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Key Findings 
 

House Speaker Paul Ryan is proposing to cut the statutory federal corporate tax rate from 35 to 

20 percent. President Trump wants to slash the rate even further, to just 15 percent. Their core 

argument? Lowering the tax burden will lead to more and better jobs.  

 

To investigate this claim, we crunched Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy data to 

analyze the 92 publicly held U.S. corporations that reported a U.S. profit every year from 2008 

through 2015 and paid less than 20 percent of these earnings in federal corporate income tax. 

 

These 92 corporations offer an ideal test for the proposition that lower tax rates encourage 

corporations to create jobs. By exploiting loopholes in the existing federal tax code, all these 

firms have reduced their tax rates to the level that Speaker Ryan and President Trump claim 

will stimulate job creation. Did these reduced tax rates actually lead to greater employment 

within the 92 firms? The data we have compiled give a definitive — and sobering — answer.   

 

Tax breaks did not spur job creation 
 

 America’s 92 most consistently profitable tax-dodging firms registered median job 

growth of negative 1 percent between 2008 and 2016. The job growth rate over those 

same years among U.S. private sector firms as a whole: 6 percent.  
 

 More than half of the 92 tax-avoiders, 48 firms in all, eliminated jobs between 2008 and 

2016, downsizing by a combined total of 483,000 positions.  
 

Tax-dodging corporations paid their CEOs more than other big firms 
 

 Average CEO pay among the 92 firms rose 18 percent, to $13.4 million in real terms, 

between 2008 and 2016, compared to a 13 percent increase among S&P 500 CEOs. U.S. 

private sector worker pay increased by only 4 percent during this period. 
 

 CEOs at the 48 job-slashing companies within our 92-firm sample pocketed even larger 

paychecks. In 2016 they grabbed $14.9 million on average, 14 percent more than the 

$13.1 million for typical S&P 500 CEOs.  

 

Job-cutting firms spent tax savings on buybacks, which inflated CEO pay  
 

 Many of the firms in our tax-dodging sample funneled their tax savings into stock 

buybacks, a financial maneuver that inflates the value of executive stock-based pay. On 

average, the top 10 job-cutters in our sample each spent $45 billion over the last nine 

years repurchasing their own stock, six times as much as the S&P 500 corporate average. 
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ExxonMobil hiked CEO Tillerson’s pay while dodging taxes, slashing jobs 

 

 The oil giant paid an effective tax rate of only 13.6 percent during the 2008-2015 period, 

at the same time cutting more than a third of its global workforce (the company does not 

reveal U.S. jobs data). After pumping nearly $146 billion into stock buybacks, Exxon 

CEO Rex Tillerson, now the U.S. secretary of state, took home $27.4 million in total 

compensation in 2016, 22 percent more than he collected in 2008. 
 

AT&T is the top job-cutter among the tax-dodging firms 
 

 The telecommunications giant managed to get away with an effective tax rate of just 8.1 

percent over the 2008-2015 period, while cutting more jobs than any other firm in our 

sample. After accounting for acquisitions and spinoffs, the firm had nearly 80,000 fewer 

employees in 2016 than in 2008. Instead of job-preserving investments, the firm shoveled 

profits into stock buybacks ($34 billion over the past nine years) and CEO pay. AT&T 

chief Randall Stephenson pulled in $28.4 million in 2016, more than double his 2008 

payout.  

 
GE cut jobs while funneling offshore tax-dodging proceeds into CEO pay and buybacks  

 

 Through extensive use of overseas tax havens, General Electric achieved a negative 

effective tax rate during the 2008-2015 period, meaning the firm got more back from 

Uncle Sam than it paid into federal coffers. The company spent $42 billion repurchasing 

its own stock, which helped boost CEO Jeffrey Immelt’s pay to nearly $18 million in 

2016. Meanwhile, the company’s employee count dropped by about 14,700 over the past 

nine years. 

  



 

3 

 
Introduction 
 

The claim that American workers would benefit from slashing corporate 

taxes has become a Republican mantra, despite strong evidence to the 

contrary.  

 

U.S. Federal Reserve researchers, for example, carried out an extensive 

analysis of state-level data in 2015 and found that, outside periods of 

economic crisis, “little evidence” suggests that corporate tax cuts lead to 

more jobs.1 More recently, the Economic Policy Institute singled out 

corporate tax rate reductions as one of the least effective ways to stimulate 

employment, while the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities argued that 

rate cuts could leave most Americans worse off by having a net negative 

effect on the availability of capital for investment.2  

 

This report, the 24th in our annual Executive Excess series, brings a new 

approach to the debate over jobs and corporate tax cuts.3 Instead of 

speculating what corporate tax rate cuts could mean to jobs, we have 

analyzed the job-creating record of the consistently profitable corporations 

that have already been paying corporate taxes at far less than the 35 

percent federal statutory tax rate. These firms, the data show, have not 

become powerful engines of economic growth. Over half of them have 

even been slashing their workforces over the past nine years.  

 

These findings beg an obvious question: If these tax-dodging firms are not 

creating jobs, what are these firms doing with all their proceeds from tax 

avoidance? A detailed answer falls beyond the scope of this paper. But 

available numbers do make plain that tax-dodging firms are routinely 

funneling more money into the pockets of their top executives than other 

big firms.  

 

Our corporate executive class has spent recent years framing corporate 

“tax relief” as a clear benefit for workers. In fact, lower corporate tax rates 

benefit only top executives. Our national debate over corporate tax rates 

should focus on ensuring that the corporations these executives run pay 

their full and fair tax share.  

   

 

 

“I am going to cut 

business taxes 

massively. They're 

going to start hiring 

people.”  

President Donald 

Trump, final 

presidential debate,  

October 19, 2016 

 
 

 
“This will create 
jobs. That is what 
this is all about: 
Jobs, jobs, jobs. 
Good, high-paying 
jobs.” 
 

House Speaker  

Paul Ryan,  

on his plan to slash the 

federal corporate tax 

rate, June 20, 2017 

 
 

 
 
 

“We’re going to cut 
corporate taxes, 
which will bring 
huge amounts of 
jobs back to the 
United States.”  
 

Treasury Secretary 

 Steve Mnuchin,  

November 30, 2016  
 

 



 

4 

 

CEO Pay at Tax-Dodging, Job-Cutting Firms  
 

The Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy has analyzed the federal tax expenditures of the 

258 publicly held U.S. corporations that reported profits every year from 2008 through 2015. 

This report focuses in on 92 of these corporations that over the course of this period paid an 

effective federal tax rate of less than 20 percent.4  

 

Why 20 percent? We chose this threshold because House Republicans are proposing to reduce 

the federal statutory corporate tax rate to this level, down from the current 35 percent. President 

Trump seeks an even deeper cut, to just 15 percent.  

 

If claims about the job creation benefits of lower tax rates had any validity, the 92 consistently 

profitable tax-dodging firms we have identified would be among the nation’s strongest job 

creators. Have these firms, in fact, actually created jobs? To find out, we gathered company-

reported employment data for the 2008-2016 period. We then adjusted the numbers to take into 

account publicly available information on corporate mergers, acquisitions, and spinoffs 

involving more than 2,000 employees. A firm that adds workers through mergers and 

acquisitions is not “creating” jobs.  

 

Our calculations have revealed that the 92 firms in our sample had median job growth during 

this period of negative 0.74 percent, compared to the 6 percent job-growth rate of U.S. private 

sector firms as a whole. The 48 tax-avoiding firms in our same that cut jobs downsized by a 

combined total of 483,000 positions (see Appendix 1 for details).  

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Sources: BLS, Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy, 10-K reports. 

  

 

Profitable Tax-Dodging Firms Have Cut Jobs  

6.0% 

-0.7% 

U.S. private sector Profitable corporations that paid 
<20% effective tax rate 

Job growth, 2008-2016 



 

5 

How did profitable firms manage to pay such low tax rates?  
 

Corporations are not required to disclose their specific tax-saving strategies, but we know from 

previous research that offshore tax sheltering plays a prime role. Profits accumulated in foreign 

countries go tax-free in the United States until they are repatriated. In most cases, these 

“offshore” earnings amount to an accounting fiction. Companies that stash profits offshore 

retain full access to these funds for use in the United States. These firms could, if they so chose, 

use these profits to create jobs stateside.  

 

Among the 92 corporations in our sample, ten rank among the top 50 U.S. corporations with the 

most offshore profits: 

 
 

Offshore Earnings As of the End of 2016 
($billions) 

General Electric 82.0 

JPMorgan Chase 38.4 

Qualcomm 32.5 

United Technologies 31.0 

Eli Lilly 28.0 

Honeywell 18.3 

DuPont 17.4 

Priceline.com 13.0 

Corning 12.6 

Praxair 12.0 
 

Source: Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy, based on 10-K reports. 

 

Many of the corporations in our sample also benefit significantly from other loopholes, most 

notably the domestic manufacturing tax deduction and bonus depreciation, a handy tax 

provision that lets companies immediately deduct half of the cost of new long-term investment.  

 

Where did the proceeds from tax avoidance go?  
 

Corporate tax breaks make good sense for top executives eager to maximize their 

compensation. Average inflation-adjusted CEO pay at the corporations on our list of tax-

avoiding firms rose 18 percent — to $13.4 million — between 2008 and 2016, compared to a 13 

percent increase for S&P 500 CEOs as a whole. U.S. private sector worker pay increased by only 

4 percent during this same period (see chart on following page). 
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Sources: AFL-CIO Paywatch, Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy, corporate proxy  

statements, BLS. 

 

The CEOs of the 48 companies on our list that cut jobs while avoiding taxes 

collected even larger paychecks. In 2016 their total compensation averaged 

$14.9 million, 14 percent more than the S&P 500 average of $13.1 million.  

 

Many firms on our list devoted the proceeds from their tax-dodging to stock 

buybacks, a financial maneuver that inflates the value of executive stock-

based pay. Over the 2008-2016 period, the top ten job-cutters in our sample 

each spent an average of $45.5 billion repurchasing their own stock, six times 

as much as the S&P 500 average of $7.4 billion.5  

 

For most of the 20th century, until the SEC relaxed its rules in 1982, 

regulators banned corporate stock buybacks — for good reason. Buybacks 

reduce the number of shares on the open market. By making this reduction, 

companies can artificially jack up their stock values. Most of our 

contemporary executive compensation comes in the form of stock options or 

restricted stock. That pay pattern gives CEOs a direct personal interest in 

expanding buybacks, even if these repurchases drain resources from job-

creating investments.   

13% 

18% 

4% 

S&P 500 CEOs CEOs of profitable 
corporations that paid 

<20% effective tax rate 

U.S. workers 

Inflation-adjusted average pay increase, 2008-2016 

 

Tax-dodging CEOs Got Larger Raises Than Other Big 

Company CEOs and Average U.S. Workers 

 

 

“These CEO ‘job 
creators’ really 
know how to create 
jobs: Invest the 
company’s money 
neither in research 
nor innovative 
technology nor 
production facilities. 
Instead goose your 
company’s stock 
price by buying your 
stock. Then sell the 
stock and use your 
millions to buy art, 
thus creating more 
jobs for art 
auctioneers at 
Christie’s and 
Sotheby’s.”  

