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THE ADMINISTRATION'S EARNED INCOME CREDI ROPOSALS 

"...The new direction I propose will make this solemn, simple commitment: by 

expanding the refundable earned income tax credit, we will make history; we will 

reward the work of millions of working poor Americans by realizing the principle that 
if you work 40 hours a week and you've got a child in the house, you will no longer 

be in poverty." 

President Clinton, State of the Union Address 

I. 	 OVERVIEW 

President Clinton has stated that his budget would lift full-time working 
parents and their children out of poverty. The Administration's principal budget 
document, A Vision of Change for America, proclaims that all four-person families with 
a full-time worker would be lifted from poverty. 

Unfortunately, these statements are not correct. The plan does not accomplish 
this objective. 

• 	 Families of four with a full-time minimum wage worker would get just 
a $400 increase in the earned income credit, some of which would go to r 

offset the new energy taxes. Even after increased food stamps are taken 
into account, these families would still fall $1,000 below the poverty 
line. (Without counting food stamps, the shortfall is $4,700; most 
working poor families do not receive food stamps.) 

• 	 The Clinton plan spends over $6 billion a year on the EIC; this is more 
than necessary to get most full-time working families out of poverty. 
But most of the new EIC money goes to families above the poverty line, 
especially in the $20,000 to $30,000 range (or to workers without 
children). For example, families with children that have incomes of 
$24,000 get more than twice as large an EIC increase as full-time 
minimum wage families with incomes of $8,840. Despite spending a lot 
on the EIC, the plan fails to get most full-time minimum wage families 
to the poverty line. 
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The President thought the plan did get these families to the poverty line 
because some hurried Treasury calculations indicated that was the case. The 
Treasury calculations, however, contain two serious errors that cause them to 
substantially overstate the income of these families: the calculations neglect to 
subtract payroll taxes withheld from workers' paychecks and they miscalculate and 
overstate food stamp benefits. 

As a result, the EIC. proposal leaves the Administration politically exposed, 
given the emphasis the President personally has placed on lifting full-time working 
families with children to the poverty line. The proposal also could compromise the 
Administration's forthcoming welfare reform plan, since many full-time working 
families would be left in poverty. 

The President and top Administration officials have also said that the plan 
would ensure that low-income working families do not have their incomes reduced 
by the energy tax increase. For many working families, they succeeded. But there is 
a significant glitch here, too. Because of the peculiar EIC expansion in the budget 
package, working families with one child and income between $8,000 and $12,500 
receive no EIe; increase at all. In fact, many of these families would have their EIC 
benefits cut, because the plan would terminate two supplemental EIC benefits that 
some of these families now receive. Unless these families receive food stamps (less 
than one-third of low-income working families do) or energy assistance (which a 
similarly small proportion of the working poor get), they would be made worse off. 
They would pay energy taxes and receive no compensating EIC increase. 
(Meanwhile, families with two or more children and incomes in the $20,"000 to 
$25,000 range would get EIC increases of $700 to $860, about four to seven times the 
energy tax increase they would pay.) 

These problems stem~om the highly unusual EIC expansion in the budget. 
The expansion would increase EIC benefits most for those with incomes between 
$3,000 and $7,000 and those with incomes between $17,000 and $27;000, while 
increasing benefits the least - or not at all- for families in the $8,000 to $12,500 
range, precisely the range where families with a full-time minimum wage worker are 
found. (See figures on pages 6 and 7.) 

Treasury designed the EIC changes in this manner for one overriding 
reason - to get its "distribution tables" to show no aggregate increase in taxes in the 
oto $10,000, $10,000 to $20,000, and $20,000 to $30,000 income brackets. The 
Treasury distribution tables, however, have a weakness - they do not adjust for 
family size. They equate an individual living alone with an income of $9,500, about 

. $2,000 above the poverty line, with a family of four that has $9,500 in income and is 
more than $5,000 below the poverty line. When the overriding goal is to produce 
particular results in distribution tables that fail to take family size (and especially the 
presence of children) into account, strange results emerge. That is what has 
happened here. 
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A Remedy is Available 

Many of these problems can be addressed for no additional cost. The budget 
now includes $3 billion a year (by 1996) in added food stamp benefits and $1'billion 
in added low-income energy assistance benefits. These new benefits are included in 
the budget as supplementary offsets to the energy tax. Yet these amounts - and 
particularly the large food stamp amount - are larger than is needed or than can 
pass on Capitol Hill. Targeted changes can be made in the Administration's EIC 
proposal to raise the EIC expansion primarily for families with children in the $8,000 
to $12,500 range. These changes can be paid for by reducing the overly large food 
stamp increase (and if necessary, modestly reducing the energy assistance increase) . 

. There is no support on Capitol Hill for a food stamp increase as large as the 
Administration has proposed. This increase is more than 50 percent bigger than the 
largest food stamp expansion bill proposed in recent years, the highly regarded 
Mickey Leland Childhood Hunger Prevention Act introduc~d by then-Rep. Leon 
Panetta and other members. If the Administration leaves it~ food stamp proposal as 
is, either of two events will almost certainly befall the $3-bqlion-a-year proposed food 
stamp increase - either a sizable part of the increase will De removed in the budget 
resolution or the Agriculture Committees will scale it back and use the "savings" to 
avoid some of the cuts in agriculture programs the Admini~tration has proposed. 
Key Agriculture Committee Democrats are already saying there is no way they will 
accompany billions in cuts in farm programs with $3 billiop a year in food stamp 
increases. That would be difficult for many of them to explain in their rural districts. 

I 

There is also little chance the full energy assistance ~ncrease in the budget will 
be provided. The energy assistance program enjoys only weak support in the 
Appropriations Committees. Past history strongly suggests that the Appropriations 
Committee will reduce the large energy assistance add-oni in the budget to avoid 
some of the discretionary cuts the Administration has proposed. 

,. 
By contrast, any EIC increases the Administration proposes are likely to pass. 

The EIC has strong support across the political spectrum.! Scaling back the food 
stamp increase by a third or a half and using the funds t9 raise the EIC would be 
wise politically and substantively. Indeed, the budget is :1ikely to begin being 
criticized for having such large food stamp increases alo~gside its program cuts and 
tax hikes. Moving some funds from food stamps to the EIC would strengthen the 
attractiveness of the overall budget package, while avoi~ing embarrassment to the 
President for failing to achieve his proclaimed goal of lif~ing full-time working 
families from poverty. : 

l 

Such a modification needs to be made quickly _I·and by the Administration. 
It will be difficult.for Congress to make this change on ~ts own, since that would 
entail shifting money that the President's budget proposes for one Committee to a 
different Committee. These issues are discussed in more detail below. 

I 
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II. 	 THE ADMINisTRATION'S EIC PROPOSAL AND IT~ EFFECTS 
ON WORKING POOR FAMILIES 

,, 
The Administration's proposal would alter the EIC in several ways. Under 

current law, families with one child would receive a credit in ~994 that equals 23 
percent of their first $7,990 in earnings, for a maximum credieof $1,836. This $1,836 
EIC benefit level is the amount that a family with one child a~d a full-time minimum 
wage worker would receive. I 

Under the Clinton budget, the EIC would change so thkt a family with one 
child received 30.6 percent of its first $6,000 in earnings. This, too, produces a 
maximum credit of $1,836, the same amount as under current law. Thus, the credit 
for a' family with one child and a full-time minimum wage wprker would not change. 
The credit for families with one child and incomes below $7,990 would increase. 

, 	 ! 
I 
I 

For minimum-wage families with two or more chi1dre~, the maximum ElC 
benefit would rise about $400. Under current law, these families would receive a 
credit equaling 25 percent of their first $7,990 in earnings, foi. a maximum credit of 
about $2,000. Under the Administration's proposal, the credit these families receive 
would equal 40 percent of their first $6,000 in earnings, for a; maximum of $2,400. 
For a two-child family with a full-time minimum wage wor~er, the credit thus would 
increase by $400. i 

The proposal also makes a major change in the in comb level up to which 
families qualify for the EIC. Under current law, families wo;Uld be eligible in 1994 
until income reaches $23,760. The Administration plan would raise the income limits 
to $28,500 for families with one child and $30,000 for families with two or more 
children. (Table I shows both how the EIC now works and :how it would work 
under the Administration's proposal.) 

Finally, the proposal would abolish the two supplemental credits that are part 
of the current ElC while establishing ,one new credit. Under current law, EIC families 
receive a supplemental credit of up to $400 if they have a child under age one as well 
as a supplemental' credit of up to $480 if they pay part or all of the premium costs for 
a health insurance policy that includes coverage for a childJ The Administration plan 
would abolish these two complicated and much-criticized supplemental credits. It 
would establish a new credit for childless workers with incpmes of less than $9,000; 
that credit would be worth up to $306. I 

I 

The proposed EIC expansion has many desirable features. Nevertheless, its 
benefits are oddly distributed. Most striking is how limitep. the benefit increases are 
for families with full-time workers paid at or near the min~mum wage. This is the 

! 
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. T~~I I! 
EIC Parameters, Current Law vs. Clinton PropQsal. 

All figures are for calendar year 1994. I 

Phase-out range 
Income level Income at Income at 

I 

up to i which which 
Credit which the Phase-out • credit credit

I 

rate credit rate Maximum rate ! starts to reaches 
(%) applies credit (%) ~hase down zero 

One child 
Current law 23% $7,990 $1,836 16.43% $12,570 $23,760 
Proposal 30.6% 6,000 1,836 11.54% 12,570 28,500 

Two or more. children 
Current law 25% 7,990 1,998 17.86% 12,570 23,760 
Proposal' 40% 6,000 2,400 13.76% i 12,570 30,000 

Childless workers 
Current law -NO CREDIT-
Proposal 7.65% 4,000 306 7.65% 5,000 9,000 

. , 
Example: Under current law, a family with one child will receive an EIC equal to 23 
percent of earnings until family earnings equal $7,990. At this l~vel, the value of the 
credit is $1,836. Once a family's income hits $12,570, the credit is reduced at a 16.43 
percent rate; that is, each dollar of income reduces the value of the credit by 16.43 cents. 
When a family's income hits $23,760, the value of its EIC falls to zero. (The numbers 
used here are not official; they may vary slightly from the offici?l numbers.) 

. primary target group of President Clinton's goal of lifting fafuilies with full-time 
workers out of poverty. I 

Figures 1 and 2, which appear on the next two pages,! show the size of the EIC 
I 

increase that families at different earnings levels would rece~ve. The figures show 

that families with full-time workers earning at or near the minimum wage (ranging 

from about $8,000 to $12,500 of annual income) fare relative~y poorly under the 

Administration proposaL . 


. .' 

For families with one child, workers in the $8,000 to $12,500 range gain less 

from the proposal than all other families with incomes up to $28,500. At best, the 


! 
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Figure 1 ' 
Increase in Basic EIC Benefits for Families with orie Child 

Under Administration Proposal Compared to Current Law ~data are for 1994) 

Amount of the EIC Increase 

$500 

$400 

$300 

$200 

$100 ...... 

o 2 4 6 8 1 0 12 14 16 18 20 22 i 24 26 28 30 
Family earnings in thousands of dollars ' 

families in the $8,000 to $12,500 range would receive the same EIC benefit as they 
would get under current law; some of them would in fact be :worse off than under 
current law. (See Figure 1.) I 

• 	 In 1994, a family with one child and earnings between $7,990 and 
$12,570 would receive an EIC of $1,836 under t~e proposal, the same as 
the family would receive under current law. B~t under current law, 
some of these families also receive supplementa~ EIC benefits from the 
EIC young child supplement and the EIC health credit. As noted, these 
supplemental credits are eliminated by the proposal. Thus, minimum 
wage families that have one child and receive either of these 

.. 	 supplemental credits would receive smaller EIC 'benefits under the 
Administration's proposal than under current law. (Eliminating the two 
supplemental credits is, however, sensible policY.) 
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I 
• 	 By contrast, a family with one child and earnings of $24,000 gets an EIC 

benefit increase of more than $500 under the proposal. Also benefiting 
. would be very poor families. A family with one!child and earnings of 
$6,000 would receive a basic ElC increase of $46Q under the proposal. 

I 

I 

The story is similar for families with two or more children. Such families with 
incomes between $8,000 and $12,500 would get some increase lin their EIC, but the 
increase would be smaller than that provided to most other f~milies with two or 
more children, especially those in the $20,000 to $25,000 inco~e range. (See 
Figure 2.) 

Figure 2 
Increase in Basic ErC Benefits for Families with Two or More Children under 
Administration Proposal AsCompared to Current Law <4ata are for 1994) 

Amount of theEIC increase 
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• 	 Families with two or more children and earnings:between $7,990 and 
$12,570 would receive a basic EIC increase of $40P under the proposal. 

. 	 , 
, 

• 	 Most other EIC families with two or more children would receive a 
I 

larger EIC increase. A family with two children ~nd income of $24,000 
would receive an increase of $830, more than twi,ce as much. A family 
with two children and earnings of $6,000 would receive a $900 EIC 
increase. 

I 

In short, families with incomes between $8,000 and $12,~00 receive a smaller 
EIC increase under the prop<?sal than the vast majority of other families with incomes 
of less than $30,000. Families with a full-time minimum wage: worker, the families 
the President wants to raise out of poverty, are the group hel~ed least. 

I 
I 
I 

• I 

III. WOULD FAMILIES BE LIFTED OUT OF POVERTY? I 
;, 
I 

The relatively limited assistance the Administration's EIC proposal extends to 
families with full-time minimum wage workers helps explain :why many of these 
families would still fall below the· poverty line. This section df the paper shows the 
extent to which many of these families would continue to be poor. 

I 
In examining this issue, one must first decide how to ~easure family income, 

since income must be compared to the poverty line. This matter has been studied 
extensively. Analysts examining whether full-time work will ~assure that a family is 
not poor generally agree that. full-time minimum wage earnings, EIC benefits, and 
payroll taxes must all be considered. Analysts typically add full-time minimum wage 
earnings and EIC benefits, subtract the employee's portion ofipayroll taxes, and 
compare the total to the poverty line. ! 

i 
I 

One additional step is sometimes used and is more co~troversial - the 
addition of food stamp benefits for which a minimum wage family might qualify. 
The question here is whether food stamp benefits should be assumed to be part of a 
working family's income when the income is compared to th~ poverty line. On the 
one hand, food stamps are nearly equivalent to cash. This argues for counting them. 
On the other hand, U.S. Department of Agriculture studies s~ow that only 32 percent 
of the low-income. working households eligible for food stamps - just one in three 
- actually receive them. Furthermore, some other working poor families are 
ineligible for food stamps because they do not meet the program's stringent and 
outdated asset limits. i 

I 

The basic calculations here assume that food stamps are received. The 
calculations include both the value of the food stamp benefits for which a minimum , 

! 
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wage family now qualifies if it meets "the program's asset limits! and the maximum 
additional amount of food stamps the family n:\ight receive under the food stamp 
expansion in the Administration's budget.2 An additional set df calculations is done 
for families that do not receive food stamps. 

I 

' 

Finally, the calculations subtract the estimated cost of th~ increased energy 
taxes these households would bear, since the EIC and food starrp expansions were 
designed in part to offset these taxes. (Moreover, the Adminis~ation's budget 
documents indicate that the energy tax would modestly increase inflation, which in 
turn would raise the level of the poverty line. This is another reason th,e increased 
energy taxes these households bear should be taken into accou~t in determining 
whether the families are raised to the povertyline.) r 

I 

How does the Administration's proposal stack up against the President's goal 
of ensuring that full-time working families escape poverty? The combined impact of 
the EIC and food stamp expansions gets families closer to the poverty line, but the 
shortfall is still considerable. 

The actual amount of a family's food stamp benefits depends on th~ level of the food stamp 
shelter deduction the family receives. The food stamp calculations used here assume that the food 
stamp shelter deduction these families receive equals half of the maximum :deduction amount 
allowable. (The specific amount of a family's deduction depends on the rapo of its housingcosts to its 
income.) This assumption leads, if anything, to a slight overstatement of the food stamp benefits these 
families receive. USDA survey data show that the average shelter deductidn for households with 
earnings as well as the average deduction for households with children are~ slightly below half the 
maxim"um deduction amount that is permitted. " 

I 

" The calculations used here do not assume that families receive a fopd stamp dependent care 
deduction. Fewer than one in six food stamp working households with children receive this 
deduction. And, for those who do receive the deduction, the resulting inc~ease in food stamp benefits 
only partially offsets the child care costs the families must incur in order to work. The approach used 
here in calculating food stamp benefits is the standard approach used in such sources as the Green 
Boo~ I 

The additional amount of food stamps assumed to result from the f\dministration's budget 
proposals is likely to be overstated. We assumed that all of the proposed ~ood stamp increase goes to 
raising basic food stamp benefit levels. Various other reforms that do not affect the basic benefit 
amount are, however, widely considered to be of higher priority. ! 

! 
These other reforms are included in widely supported food stamp ,legislation that has been 

before Congress since 1990, the Mickey Leland Childhood Hunger Prevention Act. For example, one 
such reform would raise the limit on the value ofa car that a food stamp household may own. This 
limit has not been adjusted in 16 years and has eroded badly due to inflatibn during this period. It 
was criticized by a task force established by President Reagan and Edwin ~eese in 1983 for being out
of-date and unnecessarily barring entry to the program by working poor households that need cars to 
get to work. Funds used to address problems such as this in the food sta~p program would not be 
available to raise basic benefit levels. I 

I 
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~ 	 I 
Consider a family of four. (a two-parent family with two children) that has full

1
time minimum wage earnings. Between the EIC and food sta~p increases, the family 
would gain a maximum of about $770 from the Administration's proposal. (The 
family's EIC would rise $400, while its food stamps would inctease a maximum of 
$470 if it got food stamps; meanwhile, its energy taxes would ~ost approximately 
$100.) The family would, ho.wever, remain well below the pm,:erty line. 

