The aff’s proposal is inherently vague – risk of job crowd out and worker hysteresis makes a JG a utopian concept rather than a feasible option.
Adam Ozimek 17, Chief Economist at EIG, where he serves on the executive team and spearheads a growing body of research initiatives for the organization, 5-28-17, “Guaranteeing Everyone A Job Is Harder Than It Sounds,” https://www.forbes.com/sites/modeledbehavior/2017/05/28/guaranteeing-everyone-a-job-is-harder-than-it-sounds/?sh=7ad450835b32 // KG
There is a growing sense that more needs to be done to help improve economic outcomes for many Americans. To that end, some on the left have begun to call for what is being called a “guaranteed jobs program”. The influential Center for American Progress released a new proposal on this, signaling at the very least that it is no longer a fringe idea. Unfortunately, I think this plan is full of tensions and problems.
Unless I am missing something -and I could be- the proposal is extremely light on details yet also extraordinarily broad. The plan lists several jobs that apparently are a good fit for the currently non-working and also in high demand: home care workers to aid the aged and disabled, affordable child care, teachers’ aides, and EMTs. So the basic plan, if I understand it correctly, is that the federal government will pay for jobs for people to work in the public or private sector, and the government will also pay for training as needed.
Crowd out is obviously a big problem here. Will the employers being paid to create these “guaranteed jobs” actually create new jobs or just replace existing ones? Or perhaps they will "create new jobs" that were going to be created anyway. How will this be monitored, and how are we going to micromanage the number of employees at these firms and local government entities in perpetuity?
The incentive to crowd out is strong for local government especially. The CAP piece justifies the demand by pointing out that many local governments are “cash strapped”. And they are, in part thanks to underfunded pensions. But they ignore how eager these cash strapped local governments will be to save money by employing fewer workers.
This is just one of the bureaucratic challenges that need to be solved. People complain that the EITC benefits Walmart, but how will we handle the cronyism-prone task of figuring out which private companies get to hire these free workers? Is this going to benefit the big employers who are most able to jump through the high paperwork and monitoring burdens? I hear many concerned these days about declining competition and growing economic rents earned by big incumbents, it seems like this will contribute to that.
(By the way, can you be fired from a guaranteed job? If you're guaranteeing everyone can be hired, and nobody can be fired or even it's very difficult to fire them, then that's creating quite the management headache for whoever participates in this program.)
Crowd out is also a problem on the supply side of the labor market as well, and failing to accurately consider this means the estimated program costs are way too low. The goal of the program is to create 4.4 million jobs that will cost $36,000 a year each. CAP says this will only cost $158 billion. But this assumes there is no crowd out from people who already have jobs. If these are going to be “good jobs with good wages”, then why wouldn’t people who currently have jobs that aren’t as good or have lower wages from trying to get them? About a third of all workers earn less than $15 an hour, and EPI estimates that a $15 an hour minimum wage by 2024 would directly affect 22.5 million workers. So it’s easy to imagine that there would be 20 million people or more who want one of these guaranteed “good” jobs today. How do we decide who gets these jobs, and do we set a cap?
So it seems clear the $158 billion estimated cost is way, way too low. I don’t know if advocates know that this plan would result in a large scale nationalization of the economy and don’t care, perhaps even seeing this as a benefit, or if they are just making a mistake.
Finally, one of the major problems with a lack of employment is hysteresis. Workers who spend a significant amount of time without a job find it much harder to be re-employed, as firms take this long-term unemployment to be a negative signal about the individual's productivity. If the jobs guarantee works as designed, helping those workers who truly need it, then having a "guaranteed job" spell on a resume won’t necessarily signal anything better than not having a job, and therefore won’t help fight hysteresis. In fact, if this lures people out of regular employment and into the guaranteed jobs program it could make the problem worse.
Maybe you can structure this program in a very clever way that solves the litany of problems that it seems to have at a high level. Unfortunately, I see a lot of people talking about how great this idea is, and far too few struggling with it’s glaring problems.
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