 

Steven Clifford,  

former CEO and author, 

The CEO Pay Machine  
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The 10 Biggest Job Cutters  
Among Tax-Dodging Corporations  
 

An analysis of how our top job-cutting corporations operate dramatically illustrates how CEOs 

can use the proceeds from tax savings to enrich themselves and create short-term gains for 

shareholders, all at the expense of investments that can help create real jobs.   

 
 

 

The 10 Biggest Job Cutters Among the Tax-Dodging Corporations 

  
  

  
Company, ranked  
by job cuts 

Taxes Employees CEO Compensation Buybacks 

Effective tax 
rate, 2008-

2015 
End of 2016 

(#) 

Change 
(#), 2008-

2016) 

% change, 
2008-2016 
(adjusted) 2016 ($) 

% 
change, 

2008-2016 

Stock 
repurchases, 

2008-2016 ($mill) 

1 AT&T 8.1% 268,000 -79,450 -23% 28,433,716  146% 34,255 

2 Verizon  9.1% 160,900 -78,450 -33% 17,674,579  -5% 6,655 

3 ExxonMobil 13.6% 72,700 -37,735 -34% 27,393,567  22% 145,850 

4 United Technologies 10.4% 201,600 -37,000 -16% 15,831,335  -12% 23,589 

5 JPMorgan Chase 15.6% 243,000 -26,961 -10% 27,236,892  39% 37,762 

6 21st Century Fox 15.8% 21,500 -20,100 -48% 34,590,450  74% 22,169 

7 General Electric –3.4% 104,000 -14,700 -12% 17,962,122  27% 41,784 

8 L-3 Communications 19.2% 38,000 -14,800 -28% 15,249,760  52% 6,699 

9 IBM 7.5% 414,400 -12,969 -3% 32,695,699  15% 96,072 

10 Wells Fargo 18.0% 269,100 -12,800 -5% 13,014,714  -6% 39,851 

 
Total 

 
1,793,200 -334,965 

 
230,082,834 

 
454,686 

 
Average 13.0% 

  
-16% 

 
30% 45,469 

 

Sources: Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy, corporate 10-K reports and proxy statements, and Standard & Poors. When corporations broke 
down U.S. versus global workforce, we used U.S. figures. Among the top 10, only GE provided this breakdown. See Appendix 1 for details.  
 

 
 

 ExxonMobil 
 

 

President Trump would like us to see the White House corporate tax-cut proposal as a “jobs” 

plan. But the corporate record of the President’s top diplomat, Secretary of State Rex Tillerson, 

devastatingly undercuts that framing. During Tillerson’s CEO tenure at ExxonMobil, the oil 

giant paid an effective tax rate of just 13.6 percent from 2008 through 2015 — less than half the 

statutory rate — despite consistent yearly profits.  

 

https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/732717/000119312517078651/d320194ddef14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/732712/000119312517089144/d285644ddef14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/34088/000119312517122538/d182248ddef14a.htm#txa182248_23
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/101829/000093041317000993/c87207_def14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/19617/000001961717000340/jpmc2017definitiveproxy.htm#sD0A53A77B872CFE8239C791C69ABFE50
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1308161/000119312516717705/d128342ddef14a.htm#toc128342_14
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/40545/000120677417000738/ge3179831-def14a.htm#SummaryCompens_38
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1039101/000156761917000516/s001493x5_def14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/51143/000110465917016116/a17-2254_1def14a.htm#a2016SUMMARYCOMPENSATION_042206
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/72971/000119312517083591/d305364ddef14a.htm#toc305364_50
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Proceeds from tax dodging helped ExxonMobil become corporate America’s buyback king. 

Between 2008 and 2016, Tillerson blew $146 billion on stock repurchases, artificially inflating 

company shares — and his own paycheck. As CEO, he took in $27 million in 2016 and then 

scored a $180 million cash payout when he left to join the Trump administration.6 ExxonMobil 

workers? Not nearly as lucky. Tillerson cut the firm’s global employee count by more than a 

third between 2008 and 2016. ExxonMobil does not reveal U.S. job figures. 

 
 

 Verizon and AT&T 
 

 

The nation’s top two telecommunications companies both managed to get away with effective 

tax rates of less than 10 percent over the 2008-2015 period. In fact, AT&T ranked as the top 

recipient of corporate tax subsidies over these eight years, with $38 billion. Verizon ranked 

fourth, at $21.1 billion.7  

 

Both firms took enormous advantage of “bonus depreciation,” a tax break enacted in 2008 as 

part of a stimulus package enacted to incentivize job creation. This loophole allows companies 

to deduct 50 percent of the cost of new long-term investment in the year they make the 

investment, up from the 30 percent rate that had been in effect since 2001. Lawmakers originally 

considered bonus depreciation a temporary fix for the 2008 market collapse. The loophole has 

since then been repeatedly extended and now stands as a quasi-permanent tax break that 

rewards many companies for investments they would almost certainly make without it. 

 

Verizon and AT&T saved billions through this loophole, but their lower IRS bills did not lead to 

increased employment. Both firms downsized drastically between 2008 and 2016 as they 

struggled to adapt to the shift away from landlines. After accounting for acquisitions and 

spinoffs, AT&T, the top job-cutter in our sample, slashed its total workforce by 79,450 jobs.  

 

During this same period, the firm’s top executives decided to plow $34 billion into stock 

buybacks, significantly reducing the resources available for investments that might have helped 

them avoid or at least mitigate the company’s massive job losses. At Verizon, the employee 

count fell by 78,450, a third of the firm’s workforce. Lowell McAdam, who became Verizon CEO 

in 2011 after serving as the firm’s chief operating officer, made $17.7 million last year. AT&T 

chief Randall Stephenson pulled in $28.4 million in 2016, more than double the $11.6 million he 

earned in 2008.  

 
 

 General Electric 
 

 

General Electric has been one of corporate America’s top tax-dodgers. The firm’s effective tax 

rate, the Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy calculates, dropped to negative 3.4 percent  
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over the period 2008-2015. The company, in effect, received more from Uncle Sam in the form of 

tax rebates during those eight years than it paid into federal coffers.  

 

GE lawyers have mastered the art of offshore tax sheltering. At the end of 2016, GE held $82 

billion in offshore profits, the fourth-largest total for any U.S. corporation, according to the 

Institute on Taxation and Economic Policy.  

 

Has this tax-avoiding prowess translated into more American jobs? Just the opposite. Since 

2008, GE’s U.S. workforce has shrunk by 14,700 jobs, after accounting for numerous acquisitions 

and spinoffs (see Appendix 1 for details). Meanwhile, GE CEO Jeffrey Immelt spent more than 

$42 billion on stock buybacks and enjoyed a regular perch near the top of America’s highest-

paid-CEO lists. In 2016, his total compensation came to nearly $18 million. Immelt stepped 

down as CEO on August 1, 2017, after 17 years at the helm, walking away with at least $112 

million in pay and pension benefits.8 
 
 

 21st Century Fox 
 

 

Rupert Murdoch has made a fortune off providing a media platform for anti-tax crusaders. Not 

surprisingly, his company, the owner of Fox News, paid significantly less than half the statutory 

U.S. corporate tax rate during the 2008-2015 period. The 21st Century Fox loophole of choice: 

the domestic production activities deduction, a tax incentive designed to encourage firms to 

keep jobs in the United States rather than shifting production abroad.  

 

Current federal law does not require exploiters of this loophole to report data on their U.S. 

workforces, and 21st Century Fox has chosen not to do so voluntarily. That failure makes it 

impossible to evaluate the exact impact of the domestic production activities deduction on 

American jobs. But 21st Century Fox plainly does not rate as a leader in job creation. The firm’s 

overall employee count has dropped by 20,100 since 2008. Among the layoffs that have 

generated particular ire: a 9 percent cut at the venerable National Geographic after 21st Century 

Fox acquired the outlet in 2015, the largest jobs cutback in the magazine’s 127-year history.9  

 

So where have the proceeds from Fox tax avoidance gone? The company has spent more than 

$22 billion in buybacks over the past nine years, an outlay that helped boost Murdoch’s pay. 

The media mogul made $34.6 million in 2016, up 74 percent over his compensation in 2008.  

 
 

 United Technologies and L-3 
 

 

United Technologies, the seventh-largest federal contractor in 2016, and L-3, the ninth-largest, 

both stand as major double-dippers in the public trough. They each enjoy massive tax breaks  
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while also pocketing huge federal contracts, $6.5 billion for aerospace giant United 

Technologies and $5.1 billion for military surveillance king L-3.10 United Technologies has 

amassed $31 billion in offshore profits, which remain tax-free in the United States unless they 

are repatriated and helped lower the firm’s tax rate to just 10.4 percent over 2008-2015.  

 

Public largesse has not turned these firms into major engines of job growth. In fact, the two 

combined employ 50,000 fewer workers today than in 2008. United Technologies became the 

focus of headlines nationwide late in 2016 when newly elected President Trump claimed he had 

negotiated a deal that would have the firm’s Carrier air conditioner division continue to employ 

1,069 manufacturing workers in Indiana for 10 years in exchange for $7 million in incentives. 

The firm later announced that more than 600 of the plant’s manufacturing workers would be 

laid off after all. The first of these layoffs began in July.11  

 

The CEOs of both United Technologies and L-3 each collected more than $15 million in 2016.  

 
 

 Wells Fargo and JPMorgan Chase 
 

 

These two Wall Street banks rank second and third in the corporate tax subsidy recipient list for 

the 2008-2015 period.12 Wells Fargo enjoyed $31.4 billion in such subsidies, JPMorgan Chase 

$22.2 billion. Neither of these firms parlayed their tax-avoiding talents into strong job creation.  

 

Wells Fargo’s overall employment fell by about 12,800 jobs, after accounting for its acquisitions 

of other banks in the wake of the 2008 financial crisis. Wells Fargo CEO John Stumpf fired 5,300 

employees after regulators caught his bank carrying out one of the biggest financial scams in 

history.13 Wells Fargo had created millions of phony bank accounts without customer 

authorization. Stumpf’s firings sought to place blame for that outrage on lower-level managers. 

Stumpf himself would later be pressured to resign, but not before walking away with about 

$133 million in compensation.14  

 

Wells Fargo didn’t just artificially prop up its stock with illegal activity. Under Stumpf, the bank 

also inflated share prices — and Stump’s own stock-based pay — by spending nearly $40 billion 

on stock buybacks over the 2008-2016 period. 

 

JPMorgan Chase has been on a job-cutting spree in the past several years, shuttering hundreds 

of branches, replacing human tellers with ATMs, and slashing auto lending, merchant banking, 

and credit cards units.15 The financial markets tend to reward layoffs, and this seems to be the 

case for JPMorgan CEO Jamie Dimon, who hauled in $27 million in 2016. Tim Sloan, who spent 

just a little over two months in the Wells Fargo CEO post in 2016 after being bumped up from 

COO when Stumpf departed, also took home $13 million for the year.  
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 IBM 
 

 

IBM received $17.8 billion in tax subsidies over the 2008-2015 period, the fifth-largest total 

among U.S. corporations. These tax savings have not created jobs. IBM does not generally reveal 

details about job layoffs, but the Wall Street Journal has reported that the firm cut 5,000 jobs in 

March 2016 and another round of an undisclosed number in May of that year.16 In 2009, the 

Journal also reported another 5,000 in planned layoffs.17 

 

IBM CEO Virginia Marie “Ginni” Rometty has come under fire for pocketing huge bonuses 

amid this job-cut surge. Rometty last year grabbed an eye-popping $32.7 million, despite 

declining revenue for the tech giant.  