• 	 . As Table IT indicates, the income of a two-parent 'family of four with a 
full-time minimum wage worker would still fall IJearly $1,000 below the 
poverty line even if the family received food stamps. 

I 

• 	 If anything, this calculation overstates how close ~uch a family is to the 
poverty line. The calculation counts food stampsi and also assumes the 
maximum increase in food stamp benefits that the Administration's 
budget could produce. In addition, the calculatic~n assumes that full
time work means 40 hours a week for 52 weeks ~ year. Analysts often 
use 40 hours of work for 50 weeks a year. Even ~ith these 
assumptions, the family misses the poverty line by close to $1,000. 

Table II I 

How the Income of Two-parent Families with Full-time Minimum Wage Earnings 
Compares to the Poverty Line (in 1994 dollars) 

(Amount by which minimum wage earnings exceed or fall belOw the po.verty line. 
Minimum wage earnings equal full-time year-round work at the:minimum wage. EIC 
benefits are added in; payroll taxes are subtracted. Energy taxe~ are also subtracted.) 

Family Size 

Current Law 
With food stamps 
Without food stamps 

Administration Proposal 
With food stamps 
Without food stamps 

. Three 

$453 
-1,832 

Four 

$-1,752 
-5,009 

-980 
-4,707 

, 
i . 

, 
I 

Five 

$-3,670 
-7,767 

-2,838 
-7A65 

Example: Under current law, the income of a family of thrf?e (a married-couple 
family with one child) that has full-time minimum wage earnings and receives 
food stamps would exceed the poverty line by $453. If the :family does not 
receive food stamps, its income would fall $1,832 below th~ poverty line. 

. .' I 
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• 	 If the family did not receive food stamps, it woulp fall $4,700 below the 
poverty line. 

, 
I 
I 

Families of three with full-time minimum wage worker~ would be lifted out of 
poverty so long as the families received food stamps. But the~e families are already 
lifted out of poverty under current law if they receive food st~mps.3 

Families of five or more with a full-time minimum wag~ worker would fall 
quite far below the poverty line, even if they received food stamps. A family of five 
with three children that has full-time minimum wage earnings - and that receives 
food stamps - would fall $2,800 below the poverty line under the Administration's 
proposal. This large shortfall reflects, in part, the absence of a' "third tier" of EIC 
benefits for families with three or more children. The establishment of a third EIC 
tier was recommended unanimously by the bipartisan Nation~l Commission on 
Children, on which President Clinton served. It has been endorsed by a number of 
analysts designing strategies to bring full-time working famili~s to the poverty line. 

I 
I 

The Treasury Department' s Calculatio~s 
I 

i 

The Treasury Department made some calculations whiC;h appear to indicate 
that under the Adminis~ation's proposal, families of four with a full-time minimum 
wage worker would be lifted from poverty. Unfortunately, the Treasury calculations 

I
are flawed. They neglect to subtract payroll taxes. They also :overstate the food 
stamp benefits the average minimum wage family receives. Both errors serve to 
inflate the income of families working full-time at the minim~m wage. 

I 

Ignoring the payroll tax 

Contrary to conventional practice, Treasury did not subtract payroll taxes in 
determining family income. Yet working poor families automatically have payroll 
taxes deducted from income. . 

The failure to subtract payroll taxes is inconsistent wit~ the rest of the 
Treasury calculations. Treasury did not use a before-tax income measure; it added in 
the earned income tax credit, thus making its measure an aftetr-tax income measure. 
Moreover, one of the basic purposes of the EIC since its inceBtion has been to offset 
payroll taxes. One cannot add in EIC benefits and fail to subt~act the payroll taxes the 
EIC offsets. To include these tax benefits but not subtract the tax costs is not valid 

. I 
If a family of three with a full-time minimum wage worker does ~ot receive food stamps, the 

family would fall $1,900 below the poverty line under.the Administration:s proposal. (This assumes 
the family has two parents and one child.) i 

11 
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and is unprecedented in work in thisfield. (Indeed, the Administration's proposal 

itself recognizes the longstanding link between the EIC and t~e payroll tax. It 

establishes the new EIC credit rate for childless workers at 7.65 percent, exactly the 

rate these workers contribute in payroll taxes.) i' 


I 

I 
Furthermore, Treasury counted food stamp benefits wijen calculating family 


income, making clear it was measuring disposable income. Orie cannot count EIC 

benefits and food stamps as part of disposable income and thEm fail to subtract 

payroll taxes, which are withheld from paychecks and are always subtracted in 

determining disposable income. 


Treasury's calculations departed from all of the methods the Census Bureau 
employs in measuring poverty. In its official measure, the C~nsus Bureau does not 
subtract payroll taxes, but neither does it count EIC or food s~amp benefits .. In some 
alternative measures of poverty, the Census Bureau counts EIC benefits, but only 
after subtracting payroll taxes. , 

I 

Of all the analyses done in recent years on "making work pay" and raising 
working families to the pqverty line, none counts EIC and food stamps benefits while 
failing to subtract payroll taxes. The failure to subtract payrbll taxes led Treasury to 
overstate the disposable income of full-time minimum wage workers by $650. 

, , iI 

Overstating food stamp benefits 

The Treasury calculations also significantly overstate food stamp benefits. In 
the food stamp program, one factor that helps determine the level of benefits a 
household receives is the ratio of its housing costs to its income. Households receive 
a deduction from income for the amount by which their housing costs exceed half 
their income. The greater the deduction, the larger the hous~hold's food stamp 
benefit. ! 

I 
I 
i 

The standard method for determining the food stamp benefits of working poor 
families is to assume that these families receive a shelter dedilction equal to the 
average deduction received by food stamp families that work. This is the practice 
followed in calculating the figures we have prepared, which are cited on pages 6 and 
7. It is not, however, the practice Treasury used. Instead, Treasury constructed 
"hypothetical" food stamp families that had much larger-tha~-average food stamp 
shelter deductions. This improperly inflated, perhaps by sev~ral hundred dollars, the 
food stamp benefits that Trea'sury assigned to full-time minir~lum wage families. 

I 

Also, Treasury assumed its hypothetical families recei~ed a food stamp child 
care deduction, which apparerttly boosted by several hundre~ dollars more the food 
stamp benefits that Treasury estimated these households would receive. This is not 

12 




I 
valid for two reasons. First, U.S. Department of Agriculture data show that five of 
every six food stamp working families with children get no child care deduction. As a 
result, most analyses of the food stamp benefits these families ~eceive do not assume 
use of a child care deduction. Second, for families that do receive this deduction, the 
deduction simply equals the out-of-pocket child care costs the ~amilies incur. As 
noted, Treasury used a disposable income measure by counting food stamp and EIe 
benefits. If Treasury wished to count as disposable income the; additional food stamp 
benefits these families would receive from a child care deduction, it should have 

• 
netted out the child care costs these families incurred. Treasury

! 
did not do SO.4 

I 

Treasury's method of computing the child care deduction also was flawed. 
USDA data show that the average amount of the child care dequction received by 
food stamp working families with children is quite low . It is lqw because, as noted, 
most such working families do not receive this deduction. Haq Treasury used the 
average deduction amount for working families with children, ~t would have found 
that counting the deduction raised the food stamp benefits of these families just $79 a 
year (and this is without netting out the child care costs these families incur; were 
that done, there would be no net increase in income at all). Uf),fortunately, Treasury 
constructed hypothetical food stamp working families with rel~tively high child care 
costs' and food stamp child care deductions, while failing to subtract out the child 
care costs such families would pay. The result was an artificiai increase of several 
hundred dollars more in food stamp benefits. 

, 
i 

In short, Treasury's food stamp calculations need revisi~n. As noted, only 
one-third of eligible low-income working households get food stamps in the first 
place, a factor that should lead to caution in such calculations. !But Treasury inflated 
food stamp benefits by giving its hypothetical families a child ¢are deduction that 
only one-sixth of food stamp working families with children get and an above
average shelter deduction. The food stamp benefit levels that Treasury produced 
probably apply to fewer than five percent of minimum wage f~milies with children. 
(In preparing these calculations, Treasury thought that food stamp participation rates 
among working families with children were much higher than Ithey actually are 
because Treasury focused.on the participation rate for all famil~es with children, 
which is high. But the overall rate for fami1i~s with children i$ high because the food 

, 

i 

Moreover, since each additional dollar of deductions increases food' stamp benefits by only 30 
cents, a proper accounting of the effect of child care expenses and the food lstamp child care deduction 
would result in a drop in disposable income, not an increase in income as s.\lown by Treasury. 

f 
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stamp participation rate among AFDC families is close to 100 percent. Most AFDC 
families do not work.)5 

It should be noted that in preparing our estimate of the effects of the 

Administration's proposals on full-time working families, we tevised Treasury's 

income calculations upward where justifiable as well as downward where necessary. 


. I 

Treasury assumed that full-time year-round work consists of 2,000 hours of 

employment - 40 hours a week for 50 weeks a year. We ass~med it consists of 

2,080 hours of work - 40 hours a week for 52 weeks a year. iBy counting 80 hours 

more of work, we assumed $232 more in income than Treasur;y did.6 


I 

l 
I 
I 

IV. WHY TREASURY DESIGNED THE EIC EXPANSION IN THIS FASHION 

Treasury did not set out to design the EIC expansion i~ an unusual fashion. 

Treasury's paramount goal was to ensure that the distributio~ tables on the 

Administration's tax proposals showed no aggregate increase :in tax liabilities in the 

$0 to $10,000, $10,000 to $20,000, and $20,000 to $30,000 income categories. Other 

considerations were subordinated· to this goal. l 


, 

To achieve the goal, Treasury needed to pour a lot of Il,loney into the $20,000 

to $30,000 bracket. Hence, the EIC income limits were raised :to $28,500 for families 

with <;me child and $30,000 for families with two or more children. Treasury 

apparently also needed to pour a lot of money into the $0 to $10,000 bracket, which 

evidently led it to pump up the food stamp and energy assistance increases (and to 


. extend the EIC to childless workers with incomes under $9,OOP)' 
i 

Part of the problem stems from the distribution tables themselves. The tables 
that Treasury used place all households into an income categdry regardless of the 
number of people in the household. An elderly individual at:$9,500 and a family of 
four at $9,500 are placed in the same category. Meanwhile, a : family of four with 
income of $11,000 is placed in a higher income category than the elderly individual 

. ! 
! 
! 

5 We do not know if Treasury factored in the effects of the energy t~x. If it did not, it should 
do so. The energy tax reduces disposable income. (The energy tax also raises the poverty line since, 
as the Administration's budget book shows, the tax leads to modestly higher inflation. The poverty 
line is raised in accordance with inflation each year.) If Treasury did not ):nake an adjuSbnent to 
reflect the energy tax, its calculations would overstate the incomes of working poor families by 
another $100 or so. : 

I 
6 An additional 80 hours of work at $4.25 an hour, the value of the :minimum wage, yields 

earnings of $340. After payroll taxes on these additional earnings are su~tracted and the decline in the 
value of food stamps is considered (for each additional dollar of earnings; food stamp benefits fall by 
24 cents), the net effect on income is $232. I , 
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with the $9,500 income. Yet the family of four with an $11,OOq income would be well 
below the poverty line, while the elderly individual at $9,500 would be well above it. 
Treasury used distribution tables that lack any family size adNstment primarily 
because such tables are the Simplest to present and explain. ! 

j 
Had distribution tables been used that took family size into account, the results 

would likely have been different? Such tables probably would not have led to the 
peculiar policy design that marks the offsets in the Administdtion's package. 
Distribution tables on the Administration/s plan that do take family size into account 
are likely to be prepared soon on Capitol Hill. 

v. HOW TO ADDRESS THIS PROBLEM 

The plan's failure to get families to the poverty line sho~ld be fixed now; if not 
resolved at this time, the problem ~ill be very difficult to reso,lve in the future. 
Because the Clinton proposal raises the EIC income limits to $pO,OOO-and makes 
millions of middle-class families eligible for the credit, it mak~s the EIC much more 
costly than it has ever been before. Any further EIC expansio~ in future years could 
prove prohibitively expensive because so many families woulq. be affected. 

,I 
I 

Accordingly, for the foreseeable future, we are likely to b~ locked into whatever 
new EIC structure passes this year. This means that if the probt.;~ms described here are 
not remedied, many families with full-time workers are likely ito be kept below the 
poverty line indefinitely, unless the Administration is willing to'raise the minimum 
wage significantly more than it has indicated. A golden oppohunity to "make work 
pay" will have been lost despite an EIC expansion of over $6 billion a year. And 
ironically, the very President who strongly desires to bring full-time working families 
to the poverty line will have made it harder to achieve this g~al in the future. 

. , 
, 

Fortunately, these problems can be addressed now. Tr~asury's EIC expansion 
can be modified - and enlarged - for families whose incom~s are close to what 
full-time work at the minimum wage pays. (As noted earlier,: these are the families 
that get only modest EIC increases - or no increase at all - ~nder the Treasury 
design.) Such a modification in the EIC proposal would be Mghly targeted, affecting 
only working families with children that have incomes betwe~n $6,000 and $12,500. 
The added EIC costs could be covered by. scaling back the very generous food stamp 
expansions in the budget (and, if necessary, modestly'reducing the energy assistance 
increase). 

i 
7 This can be done, for example, either by dividing households into :income fifths, using income 

adjusted for family size, or by dividing households into those with incom~s below the poverty line, 
those with incomes between one and two times the poverty line, and so fqrth. 

, 
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Under current law, families with one child will receive an EIC benefit in 1994 

that equals 23 percent of their first $8,'0'0'0 in earnings. Families with two or more 
children will receive a benefit equal to 25 percent of their first $8,'0'0'0 in earnings. 
The Clinton budget raises the 23 percent and 25 percent "credit rates" to 3'0.6 percent 
and 4'0 percent, respectively, but it applies these EIC credit rates only to the first 
$6,'0'0'0 in earnings rather than the first $8,'0'0'0. This drop from !$8,'o'o'o to $6,'0'0'0 is the 
reason the plan provides no increase in EIC benefits for minimum wage families with 
one child and leaves minimum wage families of four people ~ell below the poverty 
line. 

I 
The main goal, therefore, is to apply the 4'0 percent credit rate for families with 

two or more children to the first $8,'0'0'0 in earnings, or at least ito get as close to 
$8,'0'0'0 as possible. (By beginning to phase out EIC benefits for families with two or 
more children at an income level equal to or slightly above $8,'0'0'0, it could be 

, I 

assured that families with incomes above $12,5'0'0 receive no greater EIC increase 
or only a slightly greater increase - than the Clinton budget now envisions; see the 
box on next page for more details.) I 

I 

Raising EIC benefits for families with two or more children in the $6,'0'0'0 to 
$12,5'0'0 income range should be the highest priority. If funds permit, a modest EIC 
increase for families with one child - so they can be assured 9f getting an energy ~ax 
offset - would also be desirable. If families with one child received an EIC equal to 
3'0.6 percent of the first $7,'0'0'0 instead of the first $6,'0'0'0 - and the EIC for these 
families began to phase down once income passed about $9,9'o~, full-time minimum 
wage families with one child would get an EIC increase about;equal to that provided 
to childless workers. Alternatively, if the EIC for such familie~ is phased in at a 3'0.6 
percent rate for the first $6,35'0, that should be sufficient to off~et the energy taxes of 
most such families. But if no such action is taken, no energy tax offset would be 
provided to many working poor families with one child that ~o not get welfare-type 
benefits like food stamps and energy assistance. 

I 

An EIC improvement for families with one child is, hmvever, far less crucial 
than an EIC modification for families with two or more children. Families of four or 
more people (which would have two or more children) are th~ families left well 
below the poverty line under the Clinton budget. i 

Even the changes proposed here will not get families of: four with a full-time 
minimum wage worker all the way to the poverty line. To close the remaining gap, 
some improvement in the minimum wage will be necessary. J?ut the changes 
proposed here would make it possible, with modest minimum: wage improvements, 
to get families to the poverty line if they also receive food stamps. 

I 
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VI. POLITICAL CONSIDERA nONS 
, 

Political considerations, as well as policy concerns, support addressing this 
matter now within the Administration. As noted, food stamp increases of the 
magnitude reflected in the Administration's budget almost surely cannot pass. This 
is a point already being made by key Congressional staff both ion and off the 
Agriculture Committee. They make a point most observers of 'the Agriculture 
Committee would agree with - the Committee is extremely utuikely to vote several 
billion dollars a year in politically painful farm program cuts a'nd then add a $3 
billion a year increase in food stamp benefits. ' 

In short, part of the food stamp increase will prove illus~ry, especially the part 
that goes beyond the Leland bill, itself the largest food stamp benefit increase that 
food stamp supporters have sought in 15 years.8 Some of the f:unds the 
Administration has included for a food stamp increase are like~y to be used instead 
by Congress to avoid making certain cuts the Administration ~as proposed. 

This outcome can be avoided by shifting a portion of th~ food stamp funds to 
the EIC (and, if necessary, a small portion of the energy assistance funds, some of 
which are otherwise likely to disappear in the Appropriations <Committees). Such a 
shift should be proposed now by the Administration. It will be difficult for Congress 
to make this change on its own, since that would require the Budget Committees to 
take money the Administration's budget envisioned providing to one Congressional 
Committee and to shift it to another Committee. 

I 
A budget modification of this nature by the Administraqon would not be that 

unusual. In the weeks after Ronald Reagan submitted his budget highlights in 
February 1981, he, too, 'made modifications in some of the detalls of his budget. 

