch, Inc.
(“BDI") on April 1, 1978 to publish a weekly business and legal newspaper.
BDI1 filed an election, and A, B and C as equal stockholders filed consents, to
report under Subchapter S.

A, B and C forecasted operating losses for BDI of $5,000 2 month for two years,
followed by profitable operations commencing in April, 1980. Fourteen persons
were employed, for a total of $17,000 monthly payroll. A, B and C were successful
professional persons and expected & 509, Federal income tax benefit from the



175

BDI Subchapter S loss, using the maximum tax computation for personal service
income frowm their practices.

A, B and C consulted their tax advisor and explained that an after-tax cash
budget had been developed by them, based on information gleaned from popular
newspaper accounts of new jobs tax credit benefits, Specifically, A, B and C
expected a credit of $29,400 for 1978 based on $2,100 for each of the fourtecn
new employees. In additlon, income tax savings from offset of the Subchap-
ter S losses from their professional earnings were expected for nine months in
1978, all of 1979, and three months in 1980, for a $60,000 total based on $120,000
total operating losses. Accordingly, a budget of approximately $30,000 had been
arranged.

The advisor then disappointed A, B and C by describing the compensation ex-
pense disallowance of approximately $30,000, and A, B and C arranged to in-
crease their total budget arrangements to $45,000. Operations are proceeding as
forecasted.

The tax advisor now is presenting the results predicted for A, B and C's 1978
individual income tax returns. The deductible Subchapter S loss will be $15,600,
not the $45.000 loss (ignoring depreciation) based on net cash operating expense.
The difference represents the expected $29,400 new jobs credit. The advisor ex-
plains that “it could be worse,” had the newspaper commenced operations Octo-
ber 1, 1978. In that event, the $51,000 in salaries for the three months would
have produced only a $25,500 credit, based upon the § 51(b) limitation.

The advisor also explains that the income tax system for their state follows
the Internal Revenue Code and that their combined individual state incomes thus
will be $29.400 larger for 1978. Use of the marginal 8% rate will produce addi-
tional $2.368 state income tax from the compensation deduction disallowance.

The advisor stressed two ‘.ilver linings,” first that no self-employment tax
results since a Subchapter S company rather than a partnership is involved, and
second that since no Federal credit will be usable for 1978, there will not be the
further (or sccond) $2,368 increase in state tax from the lower Federal income
tax deduction.

The follow-on “bad news' is that the nnused credit for 1978 cannot be carried
back, since BDI was not in existence during the three preceding years, At 1978
year-end, &4, B and C will show a cash outlay of $45,000 and expect 1978 income
{ax savings of approximately $9,000 on the allowable $15,600 Subchapter S loss,
for a net $36,000 cash outlay. Their original expectation had been a cash surplus
of $10,500 based upon a $29,400 credit and $26,100 in reduced 1978 Federal and
state income taxes, based on a $15,000 Subchapter S loss.

Taking the revised $45,000 cash budget and the $36,000 net outlay, $£9,000 re-
mains for 1979 operations. This will provide pre-tax funds of approximately $20.-
000. permitting operation of BDI only to April. Unless A, B and C increase their
budget, the newspaper operation will be terminated and the recently employed
persons discharged.

No credit will be available as a carryover in 1979, because of the further ope-
rating loss to April, and no carry- over will be available to 1980 or later years,
because BDI has heen “dispatched.” If the credit had been usabhle, the resulting
cash flow would have permitted BDI to continue operations until the point of
profitability, preserving jobs for fourteen people.

STATEMENT OF THE NATIONAL SOCIETY OF PUBLIO ACCOUNTAKRTS

My name is Alfred F. Yaude. I am an independent accountant in public prac-
tice in the state of North Carolina. I am presently vice-chairman of the National
Society of Public Accountants’ Federal Taxation Committee and a member of its
Board of Governors. Also, I am past president of the North Carolina Snciety of
Accountants and have been enrolled to practice before the Internal Revenue
Service since 1960.

T am pleaséd to be here on behalf of all of the members of the National Soclety
of Public Accountants, to offer testimony regarding our evaluation of the effective-
ness of the jobs tax credit based upon our professional experiences. Gentleman,
even, though we have become aware, during the past year and a half, that the
credit has not been extremely Instrumental in creating jobs and reducing un-
employment, we feel it definitely has the potential to bhecome economically bene-
ficial to the business community, It is therefore the opinion of the National Society
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that tne Unit s shiould reenact a modified version of the jobs tax
credit upon {tg” ~wt-the end of 1978.

We find it neoedkard’ to take this position after analyzing the apparent reasons
for the credit's seeming lack of success in 1977. It was our experience that many
clients with whom we had no conteact prior to tax filing season, simply were not
aware of the existence of the jobs tax credit; therefore, their hiring policies in
1977 were ln no way influenced by the credit. Few of those who were aware of it,
received their information directly from the Internal Revenue Service. Conse-
quently, a8 in the past. we urge that Congress make a greater effort to enact tax
legislation in time for IRS and its employees to digest and disseminate its provi-
sions to the taxpaying public and that the IRS place even greater emphasis upon

the importance of this service.
However, since many businessmen and women only became aware of the jobs

tax credit when their 1977 income tax returns were prepared, NSPA is hopeful
that many taxpayers will take advantage of its benefits in 1978 Conversely, we
feel that some modifications and simplifications must be made before the jobs tax
credit will have substantial economic impact upon the small business community.

For instance IRS Code Section 280C requires that the taxpayer's income tax
deductlon for salaries and wages be reduced by the amount of the allowable jobs
tax credit including that credit carried back or forward to another tax year.
Additionally, the “conformity” statutes in some states resulted in taxpayers pay-
ing higher state income tax hecause there was not time to amend state statutes
to grant tax relief from the limitations inequitably {inposed upon deductions from
income for state tax purposes. The National Society of Public Accountants feels
that no reduction in the salaries and wages expense should be required.

This reduction as well as other limitations and special rules unnecessarily com-
plicate the law and merely erode away the benefits to the taxpayer and the
stimulation to the economy. Many small businessmen and women feel the compli-
cations and limitations far outweigh the incentives of the jobs tax credit and
therefore hesitate to take advantage of any benefits to be derived.

The National Society of Public Accountants would like to assist the Senate
Small Business and Finance Committees in this or other related matters as much
as possible. Therefore, at this time I will be happy to answer any questions you
may ha(;'te about my own, my clients and my colleagues’ experiences with the jobs
tax credit.

Senator Haskerr. Our Jast witness is Mr. Joseph J. Cunco who is
president of the Energy Transportation Corporation,

STATEMENT OF JOSEPH J. CUNEO, PRESIDENT, ENERGY
TRANSPORTATION CORP.

Mr. Cuxneo, Good morning, Mr, Chairman. T am president of the
Inergy Transportation Corp., and with me today is George M. Foote,
Jr.. who is an attorney of the firm of Cadwalader, Wickersham & Taft,

Senator Iaskerr, For brevity’s sake, if you could put your state-
ment in the record and just tell me what your comments are.

Mr. Cexreo. I will do that, and keep the remarks very brief.

As we all know, the jobs tax credit was enacted to stimulate U.S,
employment. However, the companies in the U.S. merchant marine en-
gaged in international trade, may have been excluded unintentionally
from eligibility for the credit.

Section 51(g) (1) of the Internal Revenue Code provides that for
wages to be taken into account for the credit, more than one-half of
the wages must be earned for services performed within the United
States. Thus, wages paid to American crewmembers on vessels in in-
ternational trade will rarely, if ever, be taken into account because the
ships are normally either in foreign ports or in the international waters
of the world.

Although the congressional policy to focus the credit on U.S. em-
ployment is both clear and sound, an apparent oversight in the law
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denies the incentive to an industry that, at least in our view, is as much
a part of the U.S. cconomy as thie corner grocery store.

By law, only U.S. citizens may be oflicers on American-flag vessels,
and at least 75 percent of the crewmembers must be U.S, citizens. In
actual practice, most U.S. shipping companies have 100 percent U.S.
citizens onboard their vesselg, and these are citizens who reside in the
United States.

The employers of these officers and crewmen withhold Federal and
State incone taxes along with social security taxes. They make social
seenrity contributions and pay the unemployment insurance taxes on
which the jobs tax credit is bazed.

Almost all of the wages paid to the employvees on American-flag ves-
sels are either deposited in U.S. banks or sent to the families of the
crewmembers in the United States. The transportation of crewmem-
bers back and forth to the vessel is generally by U.S. airlines, and
most of the food and supplies for their support onboard the vessels
come from the United States.

These officers and crewmen are generally represented by the U.S.
maritime unions.

It is congressional policy to strengthen the 17.S, merchant marine
fleet, Partly because of wage costs, the number of employees in the
U.S. merchant marine has dropped dramatically, from approximately
50.000 to 21.000 since 1967.

By a simple amendment, T am proposing that the credit and the
stimulus offered to all other American industries be made available
to the U.S. merchant marine.

We have been advised informally by the Internal Revenue Service
that, while there is some merit to the inclusion of a company such us
ours and employees such as ours, that the Service will promulgate no
regulations or rulings on this subject,

Senator Haskerr, Have you discussed your proposed amendment
with the maritime union?