 

Rometty, the IBM CEO since 2011, has worked to ingratiate herself with President Trump. After 

the election, she sent Trump a letter of congratulations and assured him that she supported his 

corporate tax reform plan.18 She later joined Trump’s White House business-advisory council, 

which recently disbanded.19  

 
Conclusion 
 

CEOs of large corporations have for far too long been rigging the rules to enrich themselves at 

the expense of taxpayers, workers, and communities. As in every annual edition of Executive 

Excess, we have included in Appendix 2 of this report a scorecard of CEO pay reforms that 

would help unrig our executive compensation rules.  

 

At the same time, we also need a tax reform debate that dispenses with the fantastical notion 

that corporate tax cuts will automatically create good jobs for American workers. Policy makers 

should be focusing instead on ensuring that corporate America pays its fair share of the cost of 

job-creating public investments in infrastructure and other urgent needs.  

 

A solid first step would be to eliminate loopholes that grant preferential treatment of foreign 

profits. U.S. corporations should have to pay what they owe on their current offshore holdings 

and not be allowed to defer these payments indefinitely. By continuing to allow offshore tax 

sheltering, policy makers are shifting the tax burden onto ordinary Americans and creating a 

disincentive for job creation in the United States.  

 

Beyond closing loopholes, we need new innovative policies — a tax on Wall Street speculation, 

for starters — that would help generate much-needed revenue for investments in real jobs. 

Extensive proposals on how to reform tax rules to help make them work for all of us — not just 

big companies and their CEOs —appear on the Americans for Tax Fairness web site.  

https://www.ibm.com/blogs/policy/ibm-ceo-ginni-romettys-letter-u-s-president-elect/
https://americansfortaxfairness.org/
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Appendix 1: CEO Pay and Employment Data  
at Tax-Dodging Corporations 

 

These U.S. publicly held corporations paid an effective tax rate of 20 percent or less over the 2008-2015 period, 

despite being profitable in each of those eight years. Changes in their number of employees have been adjusted to 

account for reported acquisitions and divestitures involving more than 2,000 employees. (see details on following 

pages) Those firms that differentiate between U.S. and global employees have their numbers indicated in bold/italics.  

 

  
Company 
(ranked by job cuts) 

Profits and Taxes, 2008-2015 Employees CEO compensation 

Profit  
($mil) 

Federal 
taxes  
($mil) 

Effective 
tax rate 

End of 
2016 (#) 

Change 
(#), 2008-

2016) 

% change, 
2008-2016 
(adjusted)  2016 ($) 

% change, 
2008-2016 

1 AT&T 141,624 11,500 8.1%  268,000 -79,450 -23 28,433,716  146 

2 Verizon  81,518 7,401 9.1%  160,900 -78,450 -33 17,674,579  -5 

3 ExxonMobil 60,482 8,227 13.6%  72,700 -37,735 -34 27,393,567  22 

4 United Technologies 24,421 2,546 10.4%  201,600 -37,000 -16 15,831,335  -12 

5 JPMorgan Chase 114,770 17,956 15.6%  243,000 -26,961 -10 27,236,892  39 

6 21st Century Fox 39,722 6,273 15.8%  21,500 -20,100 -48 34,590,450  74 

7 General Electric 40,057 -1,369 –3.4%  104,000 -15,957 -13 17,962,122  27 

8 L-3 Communications 7,614 1,462 19.2%  38,000 -14,800 -28 15,249,760  52 

9 IBM 64,728 4,849 7.5%  414,400 -12,969 -3 32,695,699  15 

10 Wells Fargo 185,025 33,331 18.0%  269,100 -12,800 -5 13,014,714  -6 

11 CenturyLink 8,607 725 8.4%  40,000 -12,040 -23 13,966,214  17 

12 Honeywell International 16,520 2,461 14.9%  45,000 -12,000 -21 21,261,501  -30 

13 International Paper 5,010 -386 –7.7%  36,000 -10,900 -23 13,300,308  127 

14 DuPont 8,678 1,602 18.5%  46,000 -10,000 -18 11,006,644  32 

15 Boeing 40,027 2,147 5.4%  150,500 -8,800 -6 15,066,290  -21 

16 Cablevision Systems 2,455 9 0.4%  14,177 -8,758 -38 18,332,950  36 

17 PNC Financial Services 32,953 2,725 8.3%  52,006 -8,678 -14 13,141,460  -10 

18 CBS 13,045 699 5.4%  15,550 -8,420 -35 69,550,657  118 

19 CSX 21,007 3,531 16.8%  27,000 -8,000 -23 13,580,104  10 

20 DISH Network 11,458 1,554 13.6%  16,000 -7,000 -30 1,656,833  -38 

21 Eli Lilly 15,117 2,571 17.0%  18,860 -5,640 -23 18,367,133  42 

22 Consol Energy 3,550 545 15.3%  2,307 -5,421 -70 10,772,740  31 

23 American Electric Power 17,170 -464 –2.7%  17,634 -3,227 -15 11,472,740  185 

24 FirstEnergy 8,842 -465 –5.3%  15,707 -2,798 -15 14,117,391  5 

25 Ball 1,953 355 18.2%  8,320 -2,780 -25 11,189,233  38 

26 Norfolk Southern 20,456 4,070 19.9%  28,044 -2,762 -9 8,425,074  -41 

27 Air Products & Chemicals 4,117 439 10.7%  6,800 -2,700 -28 11,535,833  -31 

28 Loews 11,055 1,276 11.5%  6,700 -2,700 -29 5,993,409  -15 

29 MDU Resources 2,954 277 9.4%  9,598 -2,695 -22 3,510,991  26 

30 Joy Global 3,474 633 18.2%  3,100 -2,600 -46 5,431,029  23 

31 ABM Industries 696 84 12.1%  110,000 -2,500 -2 3,837,985  37 

32 Travelers  30,729 5,871 19.1%  30,900 -2,400 -7 11,558,119  -21 

33 Oneok 3,976 49 1.2%  2,384 -2,171 -48 4,690,792  -29 

34 Praxair 6,142 1,036 16.9%  10,182 -1,836 -15 13,037,062  24 

35 Principal Financial 7,790 514 6.6%  14,854 -1,731 -10 8,970,708  115 

36 NextEra Energy 21,518 -313 –1.5%  8,900 -1,600 -15 16,758,771  45 

37 Sonic Automotive 800 138 17.2%  9,800 -1,600 -14 4,834,563  138 

38 Rockwell Collins 6,315 1,134 18.0%  19,000 -1,300 -6 7,587,840  3 

39 Trinity Industries 4,122 594 14.4%  8,350 -1,110 -12 7,655,393  -10 

40 Time Warner 31,048 4,147 13.4%  25,000 -1,100 -4 32,614,304  64 

41 Entergy 12,462 824 6.6%  13,513 -787 -6 13,478,724  -1 

           
  

https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/732717/000119312517078651/d320194ddef14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/732712/000119312517089144/d285644ddef14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/34088/000119312517122538/d182248ddef14a.htm#txa182248_23
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/101829/000093041317000993/c87207_def14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/19617/000001961717000340/jpmc2017definitiveproxy.htm#sD0A53A77B872CFE8239C791C69ABFE50
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1308161/000119312516717705/d128342ddef14a.htm#toc128342_14
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/40545/000120677417000738/ge3179831-def14a.htm#SummaryCompens_38
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1039101/000156761917000516/s001493x5_def14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/51143/000110465917016116/a17-2254_1def14a.htm#a2016SUMMARYCOMPENSATION_042206
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/72971/000119312517083591/d305364ddef14a.htm#toc305364_50
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/18926/000119312517122892/d493134ddef14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/773840/000093041317000951/c86518_def14a.htm#x25_c86518a024
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/51434/000120677417001094/intlpaper3172471-def14a.htm#a_025
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/30554/000119312517123955/d324211ddef14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/12927/000119312517087206/d477603ddef14a.htm#toc477603_31
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/784681/000119312516569192/d185009d10ka.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/713676/000119312517082777/d272923ddef14a.htm#tx272923_37
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/813828/000119312517116304/d368348ddef14a.htm#toc368348_17
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/277948/000120677417001259/csx3110061-def14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1001082/000110465917018415/a17-2402_2def14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/59478/000005947817000108/proxy2017.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1070412/000130817917000093/lcnx2017_def14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/4904/000119312517082754/d281570ddef14a.htm#toc281570_18
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1031296/000119312517105275/d268871ddef14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/9389/000104746917001603/a2231280zdef14a.htm#ds17301_summary_compensation_table
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/702165/000120677417000920/norfolk3160701-def14a.htm#SumCompenstable_45
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/2969/000119312516792493/d269266ddef14a.htm#toc269266_44
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/60086/000114036117013687/formdef14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/67716/000006771617000029/mdu2017proxy.htm#sB7B2F89BBBFFC041B94FCEC743EC0DE5
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/801898/000080189816000145/joy-2016proxyxdef14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/771497/000156459017001182/abm-def14a_20170308.htm#N2016_SUMMURY_COMP
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/86312/000104746917002240/a2231438zdef14a.htm#s39
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1039684/000119312517113517/d322019ddef14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/884905/000156459017004455/px-def14a_20170425.htm#Summary_Compensation_Table
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1126328/000104746917002320/a2231535zdef14a.htm#do43901_summary_compensation_table
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/753308/000119312517096920/d290821ddef14a.htm#toc290821_35
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1043509/000119312517071444/d262161ddef14a.htm#toc262161_13
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1137411/000113741116000225/col2016proxymasterdoc14a.htm#s0CD3F45409FE543E8B6A1D13564BDA3F
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/99780/000009978017000023/a2017proxy.htm#sbaf97a40553c4ad8a60d4ff08b920781
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1105705/000119312517147394/d318617ddef14a.htm#toc318617_87
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/65984/000006598417000084/d335368ddef14a.htm
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Company, ranked by job 
cuts 

Profits and Taxes, 2008-2015 Employees CEO compensation 

Profit  
($mil) 

Federal 
taxes  
($mil) 

Effective 
tax rate 

End of 
2016 (#) 

Change 
(#), 2008-

2016) 

% change, 
2008-2016 
(adjusted)  2016 ($) 

