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Most people intuitively know that the worst thing government can do in the middle of the 

deepest recession in 70 years is enact policies that increase the expected cost of labor. Yet that is 

exactly what happened last spring, with the passage of the health care reform bill. 

 

OUR VIEW: Calling health law a 'job killer' doesn't necessarily make it so 

How bad is it? Right now, we're estimating the cost of the health plan everyone will be required 

to have at $4,750 a year for individuals and $12,250 for families. That translates into a minimum 

health benefit of $2.28 an hour (individual coverage) and $5.89 an hour (family coverage) for 

full-time employees. In four years' time, the minimum cost of labor will be a $7.25 cash wage 

and a $5.89 health wage (family), for a total of $13.14 an hour. 

Imagine you are an employer. You certainly aren't going to pay an employee more than his value 

to the organization, and competition from other employers will tend to prevent you from paying 

less. If the government forces you to spend more on health insurance, you will have to spend less 

in wages in order to pay for the mandated benefits. For above-average-wage employees, expect 

wage stagnation for the next four years, as employers use potential wage increases to pay for 

expanded health benefits instead. 

At the low end of the wage scale, however, the effects of this new law are going to be 

devastating. Ten-dollar-an-hour workers and their employers cannot afford $6-an-hour health 

insurance. 

Although there are some small business subsidies tacked on in a Rube Goldberg fashion, nothing 

in the new law helps low-wage employees of large companies buy health insurance. 

This is undoubtedly why fast-food giant McDonald's told the federal government that it was 

considering dropping its health insurance for 30,000 employees. The next step will be to drop 

their jobs. No doubt millions of other workers will be in the same boat. 

John C. Goodman is president and CEO of the National Center for Policy Analysis, a free-

market think tank based in Dallas. 
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In 2009, the Democrats who controlled Washington 

could see that voters' top priority was jobs, jobs, jobs. 

So they focused on ... health care reform. 

In 2010, the Republicans took America's pulse and 

concluded that voters still want jobs, jobs, jobs. So 

the new GOP majority in the House has also made 

health care — namely repealing the law enacted last 

year — its first priority. 

Go figure. 

Each party has dealt with this disconnect in its own 

way. The Democrats reasoned that the economy was 

recovering and that the public would come to embrace their health care measure as an important 

addition to financial security. They're still waiting. 

OPPOSING VIEW: High labor costs = fewer jobs 

Republicans have opted for hollow rhetoric. They simply insert the words "job killing" before 

any mention of the health care law. It's in the title of the repeal bill, expected to be voted on 

Wednesday. And House Speaker John Boehner, R-Ohio, used the term seven times in a 14-

minute news conference on the first day of the new Congress. 

Simplistic labels, such as the effort to rebrand the estate tax as the "death tax," can be smart 

politics if they subtly alter people's perceptions. But a heavy-handed approach like this, which 

tells people what to think without any explanation for why, is unlikely to be effective. Not only 

that, it flies in the face of reality. 

The evidence that the medical care reform law will be a job-killer is slim to none. While there is 

no shortage of rosy or pessimistic assessments produced by groups on either side of this debate, 

the few independent studies of the law's impact on jobs have offered up resounding shrugs. In 

2009, researchers at the RAND Corp. and the Lewin Group said its overall job impact would be 

minimal. 

The reason for this is simple. Whatever positive or negative can be said about the health care 

reform measure — and we believe that the pros outweigh the cons — the sad truth is it does little 



to alter the velocity of medical spending, which at the current rate of increase would push family 

insurance premiums to $25,000 a year within a decade. 

Market forces, normally good for holding down spending, are virtually non-existent in health 

care because patients and providers are mostly spending other people's money — an employer's 

through work or the government's through Medicare, veterans' benefits or various other 

programs. In fact, government already pays for about half of all health care while providing hefty 

tax breaks for the half it doesn't pay for, and every time government tries to be frugal, it's 

accused of rationing and price fixing, not least by interests that benefit from the spending. 

So costs rise everywhere. To the extent that the health law affects employment, it just continues 

the shift of jobs into medical areas at the expense of jobs in other sectors as the Baby Boom 

generation ages. Among the 20 professions projected to grow the fastest by the Labor 

Department, 10 are in health care; several others, in areas such as biochemistry and physical 

therapy, are related. 