Mr. Curxeo. With the maritime union?

Senator Ifaskerr, With the maritime union,

Mr. Cuxro. Noj we have not discussed it with the unions at this
point.

Scenator ITasgern. I think you might discuss it, and perhups they
would want to submit some comments,

Mr. Crxro, Yes; I'think they would. That is a valid point.

I think that concludes my statement.

Senator Iaskern. Thank yvou. T really do not know what mv re-
action is. Tt is our purpose to get American citizens employed. That
was the basic purpose.

Possibly vour point is well taken, and we will take it into consil-
eration. I think it ought to be sort of an industry position, though,
and that is why I suggested discussing it with the maritime union,

Mr. CrNro. Yes, sir.

. For most purposes that T can think of, an American ship is con-
stdered to be American territory.

Senator TTaskerL. Yes.

Myr. C'exeo. The way the law scems to be written, it does not quite
meet the traditional definition, and it is peculiar to us as to why that
is.
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] Senator Hasxerr. Thank you very much. I appreciate your being
were. ,
[The prepared statement of Mr. Cuneo follows:]

STATEMENT OF MR. JoSEPH CUNEO, PRESIDENT, EXERGY TRANSPORTATION CORP.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee and subcommittee, my name is
Joseph Cuneo. I am president of the Energy Transportation Corp. I am accompa-
nied by George M. Foote, Jr., an attorney with Cadwalader, Wickersham & Taft.

The Energy Transportation Corp. is a U.S. corporation which operates Amer-
ican-built U.S.-flag vessel in international trade. All of our officers and crewmen
are U.S. citizens.

The Jobs Tax Credit (the Credit) was enacted as part of the Tax Reduction
and Simplification Act of 1977 * to provide a direct incentive to American business
to increase employment.

The Credit is available for taxable years 1977 and 1978 to most employers
which have a net increase in Federal unemployment wages (FUTA wages). Sec-
tion 51(g) (1) of the Internal Revenue Code provides that the FUTA wages paid
to an employee may be taken into account only if more than one-half of the
remuneration is for services performed in the United States. This limitation is
intended to insure that the Credit is claimed only for employees in the U.S.
economy.?

For most employers the geographical limitation does not work a hardship.
However, if the requirement of “performance of services in the United States”
is strictly limited to a territorial concept of the United States without expansion
1o include services performed on Americdn vessels, wages paid to American sea-
men on such vessels may not qualify for the Credit. I belleve that this is an
unintended oversight in the statute.

The law should allow the application of the Credit to wages paid seamen on
Amerlean vessels no matter where the serives are performed. Such application
would be consistent with the existing close relationship of the Credit to FUTA
wages.

'Ighe determination of the amount of the Credit is made by reference to “un-
employment insurance wages” which, according to Section 51(f) (1), means
“wages" as defined in Section 3308(b). Section 3306(b) defines wages to mean
all remuneration for “employment.” Under the Federal Unemployment Tax Act
employment includes services performed on or in connection with an American
vessel ® if the contract of service was entered into within the United States, or
during the performance of which and while the employee is employed on the
vessel it touches at & United States port, provided the employee is employed on
or in connection with such vessel when outside the United States!

Congress hased the Credit on FUTA wages so that “employers can easily
understand thelr status with respect to the Credit.” ® Thus, because of the special
FUTA provision relating to wages paid to seamen employed on American vessels,
such wages should automatically be taken into account for the Credit. Without a
geographical limitation under Sectlon 51(g) (1) the wages would be so treated.

In addition to the close relationship of the Credit to FUTA wages Congres-
slonal policy argues for inclusion of the wages of seamen on Amerlcan vessels
in computing the Credit. The policy behind the Credit is to create employment in
the American economy, an important part of which is the Merchant Marine. By

——

1 Publie Law 95-30. \ 1
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law, only U.S. citizens may be officers of U.S. flag vessels, and at least 75% of
the crew of each ship must be U.S. citizens. In practice, most U.S. flag ship owners
hire only U.8. citizens who are U.S. residents. The employers of these officers
and crewmen withhold U.S, and state income taxes and soclal security taxes.
They pay unemployment insurance and social security taxes. Almost all of the
wages paid to the employees are deposited in U.S. banks or sent to their families
in the United States. Their transportation to or from foreign ports at the begin-
ning or end of a tour of duty is primarily by U.S. airlines. Their food and supplies
are usually purchased in the United States. The officers and crewmen are repre-
sented by various seafaring unions.

I am sure that if Congress had known the full impact of the territorfal limita-
tions when it enacted the Credit, there would have been an exception for wages
paid seamen on U.S. vessels. Through inquiries at the Internal Revenue Service
we have learned that no regulations will be promulgated under the Credit, nor
will any rulings be issued. Since the only apparent remalining remedy is an amend-
ment to the statute, I have taken the liberty of providing a suggested new para-
graph for Section 51(g). The language is intended to extend the Jobs Tax Credit
to employers of American citizens on U.S. flag vessels:

(3) EMPLOYMENT ON AMERICAN VESSEL.—For purposes of paragraph (1)
of this subsection remuneration paid by an employer to a U.S. citizen for
employmen: on or in connection with an American vessel within the meaning
of Section 3306(c) shall be treated as remuneration for services performed
in the United States in a trade or business of the employer.

Thank you.

Senator HaskerLr. The hearing is adjourned. The record will stay

open for 10 days for additional submissions. )
[Thercupon, at 11:20 a.m., the hearing in the above-entitled matter

was adjourned.) ) L
[By direction of the chairman, the following communications were

made a part of the record.]

STATEMENT OF SENATOR HOWARD BAKER

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Committee, last March, Sen-
ators Bellmon, Ribicoff, Danforth and I introduced a welfare reform bill (8.
2777) which was called the Job Opportunities and Family Security Act of 1978.
As the title indicates, major emphasis was placed upon employment, with par-
ticular attention to the creation of private sector jobs for the structurally
unemployed.

Senator Bellmon and I subsequently testified before the Public Assistance Sub-
committee of the Finance Committee on the specific provisions of S. 2777. My testi-
mony dealt primarily with the employment provisions of our bill. As a preface
to my remarks on employment tax credits in general, and targeted tax credits in
particular, I should like to recount briefly the testimony on those provisions.

Although 8. 2777 called for a combination of public and private sector jobs for
the hard-to-employ, clear preference was stated for jobs in the private sector. The
advantages of private over public sector employment are obvious and have been
cited repeatedly at these hearings. However, it is equally obvious that private
sector employment remains elusive for those people who are collectively charac-
terized as the structurally unemployed.

Though our primary response in the past to structural unemployment has been
the creation of more PSE jobs and training opportunities, this is no longer con-
sidered an adequate solution. It is now generally recognized that private em-
ployers can be encouraged or induced to hire the hard-to-employ by providing
them with a sensible and adequate financial incentive. The most effective in-
cent:ve is a partial subsidy for the wages paid one who is normally hard-to-
employ.

In 8. 2777, we proposed two private sector job creation initiatives: a targeted
employment tax credit and a similarly targeted wage voucher. The two pro-
grams were intended to complement each other and were similar in the people
t(alrgeted), the size of the subsidy ($1/hour), and the duration of the incentive

year).

The targeted employment tax credit was drafted in such a way as to build
upon or modify the existing credit enacted last year in the Tax Reduction and
Simplification Act. It maintained the requirement for increasing wages by 102
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percent of the previous year's employment base, continued the $100,000 ceiling
per firm, substituted a $1.00 per hour credit for the 50 percent of the first $4,200
of FUTA wages, and targeted the credit on employable AFDC recipients, long-
term unemployed (more than 28 weeks), disadvantaged youth and CET partici-
pants who had completed their job assignments and were unable to find unsub-
sidized private employment.

Even though I noted certain deficiencies which I believe exist in the present
credit, such as the “growth” or “102 percent” requirement, I did not recommend
that 1t be changed because of the availability of a wage voucher alternative.
The proposed wage voucher consisted of a subsidy equal in amount to that pro-
vided under the tax credit, and targeted at the same groups of people. However,
there was no requirement for expansion by the firm, nor was it limited to
$100,000 per taxpaying entity.

We believed that the wage voucher would be preferred by most employers for
a variety of reasons. And yet, in view of the probability that only a targeted tax
credit may be enacted this year, I should like to amend my earlier testimony
and make new recommendations which do no assume the availability of a wage
voucher program.

Few, if any, dispute the assertion that the present tax credit is dreadfully
deficient and must be amended substantially, if not permitted to expire, Its
problems are nummerous and have been listed by many of the witnesses. They in-
clude the requirement for growth in a business, the lack of any targeting, the
$100,000 ceiling per firm each year, and the absence of an adequate effort to
advertise the availability of the -redit.

The Administration and others have sought to address those problems ln vari-
ous proposals now pending before this Committee, Although the Administration
proposal is sound in many respects, I believe it is flawed in others.

For instance, their proposal is targeted solely at disadvantaged youth and
handicapped workers. Despite the appropriateness of those groups, I firmly be-
lieve that the target is too narrow.