% change, 
2008-2016 

42 Celanese 2,857 326 11.4%  2,600 -600 -19 9,261,406  92 

43 Ameren 7,243 -48 –0.7%  8,629 -440 -5 6,638,656  32 

44 Consolidated Edison 12,329 103 0.8%  14,960 -254 -2 14,802,404  102 

45 Eastman Chemical 5,134 723 14.1%  14,000 -200 -1 11,398,067  83 

46 CMS Energy 4,666 -26 –0.6%  7,699 -199 -3 3,482,555  -41 

47 Atmos Energy 2,826 -114 –4.0%  4,747 -3 0 8,700,817  20 

48 Duke Energy 19,767 -422 –2.1%  28,798 -2 0 13,793,594  118 

49 Devon Energy 21,692 368 1.7%  5,000 0 0 8,771,358  -47 

50 Andersons 796 135 17.0%  2,998 45 2 3,916,330  152 

51 Southern 24,587 2,036 8.3%  32,015 70 0 15,829,652  65 

52 Scana 5,275 808 15.3%  5,910 207 4 6,108,804  -10 

53 Eversource Energy 6,703 -11 –0.2%  11,872 284 2 6,183,262  -24 

54 NiSource 4,399 -352 –8.0%  8,007 400 5 4,334,158  63 

55 Constellation Brands 5,591 414 7.4%  8,700 500 6 9,563,166  141 

56 PPL 7,106 87 1.2%  11,512 595 5 15,507,259  132 

57 Xcel Energy 10,291 -111 –1.1%  11,512 595 5 11,520,120  96 

58 Spectra Energy 6,511 455 7.0%  2,400 600 33 13,083,038  193 

59 Interpublic Group 2,361 123 5.2%  19,900 900 5 17,978,177  66 

60 Williams 8,944 516 5.8%  5,604 1,285 30 10,127,444  91 

61 Reinsurance Grp of Amer 3,774 14 0.4%  2,482 1,416 133 10,404,935  244 

62 Mosaic 6,814 913 13.4%  8,700 1,600 23 7,316,221  45 

63 Wesco International 2,093 353 16.9%  9,000 1,700 23 7,011,489  52 

64 Windstream 2,794 221 7.9%  11,870 2,200 23 4,410,699  -39 

65 Sempra Energy 7,000 -34 –0.5%  16,575 2,261 16 18,806,408  57 

66 UGI 2,601 436 16.8%  8,300 2,400 41 8,022,273  55 

67 Flowserve 1,590 291 18.3%  18,000 3,000 20 6,564,663  -51 

68 Netflix 1,494 203 13.6%  4,700 3,158 205 23,194,567  740 

69 WEC 5,894 -592 –10.0%  8,164 3,179 64 11,502,979  16 

70 Ryder System 2,045 -55 –2.7%  34,500 3,200 10 5,105,686  9 

71 Priceline.com 698 -31 –4.4%  3,600 3,318 1,177 16,499,096  174 

72 R.R. Donnelley & Sons 1,611 290 18.0%  44,360 3,400 8 6,471,797 221 

73 Exelon 26,422 3,350 12.7%  34,396 3,512 11 15,231,701  68 

74 PG&E Corp. 10,843 -1,569 –14.5%  24,000 3,950 20 11,730,646  -12 

75 DTE Energy 7,478 253 3.4%  14,600 4,338 42 12,498,939  66 

76 Wyndham Worldwide 3,831 713 18.6%  27,800 4,600 20 10,535,048  129 

77 Kimberly-Clark 10,686 1,804 16.9%  42,000 5,500 15 15,682,106  117 

78 SpartanNash 432 82 19.0%  14,700 6,600 81 4,607,180  205 

79 State Street Corp. 10,310 565 5.5%  33,783 6,673 25 14,691,841  -49 

80 Dominion Resources 19,240 2,468 12.8%  25,800 8,800 52 13,285,854  -7 

81 Phillips-Van Heusen 984 178 18.1%  34,500 8,964 35 16,094,530  230 

82 Public Service Enterprise 18,002 2,936 16.3%  13,065 10,527 415 9,867,979  64 

83 Time Warner Cable 20,926 1,632 7.8%  56,600 11,000 24 32,614,304  122 

84 Commty Health Systems 2,683 237 8.8%  120,000 11,500 11 5,765,585  -66 

85 Qualcomm 20,582 1,270 6.2%  30,500 12,970 74 11,066,012  -28 

86 Arthur Gallagher 1,630 191 11.7%  24,800 15,500 167 5,739,167  107 

87 Corning 7,458 71 1.0%  40,700 15,900 64 11,309,255  6 

88 Casey's General Stores 1,629 242 14.9%  34,997 17,861 104 2,779,242  104 

89 Darden Restaurants 3,545 472 13.3%  150,942 27,942 23 6,141,054  22 

90 Nike 10,279 1,912 18.6%  70,700 38,200 118 47,615,302  441 

91 FedEx 16,977 2,246 13.2%  335,767 115,767 53 16,757,033  53 

92 Amazon.com 6,238 675 10.8%  341,400 324,400 1,908 1,681,840  31 
 

Sources and methodology: See following page.  

https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1306830/000130683017000096/ce-20178xdef14a.htm#s2B8BBAB0481653D3B6F554DD3155F262
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1002910/000119312517083794/d355803ddef14a.htm#toc355803_51
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1047862/000119312517108529/d309443ddef14a.htm#toc309443_50
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/915389/000119312517093086/d273445ddef14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/811156/000162612917000122/cms-def14a_050517.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/731802/000119312516802775/d302006ddef14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1326160/000104746917001925/a2231352zdef14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1090012/000119312517137053/d335277ddef14a.htm#toc335277_48
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/821026/000082102617000015/a2017proxystatement.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/92122/000120677417001122/southern3153221-def14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/754737/000155837017002100/scg_currentfolioproxy.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/72741/000104746917001984/a2231353zdef14a.htm#Summary_Compensation
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1111711/000119312517111336/d349744ddef14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/16918/000119312517191982/d348296ddef14a.htm#tx348296_26
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/922224/000119312517111007/d334463ddef14a.htm#toc334463_73
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/72903/000119312517110227/d338039ddef14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1373835/000137383517000003/se-2016123110k.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/51644/000119312517122760/d305064ddef14a.htm#toc305064_14
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/107263/000119312517115292/d347330ddef14a.htm#toc347330_29
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/898174/000089817417000011/proxy2017.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1285785/000124378617000064/a2017proxystatement.htm#s50B22CC1A27C85016B8E574A1D291076
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/929008/000119312517125272/d323870ddef14a.htm#rom323870_14
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1282266/000120677417001197/win3179581-def14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1032208/000119312517094064/d337566ddef14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/884614/000119312516788044/d278934ddef14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/30625/000130817917000124/lfls2017_def14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1065280/000162828017004209/a2017netflixproxy.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/783325/000010781517000129/wec-03232017xdef14a.htm#s9FD68DDA810257ACB4C3202404ECDC5D
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/85961/000008596117000034/def14a2017proxystatement.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1075531/000130817917000159/lpcln2017_def14a.htm#3138106174809464:664866
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1109357/000119312517083291/d341304ddef14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1004980/000130817917000143/lpcg2017_def14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/936340/000093634017000104/def14a.htm#s31D0A92AB9FAC62F8507E10777D000AB
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1361658/000155837017002246/wyn_def14acurrentfolio.htm#a2015SummaryCompensationTable_623741
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/55785/000120677417000608/kimberly3151241-def14a.htm#sumcomp_64
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/877422/000119312517123203/d369254ddef14a.htm#toc369254_15
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/93751/000119312517113522/d359013ddef14a.htm#sum359013_18
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/715957/000119312517089312/d340312ddef14a.htm#ifc340312_11
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/78239/000157104917004506/t1700784-def14a.htm#tSCT
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/788784/000119312517081736/d287735ddef14a.htm#rom287735_43
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1105705/000119312517147394/d318617ddef14a.htm#toc318617_87
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1108109/000119312517113626/d270437ddef14a.htm#toc270437_15
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/804328/000123445217000017/proxy2017.htm#sEFC0E33329E9AEB486E8C14D0EA72A98
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/354190/000119312517095733/d285494ddef14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/24741/000120677417000867/corning3168461-def14a.htm#SumCompenstable_54
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/726958/000072695816000265/a2016proxystatement.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/940944/000094094416000121/a2016definitiveproxystatem.htm#sDAA97A440A84545FB852E9935724CC8E
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/320187/000032018716000339/nke-2016xdef14a.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1048911/000104746916014985/a2229267zdef14a.htm#co43405_summary_compensation_table
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1018724/000119312517120195/d334778ddef14a.htm
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Sources and methodology 
 

Profits and taxes, 2008-2015: Based on data compiled by the Institute on Taxation and Economic 

Policy and published in the March 2017 report The 35 Percent Corporate Tax Myth. ITEP used the corporate 

annual reports to shareholders and the 10-K forms that corporations are required to file with the 

Securities and Exchange Commission to analyze the effective federal tax rate at the 258 publicly held U.S. 

corporations that reported domestic profits every year during the eight-year period 2008-2015. For more 

detail, see p. 25 of the ITEP report. We extracted from the ITEP sample all firms that had an effective 

federal tax rate of less than 20 percent, with the exception of five firms that did not have complete CEO 

pay or employee data for 2016 because of mergers or conversion to a private entity. 

 

CEO compensation: Based on data reported by the corporations to the SEC in annual proxy 

statements and 10-K reports. We have used the figure for “total compensation” from the summary 

compensation tables, which includes: salary, bonus, value of stock and option awards, non-equity 

incentive plan compensation, the change in pension value and non-qualified deferred compensation 

earnings, and the value of perquisites and other benefits provided to the CEO (personal use of company 

cars, for instance, and airplanes and country club memberships). All figures are for the chief executive 

officer except in the case of 21st Century Fox, where the highest-paid executive in 2016 was Rupert 

Murdoch, who has transitioned from CEO to Executive Chairman.  

 

Stock buybacks: For the top ten job-cutting firms, we drew data from Marketwatch.com and 

corporate 10-K reports. The average for S&P 500 firms over the 2008-2015 period was calculated by the 

authors, based on quarterly data from the S&P 500 Dow Jones Indices.  

 
Employees: Based on data from corporate annual reports to shareholders and 10-K filings for the 

period from December 31, 2007 to December 31, 2016, with adjustments made to account for reported 

acquisitions or divestitures involving more than 2,000 employees (see details on following page). Publicly 

held U.S. corporations are not required to report this information. We collected our data by starting with 

crunchbase.com and other available sources on acquisitions and divestitures. We then turned to news 

sources and corporate reports to try to track down the number of jobs affected. Because of lack of 

corporate transparency, the information presented here may not be complete.  

 

Publicly held corporations are not required to break down their employees by geographic area. In our 

sample of 92 corporations, only 15 corporations differentiate between their U.S. and global employees. 

Their employment data appear in bold/italic in the table.  

 

The employment data in this report, the best available, underscore the need for greater corporate 

transparency on jobs. The myth that corporate tax cuts lead to job creation survives partly because 

investigators have so much difficulty discerning how many people U.S. corporations actually employ.  

  

https://itep.org/the-35-percent-corporate-tax-myth/
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Details on Adjustments to Employee Data 
 

Company 
 

Notes 

Adjustments 

Acquisitions 
(employees 

gained)  

Divestitures 
(employees 
transferred)  

21st Century Fox 
2013: Created through spin-off of News Corporation. Jobs figure based 
on the difference between 21

st
 Century Fox employees in June 2013 

and News Corporation employees in June 2012. 
 

