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JG Bad For Economy
Cost, private sector, wages and rent seeking ensure JG fails
Earl 18, (Peter C. Earle; is an economist who joined AIER in 2018. Prior to that he spent over 20 years as a trader and analyst at a number of securities firms and hedge funds in the New York metropolitan area. His research focuses on financial markets, monetary policy, and problems in economic measurement. He has been quoted by the Wall Street Journal, Bloomberg, Reuters, CNBC, Grant’s Interest Rate Observer, NPR, and in numerous other media outlets and publications. Pete holds an MA in Applied Economics from American University, an MBA (Finance), and a BS in Engineering from the United States Military Academy at West Point, 11/19/18, investors.com/politics/commentary/federal-jobs-guarantee-democrats/, Investors.com)
With the midterm victories in the House of Representatives, Congressional Democrats are likely to begin a full-court press on their most recent policy initiative: a federal jobs guarantee program. Senators Corey Booker, D-N.J., and Bernie Sanders, I-Vt., have advanced their own, and with the arrival in Congress of affirmed Democratic Socialists like Alexandra Ocasio-Cortez of New York and Rashida Tlaib of Michigan additional support seems likely.
Several think tanks — including the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities (CBPP), Levy Economics Institute (LEI), PolicyLink, and the Center for American Progress — have proposed job guarantee plans. While there are minor differences between them, each essentially contemplates a massive, government-run program to provide work (at a predetermined wage) and benefits to enrollees on demand.
Currently, individuals in the job market "sell" their labor to firms as much as firms "purchase" labor. Mutually, this transaction — employment — arises because both the employee and employer benefit; value is recognized reciprocally. With a federal jobs guarantee program, the government is inserted between the employee and the employer; the value proposition is limited at best. Centralized plans such as these forgo the most fundamental elements of markets — information, competition, and incentives — in favor of rote bureaucratic reckoning.
A Daunting Task
Simply finding work for tens of millions of job guarantee enrollees would be a formidable task; finding productive, impactful work catering to an individual's skills, in a given locality and in a timely manner, would be staggeringly difficult — if possible at all.
The costs, too, are daunting. Both the CBPP and LEI reports project costs ranging from $450 billion to more than $600 billion, which put the proposed programs in the same league with the Pentagon in terms of discretionary spending.
And while it is true that the cost of any of the federal jobs guarantee programs would be offset by savings in current unemployment insurance and poverty mitigation programs, neither of the estimates include costs of designing, staffing, and managing the proposed agency.
In terms of potential enrollees, estimates start at roughly 10 million. According to LEI's high-end estimate of 17.5 million enrollees, the program would have more employees than the combined head count of the U.S. Department of Defense, the Chinese People's Liberation Army, Walmart, McDonalds, the U.K.'s National Health Service, the China National Petroleum Corporation, the State Grid Corporation of China, the Indian Railways, and the Indian Armed forces.
A government organization of that size — 17.5 million job guaranteed individuals, with an untold number of administrators, managers, and other employees to attend to them nationwide — would become the largest public or private organization in history. It would also be the largest experiment in organizational efficiency in history, with the livelihoods of millions of newly government-dependent citizens hanging in the balance.
Wage Inflation
Another issue is the wage, which several plans recommend should be (or average) $15 per hour. With the increasing focus on "living wages," it will not be long before program directors discover that $15 per hour goes far further in Alabama than Hawaii, and the tendency will be to equalize cost-of-living disparities up, further increasing already massive costs.
Two other factors: both the CBPP and LEI plans fail to account for the potential disruption to existing businesses — mostly small businesses, the engine of economic growth in the United States — which will inevitably occur when workers earning less than $15 per hour leave their private sector jobs for higher-paying employment with job guarantee placement.
At present, more than 40 million Americans earn less than the proposed guarantee wage of $15 per hour, which could trigger a major shift of the U.S. workforce away from private employment, on to public rolls. It would also effectively force small businesses to compete directly against the federal government on the labor market.
Prone To Fraud
Finally, a government operation as colossal as a federal jobs guarantee program would inevitably be vulnerable to both political corruption and private rent seeking.
As proposed — and however well-intentioned — the federal jobs guarantee program would cost more in two years than the entire New Deal did (in 2018 dollars). Rejecting these proposals does not mean turning a blind eye toward the plight of the under- or unemployed.
There is a vastly better way: not only far less costly, but more consistent with traditional American values and respectful of the full potential that unemployed, underemployed, and employers offer.
We must allow labor markets to work without the fetters of artificial controls such as minimum wages, restrictive licensing, coercive collective bargaining agreements and others, thereby permitting market signals to allocate labor to their greatest possible social benefit.
Jobs Key
Degrowth is a privilege of the bourgeois, it does not consider those that are less fortunate.