I would propose that the tax credit be targeted on employable AFDC recipi-
ents and long-termm unemployed (26 weeks or more) in addition to disadvantaged
youth and the handicapped. In order to be eligible as a youth, the individual
would have to be 18 to 24 years of age and from a family whose income is no
more than 70 percent of the Bureau of Labor Statistics lower living standard
income level. This credit would replace the seldom used WIN tax credit and
the present welfare credit.

Another problem with the Administration proposal is the limit on the number
of employces upon whom credits may be claimed. Their limit of 20 percent of a
firm’s employees diminishes the ability of small businesses to hire a significant
number of people upon whom a credit can be claimed. For instance, if a firm
had only 10 employees, it could claim a credit on only two employees. I believe
that it wonld he more effective to set a limit of $100,000 or 20 percent of the
firm’s employees, whichever is higher,

The problem of possible displacement could be dealt with not only by the
imposition of such alternative limits, but also by requiring that no employer
hire a tax credit eligible if within the past 80 days a non-subsidized salary
employee paid a comparable wage was laid off. The employer would be required
to sign a statement to that effect hefore hiring a tax credit eligible employee.

In addition to those changes which I would propose to the Administration's
tax credit proposal, I would also suggest that the credit be provided at the rate
of at least £1.00 per hour of the prevailing wage in the first year and at least
$.50 per hour in the second year. A two-year credit would seem to strike the right
balance between encouraging retention of an employee long enough for them to
learn a useful skill and subsidizing employment beyond the point of necessity.

Individuals from the targeted groups should be certifled as eligible by either
the state employment agency or the state welfare agency. In view of the fmpor-
tance of minimizing the stigma attached to welfare and the state welfare agency,
it might be preferable to charge the state employment agency with the certfiica-
tion task. An option as to the certifying agency might be left to the respective
states.

Althongh the credit should be refundable, the employer should be required to
reduce his husiness expense deduction for wages by the total amount of credit
claimed. This would prevent possible windfalls while not penalizing firms with
little or no tax liability.
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In summary, Mr. Chairman, I propose a single targeted tax credit that would
replace all existing employment tax credits with the following provisions: a two-
year credit equal to $1/hour for the first year and $.50/hour for the second year;
targeted at employable AFDQC recipients, long-term unemployment (26 weeks or
more), disadvantaged youth (as previously defined), and bandicapped workers;
a ceiling of $100,000 per firm each year or 20 percent of the firin’s employees,
whichever is higher; a state option on whether the state employment agency,
the state welfare agency, or both, should certify eligibility; a requirement that
no employer hire a tax credit eligible employee if within the previous 60 days a
non-subsidized salary employee was laid off; and a requirement that business
expense deductions for wages be reduced by the amount of the credit claimed.

In order to make such an approach attractive to private sector employers, two
other considerations are essential. First, the credit must be aggressively adver-
tised at the national, state, and local level. The beuefits of the credit to both
small and large businesses should be emphasized.

Second, administration of the credit program must be as simple and red-tape

free as possible. Experience indicates that one of the primary reasons for the past
failures of employment tax credits has been the fear that participation in such
a program would subject the employer to massive amounts of paperwork or red-
tape.
In my judgment, if a targeted tax credit along the lines I have outlined is rec-
ommended by the Committee and enacted by the Congress, I believe we can begin
the long process of solving the problem of structural unemployment in this
country.

STATEMENT OF THE U.S, LEAGUE OF SAVINGS ASSOCIATIONS

The U.S. League of Savings Associations* is pleased to have this opportunity
to comment on the existing jobs tax credit and its administrative interpretation
under recent IRS regulations.

We have been particularly concerned about the denial of equal benefits under
this law to members of the savings and loan business. Since its enactment in tle
Tax Reduction and Simplification Act of 1977, savings and loans have been denied
the full benefit of the jobs tax credit incentive (IRC Section 44B) because of a
discriminatory limitation (IRC Section 52h) contained in that legislation. Under
Section 52h, thrift institutions, including savings and loan associations, are denied
50 percent of the jobs tax credit available to other corporations. The restriction
of Section 52h is a carry-over from the antiquated limitation under the investment
tax credit (IRC Section 48e) imposed when thrift institutions had nominal
effective tax rates. However, since 1962, the tax liability of our business has risen
dramatically to the point where our 1977 effective tax rate of 28.7 percent was
equivalent to the typical corporate rate in the industrial-mining sector of the
economy.

Savings and loan associations currently provide the major source of U.S. finane-
ing of long-term residential mortgages, particularly single-family mortgage loans.
As a consequence of supplying our nation’s mortgage financing. the savings and
loan husiness plavs an important role in creating the many construction and
related industry jobs which contribute to a healthy economy.

Our business estimates that 8£38.000 job results from the econnmie activity
generated by savings and loan mortgage lending. In addition, our business di-
rectly employs 216.800 workers. As anyone familiar with financial institutions
would recognize, there are many entry-level job opportunities at savings and
loan associations. However, in spite of this substantial emplovment contribution
to the growth and development of our economy, our members continue to be
handicapped under the special joh tax credit provision. If the true purpose of tte
jobs credit is to stimulate the hiring of the unemployed, then we urge this Com-

*The United States League of Savings Assoclations (formerly the United States Savings
and Loan League) hras a membership of 4.400 savinzs and loan assoclations. reprexenting
over $89 of the assets of the savinmzs and loan business. Leapue membership includes
all types of assoclations—Federal and state-chartered. insured and uninsured. stock and
mutnal. The principal officers are: Stuart Davis, President, Beverly Hills, Calif.; Joseph
Renedict, Vice Presldent. Worcester Mass.: ILloyd Bowles, Legirlafive Chatrman, Dallas,
Tex. : Norman Strunk, Executive Vice President, Chicago, II1.: Arthur Edgeworth, Direc-
tor-Washington Onrerations: and Glen Troop. Leglslative Director, I.eague headquarters
are at 111 E. Wacker Dr., Chicaco. Illinols (RORNT) ; and the Washington Office Is locatal
at 1709 New York Ave., N.W., Washington (20008) ; 202-785-9150.

34-840—79——13
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‘mittee to extend the full benefits of this incentive to all productive economie
partners, including savings and loan associations.

The inequity of this jobs tax credit restriction is further compounded by re-
«cent Internal Revenue Service regulations interpreting Sections 44B and 651-53
-of the Internal Revenue Code. The regulation in question, IRS Reg. 1.52-3(a),
reduces by half not only the amount of the credit determined under section
ﬁ_l(a), but also the $100.000 credit limitation contained in section 51(d), effec-
tively restricting our institutions to a $50,000 maximum credit. We feel strongly
that Congress intended section 52(h), with its 509 limitation, to apply only
to the initial determination of the amount of the credit (section 5la) and not to
the additional $100,000 credit limitation of section 51(d). (The U.S. League com-
ntent on the IRS regulation is attached).

The present statutory restriction on the jobs tax credit for thrift institutions,
in addition to the strict interpretation of this provision contained in the IRS
regulations, unjustly frustrates the original full employment intent of this tax
incentive. The U.S. League of Savings Associations petitions this Committee for
removal of our statutory impediment (IRC section 52h) to the existing jobs tax
credit, Additionally, we urge the Committee that enactment of any similar job
incentive plans, whether broad-based or targeted as President Carter has rec-
ommended, apply without discrimination to all employers based solely upon pro-
viding economic opportunity for the unemployed.

We thank the Committee for granting us this opportunity to comment on the
problems the savings and loan business has experienced with the existing jobs

tax credit.
May 24, 1978.
COMMISSIONER OF INTERNAL REVENUE,
Constitution Avenue, Washington, D.C.
Attn : Robert M, Fowler, CC:LR :2.

GENTLEMEN : We would like to take this opportunity to comment on the pro-
posed regulations issued under Sections 44B and 51-53 of the Internal Revenue
Code, the so-called “New Jobs Credit”.

The United States League of Savings Assoclatlions represents approximately
4.609 savings and loan associations holding more than 98 percent of the assets
of the savings and loan business. Savings and loan associations are the major
source of financing of long-term residential mortgages, particularly mortgage
loans for single family homes.

The League believes that the proposed regulations, in general, effectively im-
plement the statute and the underlying congressional intent, with one notable
exception. That is proposed Section 1.52-3(a), which would divide by two not
only the amount of the credit determined under Code Section 51(a), but also
the $100,000 limitation on credit provided in Section §1(d).

Proposed Reg. Section 1.52-3(a) is derived from Code Section 52(h), which
provides that in the case of an organization to which Section 593 applies (such
as a savings and loan association), “rules similar to the rules provide in Section
46(e) shall apply in determining the amount of the credit...” (emphasis added).
Significantly, this legislative language plainly tracks Code Section 51(a)—*De-
termination of Amount”—and nowhere mentions a restriction on the $100,000
limitation on the credit,

There is further evidence that Congress intended Section 52(h) to apply only
to the initial determination of the amount of credit. Code Section 46(e) (in con-
junction with Section 46(c) in effect divides in half the amount of investment
credit available to savings and loan associations, and also reduces by half (to
$12,500) the amount of tax liability against which the credit ean be fully applied.
Section 46(e) places no absolute ceiling on the amount of credit avallable to
savings and loan associations. Therefore the reference in Section 52(h) to Sec-
tion 46(e) can apply only to determination of the amount of credit, ss Section
46(e) simply does not deal with a ceiling, and any “similar” rules enacved under
Section 62(h) likewise could not deal with a ceiling.