22,400 

ABM Industries 
2010: Acquired: Diversco (3,000), Five Star Parking, Network Parking 
Company Ltd., and System Parking, Inc. (2,500). 

5,500 
 

AT&T 

2010: Divested Sterling Commerce (2,500). 2013: Divested: Frontier 
Communications (2,700). 2013: Acquired Leap Wireless (2,500). 2015: 
Acquired DirecTV (32,150) 2014/2015: Acquired Nextel Mexico and 
Iusacell to form AT&T Mexico (8,000). 

42,650 5,200 

CenturyLink 
2008: Acquired Embarq (16,000). 2011: Acquired Qwest (27,000) 2011: 
Acquired Savvis (2,440) 

45,440 
 

Community Health Systems 
2013: Acquired Health Management Associates (40,400). 2016: 
Divested units that became Quorum Health (14,100) 

40,400 14,100 

Darden Restaurants 2014: Divested Red Lobster (56,000). 
 

56,000 

Duke Energy 2012: Merged with Progress Energy (11,000). 11,000 
 

DuPont 
2013: Divested Performance Coatings (11,000 jobs). 2011: Acquired 
Danisco (7,000). 

7,000 11,000 

Eastman Chemical 2012: Acquired Solutia (3,400). 3,400 
 

Eli Lilly 2014: Acquired Novartis Animal Health (3,000). 3,000 
 

Exelon 
2011: Merged with Constellation Energy (7,900). 2016: Merged with 
Pepco (5,184). 

13,084 
 

ExxonMobil 2009: Acquired XTO Energy (3,335). 3,335 
 

FedEx 
2014: Acquired Rapidao Cometa (9,000). 2015: Acquired Genco 
(11,000). 2016: Acquired TNT Express (55,000). 

75,000 
 

FirstEnergy 2011: Merged with Allegheny Energy (3,971). 3,971 
 

General Electric 

2010: Acquired Dresser Inc. (6,400). 2011: Acquired Well Support 
division of John Wood Group (3,800). 2013: Acquired Lufkin (4,500). 
2014: Divested Synchrony (15,000). 2011/2013: Divested NBC 
Universal (30,000). 2016: Divested appliance (6,000). 

14,700 51,000 

IBM 
2012: Acquired Kenexa (2,800). 2010: Acquired Sterling Commerce 
(2,500). 2016: Acquired Truven Health Analytics (2,600). 2014: 
Divested IBM System x (7,500). 

7,900 7,500 

International Paper 

2012: Acquired Temple Inland (10,500, of which 9,500 are located in 
the United States). 
2014: Divested xpedx, which merged with Unisource Worldwide to form 
Veritiv (4,600, based on corporate reports). 

9,500 4,600 

JPMorgan Chase 
2008: Acquired Bear Stearns (offered jobs to 6,000). Acquired 
Washington Mutual (43,198). Total acquisition based on 2008 10-K. 

45,000 
 

Kimberly-Clark 2014: Divested Halyard (16,500). 
 

16,500 

L-3 Communications 2012: Divested Engility (7,800). 2015: Divested NSS (4,000). 
 

11,800 

Phillips-Van Heusen 
2010: Acquired Hilfiger (5,800 in 2006 + 1,000 increase by 2010). 2013: 
Acquired Warnaco Group (7,136). 

13,936 
 

PNC Financial Services 
Group 

2008: Acquired National City bank (32,064). 2012: Acquired RBC Bank 
branches (5,000). 2010: Divested PNC Global Investment Servicing 
(4,700). 

37,064 4,700 

Qualcomm 2015: Merged with CSR (2,130).  2,130 
 

R.R. Donnelley & Sons 
2015: Created out of split with two other companies. Jobs figure based 
on difference in employees between 2015 and 2016.  

24,040 

Ryder System 2010: Acquired Total Logistic Control (2,500). 2,500 
 

Southern 2016: Merged with AGL (5,203). 5,203 
 

Time Warner 
2009: Divested Time Warner Cable (46,660). 2009: Divested AOL 
(6,700). 2014: Divested Time Inc. (7,000).  

60,300 

United Technologies 2009: Divested Sikorsky (15,000). 2012: Acquired Goodrich (28,000). 28,000 15,000 

Verizon 2015: Acquired AOL (4,350). 4,350 
 

Wells Fargo 2009: Acquired Wachovia (122,100). 122,100 
 

Windstream 2016: Merged with Earthlink (2,100). 2,100 
 

https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1308161/000119312513338522/d578800d10k.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1308161/000119312512355856/d389171d10k.htm
http://investor.abm.com/releasedetail.cfm?releaseid=484237
http://investor.abm.com/releasedetail.cfm?releaseid=513826
http://www-03.ibm.com/press/us/en/pressrelease/31742.wss
https://www.att.com/gen/press-room?pid=25160&cdvn=news&newsarticleid=37344
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1065049/000106504914000003/leap-december2013q4x10k.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1465112/000104746915001196/a2223104z10-k.htm
https://www.bloomberg.com/research/stocks/private/snapshot.asp?privcapId=878056
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/AT%26T_Mexico
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1350031/000119312509028860/d10k.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1037949/000104746912002071/a2207757z10-k.htm
source:https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1058444/000119312511056435/d10k.htm
file://IPS-DC1/users-active/documents/sarah/ceos/EE17/)%20https:/www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/792985/000119312513080158/d460425d10k.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1650445/000156459017006448/qhc-10k_20161231.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/940944/000094094415000039/dri-201510xk.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/17797/000109409312000046/form10k_2011.htm
http://www.reuters.com/article/us-carlylegroup-dupont-idUSBRE87T0M320120830
http://investors.dupont.com/investor-relations/investor-news/investor-news-details/2011/DuPont-to-Acquire-Danisco-for-63-Billion/default.aspx
http://www.eastman.com/Company/News_Center/2012/Pages/Eastman_to_Acquire_Solutia_Raises_Outlook_for_2013_EPS_to_Greater_Than_6_Dollars.aspx
https://investor.lilly.com/releasedetail.cfm?ReleaseID=841473
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/9466/000104746912001863/a2207433z10-k.htm#de48001_employees
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/8192/000119312516468556/d92251d10k.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/868809/000119312510040348/d10k.htm#toc49611_3
http://www.mmh.com/article/fedex_completes_acquisition_of_rapidao_cometaIn
http://www.logisticsmgmt.com/article/fedex_acquisition_of_genco_is_a_done_deal
file://IPS-DC1/users-active/documents/sarah/ceos/EE17/)%20%20https:/www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1048911/000119312516650267/d207174d10k.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/20947/000103129612000012/fe-12312011x10k.htm
https://www.firstenergycorp.com/content/fecorp/about/company_history.html
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dresser_Industries#cite_note-hv-13
http://www.rigzone.com/news/oil_gas/a/104101/ge_to_buy_wood_group_division_for_28b
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lufkin_Industries
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Synchrony_Financial
http://www.latimes.com/entertainment/envelope/cotown/la-et-ct-nbc-steve-burke-20140520-story.html
http://pressroom.geappliances.com/facts/ge-appliances-in-louisville-230768
http://www-03.ibm.com/press/us/en/pressrelease/38635.wss
http://www-03.ibm.com/press/us/en/pressrelease/31742.wss
http://www.xconomy.com/boston/2016/02/18/watson-health-buying-truven-in-2-6b-megadeal-for-data/
https://www.ibm.com/annualreport/2014/bin/assets/IBM-Annual-Report-2014.pdf
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/731939/000073193911000015/tin201010k20110222.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1599489/000162828015001897/vrtv-20141231x10k.htm
http://www.companieshistory.com/unisource-worldwide/
http://www.cnbc.com/id/24584458
http://www.marketwatch.com/story/wamu-fails-sold-to-jp-morgan-chase-for-19-billion
http://investor.kimberly-clark.com/releasedetail.cfm?releaseid=845669
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1544229/000119312513119552/d450160d10k.htm
https://washingtontechnology.com/blogs/editors-notebook/2015/12/caci-l3-acquisition.aspx
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/888747/000119312505229553/d10k.htm
http://www.apax.com/news/apax-news/2010/march/apax-partners-reaches-definitive-agreement-to-sell-tommy-hilfiger-group-to-phillips-van-heusen-for-%E2%82%AC22-billion/
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/801351/000095012312004213/c25828e10vk.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/69970/000095015208001079/l29397ae10vk.htm
https://www.pnc.com/en/about-pnc/topics/pnc-pov/community/southeast-five-year-anniversary.html
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/PNC_Financial_Services#National_City_acquisition
http://investor.qualcomm.com/secfiling.cfm?filingid=1234452-14-304&cik=
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/29669/000156459016013400/rrd-10k_20151231.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/29669/000156459017002897/rrd-10k_20161231.htm
http://www.mlive.com/business/west-michigan/index.ssf/2010/12/ryder_acquires_big_holland-bas.html
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1004155/000100415516000098/a201510-k.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1377013/000095014409001480/g17686e10vk.htm#002
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1468516/000119312510045310/d10k.htm#toc34032_3
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1591517/000159151715000006/timeincq42014.htm#s7E517A174F475CF69AB2D11F4BB3D249
http://lockheedmartin.com/us/news/press-releases/2015/november/151106-lockheed-martin-acquires-sikorsky.html
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/42542/000119312512074985/d238003d10k.htm
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/1468516/000146851615000006/aol-20141231x10k.htm#s1FA2CCD593376A3FD1BD9F433F3D56C5
https://www.sec.gov/Archives/edgar/data/72971/000095013409003967/f51597e10vk.htm
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/EarthLink#cite_note-EarthLink_About_Us_page-3
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Appendix 2: Executive pay reform scorecard  
 
Rising corporate executive pay reflects a variety of dynamics, everything from the tax dodging and share 

buybacks discussed in this report to the structure of corporate governance and the declining share of 

workers belonging to trade unions.  

 

This annual IPS Executive Pay Reform Scorecard offers the most comprehensive catalog of policy options 

for reining in CEO pay. This Scorecard covers proposals that have been either introduced in the U.S. 

Congress or enacted into law in recent years, as well as other promising ideas from around the world. 
 

Principles for a Better CEO Pay System: We have based our pay reform rating system on five 

principles that advance economic fairness and stability in executive pay policy and practice.  

 
1. Encourage narrower CEO-worker pay gaps. 

Extreme pay gaps within companies run counter to basic principles of fairness and endanger enterprise 

effectiveness. Management guru Peter Drucker believed that the ratio of pay between worker and 

executive can run no higher than 20-to-1 without damaging company morale and productivity. 

Researchers have documented that enterprises operate more effectively over the long term when they tap 

into — and reward — the creative contributions of all employees. 

 
2. Eliminate taxpayer subsidies for excessive pay 

Ordinary taxpayers should not have to foot the bill for excessive 

executive compensation. And yet they do. Government contracts 

and subsidies routinely make mega millionaires out of corporate 

executives, and only chief executives benefit from the tax provision 

that lets corporations deduct unlimited amounts from their taxes 

for the expense of executive pay.  