I 
, I 

Such a move by the Clinton Administration should play:well politically on 
Capitol Hill. It would enable the Administration to make substantial progress 
towards meeting the President's goal of moving full-time working families out of 
poverty while mitigating a cr~ticism that the Administration had loaded in lots of 
welfare benefit increases alongside its tax hikes and program ctits. To be sure,

I 
sizable food stamp increases would remain (as they should), but these could be said 
to represent the Leland Act, for which a solid base of bipartisarl support has 
developed in recent years. ! 

February 23, 1993 
I 
I , 
! 

8 Various versions of the Leland Act have been introduced. According to CBO, the more 
expansive versions would ultimately add $1.5 billion,to $2 billion a year in cost. In the past, the more 
expansive versions have been said to cost $5 billion to $6 billion over five y~ars. ' 
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April 1993 

''The new direction 1 propose will make this solemn, simple commiuJent: by 
expanding the refundable earned income tax credit, we will make his~ory; we will 
reward the work of millions of working poor Americans by reaIizingithe principle that 
if you work 40 hours a week and you've got a child in the house, yo* will no longer 
be in poverty." ; 

i 
President Ointon, State of the Union JAddress 

I 

Background 

Even though the United States has the world's largest economy, our child 
poverty rate is far above the rate in Canada or any of our princ~pal Western 
European competitors. Poverty among U.S. families with children has risen 
substantially over the past two decades. In 1991, more than on~ of every five 
American children - and one of every four children under age; six - were poor. 

I , 
There are many reasons for, this situation; one of the mo~t important is that 

many working parents earn too little to lift their families out of; poverty. In 1991, 
some 20 million of the nation's poor lived in a household with!a worker - and 5.5 
million lived in poor families with children in which someone ~as employed full-
time 'year-round. J' 

This problem has intensified in recent years as ,wage levels have eroded, 
especially for low-skilled jobs. A Census study issued last yeat found that the 
proportion of full-time, year-round workers paid a wage too l~w to lift a family of 
four to the poverty line rose by half between 1979 and 1990. pluring the same period, 
the poverty rate among families with children in which the farhlly head works 
climbed substantially. " '.., , " i ' , " 

,", ' ' " ,.,., ,I' , 

'New researchsuggests that living 'in poverty adversely 'affects children's 
intellectual development. In addition, when full-time work p~ys too little to lift a 

, i 

I 

, I 
i 
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family out of poverty, the role of work is diminished and the in~entive to work can 
be undermined. .' . '. . . .' I 

I 

The EarnedIncome Tax Credit f 
I 

! , 

, One widely praised federal policy attempts to addressttps problem -the 
earned income tax credit. The earned income credit is a tax credit for families that 
work, live with their children, and have lowo~ moderate inco~es. It is a 
"refundable" credit, whiCh means that even working families whose incomes are too, 
low to owe income tax receive it. If these families file a fededl tax return and one 
additional tax form, the Internal Revenue Service sends them ~ check in the amount 
of the credit f~r which they qualify. ,'. ,- . 'I' . 

The earned income tax credit has long enjoy~d strong bipartisan support, in 
part because it is quite different from public assistance progrCims .. Orily working 
families qualify for it. Moreover, for those who earn little, EI;TC benefits rise with 
earnings, thereby encouraging more work. In addition, in w~lfare the eligibility rules 
are considerably more restrictive for two~parent families thaI} for single-parent 
families, but in the EITC, no such differential treatment exists.. The sole restriction 
related to family structure is that a working parent can be el~gible only if he or she 
lives with and cares for a child. No wonder the EITC is often described as "pro-
work" and "pro-family." , ' ! 

. . 	 I 
In recent years, the EITC has become increasingly important for poor and near-

poor working families. EITC benefits have grown. Today, pearly 14 million families 
. receive the credit. 

" 

. Inadequacies of the Credit 

While the EITCbenefits have increased in recent ye~rs, however, they are still 
much too low' to lift full-time working families to the poverty line. A family of four 
with full-time minimum wage earnings will be $5,100 bel~w the poverty line in 1993 
when its wages and EITC benefits are totaled and its payt,0ll taxes are subtracted. If 
the family receives food stamps and these benefits are also counted, the family is still 
$2,000 below the poverty line. . . I . . 

. One of ~e most serious shortcomings of the curreitt EITC is that it lacks a 

meaningful adjustment for family size. Family expenses,; the poverty line, and . 

welfare benefits rise as the number ofchildrenin a family increases. But wages do 

not. Co.ns~quently, .as the n~ber ~f children in ',a. l?w-~ag~ working family grows, 


, the family IS more likely to slip below the poverty line -' .or to fall further below the I 

poverty line. In addition, work becomes less·competitiv~ ~ith public assistance as 
. ,". '. . '. ." .	./..... 

i
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family size grows. A significant family size adjustment in the EIrC could help 
address this problem, but today only a tiny adjustment is made'.i 

I , 
The Ointon Proposal 

. - . I 

On March 30, the Clinton Administratiori unveiled a majo~r proposal to expand
the earned income' tax credit. The proposal responds to both of )the problems just 
described. It would ensure that if a family of four or fewer people had a full-time 
minimum wage worker, the family would be lifted to the poverty line so long as it 
also received food stamps. (This assumes the minimum wage \fould be indexed for 
inflation as President Clinton proposed during his campaign.) And the proposal 
substantially expands the EITC adjustment for family size. I . 

I, 
. , 

The Ointon EITC proposal accomplishes other goals as well. It helps offset 
the effects of the proposed energy tax on low- and inoderate-in~ome households so 
their disposable income is not reduced. And it substantially sirpplifies the EITC so 
that families will find the .credit easier to apply for and so that both tax filers and the 
IRS can handle the credit more readily without making ~stak~s. . . 

I 

Finally, the proposal establishes a modest, new EITC corhponent of a few 
hundred dollars a year for very poor workers without children~ This new credit, 
limited to workers with incomes below $9,000, is designed to spield them from the 

. effects of the energy tax. I 
I 
I 

When fully in effect, the Clinton proposal would expand the EITC more than 
. $7 billion a year. It is one of the largest initiatives in the Clintpn budget. '. , 

I 

How the Proposal Would Work 

The proposal would make foUr major changes in the ea'rned income credit. 
. , 

I 
. j 

• It would dramatic,ally expand the credit for families with two or more . . f
children.· " .: 

I 

.' ..!. 
• It would expand the credit for families with one; child that have incomes 

below $12,000 and would provide particular help to those who earn 
. very low wages. , .' . J 

. ! 

. .... ... .~-.' .:.. ... .' . . .' . I' .... , ~t wouldestablish a ~mall new credit.for poor \yorkers without children . 

I 
I 

. ':1 
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• 	 It would repeal two'supplemental credits in the c*rent tax code that 
make the EITC overly complicated~ I ' 

j 
Families with Two or More Children' 	 I 

I 
, , 	 ' I" 

Under legislation enacted in 1990, the EITC for families ~ith two or more' 
children will expand each year through 1994. This spring, as f~milies file their 1992 
tax returns, the maximum basic EITC payment that families with two or more 
children can receive is $1,384., By 1994, the maximum credit Wtll 'be about $2,000. ' 
That year, families with two or more children will.receive a credit equaling 25 
percent of their first $7,990 in earnings; this results in a maxim4m credit of $l,99B." ,', ',' '. '. I ',' , , ' 

Under the Clinton plan, the credit would expand much further. In 1994, the 

Clinton EITC' would equal '39.7 percent of the first $8,500 in earnings for a family 

with two or more children - providing a maximUm benefit of $3,370} This is 


, 	 I 

nearly $1,400 more than such families would receive under current law. (See Figure 
1.) 'It is this feature of the proposal that raises families of four! with a full-time ' , 
minimum wage worker to. the poverty line if the family receiv~s food stamps. ' 

" 	 'I 
Poor families that have tWo or more children and earn }IP to $8,500, about 

what full-time minimum wage work now pays, would thus re'ceive a wage 
supplement of historic proportio~,-for every $10 they eamed,;the EITC would pay an 
additional $4." ,,'. , I ' , ' 

The proposal would also raise the income level.up to ~hich families with two 
or more children would qualify for the EITC. Undercurrent ~aw, these families will 
be eligible in 1994 until their income reaches $23,760., The Aqnunistration plan 
would raise the income limit for these families to $28,000, with those between $23,760 

, 	 I 

,and $28,000 qualifying for modest b~nefits. This serves two ~urposes. It allows a 
wider range of families with modest incomes to receive an offset to their energy 
taxes. 	 And it keeps the rate at which EITC benefits phase down as ip.come rises (for 
families in the upper half of the EITC income scale) from clunbmg too high. ' . 

, 	 f 

j 

I 
,Families with One Child 
I 

. 	 I 

The expansion f9r, families with one child would be m;oremodest. Under ' 

current law, these families would receive a ~redit in 1994 tha~ equaled 23 percent of 

their. first $7,990·in earnings, for "a maximum credit of $l,836J lEthe Clinton plan 


" " .' , ' " :' , ,", r 
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1 The ,Clinton me expansion would' actualJy phase in over- two y~ars, taking full effect in 1995. 
For comparison purposes, the figures cited here show the size of the credit if it were fully effective in 
1994.' ; ,".".,' ,", ' ' ',', ,'.' 1, " . " 
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• 	 Fi~e 1 ! 

EITC Benefits for Families With Two or More Children in 1994 
I 

Size of EITC Benefit 

$3,200 

$2,800 

. $2,400 

$2,000 

$1,600 

" $1,200 

....:.. ·~~.: ..:.... ;**\.~ ....:.~ .. ~ .. ~~~r!J.n;H .:...• ;.* .. : .. ~:.~ ..$800 : : : : :,: law: 	 .: :. . . . . . ... . . . . . .. 
$400 ..;.... ~ . ~ ..~ ... ~ .... ~ ... -:.... : ... ':.· . . . . . . .· . . . . . . .· , . . . . . .$0 ,. . . . . . . . 

o ,2 4 6 8 10 12 1416 18 20 22 24 126 28 

Family In~ome in Thousands of Dollars! 
I 

I 

! 
were fully effective in 1994, these families would receive a cre~it equal to 34.4 
percent of their first $6,000 in earnings. This produces a maxUitum credit of $2,062.2 

I 
For a family with income of $8,000 or $10,000, the credit! would thus be about 

$225 larger than under current law. But for a very poor fami1~ earning $6,000, the 
gain would be greater. Such a family would receive a credit nearly $700 larger than 
it would get under current law. Families with one child, that ekrn up to $6,000 would 
receive a wage supplement of more than$3 for every $10 theyiearn. 

I 

For families with one child, the, EITe income limit woulCl remain the same as ' 
under current law - $23,760 in .1994. " i'. 

, 
l 

, 	 I 

2, For . both families with one child and families with two or more children, EITe benefits would 

-under the Ointon plan - begin to phase down once family income surpassed $11,000, a slightly 
lower point than under current law. Under current law, benefits would begin to phase down in 1994 
once income surpassed $12,570. The rate at which benefits phase down aslincome rises would be 
similar to the phase-down rates under ,current law. See Table 1. I 

I 
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Workers Without Children ( 
I 

i 
For very low-i,ncome workers without children, anew, btuch smaller credit 

would be established. It would be available only to childless 1vorkers who have 
incomes below $9,000, are. age 22 or older, and are not claimeq. as a dependent by 
m~~~. J . . 

/ . 

Eligible workers without children would receive a credit equal to 7.65 percent 
of their first $4,000 in earnings, for a maximum credit of $306.1 The credit would 

. .. . I . 

remain at the $306Jevel as earnings rose to $5,000. It would then phase out between 
$5,000 and $9,000.· '.' I .. I .. . 

. . '. .'. . 

. The average credit provided would be betWeen $100 aI;\d $200, a modest 
amount. The purpose of this credit is to offset the energy taxes these workers would 
bear - and to do so by providing an EITC benefit exactly eqhal to the Social Security 
and Medicare taxes the workers must pay on the first $4,000 they earn. (The Social 
Security and Medicare tax rate also is 7.65 percent.) The purpose of the credit is not 
to lift these workers to the poverty line or raise their living stmdards, but to prevent 

. them from being taxed deeper into poverty.3 . .• . ! .' 
, 

Repealing the Supplemental Credits 

Finally, to simplify the EITC and help defray a portiop of the costs of EITC 
expansion, the Clinton plan contains one other element -. itjeliminates the young' 
child credit and the health insurance credit that are part of the current EITC. Both of 

. these supplemental credits have been widely criticized for b~ing too small to 
accomplish their intended purposes and for greatly complic~ting the process of filing 
for the EITC. Moreover, an investigation released in Febru~ry 1993 by the Oversight 
Subcommittee of the House Ways and Means Committee fOMnd that unscrupulous 

. insurance agents and companies are abusing the .health insqrance credit in ways that 
harm EITC families.. Also, the IRS has found that the complexity of these 
supplemental credits has led to a significmt number of err~rs on tax returns. The 
Administration's proposal to eliminate these credits saves ai little more than $1 billion 
a year, which helps to pay for the EITC expansion. . ! . ..' . . . . 

. '1 
Altogether, there would be a $7.6 billion increase in~he credit in fiscal year 

1996, the fiscal year in which the expansion would take ful~ effect. This represents a 
. .1 . . ' 

., 

... . .. ...• ..' . . . . .. . . c' ' .• :..J'.' .~. 
3 It should be noted that while the EITe'has long offset the regf;essive effects of Social Security 

and Medicare payroll taxes on poor fainilies withdlildren,there is no; comparable offset on poor 
workers without children. 'The Ointon plan would provide'it for the first $4,000 ~the earnings of 
these workers. . '. . ..' . .'. . ..' ....... . '.' I .' .. ;. . 
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I
Table I I 

EITC Parameters, Current Law vs. Clinton Pro~osal. 
. . I

·All figures are for calendar year 1994. I 
I 

Maximum Income 
amount of . Rate at level at Income 
earnings which the. which' level at 

.to which credit I credit which 
Credit the credit is phased ! begins credit 

Type of rate rate Maximum down ~eing phased reaches 
Family (%) applies credit (%) I down zero 

Two or more children 
. Current law 25% 7,990 1,998 17.86% 12,570 23,760 
Proposal 39.7 8,500 3,371 19.83 11,000 28,000 

One child 
Current law 23% $7,990 $1,836 16.43% $12,570 $23,760 
Proposal 34.4 6,000 2,062 16.16 11,000 23,760 

. Childless workers 
Current law -No Credit-
Proposal 7.65% 4,000 306 7.65% 5,000 9,000 . 

~ 

Note: Figures show the benefit levels the Clinton proposal wot4d provide if it were 

phased in fully in 1994. The proposal would not actually phase: in fully until 1995. 


I 
Example of how to read the table: Under current law, a family ,with one child will . ,
receive an EITC benefit equal to 23 percent of its earnings until family earnings equal 

$7,990. At this level, the value of the credit is $1,836. Once a fcbny's income hits 

$12,570, the credit is reduced at a 16.43 percent rate; that is, eaC\l additional dollar of 

income reduces the value 'of the credit by 16.43 cents. When a family'S income hits 

$23,760, the value of its EITC falls to zero. i 


I 
I I 

44 percent increase over what the credit would cost that yeat under current law. 

Ov.er five'years, the proposal would raise EITC benefits morF than $28 billion. 


J 

Conclusion . I 

I 

I

. The Clinton proposal is' an' outstanding measure. E~cting it would represent 
a landmark achievement that would likely make the historyibooks. This single step 

.wo~d re~uce' or eild poverty for millions of the working P9or. . 
I 
I 
i 
I 

.' ',' .' . i 

I 
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.. 
• 

. It would also simplify the tax code for millions of low-inc~me tax filers, while 
offsetting the effects of the .energy tax as well. Furthermore, it wpuld reflect a 
national commitment to rewarding work among poor families; ! . ..." . I 

"For the proposal to be most effective and to get the largest number of full-time 
working families out of poverty, a few additional stepsultimateiy should also be. " 
taken. High on the 'list" is providing universal access to health c~re so poor families 
that go to work do not lose their health insurance. The combin~d ,effect of the 
Clinton EITC proposal and universal health care coverage could! be a powerful " 
change in the reward structure for leaving welfare for employm,ent. "Also, important 
are steps to enable more working poor households that are eli~ble for food stamps to 
receive them. Only a minority of those eligible now do, and the Clinton BITC ". 
proposal cannot lift families with full-time minimum wage ~arriings all the"way to 
the poverty line by itself if the families do not receive food starltps. Last but not 
least, 'strengthening of the minimum wage _. now 22 percent b,~low its average lt~vel 
in the 1970s - could further significantly reduce poverty amotig low-wage workers. . . i 

J. 

I 
I 
I 
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, ' ,Talking Points on theEITC an~ the ' 
,Clinton Administration's. Proposal, to Exp~nd It 

Talking Points on the 'EITe 

The EITCis widely hailed for rewarding work, supportiJg hard-pressed working 
families with children, and reducing tax burdens on low-incom~ workers. , 	 r 

I 

,The EITC is pro-work. Only those who work can get it; : non-workers do not 
qualify~ , Also, the EITC helps low-wage working f~mili~.s. make ends meet. 
And for some parents on public assistance, the EITC can ,play an important 
role in making it worthwhile to go to work. ,.1 

, : . 

Furth~rmore, unlike welfare -benefits, which fall shkrplY as earnings rise, 
, EITC benefits increase with each adqitional dollar ~rned by the very poor. 
Consequently, the EITC strengthens the incentive ~o wprk for those 
working little or not at all. I' 

• 	 TheEITC is pro-family. Only parents who live wit~ their children can get it . 
Absent parents living apart froll). their children arel not eligible for regular' 
EITC benefits. And unlike welfare -' where the eI?gibility rules are much 
more restrictive for two-parent than Single-parent families - the EITC 
treats both types of families on an equal basis. . ! 