We accordingly suggest that Proposed Reg. Section 1.52-3(a) be amended to
read as follows:

“(a) Mutual savings institutions.—In the case of an organization to which sec-
tion 593 applies (that is, a mutual savings bank, a cooperative bank, or a domes-
tic building and loan association), the amount of the credit allowable under sec-
tion 44B shall be determined after reducing by 50 percent the amount otherwise
determined under section 51(a), or, in the case of an organization under common
control, the proportionate amount of the credit determined under section 51(a)
after applying the special rules of section 52 (a) or (b).”
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We believe that this amended proposal would more accurately reflect the statu-
tory language, as well as fully recognizing the congressional intent that the New
Jobs Credit encourage full employment, In their present form, the proposed regu-
lation would in many instances thwart this intent,

Thank you for your attention to these comments. We apologize for our tardi-
ness in submitting them to you.

Yours very truly,
WirtriaM C. PRATHER,
General Coungel.
JoHN T. SAPIENZA,
Spcecial Counsgel, Covington & Burling.

StepHENSON & Co.,
Denver, Oolo., July 14, 1978.
Ms. Laura KALLICH,
Ofiice of Senator Floyd Haskell,
Scenate Office Building, Washington, D.C,

DEAR LaurA: I appreciate you taking the time to investigate the problems
created by the technical deflciencies in the Job Tax Credit Provisions of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code. From what I know of the intent of Congress in passing this
legislation, the impact of these provisions certainly does not accomplish the legis-
lative objectives. I would like to outline the impact of the problem on us in start-
ingh(lmr newspaper in Denver and suggest the changes that might correct the
problem.

The newspaper is being started this month and will bave initial employment of
fourteen new jobs. Our payroll for the next twelve months will exceed $200,000.00.
The first provision of the Act that causes problems for us is the nonelective char-
acter of the Job Tax Credit Provisions. Because we have organized as a Sub-
chapter S Corporation in anticipation of losses for the first twelve to twenty-four
months of operation, we will receive no benefit whatsoever from the credit itself,
and yet be forced to disallow the deduction of one-half of our payroll. Quite
clearly, the impact of the losses of this deduction will exceed $50,000.00 per year
negative influence on our cash flow. Given our pro forma budgets for 1979, the loss
of this cash flow will shorten the life of our company but approximately ten
months inasmuch as we expect to lose approximately $5,000.00 per month during
the start-up period. The obvious correction to this problem is to make the Job Tax
Credit elective for all businesses. Any potential abuses of the rules can be ad-
dressed in other ways by the Internal Revenue Service. None of these abuses are
present in our situation inasmuch as it is a legitimate new enterprise.

The second problem is that we lose the Investment Tax Credit altogether be-
cause we will not make & profit for the first two years. I believe this s unfair and
that the Job Tax Credit should be flowed through the Subchapter S Corporation
to the individual owners just as is the Investment Tax Credit. I do not believe
that entrepreneurs who choose to incorporate should be penalized simply by the
form of their organization, which is the reality of this current legislation, I
believe that this could be accomplished relatively easily.

The third item that I believe should be changed is the reduction of the payroll
by 50 percent for those companies that can use the Job Tax Credit. This merely
cuts the Job Tax Credit in half and does not make for more incentive to create
jobs. It seems that if Congress had wanted the Job Tax Credit only to be half of
what it is, they would have simply reduced the percentage by 50 percent rather
than using a complex set of rules to accomplish that.

I have presented our problems in their order of priority with the elective pro-
vision being by far the most important to the survival of our new company. The
other two would simply be incentive to do exactly what we are doing. Under cur-
rent law, we will be penalized substantially for trylng to create new jobs, and
even with the elective provision in place we would not receive any benefit of the
incentives that Congress intended to give people who create new jobs.

Mr. William Diss of Arthur Young and Company in Denver will testify before
your committee on July 26 regarding these provisions. Mr. Diss is the CPA for
our company and is intimately informed about its impact on our new enterprise.
I hope you will encourage all of those involved in consfderation of this legislation
to make the revisions suggested above in order to better achieve the goals of the
-original legislation. I appreciate very much your help in this matter, and I hope
that you will keep us informed as to its progress through Congress.

Yery truly yours,
A, EMMET STEPHENSON, JT.
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STATEMENT OF NICOS AVRAAMIDES, SENIOR TECHNICAL COORDINATOR, BUSINESS
AND TAXx SERVICES GROUP OF GENERAL BUSINESS SERVICES, INC.

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee and Subcommittee, my name is
Nicos Avraamides. 1 am a Senior Technical Coordinator of the Business and Tax
Services Group of General Business Services, Inc.

General Business Services is a national organization providing vitally needed
manageument services to small businesses and helping them fulfill their important
role in America’s economy. Through our local business counselors, we bring the
small business owner a wide variety of business management and tax services.
Being the largest consulting firm and having the largest small business clientele
in the U.S., we undertook an advertising campaign for our clients emphasizing the
importance of reducing unemployment for the U.S. economy and also stressing
the tax advantages of the jobs tax credit.

During the past year our Tax Services Department performed numerous studies
for clients from various geographical areas of the U.S., outlining the overall
economic and tax effect of adding new employees to their businesses.

After the end of the current tax season we ran a survey through our business
counselors to ascertain whether the jobs tax credit had the effect that was meant
to be by the 1977 Tax Reduction and Simplification Act.

The majority of our clients were happy to receive the tax credit, but the general
feeling was that the employers did not hire the people in order to gain the tax
benefit but because they needed the additional help.

PROBLEMS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE JOBS TAX CREDIT

Problems

The jobs tax credit once introduced into the tax code created enormous prob-
lems for the taxpayers and for the tax practitioners. The taxpayers, due to lack
of publicity and educational material from the part of the government, cannot
fully understand the jobs tax credit and its effects and the tax practitioners are
burdened with extra complex mathematical formulas that are needed in order
to compute the credit.

Some of the most common complaints we received from our clients were:

A. Increase of self-employment tax due to the jobs tax credit. This is true
under the current jobs tax credit law that when the tentative credit reduces the
wages and salaries, the net profit for the husiness is increased and therefore the
basis for the self-employed tax calculation is increased.

B. Loss of the job tax credit if business is ~old during the year. This is a
very dificult area that the taxpayers do not understand. For example, an owner
of a business who operated for & number of years expanding and creating many
new jobs over the years, because he decided to sell the business 12-30-77 for any
reason, does not get any jobs tax credit,

As an example of a complex mathematical formula I would like to summarize
the section B3(b) for the pass-through credit limitation and the proposed IRS

regulations for this section.

Background of 8cction 53(b)

When Congress passed the new Johs Tax Credit, they defined the amount of
the Jobs Tax Credit allowed for the given year as the amount of tax imposed,
reduced first by certain credits such as foreign tax credit. tax credit for the
e'derly, jnvestment credit, ete. The Act also includes an additional limitation
that appliies to & partner in a partnership, a beneficiary of an estate or trust, and
a shareholder in an electing small business (Subchapter-S) corporation. Spe-
cifically, the limitation provided above required that the credit may not exceedl
a value (separately computed with respect to such person’s interest) determined
by taking an amount that bears the same relationship to such limitation as the
ratio of that portion of the person’s taxable income allocable to his interest in the
eniily relative to his taxable income for the yvear reduced by his zero-bracket
amount, if any, (hereinafter referred to as Section 53(b} limitation).

PROPOSED IRS REGULATIONS ON NEW JOBS TAX CREDIT

The proposed ITRS Regulations section 1.53-1 deal with the computation of the

pass-through limit of the new Jobs Tax Credit.
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The following is the formula to be used to compute the Section 53(b) limita-
tions as proposed by IRS:

(4) portion of taxpayer’s taxable
income attributable to the
taxpayer’s interest in the
entity

(1) Section 53(a) Tax X
(2) taxable income less
(3) the zero bracket amount

An analysis of the above formula is as follows:

(1) Section 53(a) Tax—Income tax less all credits that are used prior to new
Jobs Credit (reference federal ¥Form 8884, Line 17).

(2) Taxable income as defined by 1977 tax act-—Adjusted gross income less
ixeoss itemized deductions less personal exemptions (reference federal Form TC,

ine 3).

{3) Zero bracket amount—statutory deduction built into the 1977 tax rates
anl schedules.

(4) Taxable income attributable to the entity:

*(a) Amount taxpayer is required to include in gross income from the entity
(Example: salary, ordinary income, capital gains, et cetera.)

*(b) Less, the amount of the deductions allowed to the taxpayer that are
attributable to the entity (Example: 50 percent capital gains deduction, attribut-
able portion of dividend exclusion, employee business expense, et cetera.)