Correira, 12. (David Correira; His work, whether in the archives, on the street, or in the classroom, focuses on the state's police powers, law and its relation to violence, and environmental politics. He is a co-founder of the research and mutual aid collective AbolishAPD (abolishapd.org).; February, 2012; “Degrowth, American Style: No Impact Man and Bourgeois Primitivism”; https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/10455752.2011.648847?journalCode=rcns20; Taylor and Francis Online; Accessed 7/24/2023; JB)
The point of this essay has been to argue that the enormous popularity of No Impact Man, along with its critique[s] of mainstream environmentalism, means that a critical politics of anti-consumption as part of a transformation in socio-ecological relations must take bourgeois primitivism seriously. Otherwise bourgeois primitivism, like mainstream environmentalism before it, will offer capital the environmental legitimacy it requires to resolve crises and restructure the terms of access to nature and labor. Degrowth, as of yet, has not done this. For the remainder of the essay, I offer a brief summary of six areas where it could. 
First, the focus of bourgeois primitivism on material objects has eclipsed a concern for structural processes, the role of political institutions and the politics of scale and space. This, I would argue, is a function of seeing the city, and all the privileges that the capitalist city bestows on its affluent residents, as an ontology of space, a pre-existing politics that makes challenging the socio-ecological foundation of capitalist relations impossible through a bourgeois primitivist lens. Bourgeois primitivist environmental political philosophy considers the social costs and collapse of economic restructuring only in terms of individual happiness and bourgeois socio-ecological security. Left without a critical vision of the uneven distribution of social and environmental costs, Beavan’s environmental politics is an aspatial, asocial politics. Therefore primitivist answers to environmental problems can only be located in certain privileged subjectivities of consumption.
If No Impact Man demonstrates anything, however, it is the political possibility of anti-consumption to transform individual subjectivities. In the documentary, the practice of anti-consumption, though individual in nature, brought Beavan increasingly into contact with people, institutions, and radical politics that transformed an initial commitment to reduce waste in order to ‘‘save the earth,’’ to one that included a nascent concern for environmental justice. While Beavan’s personal political transformation is important (offering up the possibility of a radical transformation of bourgeois environmental politics at least among certain ‘‘consumers’’), a more important question remains: Does the bourgeois primitivism of No Impact Man offer in itself a revolutionary path for the socio-ecological transformation of society? The short answer is, in its current expression, probably not. Food quality, not hunger or food insecurity, preoccupy bourgeois primitivist thinking. Quality of life, not day-to-day survival, is its rarefied concern. The lens of bourgeois primitivism is not calibrated to register the relational nature of class privilege and socionature. Therefore, if the politics of consumption are to be made a transformative force in socio-ecological change, and if the goal is to reveal the socio-ecological consequences of capitalist relations, then Degrowth must offer a compelling analysis of the problems of bourgeois primitivist privilege and define the forces driving ‘‘right-sizing’’ in ways distinct from those offered by Beavan. 
Second, in order for Degrowth to develop this critique of bourgeois primitivist environmentalism, it must begin by first demonstrating where it differs from it. Despite some obvious differences offered above, there is much in common between Degrowth and bourgeois primitivism. For example, both elaborate an environmental vision of ‘‘living differently to live better’’ that places individuals at the privileged center of environmental politics. In addition, progress remains at the center of both notions but, importantly, for both it is a ‘‘[p]rogressing backwards,’’ as Latouche (2003) put it, that is important. And neither emphasizes a technocratic notion of progress.
UBI Bad
A UBI will only be increasing the federal budget deficit, adding to the national and federal government debt.
Hughes, ’23 [Ryan A. Hughes, Founder of Bull Oak Capital, an investment advisory firm in San Diego, CA; January 2023; “Universal Basic Income is a Bad Idea” https://bulloakcapital.com/blog/universal-basic-income-is-a-bad-idea/#:~:text=UBI%20is%20expensive.,require%20a%20significant%20tax%20increase.]
In the U.S., the Roosevelt Institute think tank says that a $1,000 a month payment would grow the economy by $2.5 trillion by 2025 if paid for by increasing the federal deficit. On the other hand, if the UBI were paid for with taxes, there would be no net benefit to the economy.
However, net wealth is not created by simply redistributing money from one class of people to another. Wealth is created by increased labor, trade, and innovation. As such, I have difficulty believing that UBI could grow the economy by $2.5T. 
As stated earlier, Bridgewater Associates conducted a study in 2018, which found the cost of a $1,000/mo stipend to every adult in the U.S. would run approximately $3.81T per year. The simple math of taxing Americans $3.8T annually to gain zero economic boost does not add up.

The UBI is an almost un-tested, expensive proposal, that leaves poor families even more vulnerable than they already are.