 
3. Encourage reasonable compensation limits and counter short-termism 

The greater the annual reward an executive can receive, the greater the temptation to make reckless 

decisions that generate short-term earnings at the expense of long-term health for the corporation and the 

broader economy and planet. Government policies can encourage more reasonable compensation levels 

without micromanaging pay levels at individual firms.  

 
4. Bolster accountability to shareholders 

On paper, the corporate boards that determine executive pay must answer to shareholders. Recent 

reforms have made some progress toward forcing corporate boards to justify to shareholders the 

compensation they award to executives. 

 
5. Extend accountability to broader stakeholder groups 

Executive pay practices, as the 2008 financial crisis vividly demonstrates, impact far more people than 

shareholders. Effective reforms need to encourage management decisions that take into account the long-

term health of the planet and the interests of all corporate stakeholders, including consumers, employees, 

and the communities where corporations operate.   

 

1 = Small step toward  

achieving the principle 

2 = Substantial progress 

3 = Major progress 

4 = Achieves the principle 

Progress Ratings 
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Disclosure 

CEO-worker  
pay ratio 

The 2010 Dodd-Frank financial reform law, in Section 953b, 
requires U.S. corporations to report the ratio between their CEO 
and median employee pay. The SEC voted on August 5, 2015 
to adopt this regulation, which requires companies to start 
disclosing pay ratios for their first fiscal year beginning on or 
after January 1, 2017. The first pay-ratio disclosures under 
Dodd-Frank will begin appearing early in 2018. 
 
Investors have an in interest in this regulation because 
enterprises operate more effectively when they tap the creativity 
of all employees. The rule is also boosting efforts, detailed 
below, to limit pay excess via tax and procurement policies that 
leverage the power of the public purse. 
 
Legislation passed by the U.S. House of Representatives, if 
enacted into law, would repeal the ratio disclosure mandate. But 
most Capitol Hill observers consider enactment of the House 
“Financial Choice Act” an unlikely prospect.  

2  2 1 2 7 

Pay versus 
performance 

The Dodd-Frank financial reform law, in Section 953a, requires 
U.S. corporations to disclose the relationship between executive 
pay and corporate financial performance, including changes in 
share prices over the previous year. The SEC issued a 
proposed rule for implementing this mandate in 2015, which 
uses “total shareholder return” as the key company performance 
measure. But many factors beyond executive control affect 
TSR. We need to broaden the definition of performance to 
advance long-term investor and stakeholder interests.  

   1  1 

Employee 
and director 
hedging 

Section 955 of Dodd-Frank requires firms to disclose whether 
they have a policy on hedging by employees or directors. The 
SEC finally issued a proposed rule in February 2015. Top 
executives use hedging contracts to bet against their own firm’s 
success. This means these executives win even if their 
company and community lose. The House-passed Financial 
Choice Act proposes to repeal Dodd-Frank’s hedging rule. 

   1 1 2 

Government 
contractor 
pay 

The 2008 Government Funding Transparency Act requires 
contractors to annually disclose their five top-paid officers’ pay. 
The rule applies to companies that earn at least 80 percent of 
their revenue from federal contracts, grants, and loans and that 
have received $25 million in fed funding the previous year. This 
reform expands requirements that already apply to publicly held 
companies to privately held firms that rely heavily on federal 
contracts. This data could build support for procurement reforms 
that encourage more reasonable pay. 

 2 1  1 4 

http://www.sec.gov/news/pressrelease/2015-160.html
https://www.congress.gov/bill/115th-congress/house-bill/10
https://www.sec.gov/rules/proposed/2013/33-9452.pdf
https://www.sec.gov/rules/proposed/2015/33-9723.pdf
https://www.govtrack.us/congress/bills/110/hr3928/text
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Governance 

Shareholder  
‘Say on Pay’ 

Section 951 of the Dodd-Frank financial reform law requires 
firms to provide shareholders the right to a nonbinding vote on 
executive compensation. Dodd-Frank also requires an advisory 
vote regarding compensation arrangements (“golden 
parachutes”) triggered by a merger or acquisition.  
 
“Say on pay” has encouraged many companies to consult with 
shareholders and encouraged some companies to reform their 
pay practices. But “say on pay” has not lowered total executive 
pay in the United States or in Europe, where “say on pay” 
mandates have been on the books for over a decade. 
 
The House-passed Financial Choice Act of 2017 proposes to 
amend the current say-on-pay rule, requiring companies to vote 
only when “there has been a material change” in pay. 

1  1 2  4 

Proxy 
access 

Section 972 of the Dodd-Frank financial reform law gives the 
SEC the authority to adopt rules allowing shareholders to place 
candidates on the ballots for board of director elections. A 
federal court in 2011 threw out SEC proxy access regulations 
on cost-benefit grounds. But the years since have seen a surge 
in shareholder proxy access proposals.  
 
In 2016, 201 such proposals were submitted, nearly twice as 
many as in 2015. Approximately 37 percent of the S&P 500 now 
have a proxy access bylaw, up from only five prior to 2015. With 
proxy access, institutional investors have a greater capacity to 
challenge incumbents and incumbents may become more 
attentive to broader perspectives on executive compensation. 
Behind the recent upsurge in proxy access shareholder 
resolutions: a desire to ensure representation of climate science 
experts on corporate boards.    

1  1 4  6 

Compensa-
tion commit-
tee and  
consultant 
inde-
pendence 

Section 952 of Dodd-Frank requires securities exchanges to set 
listing standards related to the independence of board 
compensation committees and their advisers. The SEC adopted 
rules to implement Section 952 in June 2012.  
 
Unfortunately, the SEC’s ruling will have limited impact. The 
SEC ignored recommendations to bar stock exchanges from 
listing companies that do not have compensation committees 
and failed to give guidance to the exchanges on defining 
"independence." Legal analyst J. Robert Brown Jr. argues that 
the rule may actually provide an incentive for companies to 
avoid creating compensation panels, a move that could give 
CEOs a greater say in the hiring of pay consultants. 
 

  1 2  3 

https://www.dorsey.com/newsresources/publications/client-alerts/2016/07/2016-proxy-season-review-shareholder-proposals
http://www.sec.gov/rules/final/2012/33-9330.pdf
http://www.sec.gov/rules/final/2012/33-9330.pdf
http://www.sec.gov/comments/s7-13-11/s71311-47.pdf
http://www.sec.gov/comments/s7-13-11/s71311-47.pdf
http://www.theracetothebottom.org/executive-comp/corporate-governance-and-the-problem-of-executive-compensati-4.html
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Tax Policy 

Capping the 
deductibility 
of executive 
pay in the 
health 
insurance 
industry  

Since 1993, all U.S. companies have been subject to a $1 
million cap on the tax deductibility of executive pay, but this cap 
comes with a giant loophole that exempts “performance-based” 
pay. Section 9014 of the Affordable Care Act eliminated this 
loophole for the health insurance industry and lowered the cap 
to $500,000, starting in 2013. This reduces taxpayer subsidies 
for excessive executive pay and provides an incentive for 
lowering overall CEO compensation. This provision could 
encourage the adoption of proposals noted below to cap the tax 
deductibility of executive pay at all U.S. firms. 

1 3 1   5 

Raising the 
tax rate on 
firms with 
wide gaps 
between 
CEO and 
worker pay 

In Portland, Oregon, the City Council in December 2016 
adopted surtaxes on the business tax bill due from companies 
that compensate their top executives at over 100 and 250 times 
what their median-paid workers are earning. Firms that pay top 
execs at over 100 times will pay an extra 10 percent of their 
business tax bill. Firms over 250 times will face a 25 percent 
extra tax. 
 
This landmark Portland move represents the first time any 
political jurisdiction in the world has linked business taxes to the 
level of pay inequality within a firm. A number of other 
jurisdictions are also considering tying tax rates as well as 
procurement policies to the CEO-worker pay ratio disclosures 
now required by the Dodd-Frank Act. 
 
In the UK, the Labour Party is now calling for a new 2.5 percent 
corporate tax on any executive pay that runs over 20 times the 
national living wage and a 5 percent tax on pay that runs over 
20 times the national median wage. 
 
In the U.S. Congress, the newly introduced CEO Accountability 
and Responsibility Act (H.R. 6242) proposes to increase the 
corporate tax rate by as much as three points for corporations 
that pay their CEOs over 400 times their median worker pay and 
lower the corporate tax rate for companies that maintain a ratio 
of under 50 times. 
 
In 2017, lawmakers also proposed new taxes on firms with wide 
CEO-worker pay ratios in Minnesota, Rhode Island, Illinois, 
Connecticut, and Massachusetts.  
 
 
 
 
 

4 4 4 3 3 18 

https://www.theguardian.com/politics/2017/may/15/labour-reveals-fat-cat-tax-pledge-aimed-at-reining-in-excessive-pay
https://www.congress.gov/bill/114th-congress/house-bill/6242/text
https://www.revisor.mn.gov/bills/text.php?number=HF0065&session=ls90&version=list&session_number=0&session_year=2017
http://webserver.rilin.state.ri.us/BillText/BillText17/HouseText17/H5141.pdf
http://inequality.org/campaigns/.0318:%20http:/webserver.rilin.state.ri.us/billtext17/senatetext17/s0318.htm
file:///C:/Users/Sam/AppData/Roaming/Microsoft/Word/+http:/www.ilga.gov/legislation/fulltext.asp%3fDocName=&SessionId=91&GA=100&DocTypeId=HB&DocNum=3335&GAID=14&LegID=105089&SpecSess=&Session=
https://www.cga.ct.gov/2017/TOB/h/pdf/2017HB-06373-R00-HB.pdf
https://malegislature.gov/Bills/190/S1555
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Other 

Pay 
restrictions 
on 
executives 
of large 
financial 
institutions  

Section 956 of the Dodd-Frank financial reform law prohibits 
large financial institutions from granting incentive-based 
compensation that “encourages inappropriate risks.” After 
issuing a quite weak initial proposal in 2011, regulators issued a 
new proposal in 2016.  
 
As the Institute for Policy Studies explained in greater detail in 
comments to the SEC, the proposed rule is weak in several 
areas. The rule, for instance, proposes much too lenient bonus 
deferral periods, inadequately restricts stock-based pay, and 
allows management too much discretion over enforcement.  
 
The Financial Choice Act passed by the House this past spring 
proposes to repeal Dodd-Frank’s incentive-based compensation 
Section 956 and regulators have made clear they have no plan 
to finalize the rule any time soon. 
 

     ? 

Clawbacks Section 954 of the Dodd-Frank law requires executives to repay 
compensation gained as a result of erroneous data in financial 
statements. Executives must repay “excess” incentive 
compensation received during the three-year period preceding 
an accounting restatement. The SEC finally issued a proposed 
rule for this provision in July 2015, but no further action has 
been taken.  
 
This repay provision takes an important step toward ensuring 
executives do not get to keep pay based on unachieved 
performance goals. Clawback provisions in the Sarbanes-Oxley 
Act only apply to restatements resulting from misconduct. But 
the new rule applies only to top execs, leaving high-bonus 
traders off the hook. And the clawback period — three years — 
falls far short of new UK rules that subject top managers to 
clawbacks for up to 10 years. 
 