{c) Less, a proportionate share of the deductions allowed to the taxpayer not
attributable to a specific activity. (Example: 50 percent capital gains on mis-
cellaneous transactions, charitable contributions, medical deductions, zero-
bracket amount, pro rata share of dividend exclusion, et cetera.)

The following formula is recommended by IRS in order to compute (c):

* Gross income from the entity
reduced by the amount of the
deductions that are attrib-
utable to the taxpayer's in-
terest in the entity.

Deduction not attributable to specific X
activity Gross income reduced by all de-
ductions related to a specific

activity

RECOMMENDATIONS

I would like to see the jobs tax credit continue indefinitely with a number of
improvements.

1. Eliminate the adjustment for the jobs tax credit which reduces the wages
and salaries deduction. This will correct the present distortion of income and the
increase of the self-employment tax. Also this elimination will correct any net
operating loss 2omputations.

2. Specify dates where it is possible to dispose of a business and still get
the credit.

3. Simplify or eliminate the limitations of a pass-through credit.

4. Make the jobs tax credit elective.

5. Increase publicity for the jobs tax credit on the part of the government.

TeAL, BECKER, PLACE & CHIARAMONTE,
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS,
Albany, N.Y., July 19, 1978.
Mr. MICHAEL STERN,
Staft Director, Committee on Finance, Dirksen Senale Office Building,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR SIR:
JOBS TAX CREDIT
Suggestion I
From an administrative point of view I think the greatest simplification that
could be made to the Jobs Tax Credit is to eliminate Sec's 63(b), 280 C and
the percentages In Sec. 51 (a) should be reduced, say to 25%
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The above would accomplish the following :

(1) Conformity with state law would be automatically achieved.

(2) Loss businesses such as partnerships and SUB(S) corporations which
create jobs can take advantage of the credit.

(3) Self-employment income would not be changed.

(4) Earned income would not be changed.

(5) Medical and charitable deductions would not be changed.

(8) The favoring of low income taxpayers over high income taxpayers
would be removed. The credit is designed to create jobs, not to increase the
progressive nature of the income tax system.

Suggestion I1I

At the very least the credit should be elective, with the provision that the
election could be made within the three year statutory period.

This would allow a loss proprietorship, partnership or SUB(S) corporation,
which projects a loss continuing for five years, to forego the credit. At present,
a business can actually be penalized for hiring new people, since its pass-
through losses are reduced without anyone being able to use its credits.

Yery truly yours,
RavLrH G. Isaacs, C.P.A.

ALEXANDER GRANT & Co.,
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS,
Chicago, I, July 20, 1978.
Hon, Froyp K. HASKELL,
Committee on Finance, U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR SENATOR HASKELL: We understand that the Subcommittee on Adminis-
tration of the Internal Revenue Code together with the Senate Select Committee
on Small Business is holding hearings on the administrative problems of the jobs
tax credit. This letter details some of the compliance problems our firm has
encountered in applying the jobs tax credit. We would appreciate inclusion of
this letter in the record of the hearings of the Subcommittee.

Alexander Grant & Company, headquartered in Chicago, s the ninth largest
CPA firm in the United States. We have more than 50 offices located in the major
commerecial centers of our nation and are represented in some 150 cities abroad
through the international firm of Alexander Grant Tansley Witt. Our clients are
of all sizes and types, from multinational corporations to individual proprietor-
ships.

The observations below are a summary of our firmwide experiences with the
jobs tax credit. They are not presented on behalf of any of our clients and may
or may not represent a particular client’s point of view.

The most serious problem we have encountered in complying with the jobs tax
credit rules is that the credit appears to be mandatory. An explanation of why
thig is a problem is shown below. Three other technical problems which are also
noted include: the conflict betwen §52(a) and §52(c)(1); negative salary
expense ; and some problems of controlled groups. These problems generally affect
small and medium size taxpayers since they most often arise with Subchapter 8
corporations and partnerships rather than regular corporations. The following
explanations and examples will be helpful.

JOBS TAX CREDIT APPEARS MANDATORY AND WAGE EXPENSES MUST BF REDUCED

As the jobhs tax credit provision moved through Congress, the Senate added a
provision that wages for the taxable year must be reduced by the amount of the
jobs tax credit allowable for the taxable vear. (This provision {s now contained in
IRC § 280C.) This reduction of wages is to he made even if the potential jobs tax
credit cannot be used in the taxable year. Further, wages must be reduced even
if the jobs credit can never be used by the taxpayver (see examples 1 and 2 below)
or if the jobs credit 1s passed to another taxpayer (see example 3 below).

Ezample 1

Assume a Subchapter S corporation incurs a loss for calendar year 1977 so that
fts jobs tax credit is unavallable due to the net income limitation imposed by
§53(a). Assume further that no carryback is available either because it is the
corporation’s Initial taxable year or it hagd losses during the carryback period.
Tn 1978, it loses its status as a Subchapter S corporation for any reason whichk

';



187

terminates the election as of the beginning of the taxable year. What then hap-
pens to the jobs tax credit carryover?

In this situation, according to § 53(b), the jobs tax credit is passed to the
individual sharehclders who may avail themselves of a carryforward if there is
income derived from the Subchapter S corporation which generated the jobs
credit, In this example, the corporation will not be considered the same entity
for jobs tax credit purposes due to the change in its taxable status. Thus, the
shareholder will neither realize income nor incur a tax with respect to the entity
creating the jobs tax credit during the carryover period. Accordingly, the credit
will be lost since the limitation expressed in § 53(a) will always be zero. The
wages expense deduction of the corporation would nevertheless be reduced by the
amount of the jobs credit.

Ezample 2

Assume the same facts as Example 1 except that the Subchapter S election
is terminal as a result of the corporation becoming a subsidiary of a consoli-
dated group. In 1978, the former Subchapter S corporation incurs a further loss,
but the consolidated group realizes a net profit. 'The IRS National Office takes
the position that the consolidated group will not be able to use the jobs credit
carryover. The Service position is based on the theory that the credit will be
subject to limitation on an individual company basis much like the limitation
applicable to net operating loss carryovers.

Nevertheless, wages are reduced in 1977 by the jobs tax credit available,

Example 3

During the taxable year ended December 31, 1977, X Corporation realized a
jobs credit of $50,000 which it could not use to offset liability. During the third
preceding taxable year (carryback year), X Corporation was a member of an
affiliated group which filed a consolidated income tax return with the common
parent company, In 1975, all of the stock of X Corporation was disposed of by
the common parent. As a result, the income, deductions, credits, ete., of X
Corporation for a part of 1975 were included in the common parent's 12/31/75
consolidated return, A short period separate return for the period ended 12/31/75
was also filed by X Corporation.

Thus, the unused new jobs credit for the year 12/31/77 is a carryback to the:
three preceding taxable years as follows:

1975 Consolidated (Part Year).
1975 Separate (Part Year).
1976 Separate. :

Pursuant to Reg. 1.1502-78(b), the $50,000 credit attributable to the carry-
back to the 1975 consolidated return is payable to the common parent corporation.

Therefore, X Corporation must reduce its wages expense while the former
common parent corporation gets to use the jobs tax credit.

Claiming the jobs tax credit appears to be mandatory rather than elective.
Therefore, taxpayers in the above examples have no choice but to take the credit.
(IRC §44B(a) states, “There shall be allowed as a credit . . .”) Because the:
wages are required to be reduced by the jobs tax credit available and the credit
appears mandatory, some taxpayers end up with a rather odd result. They are
unable to avail themselves of the credit; and because wages expense must be
reduced by the credit which is available, any partnership or Subchapter S loss
they might utilize is reduced.

These examples produce a result that appears contrary to the intent of Con-
gress. Our reading of the Committee reports and testimony relating to the jobs
tax credit does not Indicate that Congress intended any negative results being:
created by the jobs credit. Making the credit elective rather than mandatory
would remove this inequity while at the same time not impairing the Congres-
sional objective of insuring that an employer not get tax benefita exceeding 100%
of an employee’s wages.

Other technical problems we have noted include:

JOBS CREDIT AND ACQUISITIONS—CONFLICT BETWEEN § 52(A) AND § (C) (1)

Assume a partnership is incorporated on December 15, 1977, but remains in
existence for purposes of winding up its affairs; both the partnership and the
corporation file on a calendar year basis. The newly-formed corporation and the-
partnership are presumably a controlled group within the meaniug of §§ 52(a)
and (b) and, as such, the jobs credit realized by the component members should
be allocable among them in accordance with their proportionate increase in cred-
itable wages. However, the transfer of the business by the partnership to the-
corporation also falls within the provisions of § 52(c) (1), which requires that
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the successor entity compute {ts jobs credit as if it had paid the creditabie wages
of the employees of the transferred business for the entire year. This would result
in all of the jobs credit being attributed to the acquiring corporation and none
of the partnership.

We understand that the Internal Revenue Service feels this conflict should be
resolved by allowing the provisions relating to acquisitions to apply in determiu-
ing the credit. Therefore, no allocation is required under § 52(a).