- , 	 " " . . I ' 
• TheEITC is the one feature of the tax code that helps, and rewards work among, 

, the working poor. This is because.the EITC is the o~e lIrefundablell tax credit 
in the federal tax code. That means if a family's ElTC be!'efit exceeds its 
,income tax liability, the IRS sends the family a che~k for the difference. 
Working poor families earn too little to ,owe federa;l income tax, but they 
still receive the EITC., . , ' i 

, • 	 The EITC is popular across the political spectrum. Be~use of its pro-work, 
pro-family features, the EITe"enjoys strong support from both liberals and 
conservatives alike and from I,nembers of both po1i~cal PCirties. It is also 
supported by many sectors of society - business groups and labor unions, 
,religiOUS organizations and charities, governors and mayors, and public 
and private social service pr?viders. 	 'I. 

,Talking Points on the Ointon Proposal, 	 ,( 

," , .' President ~linton's propoSal to expand the EiTe wouid rJise ~i11ions of working 
families poser to or above thE! poverty line, siinplifythe EITC sol it is .leSs complicated to 
apply for; help offset the effect of the prQposed energy tax on.1ow- and.moderate
'income workers, and' strengthen' efforts to reform the welfare system so families can 

" 	 t 
move from welfare to work. , ", I 


,-over-, I 

.1 



I 
• 	 The Clinton prpposal, would help achieve;what shou{d ,be, a basic American goal 

that if apqrent, wor~ full-time, his of~eJ;, famili/.shoUld not be poor. Under the 
Clinton proposal; families of up to four people ~hat havea"fun~time worker 
would not be poor so long as the family also re~eives food stamps.l 
Millions of working poor families would be lifted above - or doser to -,,
the poverty line. ' 	 i' "~ '" '..'" ':,~ ,i. 

I 
• 	 ' .' " I _ , " .. ' 

'. 	 When'ftilHime work leaveS families in poverty': the 'value 'of work is, 
undermined-" and efforts to promote work an~move'families froni. 'public 
assistance to employment are compromised. Efforts at welfare reform are 

"notlikely, to succeed if work leaves'families in'~oyerty. 'The Clinton 
. , -"proposal helps to address these problems, reir\f9rcing the importance of 

, work, heiping'to "make workpay,"ahd helping: to assure'that the benefits 
of work surpass those 'of public aSsistance. i;'" 

I 
, , I , . 

'. . In addition, important new research indicates tl:iatlivlng in: poverty 
adverSely affects intell~ctual development among children: . The Clinton 
proposal helps' here, too, by slgnif~cantly redudng poverty among children. 

'. ~,:' t .I. " " 

• 	 . A portion of the EITC increase would offset the impJct oj ~he P!oposed energy tax 
, on low-income workin,g families, thereby ensuring ~hat the ta)( does not push 
, : wbrkirtg, poor families deeper into 'poverty. ' Wit~out t~e proposed EITC 
expa,nsion, the energy tax would be highly regr~ssive~ taki~g a larger share 
of income from poor workers than from those at higher,income levels. 

I ' ", 

• 	 The proposal would simplify and streamline the EITcr by eliminating the two 
supplemental credits that now make the EITC t~o complicated -'the 
health insurance' credit and the "young child sUHplement. 1I This would 
,simplify the application process. As a ,result; m¥e eligible families should 
receive the EITC, and fewer mistakes should be made iriawarding it. The 
proposal would 're'channel' the savings'from eliminating fhe two 
supplemental credits into enlarging the'basic cre~it.' .,' 

! 

• 	 The Clinton pr'oposalwould cre~t~ a' new/muchi smaller credit for childless 
,'workers'who have very low income~'-' less than $9~OOO a year. In so 
doing, it would shitHd these' workers from the impact of the energy tax. 
The purpose of this modest new credit is not to ~ift these-workers to the 
poverty line or 'to raise the~r livingstaridardS, bU;t' to prevent them from 
being taxed deeper into poverty. l 

, ' 	 "I. ~ .. '.. ..' , ....
• 	 The proposal would not only benefit low-income workers but:also '"would 'strengthen 

local economies in which substantial numbers of etnployees are paip 
, relatively low wages. 	 The prop0Sai would substhntially increase ~the, 
'.
purchasing power of low-

J 
and 

• 
moderate-income 

,•• 
'consilIners~ 
1 • 

'~hicH>1rdurn,
• -, ,".' '" 	 , .... • ••

,would benefit local businesses. ' ' 	 I'" ',i",: " 

i 
The proposal also assumes the minimum wage would be indexed. 

I 

I, 

t'-. • ~ .' 

http:sUHplement.1I
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, , ' 	 i 
Alabama Would Benefit Disproportiona~ely', 

,From Proposed EITC Expansion : 
, ' " 	 1 

I, 
! ' 

, ' , I , 

The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit propo~ed by the Clinton " 

Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income working 


, families in Alabama. A v~ry large number of tax filers in Alabama receive the credit. 
In fact, the proportion of tax filers in Alabama who receive t~e credit is substantially , 
greater than the proportion of filers nationwide who receive it. As a result, the ' 
proposed expansion, of the, credit would be of disproportionate benefit to Alabama. 

. .•.. According todat. from the Internal RevenuesJririce, nearly one in . 
, 	 f •• 

every five Alabama households th~t filed a federal income tax return in 
1991 - 18.7 percent -, received theEITe. By ~ompadson, one in nine ' 
tax filers nationwide -:.11.2 percent - received ,the EITC. 

, , 	 ' "I ' 
,	When the 50 states are ranked ,according to the p'roportion of tax filers who 
receive the'EITC, Alabama ranks third highest. Ot)1y in Mississippi and 
Louisiana do a larger share of tax filers'receive, the EITe. ' 

, ,I 
I 

• 	 Some 346,000 working families withchildren ih Alabama received the 
EITC last year. They received benefits totamdg $310 million. ' 

. . I, 
I 
I 

. 	 '. I " 

• 	 " , Additional households in Alabama will receiv;e the credit under the 
, Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC 
, eligibility rules somewhat.1 ' i ' 

, ,I. 
, , ' I 

The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits to low-income , 

working households in Alabama. Alabama households wbuld 'receive '$205 million, 

more in EITC benefits each year uncler the Clinton proposal than under current law} 

This would mostly be spent in the Alabamaeconomy,beqefiting local economies 

with a large share of low and moderate-income workers; '
I" 

I 
, I 

Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available for the .first time to adult, workers 
who do not have chilp.ren and have incomes below $9,000. In additi~m, families with two or more 
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 :would become eligible for ElTC benefits for the ' 

first time." 	 ',' 'I' '.. ' ' 
This figu~e is an estimate for fiscal year ,1996,. the first fiscal ¥ear in which the Clinton EITC 

proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase o~~r the estimated amount of mc 
benefits that would, be provided to Alabama households that year tinder current law. The $205 
million figure is based on the official estiinate issued by the Joint C~)Inmittee on Taxation of the 
amount of additional mc benefits that would be paid nationally tinder the Clinton plan. The figure 
shown assumes that the proportipn of these new benefits that will go to households in 'Alabama will 

, be the same as the proportion of current me benefits that goes to/households in Alabama. 
, " 	 I 

I 
, 

I
I, 
I 

I 
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, 

Alaska Would Benefit Substantially! 
. I 

From Proposed EITe Expansion i 

, , I , 

The expansiori in the Earned Income Tax Credit propoked by the Clinton 
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and modedte-income working 
families in Alaska. A large number of tax filers in Alaska re~eivethe credit. 

• According to data from the Internal 'Revenue S~rvice, some 19,000 
, working families with children, in Alaska received the EITC last year. 
,They received benefits totalling $13 million. I 

I 

• Additional households in Alaska will receive ilie credit under .the . . , I . 
Clinton proposal, because the proposal WOuld ~xpand the EITC 
eligibility rules somewhat.1 

' i 
I 

The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits to low-income 
working households in Alaska. Alasl<a ho~seholds would t;eceive $8 million more in 
EITe benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than:undrr current law.2 In areas 
with a high proportion of low~and moderate-income work$rs, the spending of these 
EITC,funds cou,ld provide a boost to the local economy. I 

I 
i 

'/ 

, 
I ' 

! 

I 

I 
Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available fbr the first time to adult workers 

who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition, families with two or more 
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eli'gible for EITC benefits fot the 
first time. 

, 
. , .; 

I 
. 

. . I 

. This figure is an estimate for fiscal' year 1996, the first fisCal ~ear in which' the Clint~n EITC 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of EITC 
benefits that would be provided to Alaska households that year under'current law. The $8 million 
figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committ~ on Taxation of the amount of 
additional EITC benefits that would be paid natiornilly under the Clinton plan. The figure shown 
assumes that the proportion of these new ben~fits that will go to households in Alaska will be the 
same as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to househblds in Alaska. , 



! , 

I

, , 

I 

I 


, 	 ' I 

Arizona Would Benefit Disproportiona~ely , 
, ,From Proposed EITe Expansion i , " 

I 

, r 

The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit propo~ed by the Clmton 
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moqera;te-income working 
families in Arizona., A large number of tax filers in Arizona receive the credit. In 
fact, the proportion 'of tax filers in Arizona' who receive the credit is' greater than the 
proportion of filers nationwide who receive it. As a result, ~e proposed eXpansion 
of the credit would be of disproportiona,tebenefit to Arizona!. , " , 

, 

• 	 , According to data from the Internal Revenue Service, 13.5 percent of. 
Arizona households that filed a federal income/tax return in 1991 
received the EITC. By comparison, 11.2 percent of all tax filers 
nationwide received the EITC. ' ': '! ' , , 

I 
, 	 ' , I ' 

When the 50 states are ranked according to th~ proportion of tax filers 
who receive the EITC, Arizona ranks 13th highest. ' " , 	 I ' , ' ' , '. 	 '..' 

• Some 236,000 working families with children in Arizona received the 
EITC last y~ar. They received benefits totallirtg $198 million., ' 

• Additional households in Arizona will receivl the credit under the 
, Clinton proposal, because the proposal would 'expand the EITC 
eligibility rules somewhat.l , ,/,'
" ' " 	 ! .. 

, , 	 1 

" The Clinton proposal would provide substantial bertefits to low-income, ' , 
working households in Arizona. Arizona households wo~d receive $131 million more 
in, EIre benefits each year under the, Clinton proposal than 4nder curre,nt law.2 This 
w<?uld mostly be spent in the Arizona economy, benefiting loc~l economies with a 
large share of low' and moderate,,;income workers. ' '/ 

I , 
I, 
I 

I 
f 

, " 	 I .. " 

, Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available ,for the first. time to adult workers 
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition, families with two or more 
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligible for mc benefits for the 
first time. i 

This fi~re i~ an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal/year ~ which the Clinton' me. 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of mc 
benefits that wbuld'be provided to Arizona households that year uhder current law. The $131 million 
figure is based on the official estimate .issued by the Joint CoIrimittee on Taxation of the amount of 
additional EITC benefitS that would be paid nationaIIy under the Glinton plan. The figure shown 
assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to ltouseholds in Arizona will be the ' 
same as the proportion of current me benefits that goes to households in Arizona. 

" , ' ", " ,I'" , 
'j 

I 

,i 
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. Arkansas Would Benefit DisproportionaL . 
From Proposed EITC Expansion 'i' 

, I 
I 

, 	 , ' ! ' ' 
The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit propose:d by the Clinton 

Administration would be of great benefit to low~ and moderat~-income working 
families in Arkansas. A large number of tax filers in Arkansas; receive the credit. In 
fact, the proportion oftax filers in Arkansas who receive the credit is substantially 
greater than the proportion of filers nationwide who'receive it! As a result, the 
proposed expansion of the credit would be of disproportionatJ benefit to Arkansas. 
'. 	 , ,I ' 

, , 	 " i ' 

• 	 According to data: from the Internal Revenue Seo/ice, nearly one,in 
every five Arkansas households that filed a: federal income tax return in, 
1991 -' 18.2 percent -, received the EITe. By c0mparison, one in nine 

, 	 ' I " ,

tax filers nationwide - 11.2 percent - received/the EITC. 

, 	 I 
When the 50 states are' ranked according to the proportion of tax filers 

, who receive the EITC, Arkansas ranks fourth highest. 

• , Some 187,000 working families with childrenJArka~as received the 
EITC last year. They 'received benefits to~alling $161 million. 

.' 	
I " 

, 	 ,I 

A.dditionalhouseholds in Arkansas will receiv~ the credit under the 
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would ,expand the EITC 
eligibility rules somewhat.! , I' , 

! 
The Clinton proposal would provide substantial'ben~fits to low-income 

working households inAr.\<a~as. Arkansas households w9uld receive $106 milli01! 
more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton, proposal than under current law.2 

, I 	 ' 

, This would mostly be spent in the Arkansas economy, benefiting local economies 
with a rargeshareof low and moderate-income w~rkers. I ',', ," , ' 

I 
I 

. ; 

Under dle proposal, a small EITC would be nmde aVailabloJ dle first time ro aduUworkers 
, who do not have children and have incomes below $9,(XX). In addition, families with two or more 

, children and incomes between $24,(XX) and $28,(XX) would become eliSible for EITC benefits for the 
first tim~. , ' I 

, 	 "I 

, 2' 	 This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year in which the Clinton EITC 
,proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of EITC 

" 	benefits that would be provided to Arkansas households that year tinder current law. The $106 ' 
million figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee on Taxation of 'the. 
amount of additional EITC benefits that would,be paid nationally under the Ointon plan. The figure 
shown assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in Arkansas will 

'be the same ils the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Arkansas. 
, ' " , , , 	 ,I, ' 

i 
I 

I 




, 
I, 

California Would BenefH Disproportiona~elY 
, " From Proposed EITC ,Expansion I 

, 
, 	 I , 

The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by the Clinton 

Admlnistrationwould be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income working 

families in California. A very large number of tax filers in C"lifornia receive the 


'credit: In faCt, the proportion of tax filers in Califonua who r,eceive the credit is 
greater than the proportion of filers nationwide who receive lt. , As a result, the ' 
proposed expansion of. the credit would be of disproportiona~e benefit, to California. 

• 	 , According to data from the Internal Revenue S~rvice, 12.8 percent of 
California households that filed a federal iricorn'e tax return in 1991 ' 

, 	 I . ' 

received t~e EITC.. By comparison, n.2 percen~ of tax filers nationwide 
received the EITC. ' 'I 

I, 
When the 50 states ~re ranked according to th~ proportion of tax filers 
who receive the EITC, California ranks,15th highest. " ' 

, ' , 	 j. 

• 	 Nearly two million workirlg families with chilhren in California - 1.984 
million families - received the EITC last year~ They 'received benefits 
totalling $1.7 billion.' ' " ! " ' 

, 	 , r ' 
• Additional households in California will receive the credit under the, 

I 	 ' 

Clinton proposal, because the proposal woulq expand the EITC 
,eligibility rules somewhat.1 

. The Clinton pro~osal would provide substantial b~1.fitsto low-income 
I " 

working households in California. California households ~ould receive $1.1 billion 
'more in EIre benefits each year under the Clinton proposal/than under current law.2 

, 

By a subsfantial margin, California would receive the largest amount of benefits from 
the EITC proposal of any state. This would mostly be sp~nt in the California 
economy, benefiting local economies with a large share Of low and moderate~income 
workers. ",'," 'I ' , , 	 I' 

,, 
, , I

i 

1 " Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available ifor the first time to adult workers 


who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. maddition, families. with two or more 

children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would' become eligible for EITC benefits for the 

first time. ' : , 


"
, ' 

, 	 1 

2 This figure is an: estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year in which the Clinton EITC 
, proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase o~er the estimated amount of EITC 
benefits that would be provided to California households that year under current law. The $1.1 billion,' 
figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Commi~ee on Taxation of the amount of 
additional EITC benefits that would be paid·.nationally under the €linton plan. The figure shown 
assumes that the proportion of these neW benefits that will go to l).ouseholdsin California will be the 
same as the proportion of currentEITC benefits, that goes to housrolds'in California. 

, 'j 



I 
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Colorado·Would: Benefit Substantially. 
. From 'Proposed EITC Expansion ,i 

I, 
. . . ~ I 

. The expansion in the Ea~ed Incom~ Tax Creditpropo~ed by the Clinton 

Administration would be of great benefit to low- andmodera~e-incoIfle working 

families in' Colorado. A large number of tax filers in Coloradb receive the credit. 
.. 	 ... . I· . 

• 	 . According to data from the Internal Revenue Sei-vice, nearly one in . . . 
. every ten Colorado households that filed· a federal income tax return. in 
1991 -. 9.5 percent - received the EITC.. I 

I , 
. 	 . i '. 

• 	 Some 159,000 working families with children in' Colorado received the 
EITClast year. They received benefits totallin~ $128 million. . 

I 

• 	 Additional households in Colorado will receiv~ the credit under the 
Clinton proposal, .because the p~oposal woUld bxpand the EITC . 

. eligibility rules somewhat.1 . ...!. 
. 	 . I 

I 
. I 

. The Clinton proposal wo.uld provide substantial benefits to low-income 

working' households in Colorado. Colorado households w~uld receive $85 million . 

more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal tl,\an under current law.2 


This would mostly be spent in the Colorado economy, benefiting local econorriies 

with a large share of low arid moderate-income workers, 
I .... . . 

I 
I 

,I 
! 