Minogue ’18 [Rachel Minogue, Leader of Professional and Business Services Portfolio as Senior Analysis on Supply Chain Resiliency, International Trade Administration, Washington D.C.; May 2018; “Five Problems with Universal Basic Income”; https://www.thirdway.org/memo/five-problems-with-universal-basic-income]
The numbers speak for themselves: UBI is either very expensive or very stingy. The progressive version of UBI is expensive to the point of impossibility, while the conservative version is penny-pinching and punitive. Looking first at the former, consider an annual grant of $12,000 for all American adults aged 18 to 64, like Stern proposes. Stern estimates his plan would cost between $1.75 trillion and $2.5 trillion. The high end of this range seems realistic. Almost two-thirds of the population, or 200 million people, would receive a monthly UBI check for $1,000, with a cost of approximately $2.4 trillion every year, or one-eighth of GDP.9 Social Security beneficiaries currently receiving less than $1,000 a month would also get a supplement, adding an estimated $52 billion a year.10 By comparison, our entire existing social safety net costs $2.6 trillion. That includes Social Security, Medicare, Medicaid, Unemployment Insurance, and veterans’ benefits.11
Unless these critically important programs are eliminated, a UBI program would need to be paid for with higher taxes. It’s not clear whether it’s even possible to raise enough revenue for this initiative. The federal government took in approximately $3.3 trillion in 2017, so a taxes-only approach to funding Stern’s UBI would require an unheard-of 73% increase in federal revenue.12 Even if defense spending was slashed by one-third, for example, a 52% tax increase would still be required.13 Funneling all of a tax increase into UBI would also neglect our existing programs, like Social Security, which needs financial support to remain solvent past 2034.14
If significant tax hikes aren’t viable, then the question remains: what gets cut in order to fund UBI? Under this scenario, UBI becomes stingy and punitive, as a vast amount of important government programs would be on the chopping block.
Murray, the conservative UBI proponent, recommends that a $13,000 annual basic income replace all social assistance programs. Consider the value of the benefits people would lose: Medicaid, Medicare, Disability Insurance, the Children’s Health Insurance Program, Social Security, Supplemental Security Income, Unemployment Insurance, SNAP, Section 8 housing vouchers, Pell Grants, the Earned Income Tax Credit, Temporary Assistance to Needy Families. As Dylan Matthews writes, “$13,000 a year doesn’t mean much if you lose insurance that was paying $60,000 a year on chemotherapy.”15
Even a UBI that retains much of the existing social safety net could hit the disadvantaged harder, depending on which tax credits and government assistance programs get cut. Stern listed the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), and housing assistance as potential policies to end in favor of UBI. But consider one example. In Queens, New York, a single, low-income working parent with three children can receive up to $31,100 worth of benefits annually from SNAP, the EITC, and Section 8 housing vouchers alone, and for good reason.16 Replacing those benefits with a $12,000 UBI for the parent would reduce the family’s income and benefits by $19,100.
A fundamental motivation for UBI is to eliminate poverty, but the tradeoffs necessary for funding would likely cause harm to vulnerable populations. This begs the question: If the main difference between UBI and our current safety net is that UBI gives relatively more to people who don’t need help, what would make UBI worthwhile? Some proponents have suggested UBI could be restricted to certain populations in need, but that would defy the universality at the idea’s core. At this point, what they are really proposing is an expansion of the existing safety net. That’s a worthwhile conversation to have, but it’s not about a universal basic income.
There are a handful of past and ongoing experiments with UBI. Unfortunately, the experiments have been flawed or are too small to effectively prove that UBI could live up to some of its proponents’ claims:
Finland’s national social insurance institute, Kela, launched a UBI trial experiment in 2017, with 2,000 Finns aged 25 to 58 receiving approximately $645 per month. A year into its implementation, the Finnish government refused to continue its funding in April 2018, choosing instead to pursue alternative social welfare projects.17
The Alaska Permanent Fund provides an annual cash dividend to all Alaskan residents from oil reserve royalties. The grant’s amount, in recent years roughly $2,000 per person, is far too small to be a livable income and thus has minimal effects on the labor market and is a poor comparison to popular UBI proposals.18
An experiment in Kenya launched by Give Directly in late 2017 compares different UBI methods across 120 villages. According to Business Insider, residents of 40 villages receive $270 annually for 12 years, “effectively doubling most people’s income,” while 80 villages receive the same amount for 2 years.19 While this experiment could produce more compelling evidence than prior trials, Kenya’s economy is at a very different stage of development compared to the US which limits the study’s relevance.
Silicon Valley startup accelerator Y Combinator in 2017 began a five-year experiment in giving 1,000 people $1,000 per month and 2,000 people $50 a month, aiming to assess changes to the labor force and quality of life.20 This evaluation could yield important results given its similarities to leading proposals but is still early in the experiment.
It will be interesting to see what comes out of future studies and experiments. But policymakers should be wary of studies that simulate the upside of UBI (a monthly income) without simulating its downsides, namely sweeping benefit cuts or tax increases.