JOBS CREDIT AND ACQUISITIONS—NEGATIVE SALARY EXPENSE

Assume the same farts as above, Since the corporation acquired the business
on December 15, 1977. it will have little salary expense for the short period
until the end of the calendar year. Since the jobs tax credit is computed with
respect to salaries paid by the predecessor partnership for the entire year, the
credit may exceed the salaries paid by the corporation. Thus, the reduction in
salary expense required by § 280C may exceed the salaries paid by the corpora-
tion. The Service believes this to be an appropriate result and is not disturbed
by the negative salary expense.

PROPOSED REGULATIONS ON JOBS CREDIT CAUSE PROBLEMS FOR CONTROLLED GROUPS

While the proposed regulations do indicate the nature of the brother-sister
or parent-subsidiary relationship which must exist, they do not indicate when
the relatfonship must exist, Is it at the end of the taxable year of the members
of the group, the beginning of the year, or some specific period of time within
the vear? There are obviousiy many problems created by this omission.

Some problems that come to mind are:

If the requisite control must exist between related companies at year
end, which year end should be used for purposes of comparing opening and
closing FUTA wages when such companies have different taxable years?

Alternatively, if the rule i{s applied without reference to control at year
end, is the rule intended to apply to a member of the group who has been
a member for only a portion of the taxable year?

Does it matter how long a company was afiiliated? For example, if A. B,
and C are a controlled group and are all on a calendar year basis, what
happens if C is sold to an nnrelated party on June 30, 197872 Are C's FUTA
wages for all of 1978 included in determining the jobs tax credit for 1978,
or are its FUTA wages included with those of the group only through
June 30, 19782 Or, are none of C's FUTA wages included in determining
the jobs tax credit for the group for 1978 since it i{s not a member of the
group for the entire year

It is our understanding that the Service requires allocation of the jobs tax
credit based on the relative contribution to the increase in the total FUTA
winges as of the beginning and end of the taxable year. This allocation is re-
anired of all corporations who were members of the group during the year even
thrmgh a member has ceased to he a member of the controlled group as of the
vear end. Further, the allocation between the members is made without respect
to the relative numher of days that each of the members were in the group.

1f the disposition of a member of a controlled group were by way of a merger,
the acquisition rules would govern. Therefore, using the facts in the example
ahove, if C were merged with X, no allocation would be required as between
C and A and B. but only as between C and X.

We wonld be pleased to discuss any aspect of this statement with you, other
members of your Subcommittee, or your staff,

Very truly yours,
ALEXANDER GrANT & Co.,

A. KUSHINSKY,
National Director of Taxr Practice.

PricE WATERHOUSE & Co..
Washington, D.C., July 28, 1978.
ITon, Frovyp K. HASKFLL,
Chairman, Subcommitter on Administration of the Internal Revenue Code Com-
mittee on Finance, U1.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.
DeAR SENATOR HASKELL: We are writing to you to express our firm's views on
two inenuities that have arisen in the administration of the present jobs tax
credit (LR.C. 50A, et. seq.). The views expressed are solely the views of our firm,

»
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and we are not speaking herein on behalf of any client or group of clients served
by the firm.

The jobs tax credit, which was enacted in May of 1977 and which expires in
1980, is a noble attempt to encourage increased employment by creating a tax
incentive to those businesses that have specific increases in unemployment in-
surance wages. In many cases the credit as enacted provides this incentive.
However, as a result of some oversights in drafting, most notably in connection
with the interaction of LR.C. § 280C with I.R.C. § 53(b), this credit actually
creates a disincentive for some partnerships, estates and trusts, and Sub-chapter
S corporatious.

Partuers, beneficiaries, or Sub-chapter S shareholders with distributable losses
from their respective entities often are unable to utilize the jobs tax credit due
to IRC §53(b). The Section provides that a person’s amount of allowable jobs
tax credit is computed under a limitation based on the amount of income that
the person receives from the entity generating that credit. At the same time
LR.C. § 280C requires a reduction in the wage deduction for partnerships, estates,
and Sub-chapter S corporations, thus increasing each partner’s etc. distributable
income. The unallowed credit can be carried forward for seven years and back for
three yecars: however, many of these entities may not have taxable income dur-
ing this period. In addition, it is possible that a Sub-chapter S corporation may
terminate its election while it has an unutilized credit. In these cases the credit
will be lost forever while the partners, beneficiaries, and Sub-chapter S share-
holders would have reported an artificially higher income because of the require-
ment of I.LR.C. § 280C,

‘There appear to be several possible solutions to this problem. Although each
of these solutions may have minor inequities, all would provide a more equitable
incentive for creating jobs.

LR.C. § 280C could be amended to read “credit allowed” rather than “credit
allowable,” In effect, this would prevent an offset to the wage deduction until
the ci:ggit is utilized. If the credit is never utilized no offset to wages would be
requ . .

LR.C. §53(b) could be amended so as to eliminate the restriction that the
credit be limited to taxable income derived from the business activity generating
the credit. As a result, the credit would be utilizable even if the partnership,
estate or trust, or Sub-chapter S corporation has no taxable income, No other
credit in the Internal Revenue Code has a restriction similar to that imposed hy
§ 53(b) and we can think of no good reason for such a restriction. The idea be-
hind the statute is the encouragement of employment and we believe that em-
ployment should be equally encouraged whether or not the employer entity is
profitable.

Another simple and practical solution to this matter would be to decrease the
jobs tax credit from 50 percent to 25 percent of the increase in unemployment
insurance wages and repeal § 280C. This solution assumes that everyone re-
ceiving the credit {s in a 50 percent tax bracket, which may not be true. howerver,
we believe that from a practical point of view there will he very little effect
in terms of revenue lost or individual credits earned by making this assumption,

A second problem, which ocenrs in many professional partnerships, is eansed
by the restrictions imposed by ILR.C. § 51(c). This section restricts the amount
of credit to an amount which would have been determined for such a year if
(a) “the aggregate amounts taken into account as unemployment insurance
wages were determined without any dollar limitation.” and (b) the restric-
tion 18 based on 105 percent of the prior yvear’'s unemplovment insurance waees,

This section places a very unfair limitation on a partnership where some of
the highly compensated employees are promoted into the partnership. Thelr total
wages are included In the base period, but no portion of their wages are included
in the current year’s “wages without dollar limitation.” In many eases, due to
this limitation, a partnership which otherwise had increased its creditable employ-
ment would be precluded from receiving a jobs tax credit. )

An appropriate solution to this problem would be to provide that upon the
occasion of an employee being admitted to the partnership the employee’s wages
would be eliminated from the base period wages for purposes of this limitation
and for purposes of computing the increase in unemployment wages upon which
the credlt is calculated.

We do not believe the Congress Intended by its action in 1977 to enact provisions
that result in problems such as we have deseribed above. We hope that these
problems and our suggested solutions will be considered by vour subcommittee
and by the members of your staff who will be drafting new jobs tax credit legis-
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Jlation. We would be happy to confer with your staff and to render any other
assistance that. we can provide.

Yours very truly, Frank T. Rea

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., August 7, 1978,
Hon. Froyp K. HASKELL,
‘Chairman, Subcommittee on Admindsiration of the Internal Revenue Code,
Finance Committee, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN : I am writing on behalf of the National Chamber’s 785,000

mewmbers to express our support for the concept of a targeted employment tax
-credit, as proposed fn several bills being considered by the Subcommittee on Ad-
ministration of the Internal Revenue Code and the Senate Select Committee on
Small Business.

In general, we support a targeted tax credit as an effective mechanism for help-
ing to redirect federal employment programs toward private sector jobs. In addi-
tion, we support a targeted tax credit because we believe federal employment pro-
grams should focus on the structurally unemployed.

We view the linkage of federal employment programs with private sector jobs
as a significant and promising new direction in federal policy. Existing employ-
ment programs rely too heavily on subsidized public jobs and provide too few
incentives for private sector hiring of the hard-core unemployed. Five of every six
Jjobs are in the private sector. Last year over 4 million jobs were created in the
private sector, the greatest job expansion in the history of the country. Yet, we
have little evidence that these jobs absorbed Comprehensive Employment and
Training Act public job holders or other structurally unemployed people for whom
federal employment policies are designed.

Permanent, self-sustaining employment which makes an Individual economically

-self-sufficient should be the primary objective of our employment policy. The fed-
eral government recently has been willing to commit a major level of resources—
some §8 billion annually—to fully subsidize employment in speclally created pub-
lic service jobs. The effectiveness of this effort is quite uncertain. It seems reason-
able to explore the possibilitles for direct promotion of regular employment
opportunities for this same group.

Current public jobs emphasis—to the near exclusion of private job linkage—
has done little to address the problems of the structurally unemployed. Individ-
uals most “‘job-ready” have been served by these programs, while individuals who

‘{%ckl s};}ills, work motivation, and basic literacy have remained at the bottom of

e ladder.

Overall unemployment has declined in recent months, and employment has in-
creased significantly. Yet, unemployment rates for teenagers and young adults
have tended to move upward and are consistently higher than the rates for the
overall labor force. Young workers, aged 18-24, lacking education—high school
dropruts—had an unemployment rate of 24.8 percent in 1976. as compared to an
overall unemployment rate of 7.7 percent. In June 1978, minority youth, aged
16-19, had a 37.1 percent unemployment rate, as compared to an overall 5.7 per-
cent unemployment rate. .