I 

. Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available for the first. time to adult workers 
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000.. In addition, families with two or more 
.children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligible for EITC benefits for the 
first time. . . . : . .'. . 	 i 

. 2'This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal/year in which the ClintonEITC .. 
proposal wouldbe fully effectivei it reflects a 44 percent incr~seoyer the estimated amount of mc 
benefits thafwould be provided to Colorado households that year Under current law. The $85 million 
figure is based on the official eSQrnate issued by the Joint Committee on Taxation of the amount of. ' 
additional EIT~ benefits that would be paid nationally under .theQinton plan. The figure shown 
assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to h~useholds in Colorado will be the 

. same as the proportion of current EITC ·benefits that goes to housep.olds in Colorado .. 
. , 

.i 

i 
" . 

I 
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Connecticut Would Benefit Substantially
I 

, Fr~m Proposed EITC Expansion I 
, 	 I 

I 
, , " 	 I, ' 

" ' The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by the Clinton 
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moder~te-income working 
families in Connecticut. A large number of tax filers in Connecticut receive the 
credit., ' , , ./' , ' 

I 

• According to data from the Internal Rev~nue sJrvic,e, some 78,000 
w~rking families with children in Connecticut r1eceived the EITC last, 

, year. They received benefits totalling $56 milliq>fl. 
I 
I

• 	 , ,Additional households in Connecticut will, recefve the credit'under the ' 
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC ' 
eligibility rules somewhatI ' ,I'

I 

The Clinton proposal would provide substantial ben~fits to l~w-income 
working households in Connecticut. Connecticut householqs would receive $37 
million more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current 
law.2 This would mostly ,be spent in the Connecticut econ~mYI benefiting local 
economies with a large 5;ihare of low and moderate..,income l'work~rs. ' 
.' 	 I 

i 


. ',. I, 
, 'I' .' 

1 Under the proposal, a small EITC would b~ made available .for the first time to adult workers 
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In additibn, families with two or more 

, children and incomes 'between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligible, for ElTC benefits for the , 
first time., "'. I ' ',' , , , 

, 2 This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the fir~t fiscal ~ear in which the Clinton EITC 

proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of EITC 

benefits that wOilld be provided to Connecticut households that yeak under cUrrent law. The $37 


" 	ritillion figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Ct,mmittee on Taxation of the 
amount of additional EITC benefits that woulq be paid nationally uhder the Clinton plan. The figure 
shown assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in Connecticut 
will be the same as the proportion of. current EITC benefits that go~s to households in Connecticut. 

. 	 f' . , 
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I 
Delaware Would Benefit Substantially 

From Proposed EITC' Expansion I 
I 
I • 

I 

. ' The expansion in the federal Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by the 
Clinton Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income 

. working families in Delaware. A large number of tax filers ih Delaware receive the 
federal credit. ' .,' , ,I . 

• 	 According to data from the Internal Revenue SJrvice, one in every' 
. eleven Delaware households that filed a federaU income tax return in 
1991 - rune percent - received the EIT<=:. ' I" ' , , 	 . I 

• 	 Some 33,000 working families with children in Delaware received the 
EITC last year. They received benefits totalling $27 million. 

. 	 J 
" ' 

• 	 Additional households in Delaware will ,receive the credit under the , 	 . , , . j , 

Clinton proposal, because the proposal would ~xpand the EITC 
eligibility rules somewhat.1 

') , 

. The Clinton proposal would provide substantial'benJfits to low-income 
working households in Del(;lware. Delaware households w9uld receive $18 million 
more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposaltl}an under current law? 
This wouldmost1y .be spent in the Delaware economy, benefiting local economies 
with a large share of low and moderate-income workers. 

, .. 	 . . \ , 

Under the proposal, a small Ene would be made available for the first time to adult workers 
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition, families with two or more 
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligible for BiTe benefits for the 
first time. " I 

, I 

2, Thi~figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiScali,ear in which the Clinton EITe 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of BITe 
benefits that would be provided to Delaware households that year under current law. The $18 million 
figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee! on Taxation of the ,amount of ' 
additional BITe benefits that would be paid nationally under the Cliflton plan. The figure shown 
'assumes that the' proportion of these new benefits that will go to hoUseholds in Delaware will be the ' 
same as the proportion of current BITe benefits that goes to househ9lds in Delaware. , " 

I 
i 
I 
, 

i 
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District of Columbia Would Benefit Dispropo~tionatelY 
From Proposed·EITC Expansion I 

I ,
." " " . 	 I . .

,'.. . '.' '. . '. ", I .' '.' . 
, The, expansion in the Eamed Income Tax. Credit propos,ed by the Clinton' 
Administration would be of great benefit 'to low- and.moderClte~incop1e working , 
families in,the District' of Columbia. ,A large fl1:lmberof tax filers in Washington, D.e. 
receive the credit. In fact, the proportion of tax filers in the ~istrid who receive the 
credit is substantially greater than the proportion bf filers nationwide who receive it. 
As a result, the proposed expansion of thecreditwo~dbe of!disproportionate 
benefit to the District. ' : I ' 

, 	 . I . 

• 	 .Accordi~g to data from the Internal Revenue Se&ice,one in every seven 
District of Columbia households that filed a' fedJral income tax rehirn in 
1991-. 14.1 percent - received the EITe. By cbmparison, 11.2 percent 
, 	 I ,. . , .' 

of all tax filers nationwide received theEITe. 	 . 'J 

I 
. j ; . 

When compared with all states in terms of the p,roportion of tax filers, 
who receive the EITC, the District of Columbia tanks 12th highest. 
,'. ,.' . ",. I' . .... 

• 	 Some 48,000 working families with children in the District of Columbia 
received,theJ;:ITC last year. They received ben~fit~ totalling $39 million. 

• 	 Additional hou~eholds in th~ District will receiJe· the dedit under the 
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would ~xpandthe EITe 

, ,~ligibility rules somewhat·1·· i 
. 	 .'I 

The Clinton proposal would provide substantial bene~ts .to low-income 
working hous~holds,in the' District of Columbia. District ho¥seholds would receive. 
$26 million more in EITe benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under . 

, current law.2 This would mostly be spent in the D.C. econofuy, benefiting local 
economies with a large share of low arid moderate-income ~orkers..' 

I 

.' , '" . 	 .1i . 
1 Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available for the·first time to adult workers 

. who do not have children and have ~comes below $9,000. In addition,Ifamilies with two or more 
. children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become~ligiJjle for EITC benefits for the 
.~~ 	 I' 

.' i' 	 .... . 
This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal yeat in which the Clinton EITC 

proposal would be fully effedivei ifreflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of EITC 
benefits that would be provided to District of Columbia households tha't year under current law .. The 
$26 million figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee .on Taxation of the 
amount of additional EITC benefits that would be paid nationally unde!the Ointon plan. The figure 
shown assumes that.the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in the District will 
be the same as the proportion of cUrrent EITC benefits that goes to hou'seholds in the District. . . 	 I 


I " 

I·, 
I 
I 



. Florida Would Benefit DisproPo~ionat~IY 
From Proposed EITe Expansion .i 

...... '. . 	 I' 
• . TheexpansioIl'in the Earned Income Tax Credit propo~ed by the Clinton . 

Administration would ~e of great benefit to low- and moderate-income working 
. families in Florida. A very large number of tax filers in Florida receive the credit. In 
fact, the proportion of tax: filers in Florida who receive thecr~dit is greater than the 
proportion of filers nationwide who receive it. As a result, th~ proposed expansion 

. of the credit would be of disproportionate benefit toFlorida~ 'i . 

• 	 According to data from the Internal Revenue Se.tvice, one in every eight 
Florida households that filed a federal income tax return in 1991 -' 12.4 
percent - received .the EITe. By comparison, 11.2 percent of all tax 
filers nationwide received the EITe. . i .'. . . 
When the 50 states are ranked' according to the proportion'of tax filers 
who receive the EITC, Florida ranks 16th highes(' 

• 	 Some 827,000 working families with children in iFlorida received the· 
EITC last year. They rli!~eived benefits totalling :$700 million. '. . 
'., . . . '. '. I : , . 

• Additional households in Florida will receive the credit under the . . . 	 'I . . 

. Clinton proposal, because the proposal would e?<p,and the EITC 
. eligibility rules some~hat.l ,:., 

'. . • '. 	 I . 

. The. Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits to low-income 

working households in Florida. Florida. hQuseholds would receive. nearly one-half 

billion dollars more in EITe benefits each year- $4,65 million -': under the Clinton 

proposal than under current law;2 This would ;mostly be spent in tl,1e Fl<?rida .' 


.e~onomy, benefiting lo~aleconomies witha.large share of lor and ri}od:rate-income 
workers. Only two other states would· receIve ~ l(J.rger amount of benefits from the 
Clinton EITC proposal.' . .. . .1 . . 

, I I 
. .' 	 I. .' 
. Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available for $e first time to ,adult workers 

who do not have.children and havemcomes below $9,000. In addition, families with two or more 
children and incomes between $24,()(X),and $28,000 would becom~eligible for EITC benefits for the 
first time. . . '.. 	 ! . . . .' , 

, " 2 ·'.This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiScal year!in which the Clinton mC 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a '.44 percent, increase over the estimated amount of EITC 
benefits ,that would be provided to Florida households that year under c'urrent law .. The $465 million 
figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee oniTaxation of the amount of 
additional EITC benefits that would b~ paid nationally under the Clinto~ plan. The figure shown 
assumes that the 'proportion of these new benefits that will go to houseiiolds in Fl<;>rida will be the 
same as the I'roportion of current EITC benefits that goes to households: in Florida. 
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.Georgia Would Benefit Disproportionat1ely
j

From Proposed EITC -Expansion I 
i 

, 	 I, 
The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposkd by the Clinton 
. ' 	. ! 

. Administration would be .of great benefit to low- and modera~e-income working , 
families in Georgia. A very largenwnber of ta,x filers in Georgia receive the credit. 
In fact, the proportion of tax filer-?in Georgia 'who receive the Icredit is substantially 
greater than the proportion of filers nationwide who receive i~. As a result, the . 
proposed expansion of the credit would be of disproportionat~ benefit to Georgia. 

• I ~ • 	 • !. 
. ' 	 I. 

• 	 According to data from the Internal Revenue Setvice, nearly ~ne in 
every six Georgia households that filed a federal! income tax return in 
1991 - 15.7 percent -' received the EITe. By cbmparison, One in nine 
tax filers nationwide -. 11.2 percent -' received 'the EITC. ' '. . . 	 I . 

. 	 " ! " ' . 

When the 50 states are ranked according to the proportion of tax filers 
who receive the EITe, Georgia ranks eighth hignest. ' 
, ,', 	 . ' ',. i' . 

.• . Some 496,000 working families with children in Georgia - or nearly 
one-half of a million families - received the EIIC last year. They 
received benefits totalling $425 million. ' I, " 

.' Additional households in Georgia will receive die !=I'edit under the 
Clinton proposal, because the proposal wocld eicpand the EITC 

, eligibility rules somewhat.1 
, ! ' 

. '. ' 	 '.' 	 .:. 
The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefi~s to .low-income, , 

working households in Georgia. Georgia households would teceive $282 million more 
in EITC benefits each year~der' the Clinton proposal than unqer current law.2 

. This 
would mostly.be spent in the Georgia economy, benefiting IOfal economies with a 
large share of low and moderate-income workers. ..I" . 

" 
I . 
I 

I 
. 	 ,I .. 

1 . Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available for th'e first time to adult workers 
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000." In addition, famnies With two or more 
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligible for'EITC benefits for·the .. ' 

~~ 	 I' 
. 	 .' I . 

2 . This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiScal year in which the ClintonEITC 
propOsal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over th~ estimated amount of EITC 
benefits that would be provided to Georgia households that year under c~ent law. The $282 million 
figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee on Taxation of the amount of 
additional EITe benefits that would be paid nationally under the Clintonlplan. The figure shown 
assumes that the proportion of these riew benefits that will go to househqlds in Georgia will be the 
same as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to households ~ Georgia. 

I 
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I 
Hawaii Would BenefitSubstantiany! 


From Proposed EITe Expansion f 


. 	 " '. 1 

The expansio~ in the federal Earned Income Tax Credit! proposed by the 
Clinton Administration would be of great benefit to . low- and lmoderate-income ' 

. working families. in Hawaii. A large number of tax filers in Hawaii receive the . . I 

federal credit.· ..' . .!'. 


I , 

• According to data from'the Internal Revenue Se~ce, some 38,000 
working families with children in Hawaii receive,d the EITC last year. 
They received benefits totalling $28 million. '1., . , . 

• 	 Additional households in Hawaii will receive the credit under the 
Clinton proposal, because the prop~salwould expand the EITC 
eligibility rules somewhat,1 . . , ! 

I 

The Clint~n proposal would provide substantial benefit~ to low-income 
working households in Hawaii.. Hawaii households would receive $18 'milliOn more in 
EITC benefits each year under the CI4ttori proposal than under current law.2 

. In areas 
with a high proportion of low- and moderate-income workers} the spending of these 
EITe funds could provide a boost to the local economy. I 

1 Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available for the, first time to adult workers 
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition, fainilies with two or more 
c~ld~en and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 woiIld become ,eligible for EITC benefits for the 
~~. '.' 	 '1·' 

2 . This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year ui which the Clinton EITC 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a44 percent increase over the ~stimated amount of EITC 
benefits that would be provided to Hawaii households that year under current law. The $18 million 
figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee on Taxation of the amount of • 
additional EITC benefits that would be paid nationally under the Clinton Rlan. ,The figure shown 
assumes that the proportion of these new ben.efits that will go to households in Hawaii will be the 
same as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to households in! Hawaii. . . 

l 
I 
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I 

Idaho Would Benefit Disproportionatel,Y 
.From Proposed EITe Expansion .I" . ' 	I· ' 

I 
The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by the Clinton 


Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderafe~incoqle.Working 

farrulies in Idaho. A large number of tax filers in Idaho recei~e the Credit. In fact~ 

the proportion of tax ,filers in Idaho who receive the. credit is greater than the 

propomonof filers nationwide who receive it. As a result, thie proposed expansion 

of the credit would be of disproportionate benefit to Idaho. "! 


. 	 , 
I 

. . I 

• According "to data from the Internal Revenue Sehrice, one in every eight 
. Idaho households that filed ,a federal income ta* return in 1991 - 12.4 
percent - rec'eived the EITC. By comparison, ~1.2 percent of all tax 
filers nationwide received the EITC ' i ' 
, 	 I . 

When ,the, 50 states are ranked according to thel proportion of tax filers 
who receive the EITC~ Idaho ranks 17th highest. ' , ' 

, .
" 	 '/.. " 

• Some'57,000 working families with 'children in IIdaho' received the EITC 
, 	 I 

last year. They received benefits totalling $47inillion. 
'. ",/ 

• 	 Additional households in Idaho will receive ilie credit under the Clinton 
. proposal, because the proposal would expand/the E~TC eligibility rules 

'somewhat.1 
. ". ','.. ',I'" . 

, 
, . 	 I 

• 	 J \ 

The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits to low-income 
working households in Idaho. Idaho households would rebeive $31 million more in 

,EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than J.ill4er current law.2 This 
would mostly be spent in the Idaho economy, benefiting l~cal economies with a large 
share of low and moderate-income workers. ' I, 

!. 
I 

I 
I

". 	 . I '. 

1 Under the proposal~ a small EITC would be made available for the first time to adult workers 
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In additibn, families with two or more 
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would beco~e eligible' for EITC benefits for the 
first time. . " , ' . ' ! ' . , ',' ' 

· 	 '- ," :' ,'I ", 

This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year in which the Clinton EITC 

proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of EITC 
benefits that would be provided to Idaho households that year under current law. The $31 million 
figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee on Taxation of the amount of 
additional EITC benefits "that would be paid nationally under the Clinton plan .. The. figure shown 
assumes that the proportion of these new benefits.,that will go to hquseholds in Idaho will be the same 
as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Idaho. 

. 	 . . .... f' 
. ' .... . 
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lIIin~isWould'Benefit SUbstantiauJ 
... From Proposed EITC Expansion I 

· 	 " 

I 

The' expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit proP9sed by the Clinton, 
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income working 
families in Illinois. A very large number of tax filers in Illin,bis receive the credit 

I , 

• 	 'According to data from the Internal Revenue S:ei'Vice, nearly one in 
every ten Illinois households that filed a feder~l income tax return in . 
1991 - 9.6 percent -'" received the EITe. ! 

,. Some 550,000 working families with children ~ Illinois received the 
EITC last year~ They received benefits totallirig $445 million. 

, ~ .' 
- .. ,! ," 

• Additional households in Illinois will receive ithe credit under the 
I 

Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC 
eligibility rules somewhat} '. . I 

. , ' .~ 	 I 
· 	 .. I . 

. The Clinton proposal would provide substantial be~efits to low-income 
working households in illinois .. Illinois households would receive $295 million more in 
EITe benefits each year under the' Clinton proposal thanun;der current law.2 This ;. 
would mostly be spent in the Illinois economy, benefiting/local economies with a 
large share of low and moderate-income workers.' ' 

· • • 	 I • . • 

Under the proposal, a'stnall EITC would be made availabl~ for the first time to adult workers 
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition, families with two or more 
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become~ligiblefor BITC benefits for the 
first time.' I 

. 	 I 

. . '. . I 	 . " 
2 This figure is an estimate for fiscal yeat 1996, the first fiscaI year in which. the Clinto~ BITC 

proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase9ver the estimated amount of BITC . 
benefits that would be provided to lllinois households that year upder current law. The $295 million 
figu!: is based on the official estimate iss~ed by:the Joint Commi~~ on Taxation of ~ amount of 
addItional BITC benefits that would be paId nationally under the jClinton plan. The figure shown . 
assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in lllinois will be the 
same as. the proportion of current BITC benefits that goes. to hou~eholds in n~ois. , 

J 

I 
I 
I, 
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I 
, I 

Indiana Would Benefit Substantiallyt
, 	 I 

From Proposed EITC Expansion i, 
I 
I 

, ' " i, 	 , 

The expansi~n in the Earned Income Tax Credit prop oded by the Clinton 

Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income working 

f~miliesin Indiana. ,A large number of tax filers in Indiana ~fCeivethe credit. 