These trends should prompt lawmakers to focus on what they can do to improve the health care 

law and rein in surging costs. Slapping the "job killing" label on the repeal bill is an effort to 

avoid making tough decisions and coming up with better ideas. 
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Most people intuitively know that the worst thing government can do in the middle of the 

deepest recession in 70 years is enact policies that increase the expected cost of labor. Yet that is 

exactly what happened last spring, with the passage of the health care reform bill. 

 

OUR VIEW: Calling health law a 'job killer' doesn't necessarily make it so 

How bad is it? Right now, we're estimating the cost of the health plan everyone will be required 

to have at $4,750 a year for individuals and $12,250 for families. That translates into a minimum 

health benefit of $2.28 an hour (individual coverage) and $5.89 an hour (family coverage) for 

full-time employees. In four years' time, the minimum cost of labor will be a $7.25 cash wage 

and a $5.89 health wage (family), for a total of $13.14 an hour. 

Imagine you are an employer. You certainly aren't going to pay an employee more than his value 

to the organization, and competition from other employers will tend to prevent you from paying 

less. If the government forces you to spend more on health insurance, you will have to spend less 

in wages in order to pay for the mandated benefits. For above-average-wage employees, expect 

wage stagnation for the next four years, as employers use potential wage increases to pay for 

expanded health benefits instead. 

At the low end of the wage scale, however, the effects of this new law are going to be 

devastating. Ten-dollar-an-hour workers and their employers cannot afford $6-an-hour health 

insurance. 

Although there are some small business subsidies tacked on in a Rube Goldberg fashion, nothing 

in the new law helps low-wage employees of large companies buy health insurance. 

This is undoubtedly why fast-food giant McDonald's told the federal government that it was 

considering dropping its health insurance for 30,000 employees. The next step will be to drop 

their jobs. No doubt millions of other workers will be in the same boat. 

John C. Goodman is president and CEO of the National Center for Policy Analysis, a free-

market think tank based in Dallas. 
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In 2009, the Democrats who controlled Washington could see that voters' top priority was jobs, 

jobs, jobs. So they focused on ... health care reform. 

In 2010, the Republicans took America's pulse and concluded that voters still want jobs, jobs, 

jobs. So the new GOP majority in the House has also made health care — namely repealing the 

law enacted last year — its first priority. 



Go figure. 

Each party has dealt with this disconnect in its own way. The Democrats reasoned that the 

economy was recovering and that the public would come to embrace their health care measure as 

an important addition to financial security. They're still waiting. 

OPPOSING VIEW: High labor costs = fewer jobs 

Republicans have opted for hollow rhetoric. They simply insert the words "job killing" before 

any mention of the health care law. It's in the title of the repeal bill, expected to be voted on 

Wednesday. And House Speaker John Boehner, R-Ohio, used the term seven times in a 14-

minute news conference on the first day of the new Congress. 

Simplistic labels, such as the effort to rebrand the estate tax as the "death tax," can be smart 

politics if they subtly alter people's perceptions. But a heavy-handed approach like this, which 

tells people what to think without any explanation for why, is unlikely to be effective. Not only 

that, it flies in the face of reality. 

The evidence that the medical care reform law will be a job-killer is slim to none. While there is 

no shortage of rosy or pessimistic assessments produced by groups on either side of this debate, 

the few independent studies of the law's impact on jobs have offered up resounding shrugs. In 

2009, researchers at the RAND Corp. and the Lewin Group said its overall job impact would be 

minimal. 

The reason for this is simple. Whatever positive or negative can be said about the health care 

reform measure — and we believe that the pros outweigh the cons — the sad truth is it does little 

to alter the velocity of medical spending, which at the current rate of increase would push family 

insurance premiums to $25,000 a year within a decade. 

Market forces, normally good for holding down spending, are virtually non-existent in health 

care because patients and providers are mostly spending other people's money — an employer's 

through work or the government's through Medicare, veterans' benefits or various other 

programs. In fact, government already pays for about half of all health care while providing hefty 

tax breaks for the half it doesn't pay for, and every time government tries to be frugal, it's 

accused of rationing and price fixing, not least by interests that benefit from the spending. 

So costs rise everywhere. To the extent that the health law affects employment, it just continues 

the shift of jobs into medical areas at the expense of jobs in other sectors as the Baby Boom 

generation ages. Among the 20 professions projected to grow the fastest by the Labor 

Department, 10 are in health care; several others, in areas such as biochemistry and physical 

therapy, are related. 

These trends should prompt lawmakers to focus on what they can do to improve the health care 

law and rein in surging costs. Slapping the "job killing" label on the repeal bill is an effort to 

avoid making tough decisions and coming up with better ideas. 
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