With federal resources limited, we should focus incentives on groups not likely
to be hired without a subsidy. The tax credit will compensate employers for the
lack_ of prior work experience and job skills of the structurally unemployed while
moving those individuals from the hard-core unemployed category to the employ-

-able category.

While not linking our support to any one of the several employment tax credits
your committee is considering, in general we support :

A tax credit of 50 percent of Federal Unemployment Tax Act (FUTA)
wages (the first $6.000 of wages per employee) the first year; a tax credit
of 25 percent of FUTA wages the second year.

Eligibility for (1) AFDC recipients who register for the WIN program;
(2) handicapped individuals; and (3) individuals aged 18-24 who are mem-
bers of households eligible for food stamps.

We will appreciate your consideration of our views on a targeted tax credit

-Angd request that this letter be made a part of the hearings record.

Cordially,

HrILToN Davis,
Vice President Legisiative Action,

) )}

1 2
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‘STATEMENT OF THE ASSOCIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS OF AMERICA

The Associated General Contractors of Amerlca is a national association rep-
resenting more than 8,300 general construction firms. These firms perform ap-
proximately 69 percent of the annual contract construction volume in the United
States and provide employment for some 2 milllon Americans. Furthermore, our
member companies represent the full range of the industry, including the con-
struction of highways, buildings, municipal and utilitles facilities, water and
wastewater treatment facilities, and heavy and industrial projects.

We appreciate this opportunity to express our views about the jobs tax credit
which, in its present form, may adversely affect a majority of small business con-
tractors. The credit, which was enacted under the Tax Reduction and Simplifica-
tion Act of 1977, unfairly discriminates against certain forms of business orga-
nizations commonly used by employers and, therefore, should be changed. Spe-
cifically, Subchapter S corporations and partnerships, both of which are prevalent
in the construction industry, stand the distinct chance of being penalized for hir-
ing new employees. This occurs when, in accordance with IRS Code Section 280C,
such business organizations are required to reduce their wage and salary deduc-
tions for the allowable jobs tax credit being passed through to partners or share-
holders. But at the same time, the current law does not take into account that the
-credit may be limited. Contractors who operate as joint venture partners and uses
the completed contract method of reporting income are a good example of one
category of employers frequently affected by this inequitable result.

It is hard to believe that Congress could have intended to penalize any tax-
payer for his efforts to reduce the nation’s unemployment through the hiring of
new employees simply because his business was organized in one form instead of
another. Therefore, we refer to and wholeheartedly endorse the recommendations
of the Associated General Contractors of California which were submitted to this
Subcommittee on July 14, 1978 in written testimony. They are as follows:

1. The reduction for salaries and wages which result from the jobs tax credit
should be made at the taxpayer level and should be limited to the amount of the
jobs tax credit realized by a taxpayer as opposed to allowed, or

2. The jobs tax credit that will never be realized should revert to a salary and
wage deduction under the tax benefit rule of IRC, Section 111.

8. The new jobs tax credit should be made elective.

‘We, as a national assoclation, strongly urge the Subcommittee on the Adminis-
tration of the Internal Revenue Code to make these necessary changes so that, in
the future, the jobs tax credit will not penalize employers who hire new em-
ployees, but instead will truly provide them “with a tax Incentive to create new
jobs” in accordance with the law’s intended and stated purpose.

NATURE OF PROBLEM GENERATING INCOME DUE TO JOBS TAX CREDIT

Taxg:yet Is Taxpayer is Tnnyer Is

member of a memberof a  member of 8

Joint venture  Taxpayeris joint venture  Joint venture

whichis  member of which s which Is

usi:g severat joint profitable but  profitable and

complet ventures hxp%er has  taxpayer has

contract which use 8 loss the income the

and which completed year contract year a contract

has 1 loss contract closes closes
Taxpayer's taxable Income (foss) before partnerships

(that are separate employer groups) and job credit.... $100,000 ........ccccee ($60, 000) $500, 000
Reduction of wage expense, i.e., increase taxabdle in-

come, for job credit of taxpayer employer group...... 100,000 oo e eciieeereeeaenes 100, 000
Joint venture income (loss) to taxpayer before job credit

(taxpayer's shafe).........cooicemonennas P, (60, 000) $200, 000 30, 000 49, 000
Joint venture(s) reduction of wage expense, i.e,, in-
crease taxable income, for job credi!(g) of ]olnt ven-
ture employer group(s) passed through to taxpayer

(laxpayer’s share). ..o .eeececceeecaceceannccncnann 40, 000 1160, 000 20,000 140, 000

Taxable INCOME. . .ceeeeeareacanacnncanccaancn 189, 000 360, 000 (10, 000) 680, 000

Increase in taxable income from job credit allowable_ ... 140, 000 160, 000 20, 000 149, 000

Job credits—realizable.....c..ccouiioiiiiicnoneonnanan 100, 000 100,000 ....cioaranann 4, 800

100, 000

Taxable income created by job credit............ 1 40, 000 1 60, 000 1120,000 134 35,200

1 Because of the completed contract election, there will be no carryovers,

3 Assumes taxpayer Is 3 member of more than 1 Joint venture employer group.
3 Assumes partnership limitation, )

4 Assumes taxpayer employer group Job credit can be carried back,
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FeLLXER AND KuEnN, P.C,,
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS,
Portland, Oreg., July 27, 1978.
Mr. MICHAFL STERN,
Stajfy Director, Committee on Finance, Dirksen Office Building,
Washington, D.C, -

Dear MR. STerN: As practicing CPA’s, we have had experlence with the job
tax credit in 1977. We would like to submit the following statement for the
record of the hearing by the Subcommittee on Administration,

Our own firm and a substantial number of our clients qualified for the job
tax credit in 1077. Neither our firm nor any of our clients would have hired a
single employee because of the credit allowed for this year. Most of our clients
were surprised as to the size of the credlt, if they qualified, and accepted it as
an unexpected reduction of the income tax liability.

It makes no sense to businessmen to hire an unnecessary employee for the
sole reason that he will get credit for part of the first year’s cost against taxes.
The same {s true for the WIN Credit, and we expect that it will again happen
to the proposed Targeted Employment Tax Credit. :

The proposal runs contrary to any attempt of simplifying the Internal Reve-
nue Code by adding one more credit to the many we already have. It reduces
revenue at a time when the Federal deficit is continuously increasing. It will
not promote hiring of persons 18 to 24 years of age from low income households
unless they are qualified for a job and are employable anyway. We believe this
Committee should direct its efforts to more worthwhile projects.

Yours truly, Paur FELLNER

CoMMENT8 ON PRoPOSED REGULATIONS, SecTiON 1.58-1 JoBs Tax CREDIT BY
ASSOCIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS OF CALIFORNIA, INC.

“The Reduction and Simplification Act of 1977 created a new jobs tax credit
which provides (emphasis added) employers with a tax incentive to create new
jobs.” I.R.S. Publication $02. The above quote and the Congressional Committee
reports relating to the jobs tax credit provide the intent of Congress in pas~ing
the new jobs tax credit. However, the current law and the proposed regulations
offer the significant possibility of penalizing a taxpayer for hiring new employees.
This is especlally true if the taxpayer is a member of a partuership or Sub-
chapter S§ corporation, This effect of certain limitations on these groups will be
especlally catastrophic to the small business entity.

The current jobs tax credit requires an employer entity to reduce its wage
deduction for the allowable jobs tax credit it is passing through to its taxpayer
partners or sharcholders, Code Sec. 280C, but it does neot take into consideration
that said credit may be limited. This effect manifests itself in the construction
fndustry in which many taxpayers operate as joint venture partners and use the
completed contract method of reporting income. The jobs tax credit benefits
created by Congress are reduced, if not eliminated, when the following traditional
business conditions are present:

The completed contract provides for the recognition of all income or loss in the
period the contract completes. Because a joint venture terminates at the comple-
tion of the project, carryovers eannot be utilized.

The allowable credit a taxpayer may claim for any one tax period is limited to
& maximum of $100,000 even though more than $100,000 of jobs tax credit was
generated by varlous employer groups of which a taxpayer is a member,

The apportionment limitations based on the ratio of taxpayer's share of partner-
ship or Subchapter S income to taxpayer's total taxable income further distorts
the allowable credit which can be recognized.

Examples of these inequities are attached.

We are certaln that it was not the intent of Congress that taxpayers utllizing
partnerships or Subchapter S be penalized for hiring new employees. We do not
feel Congress anticipated these adverse results.

To alleviate the existing inequities in the present law and in the proposed regu-
lations, we respectfully request that at least one of the following be adopted:

(1) The reduction for salaries and wages resulting from the jobs tax credit
be made at the taxpayer level and be limited to the amount of the jobs tax
credit realized by a taxpayer, as opposed to allowed, or

v
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(2) The jobs tax credit that will never be realized should revert to a salary
and wage deduction under the tax benefit Rule of I.R.C. Section 111,
If public testimony would assist in this request or further information would
be helpful, please contact us.