• According to data fr~mthe Internal Revenue Seivice, one in every ten 
Indiana. households that filed a fede'ral income ~axreturn in 1991 -' 10.0' 
percent - received the EITC., " /' , 

, • 	 Some 270,000 working families with childien in! Indiana received the ' 
EITClastyear. They received benefits totaJH.n~ $218 million. ' 

I ' 
I, 

• Additional households in Indiana will receive the credit under the . ", 	 i ' 
, Clinton proposal, because the proposal would ~xpand the EITC 
eligibility rules somewhat.1 '1 ' ' 

Th¢ .Clir"ton proposal w~uld provide, substantial be~Jfits to low-i~come 
working households in Indiana. ' Indiana households woul~ receive $145 million more 
in EITC benefits' each year under the' Clinton propos~l than upder current law.2 This 
would mostly be spent in the Indiana economy, benefiting Jocal economies with a 
large share. of low and moderate-income workers. i 

, 	 I 
i 

I 

! 
I 

/, 
, , 

1 Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available fbr ~e first time to adult workers 
, who do not have children and have incomes below $9,CXX); In addition, families :with two or more 

children and, incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become e~gible for EITC benefits' for the 
first time. ,.,' I , , '," . , 

, . 2',~s figure is an estimat~ for fiscal year 1996, the first fiSC;;al ~ear ~ which the Clinton EITC 
proposal woulq be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase ov¢r the estimated amom:tt of EITC 
benefits that would be provided to Indiana hous$olds that year under current law. The $145 million 
figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Commi~ onTaxatioh of the amount of 
additional EITC benefits that would be paid nationally under the qmton plan~ The figure shown 
assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in Indiana will be the 
, same as the proportion of current EITC benefits tha,t goes to houset10lds in Indiana. 

I ' 
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Iowa Would Benefit Substantially I 

From Proposed EITe Expansion I'I 

I 

. The eXpansion in the federal Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by. the 
Clinton Administration would be of great benefit to low-and!moderate-income 
working families in Iowa. A large number of tax filers in Iowa receive the federal 

,.I, . 	 ' 
~~ 	 , 'i ' 

, 	 • f 

• 	 According 'to data from the Internal Revenue SeMce, om?'.in every 
twelve Iowa households that filed a federal incdme tax return in 1991 ,-' 
B.1 perc~nt - received the EITC. 	 . I . , , 

, 	 I, 
• 	 Some 110,000 working families with children in! Iowa received the EITC , . 

lastyear. They received benefits totalling $B6rn.illion. 
, ... , 	 ., f ' 

• 	 Additional households in Iowa 'will receive the /credit ,under the Clinton 
proposal, ~ecause the proposal would expand Vte ElTC eliiibilityruies 
,somewhat. , 'I"· ' , 

J 

, , 	 I ' 
, The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits to low-income 

working households in Iowa. Iowa households would receire $57 million more in 
EITe benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than und~r current law.2 This 
would mostly be spent in the Iowa 'economy, benefiting loc~l economies with a large 
share of low and moderate-income ,workers. . I. ' 

I 
I 

I 
I 

f 
I 

I
I 

.. 
. 

i, 	 ., 
1 U~derthe proposal, a small EITC would be made available 'foJ the first time to adult workers 

who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition, families with two or more 
children and incomes betw~ $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligible for EITC benefits for the 
first time. ., ", ,;, i· , 

. 2, This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996"the first fiscaly~ar in which the Clinton'EITC 
, proposal would be fully effective; it' reflects a 44 percent increase overlthe estimated amoUnt of EITe 
. benefits that would be prQvided to Iowa households thatyear under current law. The $57 n:rillion 
, figure is based on the official es~te issued by the Joint Committee on Taxation of the amount of 
, addi~orial EITC benefits that would be paid IlCltionally und~r the CliJ.tton plan. The figure shown " 

assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to hou~eholds in Iowa will be the same, 
as the proportion of current EITe benefits that goes to h~USehOldS in row" . .. 

I 
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.Kansas Would Benefit Substantially I 
Fro~ ProposedEITC Expansio,n .1 

, 
I
L 

The expansion inthe Earned Income Tax Credit propos~d by. the Clinton 

Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderat~-income working 

families in !Sa.nsas: A larg~ number of tax filers ~ Kansas recfive the credit. 


. , . . . I· .. . According 'to data from the Internal Revenue 'Serice, one in every. " 
eleven Kansas households that filed a federal inc,ome tax return in 1991 
- 9.2 percent -' received the EITC. . /. 

, 
1 

. . I
• Some 108,000 working families with children in l<ansas received the 

EITC last year. They received benefits totalling~85milliori.. 
, 'I .. Additional households in Kansas will receive th~ credit under the 

• . . 'I
. Clinton proposal, because the proposal would e'.'pand the EITC 
eligibility n.iles so·mewhat.1 

. '/ . 

1 

. The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits to low-income . 
working households in Kansas. Kansas households would receive $57 million more in 
EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than ,undef: cUrrent law.2 This 
would mostly be spent in the. Kansas economy, benefiting loqal economies with a 
large share of low and moderate-incon:e workers. I 

I 

. • L 
, . I 

1 Under ·the proposal, a small EITC would be made available forl;he first time to adult workers 
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition,jfamilies with two or more 
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligible for EITC benefits for the 

first time. '. . '. .' . '.' '.' i', . . . .' '. 

2 'This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal yeaJ:' in which the Clinton EITC 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase.over the estimated amount of EITC 
benefits that would be provided to Kansas households that year under current law. The $57 million 
figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee on Taxation of the amount of 
additional EITC benefits that would be paid nationally under the Clintdn plan. The figure shown 
assumes that the proportion ofthese new benefits that will go to households in Kansas will be the 
same as the proportion of current mc benefits that goes to household~ in Kansas. . . 

L 

i ' 
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I• 	 , ' I 
Kentucky Would Benefit Disproportlon'a.ely 

'From Proposed EITe Expansion ' I, , .' , I 

, 	 I 
, 

, The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by the Clinton 
Administration would be of great benefit to low-and moderat~-income working 
families in Kentucky. A large number of tax filers in Kentucky receive the credit. Ih, 
fact, the proportion of tax filers in Kentucky who receive the credit is greater than the 
proportion of ~ers nationwi(ie who receive it. As a result, the proposed expansion , 
of the credit would be of disproportionate benefit to KentuckYf' , ' 

, 	 !' 

• 	 According to data from the Internal Revenue SerYice, 13.8 percent of " 
Kentucky households that filed a federal income ~ax return in 1991 
received the EITC. By comparlson,lL2percent?f aU tax filers' 
nationwide rece~vedthe EITC. I 
When the 50 states are raflked according to the proportion of tax filers' 

. who receive the EITC, KentUcky ranks 12th high~st. 
I 

, 	 I
• 	 Some 219,000 working families with children in ~entucky received the 

BITe last year. They received benefits totalling $179 million. ' 
,,' " 	 I ' 

• 	 Additional households in Kentucky will receive the credit under the ' 
, 	 ',I'

Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the E;rrC , 
, ,eligibility rules' somewhat. l I ' 
The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits to low-income 

working households in Kentucky. Kentucky households wotrld receive $119 million 
more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal tha~ under current law.2 

This would mostly be.spentin the Kentucky economy, benefiting local economies 
with a large share of low and moderate-income workers. ' 

, 1 	 Under the proposal, a small EITC woulq be made available for. Je first time to adult workers 
who do not have ,children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition, fiunilies with two or more 
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligible for ElTC benefits for the 
first time. 	 ' ' I 

I 
I , , . " 	 ' I, 

2 This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year in which the Clinton ElTC 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of ElTC 
benefits that wouldbe provided to Kentucky households that year under; current law. The $119 
million figure is bas~ on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee on Taxation of the 
amount of additiol)al ElTC benefits that would be paid nationally under ,the Ointon plan. The figure 
shown assumes that the, proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in Kentucky will 
be the same as the proportion of currentEITC benefits that goes to hous~olds in Kentucky. 

, 	 I 

I 
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Louisiana Would Benefit Disproportionately 
" ,.From Proposed EITe Expansion I, 

, I 
: . 

'I 

, The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by the Clinton 
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderat~-income working 
families in Louisiana. A very large number of tax filers in Louisiana receive the 
credit. ' In fact, the proportion of tax filers in Louisiana who reteive the credit is'" 
substantially greater than the proportiol) of filers nationwide ~ho receive it. As a , 
result, the proposed expansion of the credit would be of dispr9Portioriate benefit to 
Louisiana. ., 	 I ' 

• 	 According to data from the Internal Revenue'se~ice,'Qne in every fi~e ' 
Louisiana households that filed a federal income tax return in 1991 
19.8 percent - receivedth'e EITC By comparisoh, one in nine tax filers 
nationwide'-' 11.2 percent -', received the EITC.!, ," 

I 
When 	the 50 states are ranked according to the proportion of tax filers who, ' 
receive 	the EITC, Louisiana ranks second highest.O~y in Mississippi do a 
larger share, of ,tax filers receive the EITC. ! 

I 
• 	 Some 3'61,000 working families with children in ~ouisiana received the 

EITC last year. , They received 'benefits totalling $312 million. ' ," 	 " I . . " . . 
, Additional households in Louisiana will receive the credit under the 

Clinton proposal, because the proposal'would ewand the EITC, 
eligibility rules somewhat.l 

, ,',' i ' 
, 	 ,i 

The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits to low-income 
working households in Louisiana. Louisiana households wo~d receive $207 million 
more in EITC" benefits each year under the Clinton proposal tha~ under current law.2 

' ' 

This would mostly be spent in the Louisiana eco~omy, benefiting local economies 
with a large share of low and moderate-income workers. ' I,' ',', , 

I' 
i 

, ' 	 ," , I " " 
, 1 Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available for the first time to adult workers 

who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition, fLnilies with two or more 
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would becomeeligibl~ for EITC benefits for the 
first time. " I ' 

, 	 I, 
'" 2 This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year in which the Clinton EITC 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over th~ estimated amount of mc 
benefits that would be provided to, Louisiana households that year imder; current law. The $207, 
million figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee on Taxation of the ' 
amoimt of additional mc benefits that woulq be paid nationally under the Clinton plan. The figure 
shown assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go ,to ttouseholds in Georgia will be 
the same as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to househo~ds in Georgia. 

I 	 . 

l-
I 

, I 
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"" 

! 
Maine Would Benefit Substantially i 
From Propos~d EITC Expansion I 

, , " 	 I 
, ' 	 ,'I ' 

" The e~pansion in the 'Earned income Tax creditpropoledbY the Clinton 
, Administration would be of great benefit to low- and modera!te-income working 
families in Maine. A large number of tax filers in Maine receive the credit. 

• According to data from the Internal Revenue Service, one in every I 

eleven Maine households' that filed a federal indo me tax return in 1991 
.' - 9.4, percent -, received the EITC. ! 

, 	 I 
. . . 	 " I jI ' . 

. • 	 Some 56,000 working families with children in ¥aine received the EITC 
last year. They received benefits totalling $43 ffiillion. , . 	 , I 

' , ' I 

, • Additional households in Maine will receive the credit under the 
, ' , 

Clinton proposal, because the proposal would 'Txpand the EITC 
eligibility rules somewhat.1 

'" i ' 
, I 

, The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits to low-income ' 
working households in Maine. Maine households woUld re~eive $28 million more in 
EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than und~r current law.2 This 
would mostly be spent in the Maine economy, benefiting lo¢al economies with a 

, 	 I
large share of low and moderate-income work~rs." : 

I
: 

, Under th~ proposal, a small EITC would be made available fo~ ,the first time to adult wor~ers 
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In additiort, families with two or more 
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligible for mc benefits for the 
first time. j 

2 This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal ylar in which the Clinton EITC, 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a ,44 percent increase ovet the estimated amount of EITe 
benefits that would be provided to Maine households that year undet current law. The $28 million 
figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee ;on Taxation of the amount of 
additional EITC benefits that would be paid I1<ltionally under the Cliriton plan. The figure shown 
assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to hou~eholds in Maine will be the 
same as the proportion of current EITCbenefits that goes to households in Maine. 

, , ' ",,', I ' 
I 

.> 
" ' 

I' 

I 



,Maryland Would Benefit Substantially," 
From Proposed EITC Expansion i,, ' " I , 

, , 	 ' 
, 

' I 
,The expansion in the federal Earned Income Tax Credit Iproposed by the 

, Clinton Administration would be of great benefit to low- and tnoderate~income 
working families in Maryla,nd. A large ,number of tax filers inl Maryland receive the 
federal credit. "I',' 

, " 	 ,I 
, , " ", I 

• 	 According to data from the Internal Revenue Seryice, one in every , 
eleven Maryland households that filed a federal income tax return in, 
1991 -,8;7 percent - received the EITC. ' I, I 

, I, 
, . Some 223,000 working families with children in ¥arylan~ received the 

EITC last year. They received benefits totalling $177 million. " 
, ' " 	 ' , , ' I ' , 

• 	 Additional households in Maryland will receive ,the credit under the ' 
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would e~and th,e EITC 
eligibility rules somewhat.l I ' " 

I 
The Clinton proposal ,would provide substantial benefits to low-income, 

working households in Maryland. Maryland households wotlld receive $117 million: 
more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposa~ tha& under current law.2 

This would'mostly be spent in the Maryland economy, b~nefithi.g local economies 
with a large share' of low and moderate-income workers. i,' , ,: 

- " 

" 
I 

, 	 1 
, Under the proposal, a'small EITC would be made available for ~e first time to adult workers 

who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition, faniilies with two or more 
children and ,incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligibie for EITC benefits for'the 
~~ 	 'I ' 

, 	 ,I' , 

2 ' This figure is an' estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year; in which the Clint0Il: ErrC 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over tHe estimated amount of EITC 
benefits that would be provided to, Maryland households that year under,current law. The $117 
million figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint COffiII'\ittee on Taxation of the 
amount of additional EITC benefits that woulq be paid nationally Under the Clinton plan. The figure 
shown assumes that the proportion of these hew benefits that will go to: households in Maryland will 
be the same as the proportion of current EITe benefits that goes to hou~eholds in Maryland. 

, , 	 I 

I 
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MassachusettsWo.uld Benefit Substantially 
From Proposed.EITC Expansion '/ 

I 
I . 	 , 

The exp'ansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit propo~ed by the Clinton 
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income working' 
.families in M,!-ssachusetts. A large number of tax filers in Massachusetts receive the . 
credit " "" .,., ' , '. I . . ' ' . 

. , 'I . , 
, • 	 According to' data from the Internal Revenue Service, some 170,000 ' . 

working families with children in Massachus'ett~ received the EITC last 
year. They received benefits totalling $127 inillibn.' 

" " 	 ' I 
'. 	 . . ", ' ;' . . , ,. 

• 	 Additional households in Massachusetts will receive the credit under 
the Clinton proposal,because' the proposal wot4d expand the EITC 
~ligibility rules somewhat 1 

, . ' I 
I 

The Clinton proposal would provide substantial ,benefits to low.;income 
working households in' Massachusetts. Massachusetts households would receive $84, 
million more in'EIre ,benefits each, year. under the Clinton prop6sal than under current" 
law.2 This would mostly be spent in the ,Massachusetts econ;omy, benefiting local 
economies with a large share of low and moderate-income ~orkers. '.

'I ' , 
, . 

, " 

./
I 

t 
I 

Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available forjthe first time to adult workers 
who do nothave children and have incomes below $9,000; In addition~ families with two or more 
children and incomes between $24,000 and· $28,000 would becpme 'eligiple for EITC benefits fu~ the 
first time. ", "",' "'., i ' ' 

2. This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year iri which the Clinton EITC 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over :theestimated amount ,of EITC 
benefits that would be provided to Massachusetts households that year under current law. The $84 
million figure is based ,on the official estimate' issued by the Joint ComInittee on Taxation of the 

, ' amount of additional EITe benefits that would be paid ~tionally und~r the Clinton plan. The figure 
shoWn assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to ,households in Massachusetts 
will be the sal;tle as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes tp households in Massachusetts. 

" 	 " I 

j 
j 

'/ 
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Michigan Would Benefit Substanti~liy 
'1 . From Proposed EITe Expansion:' 

I' , 
I 

. . ! 
The expansion in the Earned Income TaxCredit,propo~ed by the Clinton 

Administration would be ofgreat ben~fit to low-and moderate-income working 
families in Michigan: A very large number of tax filers in Mifhigan receive the 
credit. I . 

1 

• 	 According to data from the Internal Revenue Service, eight percent of 
Michigan households that filed a federal incom~ tax retuin in 1991 
receive'dthe EITC. '. ./,' 

• 	 .. Some 363,000 working families with children inlMichigan received the 
EITClast year. They received benefits totalling I$276 million. 
.' 	 , I 

i . . 

• 	 Additional households in Michigan will rec.eivej the credit.under the . 
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would ~xpa~d the EITC 
eligibility rules somewhat.! I / 

The' Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits to low-income ' 
working households in Michigan. Michigan households wohld receive $183 million 
more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposalth1n under current law.2 

This would mostly be spent in the Michigan economy,bene~ting local economies 
with a large share of low and moderate-income workers. ,,: . ' . 

. . 	 '. 'I ' 

I 
1 

.j 
, I 

I 
1 Under the· proposal, a small EITC would be made available for: the first time to adult workers 

who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition, families with two or more , 
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become elig(ble for EITC benefits for the ,
first time. . .... 	 . i '. 