The House-passed Financial Choice Act of 2017 proposes to 
amend the SEC rule by limiting its scope to current and former 
executives who had “control or authority” over a company’s 
financial statements that resulted in the accounting restatement. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  1 2 1 4 

https://www.sec.gov/news/pressrelease/2016-89.html
https://www.sec.gov/comments/s7-07-16/s70716-35.pdf
http://www.theaustralian.com.au/business/us-regulators-drop-plan-to-restrict-pay-and-bonuses-for-top-executives/news-story/200b74afd94b27ae7b2802d819ca98eb
https://www.sec.gov/rules/proposed/2015/33-9861.pdf
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Federal  
Reserve 
guidance on 
incentive 
pay 

In 2010, the Fed released guidelines on financial firm incentive 
pay. Unlike the European Union (see below), the Fed does not 
require firms to impose standard formulas for bonus payouts or 
set compliance deadlines. Instead, the Fed’s general principles 
encourage longer-term performance and the avoidance of 
undue risks for the firm or financial system. 
 
Given the vagueness of the guidelines and the confidentiality of 
the Federal Reserve’s reviews of company compliance, 
evaluating the impact of this guidance on actual pay practices 
has been next to impossible.  

     0 

Limiting the 
executive 
pay that 
contractors 
can bill the 
federal 
government 

The Office of Management and Budget establishes a maximum 
benchmark for contractor compensation. A budget deal 
approved in December 2013 lowered the cap from $952,000 to 
$487,000 per executive.  
 
This reform represents a positive step towards reducing 
taxpayer subsidies for executive pay, but only limits the 
executive pay a company can directly bill the government for 
reimbursement. It does not curb the windfalls that government 
contracts routinely generate for top executives.   
 

1 3 1  1 6 

Ending the 
preferential 
capital gains 
treatment of 
carried 
interest 

Hedge and private equity fund managers pay taxes at a 20 
percent capital gains rate on the profit share — "carried interest" 
— they get paid to manage investment funds, rather than the 
39.6 percent rate they would pay under normal tax schedules. 
The Carried Interest Fairness Act of 2016 (H.R.2295/ S.1020) 
requires that the “carried interest” compensation received by 
private equity and hedge fund managers be taxed at ordinary 
income rates rather than the much lower capital gains rate. A 
similar bill had passed the House in 2007 but died in the 
Senate. A 2015 analysis in the New York Times suggests that 
taxing carried interest at ordinary tax rates would raise $180 
billion over 10 years. 
 
Donald Trump campaigned against the carried interest loophole, 
but his administration has made no serious move to follow 
through on his campaign promise. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 4 3   8 

https://www.federalregister.gov/articles/2014/09/16/2014-22005/report-on-alternative-measures-of-allowable-reimbursement-for-compensation-of-contractor-employees
https://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/procurement_index_exec_comp
https://www.congress.gov/bill/115th-congress/house-bill/2295?q=%7B%22search%22%3A%5B%22Carried+Interest+Fairness+Act%22%5D%7D&r=2
https://www.congress.gov/bill/115th-congress/senate-bill/1020?q=%7B%22search%22%3A%5B%22Carried+Interest+Fairness+Act%22%5D%7D&r=1
http://mobile.nytimes.com/2015/06/06/business/dealbook/how-a-carried-interest-tax-could-raise-180-billion.html?referrer=
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Limiting the 
deductibility 
of executive 
pay 

In 1993 Congress set a $1 million cap on the tax deductibility of 
executive pay, but with an exception for “performance-based” 
pay, including stock options and other “incentive” pay.  
 
The Stop Subsidizing Multimillion Dollar Corporate Bonuses Act 
introduced in January 2017 would eliminate the “performance 
pay” exemption and cap the deductibility of compensation at $1 

million for every employee. The Income Equity Act (H.R. 1305) 

introduced in the last Congress aimed to deny employers a tax 
deduction for any excessive pay that runs greater than 25 times 
the median compensation paid to full-time employees or 
$500,000. 
 
Several additional proposals would use revenue from the 
elimination this loophole to pay for urgent needs. The Joint 
Committee on Taxation estimates that simply eliminating this 
loophole would generate $50 billion in revenue over 10 years. 

2 4 2  1 9 

Ending the 
stock option 
accounting 
double 
standard 

Accounting rules allow companies to lower their tax bill by 
claiming deductions for stock options that are much higher than 
the option value they report in their financial statements. This 
encourages corporate boards to hand executives huge stock 
option windfalls. In the last Congress, Senators Carl Levin (D-
Mich.) and Sherrod Brown (D-Ohio) included a provision in the 
Cut Unjustified Tax Loopholes Act (S. 268) that would require 
the corporate tax deduction for stock option compensation to be 
not greater than the stock option book expense shown on a 
corporation’s financial statement.  
 
The Joint Committee on Taxation has estimated that ending this 
tax break would raise $24.6 billion over 10 years. 
 
 

1 3 1   5 

Limiting 
deferred pay 

Most CEOs at large companies now legally shield unlimited 
amounts of compensation from taxes through special deferred 
accounts set up by their employers. By contrast, ordinary 
taxpayers face strict limits on how much income they can defer 
from taxes via 401(k) plans.  
 
These special deferred compensation plans place a burden on 
other U.S. taxpayers and widen the divide between executives 
and ordinary workers, whose pension benefits have declined 
significantly at most firms. In 2007, the Senate passed a 
minimum wage bill that would have limited annual executive pay 
deferrals to $1 million, but the provision was dropped in 
conference committee.   
 
 

2 1 1   4 

https://www.accountingtoday.com/news/democrats-introduce-legislation-to-end-tax-breaks-for-multimillion-dollar-ceo-bonuses
https://www.congress.gov/bill/114th-congress/house-bill/1305
http://www.reed.senate.gov/news/release/reed-blumenthal-introduce-the-stop-subsidizing-multimillion-dollar-corporate-bonuses-act
http://www.reed.senate.gov/news/release/reed-blumenthal-introduce-the-stop-subsidizing-multimillion-dollar-corporate-bonuses-act
http://levin.senate.gov/newsroom/press/release/levin-brown-bill-would-end-corporate-stock-option-tax-break-reduce-deficit-by-25-billion
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/04/23/AR2007042301886.html
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Leveraging 
government 
procurement 
dollars to 
discourage 
excessive 
executive 
compensa-
tion 

Rep. Jan Schakowsky introduced the Patriot Corporations of 
America Act (HR 929) in 2013 to extend tax breaks and federal 
contracting preferences to companies that meet good behavior 
benchmarks, including CEO-worker pay ratios of 100-1 or less.  
 
By law, the U.S. government denies contracts to companies that 
discriminate, in their employment practices, on race or gender. 
Our public policy sends the clear message that our tax dollars 
should not be subsidizing racial or gender inequality.  
 
Giving preferences in the contract bidding process to 
companies with modest CEO-worker pay ratios would, in a 
similar fashion, leverage the public purse to discourage extreme 
economic inequality. 
 
A number of states are moving in this direction. The current 
year has seen legislation that links procurement to CEO-worker 
pay ratios introduced in Rhode Island. The Rhode Island bill 
would, if enacted, give preferential treatment in state contracting 
to corporations that pay their CEOs no more than 25 times their 
median worker pay.  
 

2 3 2  3 10 

Fannie Mae 
and Freddie 
Mac 
executive 
pay caps 
 

In 2015, the House Financial Services Committee voted nearly 
unanimously in favor of a bill (H.R. 2243) to cap the paychecks 
of Fannie and Freddie CEOs to no more than $600,000. These 
quasi-public private institutions were founded by the federal 
government to make housing affordable for lower-income 
families. Recent years have seen no further action on this front. 
 

4 2 6  3 15 

Disqualify 
firms with 
wide CEO-
worker pay 
ratios from 
grants and 
subsidies 

In Connecticut, lawmakers in 2017 introduced legislation 
designed to disqualify publicly traded companies that pay their 
CEOs more than 100 times the median wage of a worker in 
Connecticut from “state subsidies, grants and bond-funded 
financial assistance.” 
 
The legislation’s three sponsors describe the measure as a 
move to “encourage a higher median income in Connecticut.”  

4 4 4 3 3 18 

Progressive 
taxation  

  

Executive pay can be affected indirectly through reforms that tax 
income in top brackets at high rates. A number of proposals 
before Congress are designed to ensure that the ultra rich pay 
their fair share. As we saw during the quarter century after 
World War II, steeply graduated progressive taxation can serve 
as a significant disincentive for excessive executive 
compensation. 
 

2 4 4   10 

https://www.congress.gov/bill/113th-congress/house-bill/929?q=%7B%22search%22%3A%5B%22%5C%22Patriot+Corporations+of+America+Act%5C%22%22%5D%7D&r=1
http://webserver.rilin.state.ri.us/billtext17/senatetext17/s0211.htm
https://www.govtrack.us/congress/bills/114/hr2243
https://www.cga.ct.gov/2017/TOB/h/2017HB-06747-R00-HB.htm
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Leveraging 
pension 
investing to 
encourage 
narrower 
CEO-worker 
pay ratios 

The city of San Francisco has approved a resolution urging the 
San Francisco Employees Retirement System to consider 
executive compensation and pay ratios during its decision 
making on investments and proxy voting. The system holds $21 
billion in assets. 
 
The resolution asks the pension board to report the CEO-worker 
pay ratio at firms that the pension system has invested in and to 
set guidelines for what constitutes “excessive” pay. 

3 3 2 5 2 15 

Banker 
bonus  
limits 

EU rules introduced in 2014 limit banker bonuses to no more 
than annual salary, or up to 200 percent of annual salary with 
shareholder approval. The cap applies to bankers in non-EU 
banks located in the EU, as well as senior staff (including 
Americans) working for EU-based banks anywhere in the world. 
This reform aims to help counter the “bonus culture” that 
encourages high-risk investing. Regulators are working to crack 
down on some banks that have been circumventing the new 
rules by raising base salaries and converting bonuses into 
“allowances.” 

3  3 2 2 10 

Ban stock 
buybacks  

Since 1982, SEC Rule 10b-18 has allowed corporations to 
repurchase their shares on the open market, with certain 
limitations. This rule should be rescinded and manipulative 
stock buybacks should be banned.  
 
As William Lazonick and other analysts have pointed out, stock 
buybacks artificially inflate executive pay and drain capital that 
could be put to productive purpose. Buybacks have become a 
pervasive form of legal stock market manipulation. 
 

4  3 4 4 15 

Signing and 
merger 
bonus ban 

In 2013, Swiss voters adopted a national ballot initiative that, 
among other provisions, prohibits executive sign-on and merger 
bonuses. “Golden hellos” and merger bonuses give executives 
a powerful incentive to wheel and deal instead of working to 
build enterprises fit for long-term success. 

3  3 2 2 10 

‘Skin in the 
game’ 
mandate 

Investment adviser Vincent Panvini has proposed that 
executives be required to place a share of their own financial 
assets in escrow for five or ten years. If a CEO’s company lost 
value over that time, the CEO would forfeit money from that 
escrow. Small-scale entrepreneurs seldom behave recklessly 
because they have their own personal wealth tied up in their 
business. This proposal aims to give corporate executives a 
similar incentive for responsible behavior. 
 