STATEMENT OF THE SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION

Mr, Chairman and members of this committee: Thank you very much for this
opportunity to comment on the employment tax credit issue, and the effect of
NP\ programs on employment in the inner-city.

As you know, new employment tax credit was provided by the Tax Reduction
and Simplification Act of 1977 for the years 1077 and 1978. Obviously the intent
of the credit is to reduce the unemployment rate, and, of course, reduction of
the unemployment rate is a major priority of this Administration.

It is our understanding that the Department of Labor is currently evaluating
the effect Jobs Tax Credit has had on unemployment. However, whatever the
results of that evaluation, the Administration believes that employment tax
credit should be targeted to assist the disadvantaged in the employment market-
place—specitically, disadvantaged youth whose unemployment rate over the
past 12 months, according to DOL figures, has been only slightly less than 40

rcent.
pen is the position of this Administration that new employment tax credit tar-
geted on disadvantaged youth be enacted, and the current Jobs Tax Credit
expire as planned.

You have requested any information we have regarding :

1. The effect of the Jobs Tax Credit on inner-city businesses,

2. The structural composition of inner-city businesses, and

3. The effect of SBA programs on employment in the inner-city.

Unfortunately, SBA does not have hard data on any of these three issues.
The only SBA loan program which is specifically directed towarad citles {s the
LIconomie Opportunity Loan Program under Section 7(i) of the Small Business
Act. We are statutorily required to make “at least 50 percentum of the amounts
loaned or guaranteed...to small business concerns located in urban areas
identified by the Administration as having high concentrations of unemployed
or low-income individuals or to small business concerns owned by low-income
individuals.”

Our annual report for 1977 to Congress will show that in that year we made
some $75 million in EOL loans in urban areas (65 percent of the total).

Regarding the effect of the Jobs Tax Credit on inner-city businesses, we have
no information. On the structural composition of inner-city businesses, the
prineipal sources of data available to us are Bureau of Census publications.

From the Census of Retall Trade, information is published for retall stores in
the central business districts of large cities. Central business districts are
identified as areas of high land value, high traffie flow, or high concentration of
selected types of businesses. The information provided concerns the number of
establishments, and the sales and payroll for selected groupings of businesses.
We do not know if the Bureau of Census has a capability for developing simtilar
tabulations for low-income areas. The low-income publications do not provide
information on the number and characteristics of businesses. The Bureau has
developed a substantial amount of Information regarding the population of the
inner-city, and housing characteristics of low-income areas of the 50 largest
cities, .

Our difficultles In developing information on assistance programs for the
inner-city are similar to those for other data series. From our records, we
cannot relate program assistance directly to the census tracks of low-income
areas,

However, we do carry numerous forms of identification in flnancial assist-
ance records. These include county codes, zip codes, city codes, minority bor-
rower codes, and economic opportunity loan codes. Under our special program
data, business loans made under our pilot Neighborhood Business Revitalization
I'rogram can also be identified.

This pilot program, which is heing used in 25 cities, is designed to stimulate
commercial and industrial small business revitalization in declining but viable
urban neighborhoods, towns and rural communities. Responsible revitalization
creates jobs, strencthens existing small businesses, spawns new small business
enterprises, provides necessary community business and professional services,
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:lmproves real property values, and reinforces community stability and economic:
ealth,

Financlal assistance to small business concerns {s made available from exist-
ing SBA programs—primarily through Local Development Company loans (Sec-
tion 502 of the Small Business Act), regular 7(a) business loans, and Economic
Opportunity Loans (EOL). SBA works with the Department of Housing and:
Urban Development and the Department of Commerce’s Economic Development
Administration (EDA) in an effort to provide simultaneous assistance for all
the necessary elements of nelghborhood revitalization, An interagency agreement
for cooperation was signed in March 1978.

Local Development Companies are composed of local citizens whose primary
purpose {s to improve their area’s economy by assisting small business concerns.
SBA makes loans to the companies, which in turn loan the money for specific-
projects, or to small business concerns. The companies must provide a reason-
able share of the cost of the project to be financed—usually 20 percent of the
total amount. |

SBA'’s planning and evaluation personnel currently are evaluating the impact
and effectiveness of the Local Development Company Program. The evaluation
will measure the impact of the program on small firms, including changes in.
employment within the firms, and on the local business environment. Problems.
of program operation will be identified and recommendations for improvements-
will be made.

This concludes my statement. Thank you very much,
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APPENDIX

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED TO SECRETARY PACKER BY SENATOR NELBON AND THE
ANSWERS T0 THEM

Question. What has been the stimulative effect of the WIN credit? Can you
compare experience under the WIN credit to experience under the current Job
Tax Credit? Can it be demonstrated that either of these credits has acted as an
incentive for employers to hire a target population which would not have other-
wise been employed in the absence of the credit?

Answer. Current information indicates that the Win tax credit has stimulated
few jobs for welfare recipients. An evaluation of the WIN credit found that
5 percent of employers said the credit contributed substantially to the decision
to hire WIN participants. Although annual WIN certifications have run at about -
28,000-30,000 the actual number of full-year equivalent jobs covered by the WIN
credit amount to only about 15,000. Perhaps 5-10 percent of these 15,000 jobs
represent increases in jobs for welfare recipients stimulated by the WIN credit.

In contrast to these clear results, the findings related to the Jobs Tax Credit
are mixed. Some analysts claim to have found that the-Jobs Tax Credit stimu-
lated hundreds of thousands of jobs; but most analysts are skeptical and do not
believe the Jobs Tax Oredit induced such effects. The Census Bureau undertook
an employer survey at our request last February to determine employer responses
to the credit. According to the survey, only 34 percent of firms knew about the
credit as of February 1978: 19.5 percent of these firms thought they qualified
for the credit but only 6 percent of the firms said they made an effort to increase
employment because of the credit. These survey results provide only one indica-
tion of the effects of the credit. A better indication of the credit’s impact will
only come with additional data and research.

Question. Does the Administration's proposal for a targeted Jobs Tax Credit
provide adequate protection against displacement of the current work force,
including partia! displacement such as reduction in overtime work?

Answer. Yes, Our proposal does not allow firms to claim credits on behalf of
more than 20 percent of their work force. Since normal turnover within firms far
exceeds 20 percent per year, firms have little incentive to utilize the credit to
displace existing workers. However, we intentionally provide firms with the
incentive to choose disadvantaged youth in filling new openings,

Question. Under the Administration’s proposal, what will prevent an employer
from hiring a highly skilled, technically trained youth? If the target of the credit
is the strueturally unemployed, shouldn't it be focused on those youth who are
least likely to obtain unsubsidized employment even in the best of economic
conditions—i.e. those lacking academic credentials or skill training? Shouldn't
the objective of the credit be to induce the employer to hire persons who he other-
wise would not have, but for the fact that the credit will cover the cost of lower
productivity? = L

Answer. The objective of the credit is to simulate employers to hire workers
with special disadvantages in the labor market. However, it is dificult to im-
plement eligibility criteria which are highly complex. We believe that the
disadvantaged youth target group is the one facing the most severe employment
barriers. They are least likely to obtain employment in the best of economic
conditions. We believe it would be unwise to restrict eligibility beyond the cate-
gory of disadvantaged youth. For example, excluding disadvantaged youth who
are high school graduates relative to dropouts would discourage some disadvan-
taged youth from graduating high school.

Question. What justification is there for extending the tax credit for two years
instead of one year?

Answer. The justification for extending the tax eredit for two years is twofold.
First, the two year credit raises the incentive to the fizm to take a chance on
a disadvantaged youth. Second, extending the credit for two years encourages
the firm to retain the worker. Without the second year credit, firms would face
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higher incentives to shift from workers already with the irm for a year to new
hires.

Qucstion. Will providing the tax credit for employers who simply retain thelir
current workforce have a stimulative effect? )

Answer. No. However, employers who recelve credits for their existing work
force of disadvantaged youth are more likelr to try to take further advantage
of the credit by plcking more disadvantaged youth from among their new hires.

Question. Since an employer may receive a credit for keeping a person in his
employ for 75 days, won't the credit be used by employers who have only tem-
porary, dead-end jobs—e.g. agricultural and seasonal work?

Answer. The restriction limiting the credit to jobs lasting more than 75 days
will exclude much short-term employment. It turns out that existing turnover
among disadvantaged youth is very high, perhaps as much as 100 percent per
quarter. To enact a stricter limitation would exclude too many jobs and be
counterproductive. As for the issue of dead-end jobs, our policy is to try to place
voung workers in jobs. The ideal would be to place youth in good career jobs.
However, we realize that job mobility and job shopping characterize the youth
vears and thus we believe the primary goal is to increase disadvantaged youth
employment from all kinds of jobs.

" Question, Since the primary indicator of structural unemployment is length
of unemployment, shouldn’t this be a criteria for eligibility for all persons with
the exception of in-school youth?

" Answer. Although length of unemployment is an indicntor of structural nnem-
ployment, we believe it would be unwise to add an unemployment criteria to
the existing eligibility eriteria. We do not want to exclude a youth who comes
from a low income family, has low earnings, but has worked a few hours during
the few weeks prior to his application for eligibility.
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