I 

2 ~s figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal ye~ in which the Clinton EITC 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over!the estimated amount of EITC 
benefits that would be provided to Michigan households that year under current law. The $183 
million figure is based on the official estimate issued by the 'Joint Corr\mittee on Taxation of the 
amount of additional EITC benefits that would, be paid nationally under the Clinton plan. The figure 
shown assumes that the proportion ofthesenew benefits that will go 'to households in Michigan will 
be the same as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to h~useholds in ,Michigan. 

I. 
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I 
I 

I 
M,innesota Would Benefit Substantially" . 

From Proposed EITC Expansion ,I 

f 

, The expansion in the federal Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by the . 
Clinton Administration would be of grei:lt benefit to low- and/ moderate-income 
working families in Minnesota. A large nuri:l.ber of tax filers in Minnesota receive the 
federal credit. . , " . I' " 

, I .. 

• According to data from the Internal Revenue Sebce, some 144,000. ' 
, working families with children in Minnesota reJeived the EITC last. year. 

They received benefits totalling $110 million. !. ' 
, . I " ' 

.• Additional households in Minnesota will recei~e the credit under the' 
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would~xpand the EITC . 
eligibility rules somewhat.l 

./ 

. • r .' . 

The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits to low-income 
working households in Minnesota.· Minnesota households ~ould receive $73 million 
more in EITC benefits each year under. the Clinton proposal tHan under current law.2 

This would mostly be spent in the Minnesota economy,beqefiting local economies 
with a large share of low and moderate':"income workers. i

I 

. '/ ' 

. Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available fbr the first time to adult workers 
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition; families with two or more 
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eli~ble forEITC benefits for the, 
first time. ' . : . 

, . I 

This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal tear in which the Clinton EITC 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a'44 percent increase over the estimated amount of EITC 
benefits that would be provided to Minnesota household~ that year tmder current law. The $73 ' 

, million figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint CQmmittee on Taxation of the 
amount of additional EITC benefits that would be paid nationally under the Ointon plan. The figure 
shown assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in Minnesota will 
be the same as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Minnesota. , . ' . ! . . 

I 
I 
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' 
A Higher Proportion of Taxpayers in Mississippi Woyld' Benefit From 

Proposed EITe Expansion than in, Any Oth~r State 
. . I 

,I ' , 
, . ' 	 .' .1 . 

. The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit propos~d by the Clinton 
Administrationwould be of great benefit to low- and modera~e-income working 

. families in Mississippi. A very large number oftax filers in Mississippi receive the 
credit. In fact, the proportion of tax' filers in Mississippi who !receive the credit is "'.' 
higher than in any other state in the nation. As a result, the wroposed expansion of 
the credit would be of disproportionate benefit to Mississippi! 

.' -', 	 I 
, '. 	 .1 . 

• 	 According to data frorp. the Internal Revenue Setvice, one in every four 
- Mississippi households that filed a federal income tax return in 1991 
25.7 percent - received the EITe. By comparisbn, one .in nine tax filers 
nationwide -11.2 percent - received the EITG. ; 
,'. 	 . I·,- . 

When the 50 states are ranked according to the pro~ortion of tax filers who 
receive the EITC, Mississippi ranks highest by far. lIn the state that ranks 
second highest - Louisiana -' ohly 19.8 percerit of tax filers received 
the credit. . .1, 

I, 

• 	 Some 283,000 working families with ~hildren ~ Mississippi received'the 
EITC last year. They received benefits totalling $255 million. . 

, 	 . ' I . ,
'. Additional households in Mississippi' will ,recefvethe credit under the 

. Clinton proposal, because the proposal would /'expand the EITC , •. 
eligibility rules sbmewhat.1 . , 

, 	 I 

The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benkfits to -low-income 
working households in Mississippi. Mississippi household~ would receive $169 
miUion more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton prdpbsal than under current 
law.2 This would mostly be spent in the MIssissippi econoiny, benefiting local 
economies with a large shat~ of low and moderate-income!workers. . . 

Under the proposal, a smaIi BITC would be made available for the first time to adult workers·· 
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In additioh; families with two or more . 
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would beCome eliiible for mC benefits for the 
first time.' I 

. . 	 I 
2 This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year in which the Clinton EITC 

proposal w.ould be-fully effective;.it reflects a 44 percent increase ove!: the estimated amount of BITC
I' benefits that would be provided to Mississippi households that year imder current law. The $169 

. million figure is ba~ed on .the official estimate issued by the Joint Co~ttee on Taxation of the 
, amount of additional BITC benefits that would be paid nationally ~der the Clinton plan. The figure 

shown assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in. Mississippi will 
be the same as the proportion of current BITC benefits that goes to nouseholds in Mississippi. . . ' . .'. 	 I . , 	 . . 1 ' 
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Missouri Would Benefit Disproportionately·· 
From Proposed EITCExpansion ! 

\ 

I 
I 

j 

The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit propos~d by the Clinton 
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderat~-income working 
families in Missouri. A large number of tax filets in Missouri receive the credit. In 
fact, the proportion of tax filers in Missouri who receive the cr~dit is slightly greater 
'than the proportion oi;filers nationwide who receive it. As a ~esult, the proposed 
expansion of the credit woUld be of disproportionafe benefit t~ Missouri.. 

. , 	 I 
I 

, 	 , 

• 	 According to data from the Internal Revenue Se¥ce, 11.3 percent of 
Missouri households that filed a federal income tax return in 1991. 
received the EITe. . /' 

When the 50 states are ranked according to the proportion of tax filers 
who receive the EITC, Missouri ranks 19th highest. , 

• 	 S6me 273,000 working families ~ith children in/Missouri received the 
EITC 'last year. , They received benefits totalling!$221 million. 

, 	 . ' I

• 	 Additional households in·Missouri will receive :the credit under the 
. 	 I· 

Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC , 
eligibility rules somewhCit.l '.!. . 

, . 	 . .. . I . . 
The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits to lOW-Income 

working households in Missquri. Missouri householdswoU;ld receive $147 million 
more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal ~an under current law.2 

This.would mostly be spent in the Missouri economy; bene.fi.ting local economies with 
a large share of low and moderate-income'workers. ! ' 

i 
I 

. , . . . I 

Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available for the first time to adult workers 

who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition, families with two or more 
children and incomes betweeri $24,000 and $28,000 woul~ become eli~ble for EITC benefits for the 
first .time. 	 . , .! 

. . 	 . .. I. . 
- 2 This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the firstfiscal year in which the Clinton EITC .. 

proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of EITC 
benefits 'that would be provided to . Missouri households that year tinder current law. The $147 
million figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Cothmittee on Taxation of the 

. amount of additional EITC benefits that woukl be paid nationally un(fer the Clinton plan. The figure 
shown assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will ~ to households in Missouri will 
be the same as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to hbuseholds in Missouri. 
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Montana, Would. Benefit Disproportionatrly 
. From Proposed EITC Expansion ' 

. 	 '. I.. , 

, The expanSion' in the Earned'Income Tax Credit proposld by the Clinton 
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderat~-income.working 
families in Montana. In fact, the proportion of tax filers in Mqntana who. receive the . 

· credit is slightly greater than the proportion ()f filers nationwi?e who receive it. As a 
result, the proposed expansion,of the .credit would be of disprp,portionate benefit to 
Montana. ' '.. 1 " 

'. " . ,. 	 I,' . . 	 ' . " I . . 
• 	 According to d;;tta from the Internal Revenue Senrice,. 11.8 percent of 

Montana households that filed a federal income tax return in 1991 
, .... ' ,. I . 

received the EITe. By comparison, 11.2 percent jof all tax filers . 
nationwide received the EITe. .. ' , 'I ". .' ' 

, . • • j 	 . 

. ' ' 	 'I . 

When the 50 states are ranked accordi~g to the ~roportion of tax filers 
who receive the EITC, Montana ranks 18th highl~st. 

" .'. ' 	 '.' I 
• 	 ,Some 44,000 working'families with children iri o/fontanC!- received the 

EITC last year. They received benefits totalling) $35 million. 
! 	 ' 

, " 	 . . I . 

. • 	 Additional households ,in Montana will re<;:eive Ithe credit under the 
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would Jxpand the EITC 
eligibility rules somewhat.l 

'/..' " 
, 	 :" I 

. 	 , '.' . . '. I· . . 
The. Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits to low-income 


working households in Montana. Montana households would, receive $23 million 

'. ' . I ' , 
· more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal thfin under current law.2 

This would mostly be spent in the Montana economy, benefiting local economies 
with a large share of low and moderate-income workers. .! . . '.' , 

'1 
1 

. . 	 . , 

1 \ Under the proposal,. asmall EITC would be made available fori the first time to adult workers 
· who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition, families with two or more' 
.children and' incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would becomeeligi:ble forEttC benefits for the 
~~ ,./ 	. 

. 2 ,This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal yek in which the Clint6n EITe . 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase overlt;he estimated amount of EITC 
benefits that would be provided to Montana households that year under current law. The $23 million 
figure is based on the Official estimate issued by the Joint Committee an Taxation of the amount of 

· additional EITC benefits that would be paid ~tionally under the Clinton plan. The figure shown,' 
· assumes that the proporti()n of these new benefits that will go to hou~eholds in Montana will. ~e the 

same as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to householfis in Montana: 
. 	 I 
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Nebraska Would B~nefit Substantially 

From Proposed Eire ExpanSion i 
i 
I 

, _ 	 r 
The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit ,propos~d by th~ Clinton 

AdI11i.IUstration would be of great benefit to low- and modera~e-inc<?me,worl9ng 
, families in Nebraska. A large number of tax filers in Nebraska receive the credit. 

• 	 According to data from the InternalR~ven;'e se~ice, one in every 11 
Nebraska households that filed a feo-erai income/ tax r~turn in 1991 
9.2 percent - received the EITC. , " , I_ , ' 

So.m~ 72,O~O working families with chil~en in '~ebrask~' received the 
EITC last year. 'They received benefits totalling!$S7 million. ' 

, -, 	 ' I 

i 
• 	 A~ditional households in Nebraska will receivel the credit under the 

Clinton proposal,'~ecause the proposal would ~xpand ,the EITC 
eligibility rules'somewhat.1 

' , 'I 
, ' I 

, • I 
'_ ,I ,

The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits to low-income , 

working households in Nebraska. Nebraska households wOW-d receive $38 million 

more in Elte benefits each year under the Clinton proposal thhnunder',currentlaw.2 


, This would mostly be spent in the Nebraska economy, benefiting local economies 
with a large share of low and moderate-income workers.,' I 

I 
I 

i 
, I I 

1. Under the proposal,- a small EITC would be made available for the first time to adult workers 
who do no(have children and have incoines below $9,000. In additioh, families with two or, more 
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eliiible for ElTC benefits for the _ 
first time; , ' 'I ' 

, . -\ I 
, ,This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year in which the ClintonElTC 

proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase ove, the estimated amount of ElTC 
benefits that would be provided to Nebraska hoUseholds that year w;u:ler current law. The $38 million 
figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee, on Taxation of the amount of 
additional ElTe benefits that would be paid nationally under the Cliftton plan. The figure shown 
assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in Nebraska will be the 
same as the proportion of curr~nt ElTC benefits that goes ,to, househqlds in Nebraska. , '_ 

, ' 	 ! 
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I 
Nevada Would B,enefit SubstantiallyI 

From Proposed EITC Expansion I 
, .. " I 

, The expansion in fue, Earned Income Ta~ Credit propos~d by the Clinton 
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and modera~e-income'woiking 

: families in Nevada. A large number of tax filers in Nevada 'r~ceive the credit. 
, .., . I. 

• 	 According to data from ~ Internal Re~enue ser!vice, one .in every ten 
Nevada households that filed a federal mcome tax,return m 1991 -' 10.1 
percent - received the EITC. I ' 

I 
i 	 , 

• Some 70,000 working families with children in ~evada received the 
EITC last year. They received benefits totalling $56 million. 

• Additional households in Nevada will' receive tJe credit under the 
I 

Clinton proposal, because the proposal would ,expand the EITC 
, 	 I. 

, eligibility rules somewhat.1 
'. ' I 

I 
, . 	 I 

The Clinton proposal would provide substantial beneq,ts to low-income 
working households in Nevada. Nevada households would receive $37 million more 
in EIre benefits each year under the Cliilton proposal than under current law.2 This 
would mostly be spent in the Nevada econdmy, benefiting lqcal economies with a 

, large share of low and moderate-income workers. ! 

j 
, " 	 ' I " , 

Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available for the first time to adult workers 
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition,! families with two or more 
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would becomeeligil:?le for EITC benefits for the 
first time.' " I 

I 

2 . , This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal ye,* in which the Clinton EITC 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of EITC 
benefits thatwould be provided to Nevada households that year unde'r current law. The $37 million 
figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee on Taxation of the amount of ' 

, additional EITC benefits that would be paid nationally under th~ Clinn;,n plan. The figure shown 

assumes that the proportion of these new benE!fits that will go to households in Nevada will be the 

same as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Nevada. 

.. 	 I , 
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,New Hampshire Would Benefit Substantially 
. ' From Proposed EITC Expansion I .' 

. . I 

I 
The expansion in the federal Earned IncQme Tax CrediF proposed by the 


Clinton Administration would be of great benefit to low- and! moderate-income 

working families in New Hampshire. ' A large number of t~x lfilers in New 


. Hampshire receive the federal credit. 	 : . 
I 
I 
I . 

. . According to data from the Internal Revenue Service, some 38,000 ' . 
working families with children in New Hampsf;ure' received .the EITC 
.last year. They received benefits totalling $29 riilllion. ", . 

• 	 . Additional households in New Hampshlre Will! receive the credit under 
the Clinton proposal, because the proposal wo~d expand the EITC 
eligibility rules somewhat.1 

' , ' I 
The Clinton proposal would' provide substantial benJ.fits to low-income 

working households in New Hampshire. New Hampshir~ ~ouseholds would receive 
$19 million more in EITe benefits each year under the Clinton iproposal than under 
current law.2 This would mostly be spent in the N~w HaIl1pshire economy, 

. benefiting local economies with a large share of low and mbderate-income workers. 
. 	 . l . 

I
i' 
! 

. 1 'Under the proposal, a small BITC would' be made available fbr the first time to adult workers 
who,do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In additibn, families with two or more 
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligible for BITC benefits for the 

. first time. . 	 , 
" 	 " ,I, 

, " 	 ,!. . 

, 2 ' Thi~ figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year in which th~ Clinton BITC 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase ov~r the estimated amount of BITC 
benefits that would be provided to New Hampshire households that year Under current law. The $19 

, million figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint C9mmittee on Taxation of the 
amount of additional EITC benefits that would be paid nationally under the Ointon plan. The figure 
shown assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in New , 
Hilmpshire will be the same as the proportion of current BITC ben1its that goes to households ,in 
New Hampshire. . " , I • , 

), . 

I 

I 
I 

I 

I 
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I 
, 

New Jersey Would Benefit Substantially 
From Proposed EITe Expansion, I 

, 	 'I 
, 	 I 

The expansion in the Earned I,ncome Tax Credit proposed by the Clinton 
, Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderatJ-income working 
families in New Jersey. A large number of tax filers in New J~rsey receive the credit. 

, 	 , I 

• 	 According to data from the internal Revenue serJice, some eight percent 
of New Jersey households that filed a federal inc6me tax return in 1991 
received the EITe. ." ' I ' , 
, 	 . ' 1

• 	 Some 324,000 working families with children in ~ew Jersey received the 
EITC last year. They received benefits totalling $254 million. 

I 

• Additional households in New Jersey will receivb the credit under the 
, Clinton proposal, because the proposal would ewand the EITC 

eligibility rules somewhat.1 
' 

" 	 ,I' 
The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits to low-income' 

Working households in, New Jersey. New Jersey households }vould receive $168 
million more in EIre benefits 'each year under the Clinton propqsal than under ,current 

, law? This would mostly be spent in the New Jersey economy, benefiting local 
economies with a large share of low and moderate-income 1orkers. 

, 	 I 

I 
I 

, ' 

• 	 • . • , • J 
. 	 , r . . 

Under the proposal, a small EITC would be ~de available for ~e fust time to adult workers 
who do not have children and have incomes below $9;000. In addition} families with two or more 
children and'incomes between $24,000 'and '$28,000 would.become eligible for mc benefits for the' 
~~ '. . ,I, . 

. 	 , 'I 

This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal ye¥ in which the Clinton mc 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of mc 
benefits that would be provided to New Jersey households that year undercurrent law. The $168 
million figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint ComInittee on Taxation of the 
amount of additional mc benefits that would be paid nationally under the Clinton plan. The figure 
shown assumes th,at the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in New Jersey 
will be the same as the proportion of current mc benefits ~t goes t? households in New Jersey. 

I, 

I
j 
I 

" 
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j 
I 
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. ..' .' . " I ." 

New Mexico WO.uld Benefit Disproportionately' 
. I 

From Proposed EITC Expansion : 

. . .··1 . 

. The expansIon in. the Earned' Income Tax Credit prop~Jed'by the' Clinton 

Administration would be of great benefit to low- and, moderate-income working 

families.in New Mexico. A large number of tax filers in NewiMexico receive the 

credit. In fact, tl\e proportion of tax filets·in New Mexico whp receive the credit is 

substantially greater than the proportiOn of filers nationwide ~ho receive it. As a 

result the proposed expansion of the credit would be of disproportionate benefit to 
. 	 I .
New Mexico. . . . 	 . I . 