   3 3 6 

http://www.sfexaminer.com/sf-pension-board-told-crack-ceo-excessive-pay/
https://hbr.org/2014/09/profits-without-prosperity
http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/ca90f1b4-83ff-11e2-b700-00144feabdc0.html#axzz38yLxFN1D
http://www.thenation.com/article/161241/performance-related-compensation-corporate-executives
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A luxury tax 
on excessive 
CEO pay 

Former CEO Steven Clifford, author of the newly published 
book, The CEO Pay Machine, is proposing a luxury tax that 
corporations would have to pay on any individual executive 
compensation over $6 million. 

3 6 5  3 17 

Strict caps 
on executive 
compensa-
tion for 
bailout firms 
— before the 
next crisis  
  

In 2009, the Senate approved an amendment that would have 
capped pay at bailout companies at $400,000, the salary of the 
U.S. President. The EU enacted similar rules in 2014. Bailed-out 
banks now have to cap their executive pay at no more than 15 
times the national average salary or 10 times the wage of the 
average worker at the bank. New UK rules ban bonuses for 
executives of banks receiving bailouts. Given a clear warning 
about the consequences for their own paychecks, executives 
might think twice about taking actions that endanger their own 
future — and ours.  

3 3 3 3 3 15 

A CEO pay 
limit for 
firms in 
bankruptcy 

The Bankruptcy Abuse Prevention and Consumer Protection 
Act of 2005 (Sec. 331) prohibits companies in bankruptcy from 
giving executives any “retention” bonus or severance pay that 
runs over ten times the average bonus or severance awarded to 
regular employees in the previous year. This legislation could be 
strengthened by closing a loophole that exempts “performance-
based pay.” This reform would help prevent CEOs from 
pocketing millions in severance after declaring bankruptcy and 
eliminating jobs and pensions.   

2   2 1 5 

CEO pay 
limits at 
publicly 
funded 
institutions 

A 2013 New York State executive order prohibits service 
providers that annually average over $500,000 in state support 
and receive at least 30 percent of their annual in-state revenue 
from state funds from using more than $199,000 in state funds 
to pay individual executive compensation. The prohibition has 
survived court challenges. Unions pushed ballot initiatives in 
both Massachusetts and California in 2014 aimed at limiting 
CEO pay at hospitals that receive taxpayer subsidies. In both 
cases, the unions withdrew the initiatives after popular support 
helped them win other concessions. A similar effort began last 
year in Arizona. In Connecticut, a state lawmaker has 
introduced a bill that would require nonprofit hospitals that pay 
their executives more than $500,000 to pay property taxes. 
Moves like these all help redefine what society considers 
responsible CEO pay.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

3 4 4  2 13 

http://www.marketwatch.com/story/this-former-ceo-wants-a-luxury-tax-on-ceo-pay-2017-05-06
http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/article-2360080/Chiefs-bailed-banks-face-pay-cap-15-times-average-salary-new-EU-rules.html
http://business.financialpost.com/news/fp-street/britain-finalizes-toughest-banker-bonus-rules-in-the-world
http://www.towerswatson.com/en/Insights/Newsletters/Global/executive-pay-matters/2013/~/media/Pdf/Insights/Newsletters/Global/executive-pay-matters/2013/Executive-Compensation-Bulletin-Postponement-of-NY-state-regs.ashx
https://www.hselaw.com/news-and-information/legalcurrents/920-new-york-state-s-executive-order-38-and-its-limits-on-executive-compensation-standing-up-in-court-so-far
http://otherwords.org/state-of-runaway-ceo-pay-resistance/
http://www.bizjournals.com/phoenix/blog/business/2016/07/business-groups-sue-to-stop-minimum-wage-hospital.html
http://www.bizjournals.com/phoenix/blog/business/2016/07/business-groups-sue-to-stop-minimum-wage-hospital.html
http://www.beckershospitalreview.com/compensation-issues/conn-legislation-proposes-capping-nonprofit-hospital-ceo-pay-at-500k.html
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Overall CEO 
pay limit 

A massive corporate ad blitz was needed to block Swiss voters 
from passing a popular initiative to limit executive compensation 
to no more than 12 times worker pay in 2013. Egypt in July 2014 
limited paychecks for top public sector executives to 35 times 
the nation’s minimum wage, about $157 a month. But lawsuits 
and a failure of political will have bogged down the cap’s 
implementation.  Publicly owned companies in Egypt employ 
about 835,000 employees, with another 5.8 million Egyptians 
working in public administration. 
 
In Norway, the world’s largest sovereign wealth fund this past 
spring began pushing companies to set CEO salary caps and 
phase out long-term executive incentive plans. 

4  4 3 3 14 

Linking 
property tax 
rates to CEO 
pay 

The rapid rise in corporate executive pay over recent decades 
has stimulated a substantial rise in nonprofit executive 
compensation. In Nebraska’s Douglas County, the assessor’s 
office cited the near-$1 million take-home of the chief executive 
at Omaha’s Good Will as a reason to deny the nonprofit a 
property tax exemption. The county board in July okayed the 
exemption after the nonprofit took steps to correct what one 
board member called “an outrageous situation.”  

1 5 2  5 13 

Corporate 
board 
diversity 

 

At least a dozen EU countries require firms above a certain size 
to include worker representatives on their boards. Just as 
investment portfolio diversity decreases risk and improves 
overall performance, corporate board diversity could have the 
same impact. European CEO pay has consistently run at much 
lower levels than U.S. executive pay. 
 

    3 3 

‘Say on Pay’  
with teeth 

The UK now requires public companies to give shareholders a 
binding vote on compensation every three years. The EU’s 
internal markets commissioner has proposed that shareholders 
also have the power to vote on the ratio between the lowest and 
highest-paid employees in a firm.  
 
In 2011, Australia gave shareholders the power to remove 
directors if a company's executive pay report gets a “no” vote 
from 25 percent of shareholders or more at two consecutive 
annual meetings. Dean Baker of the Center for Economic and 
Policy Research has proposed that corporate directors have 
their compensation denied if a CEO pay package they have 
approve fails to gain a majority in a “say on pay” vote. These 
policies are much stronger than the current advisory “Say on 
Pay” rules in the United States. Four U.S. companies whose 
shareholders rejected a pay plan in 2011 received a second no 
vote in 2012, and yet the firms still have no legal obligation to 
alter the pay packages. 

2  2 5  9 

http://www.thenation.com/article/177424/swiss-activists-lets-cap-ceo-pay
http://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2015/06/egypt-sisi-maximum-wage-law-banks.html
http://www.ozy.com/presidential-daily-brief/pdb-76773/northern-gentility-76799
http://dataomaha.com/bigstory/story/107/news/no-culture-of-thrift
http://www.omaha.com/news/metro/county-board-lets-goodwill-omaha-keep-property-tax-exemption-against/article_97d271a6-6bc4-11e7-9be7-7f5bfc0867c5.html
http://www.worker-participation.eu/National-Industrial-Relations/Across-Europe/Board-level-Representation2
http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/4045426e-bfca-11e3-b6e8-00144feabdc0.html?siteedition=intl#axzz38IRDkYPF
http://www.theaustralian.com.au/business/wealth/shareholders-given-say-on-executive-pay/story-e6frgac6-1226087523836
http://www.theaustralian.com.au/business/wealth/shareholders-given-say-on-executive-pay/story-e6frgac6-1226087523836
http://fortune.com/2014/06/24/a-cure-for-bloated-ceo-pay/?utm_source=Roosevelt+First&utm_campaign=29bc5e2f94-Roo1_6_166_15_2014&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_e4428ba350-29bc5e2f94-10688021
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2012-07-19/more-shareholders-are-just-saying-no-on-executive-pay.html
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Pay ratio 
limit  

Former French President François Hollande capped executive 
pay at firms where the government owns a majority stake at 
450,000 euros, or essentially 20 times the minimum wage. 
Management consultant Douglas Smith has called for a similar 
pay ratio limit on U.S. firms receiving taxpayer funds. 
Amalgamated Transit Union president Lawrence Hanley has 
proposed a "maximum wage law" that would limit executive pay 
to a "specific multiple" of the wage earned by their lowest-paid 
employees. In February 2015, UK MP Iain McKenzie called on 
his government to cap the top level of pay at 100 times the 
average enterprise wage.   
 
This year, the UK Labour Party campaign manifesto proposed to 
deny government contracts to companies that pay their top 
execs over 20 times what their lowest-paid workers are making. 

4 4 4  1 13 

Abolish 
executive 
performance 
pay 

Michael Dorff of the Southwestern Law School is proposing the 
abolition of “performance pay.” Others have suggested 
executives should have to wait to cash in such forms of 
compensation for at least 10 years, even if they are fired or 
retire. At best, stock options and other performance-pay 
incentives have CEOs thinking more about their own personal 
rewards than long-term enterprise sustainability. At their worst, 
“pay for performance” deals encourage criminal behavior. 

4  4 3 3 14 

Making firms 
pay for the 
dislocations 
excessively 
paid execs 
help cause 

In San Francisco, housing advocates last year proposed a 1.5 
percent tax on the lush payrolls of the city’s high-tech sector to 
fund affordable housing and homeless services. The high-
executive pay firms affected would include Google, Twitter, 
Uber, Airbnb, and Salesforce. The proposal, fiercely opposed by 
the tech industry, has been stalled.  

1 5 2  5 13 

Allow tax 
deductions 
for incentive 
pay only if 
they share 
incentive 
rewards 
broadly 
within the 
enterprise 
 

Richard Freeman and Douglas Kruse of Harvard University and 
Joseph Blasi of Rutgers University propose that Congress only 
allow tax deductions for executive incentives when corporations 
award as much incentive pay “to the bottom 80 percent of their 
workforce as they do to the top 5 percent.” Tax deductions for 
stock option deductions have now reached rather staggering 
levels. Using figures from Standard & Poor’s ExecuComp 
database,  
 
Freeman, Kruse, and Blasi compute that these deductions 
averaged over $50 billion a year from 2001 to 2007. Their 
proposal would give major corporations a significant financial 
incentive to end top-heavy reward distributions. 
 
 

2 3 2   7 

  

http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/europe/france/9946198/France-debating-cap-on-private-sector-salaries.html
http://www.nytimes.com/2014/02/03/opinion/a-new-way-to-rein-in-fat-cats.html?nl=todaysheadlines&emc=edit_th_20140203
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/lawrence-j-hanley/maximum-wage-law_b_1732819.html
http://www.iainmckenziemp.co.uk/2015/02/09/inverclyde-mp-iain-mckenzie-calls-for-maximum-wage/
http://www.labour.org.uk/index.php/manifesto2017
http://www.foxbusiness.com/industries/2013/05/22/paying-ceos-for-what-performance/
https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2016/aug/02/san-francisco-tech-tax-rejected
http://www.thenation.com/article/161247/inclusive-capitalism-improving-benefits-and-performance-smarter-incentive-pay-plans
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