. . '. . I· 

• 	 . According to data from the Internal Revenue Se~vice, nearly one in 
every five New Mexico households that filed a ~ederal income tax return 
in 1991 - 17.9 percent - received the EITC. By comparison, one in 
nine tax filers nationwide -. 11.2 percent -' rec~ived. the EITC. . .'. I '.. . 

When the 50 states are ranked according to the iproportion of tax filers 
who receive .the EITC, New Mexico ranks fifth highest. 

. 	 I 
• Some 124,000 working families With children rn; New Mexico received 

the EITC last year. They received benefits tota~ling: $102 million. 

• 	 Additional households in . New Mexico will reckive the credit under the . 	 I 
Clinton proposat because the proposal would ~xpand the EITC 
eligibility rules somewhat.1 

. i 

The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits' to low-income 
. 	 I . 

working households in New Mexico. New Mexico househo~q.s would receive $67 
million more in EITC benefits each year under the' Clinton proposal than under current 
law.2 This would mostly be spent in the New Mexico economy, benefiting local 
economies with a large share of low and, moderate-income .workers. ' .. . . 	 I . 


I 

I 
I 

i 

. 1 . Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available for! the first time to adult workers 
. who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition', families with two or more 

children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligible for EITC benefitS for the 
first time. . . :. . 	 . I 

2 This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year in which the Clinton EITC 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over ithe estimated amount of EITC 
benefits that would be provided to New Mexico households that year under current law. The $67 
million figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Comhrlttee on Taxation of the 
amount of additional EITC benefits that would be paid nationally undbr the Clinton plan. The figure 

. shown assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in New Mexico 

will be the same as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to households in New Mexico, 
. 	 '.' . I .'. . . . . 


. 	 1 . 

I 
·1 

I 

I , 
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. New York Would Benefit SubstantlallYI 
. From Proposed Eire Expansion : 

·1 
I 

I 
The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposeCi by the Clinton' 


Admi.i:ristration would be of great benefit to low- and moderat~-income working 

families in New York. A very large number of tax filers.in New York receive the 

credit: . I· 


I 
. . . I 	 . 

• 	 According to data from the Internal Revenue Sen;ice, one in every ten 
New York households that filed a federal incomeltax return in'1991 
9.8 percent -' received the EITe. 	 I 

, 	 I . 
• 	 Some 823,000 working families with children in I'jJew York received the 

. EITC last yeai'. They received. benefits.totalling~651 million. . 

• 	 Additional households in.New York will receive rtpe credit under the 
Clinton proposal~ because the proposal would expand theEITC 
eligibili ty rules somewhat.1 i' 

. . . 	 . I 

Th~ Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefiis to low-income, .) . 
. working households in New York. New York hQusehold~ wduld receive $432 million 

more in EITe benefits each year, under the Clinton proposal tha~ under current law.2 

This would mostly be spent in the New York economy, benefiting local economies 
with a large share. of low and moderate-income workers. .' i· . 

. ., 

, I 

1 Under the proposa1~ a small.EITC would be made'available'for the first time to adult workers 
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition, families with tWo or more 
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become. eligibte for EITe benefits for the 
first time. . ...... I . .. 

2 . This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 199,6, the first fiscal yeJ in which the Clinton EITC 
proposal would be fully effe<;tive; it reflects a 44 percent increase over tf,le estimated amount of EITC 
benefits that woulg be. provided to New York households that year under current law. The $432 
million figure is based·on the official estimate issued by the JointCo~ttee on Taxation of the 
amount of additional EITe benefits that would. be paid nationauy under the Ointon plan. The figure 
shown, assumes that the proportion of these new. benefits . that will go tq h9useholds in New York will " 

. be the same as the proportion of current EITC be.nefits that goes to households in New York. 
" . 	 .'. r·· . 

I 
. j 
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'North Carolina Would Benefit Disproporth;:mately 
From Proposed EITC Expansion I ' 

i 
• , 	 ' J 

The expansion in the Eamed Income Tax Credit proposed by the'Clinton ' 
, 	 ' , I, , 

AdrrUnistration would' be of great benefit to low- and moder~te-income working 
families in North Carolina. A very large number of tax filersj in 'North Carolina 
receive the credit: In fact, the proportion of tax filers in North Carolina who receive 

, the credit is substantially greater than the proportion of filers!, nationwide who receive 
it. As a result, the proposed expansion of the. credit would br of disproportionate ' 
benefit to North Carolina. ! 

, 

• 	 According to data from the Internal Revenue SJrvice, one in every' seven' 
North Carolina households that filed a federal fucome, tax return in 1991 
'- 14.8 percent - received the EITC' B.ycompJrison, 11.2 percent of all 
tax fil~rs nationwide received the BITC Ii ' , 

I 
When the 50 'stales are ranked' according to the /proportion of tax filers 
who receive the EITC, North Carolina ranks 10th highest. , 
, ' " ", 	 I' 

" 	 ' i ' 
• 	 Some 485,000 working families with children mNorth Carolina received 

the EITC last year. They received benefits tota~ling $414 million. ' 
, " 	 I 

• 	 Additional households in North Carolina will r:eceive the credit under, ' 
, the Clinton proposal; because the proposal woilld expand the EITC 

, 	 I 

eligibility rules somewhat. l 
" , ': ' ' , " 

" 	 I 
,The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefIts to low-income 

working households in North Carolina. North C~rolina hoJseholds would receive 
,$275 miIlwn more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton: proposal than under 
current law.2 This would mostly be spent in the North Carolina economy, benefiting 
'local economies with a large share of low and moderate-incbme workers. ' 

, '. . , , 

Under the proposal, a small EITe would be made available for ithe first time to adult workers 

who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In,additionJ families with two or more 

children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would becomeeligi~le forEITC bertefits for the 

first time., ' I, , 


2 "This figure is an ~stimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal yek in which the ClintonEITC 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of ElTC 
benefits that would be provided to North Carolina households that year under current law. The $275 
million figure is based on the official ~timate issued by the Joint Corriinittee on Taxation of the 
amount of additional ElTC benefits that would be paid nationally under the Clinton plan. The figure 
shown assumes that the proportion of these n~w be>nefits that will gO ,tb households in North Carolina 
will be the same as the proportion of current ElTC benefits that goes t6 households in North Carolina. 

'I " 



I 
I
I : 

North Dakota Would Benefit, Substantially 
From Proposed EITC Expansion! ' 

" 	 'I 
. , . '/ 

The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit propos~d by the Clinton 

Admini~tration would be of great benefit to low-and moderafe-income working 

families in No~th Dakota., A large number at tax filers in North Dakota receive the 

credit. ' 	 , ' , ' 'I, ,,' , , , 

• 	 According to data from the Internal Revenue Se¥ce, nearly one in 
every teilNorth Dakota households that filed a ~ederal income tax 
return in 1991 -, 9.4 percent - received the EITC. ' 

, ' " ' , , 	 j 
, . 	 ' . 

• 	 , Some 27,000 working families with children in North Dakota received 
, the EITC last year. They received benefits total~ng $21 million. ' 

, 	 f ' . 

• 	 Additional households in North Dakota will recJive the credit under the 
'Glinto~ proposal, because the 'Proposal would e~and the EITC 
eligibility rules somewhat. l .· " I· 

i . I, 
The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefi~s to low-income . 


working households in North Dakota. North Dakota househ9lds would receive ·$14 

.	million more in EIre 'benefits each' year under the Clinton propdsal than under current 
law.2 This would mostly be spent in the North Dakota econdmy, benefiting local ' 
economies with a large share of low and moderate-income w~rkers. ' , 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

Under the proposal, a small EITC woUld be made available for ~~ first time to adult workers 
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. ,In addition, families with two or more 
children.and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligible for EITC benefits for the . 
first time. ,".' I. ' 
, 2 This figure,is an es'tunate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal yearlin which the Clinton EITC 
proposal would be ~lly effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over ~e estimated amount of EITC 
benefits .that would be provided to North Dakota households that year qnder current law. The $14 
million figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee on Taxation of the 
amount of additional EITC benefits that woUl~ be paid nationally underI the Ointon plan. The figure 
shown assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to ihouseholds in North Dakota 
will be the same as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to rOUseholdS in North Dakota. 



Ohio Would Benefit Substantially 
From Proposed EITe Expansion 

I· 

The expansion in the federal Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by the 

Clinton Administration would be 'of great benefit to low- and!moderate-income 

working families in Ohio. A very large number of tax filers ip Ohio receive the 

federal credit. . I 


I 
i 

• 	 According to data from the Internal Revenue Service, nearly one in 
every eleven Ohio households that filed a federal income tax return in 

. 	 '. I· .. 
1991-· 8.7 percent - received the EITC. . 	 I . .. 

j i
• 	 Some 471,000 working families with children inlOhio received the EITC 

last year. They received henefits totallirig $368 innlion. . . . . 	 '. I 

• 	 Additional households in Ohio will receive the kredit under the Clinton 
proposal, because the proposal wo'uld expand ¢e EITC eligibility rules 

. . 1 	 I
somewhat. 	 I 

I 

The Clinton proposal would pr~vide substantial beneAts to low-income 
working households in Ohio. Ohio households would receive $244 million more in 

.. EITC benefits each year tinder the Clinton proposal than under current law.2 This 
would mostly be spent in the Ohio. economy, benefiting local economies with. a large 
share of low and moderate-income . workers:· . II . \. 

I 
,. 

.' 	 . I 
1 Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available for the first time to adult workers 

who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition) families with two or more 
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligitile for EITC benefits for the 
first time. i 

This figure is an estimate for fiscal ~ear 1996, the first fiscal yeat in which the Clinton BITC 
- proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of EITC 

benefits that would be provided to Ohio households that year under cu:rrent law. The $244 million 
figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee oil TaXation of the amount of 

. additional EITC benefits that would be paid nationally under the ClintQn plan. The figure shown . 
assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to housepolds in Ohio Will be the same 
as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Ohio. 

. " 	 I·' 
I 

I 
'I 

i 
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I 
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Oklahoma Would Benefit Disproportiona~ely 
From Proposed EITe Expansion I 

I 
" ,The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposed bY'the Clinton 


Administration wouldbe of great benefit to low- and moderat~-income working 

, families in Oklahoma. A large number of tax 'filers in Oklahotna receive the credit. 
In fact, the proportion df tax filers in Oklahoma who receive the credit is .. , 
substantially greater than the proportion of filers nationwide *ho receive it. As a 
result, the proposed expansion of the credit would be of dispr~portionate benefit to 
Oklahoma. , , . 'j 

• 	 According to data from the ,Internal Revenue se~ice, one in every sev~n 
Oklahoma 'households that filed a federal income tax return in 1991 
14.3 percent -,. received the EITC. By comparisdn, 11~2 percent of all 
tax filers nationwide received the EITC. :,. 	 , I 

When the 50 states are rank~d according to the Jroportion of tax filers 
who receive the EITe, Oklahoma ranks 11th highest. ' 

,. 	 . I 

Some 197,000 working families with children in ~klahoma received the 
,EITC last year. They received benefits totalling ~161 million. 

.. 	 ',1 
• 	 Additional households in OI<1ahoma will receive the credit under the 

Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand·the EITC 
'eligibility rules somewhat} , ; 

. 	 I 
1 

The Clinton proposal would provide substantial bene~ts to !ow-income" , 
working households'in Oklahoma. Oklahoma households wbuld receive $107 million 
more in EITe benefits each year under the Clinton proposal tha,n under current law.2 

This would mostly be spent ih the Oklahoma economy, benefiting local economies 
with a large share of low and moderate-income workers. . I , .' 

, ' " '. 	 I. 

Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available for the first time to adult workers 

who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition, families with two or more 
children and incomes between $24;000 and $28'(xx) woUld becomeeligibie for BITC benefits for the 
first time. ' I, 

_ This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal yeJ in which the Clinton BITC 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount ofBITC 
benefits that would be provided to Oklahoma households that year under current law. The $107 
million figure is based on the,official estimate issued by the Joint CoIllIl'littee on Taxation of the' ' 
amount of additional BITC benefits that woule! be paid nationally unde~ the Ointon plan. ·The figure 
shown assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to: households in Oklahoma will 
be the same as the proportion of current BITC benefits that goes to households in Oklahoma. . 	 .. I . 

'I ,. 

I 
r 



. 	 . . . I 
Oregon Would Benefit Substantially, 

From Proposed EITe Expansion I 
I 

i 
The expansion in .the Earned Income Tax Creditpropo~ed by the Clinton 

Administration wotild be of great benefit to low- and modera~e-income working' 
families in Oregon. A large humber, of tax filers in Oregon r~ceive the credit. 

. 	 I . 
• 	 • I • 

• 	 According to data from the Internal Revenue Service, nearly one in 
every 10 Oregon households that. filed a federaliincome tax return in 
1991 - 9.5 percent - received the EITe.: . . 

• 	 Some 1'34,000 working families with children in! Oregon received the 
EITC last year. They received benefits totallingl $107 million. 

I 

. ' 	 I,
• 	 Additional households In Gregon will receive tp,e credit under the 

Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC 
eligibility rules somewhat.1 I ' 

.. .' 	 I 
The Clinton proposal would provide,subsfantial benefits to low-income 

working households in Oregon.' Oregon households would /receive $71 million more 
in EITe benfJits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.2 This 
would mostly be spent in the Oregon economy, benefiting lhcal economies with a 
large share of low and ,moderate-income workers. I ' 

I 

, . 
j 

I 

I 
I 

. 	 ! 
. 1 Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available for the first time to adult workers 
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In additioh, families with two or'more 
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligible for·EITC benefits for the . 
first time. . . I 
. 2 This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first, fiscal y~ar in which the Clinton EITC 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount ofEITC 
benefits that would be provided to Oregon households that year und~r current law .. The $71 million 
figure is based on the official estimate issued.by the Joint Committee bn Taxation of the amount of . 
additional EITC benefits that would be paid ~tionaUy u.rider the Cli.riton plan. ,The figure shown 
assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to houSeholds in Oregon will be the 
same as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to househoJds in Oregon. 

. 	 . J . 

I 
I 
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, . 	 t 
Pennsylvania Would Benefit Substantilllily . 


From Propos~d EITC Expansion i 

'I 
I 

The expansion in the Earned Income 'Tax Credit pro po Jed by the Clinton 
. Administrati,on wouid'beof great benefit to low,:" andmo,deraite-income working 

families in Pennsylvania. A very large number. of tax filers iri Pennsylvania receive ' 
the credit. '. . . '. :I " .. 

. 	 I 

. . , .' ,r, 	 ' 
• , According to data from the Internal Revenue Se,Mce,some eight percent 

. of Pennsylvania households that filed a federal income tax return in " 
1991' received the EITe. '. ....' ' J . ', . 

, 	 , 

• . Some 471,000. workIng fa~lies 'with'children ~'pennsylvaIua received 
the EITC last year. they received benefits tota~ling $363 ·million.. 

. I 
I 

'. 	 Additional households in'Pennsylvania will re~eive the credit under the 
Clinton proposal, because the proposal wouid expand the EITC 
eligibility ruies somewhi;ltl., . . . / ,,' .. 

. , , 	 . i ,..' 
• . 	 . f . 

. The Clinton proposal wouid provide ~ubstantial:benefits to low-income, '. 
working households in Pennsylvania. PeI111Sylvania houseHolds wouid receive $241 

, million more in EITC· benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current' 
law.2 This wouid mostly be spent in the Pennsylvania econ;omy,benefiting local 

. economies with a large ,share of low and moderate-income ;workers. . 

I 
I _______.;....-___ 	 I. , 

,1 Under the pro~osal, a small EITC would be made available fdr the first time to adult workers '. 
who do not have children arid have incomes below $9,000. In additidn, families with two or more 
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28;000'would become eli~ble for mc benefits for the 
first time. . , , I . " . 

'This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996,' the first fiscaliear in which the Clinton mc 
. proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of mc 

benefits that would be provided to Pennsylvania households that ye¥ under current law.' The $241 
million figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee on Taxation of .the . 
amount of additional EITC benefits that would be paid nationally ~der the Clinton plan. The figure 
shown assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that Will go to households in Pennsylvania 
will be the same as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goe~ 'to households in Pennsylvania~ 

f • 

I· 
I 

/' 
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I 
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I 

I 
'Rhode 

. 
Island Would Benefit Substantial'ly

,, I 

. From Proposed EITC Expansion : , 	 I 
, . .., '. '. ' ' . " " , 'I' , . " 

The expansion in the federal Earned IncomeTax Credir proposed by the 

Clinton Administration would be of great benefit to low- andJ moderate-income 

w:orking families in Rhode Island. A large number of tax filers in Rhode Island 

receive the federal credit. I " 


, 	 !. 
. . : According, to data ,fr~m the Inter~al Revenue, Sekice, some eight percent . 

ofRhode Island households that filed a federal income tax return in 
1991 received the EITC. .' I ' 

" I 
• " Some 35,000 working families with children in~ode Island received 

the. EITClastyear. They received benefits totalling $27 million. ' 
'. 	 ,":' 

• 	 Additional households in Rhode' Island will recbive the credit under the 
Clinton proposat because the proposal would Jxpand the EITC 
eligIbility rules somewhat.1 

, i 
i 

, The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits to low-income 
working households in Rhode Island. Rhode Island households would receive $18 . 

. ' 	million .more in EITe benefits each year .under the Clinton pro,Bosal than under current 
law.2 Thl~ would mostly be spent in the Rhode Island economy, benefiting local 
economies with a large.share of low and moderate-income ~orkers. . ' . j , 

I 

I 
I ' 

"I 

I 

. 	 '. i 
, 1 ,Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made 'available fOf the first time to adult workers 


who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In' addition, families with two or more 

children anq incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligible for mc benefits for the 

first time. '..' "." " " ' . 


• • "', ' 1 	 ' • 

This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year in which the Clinton mc 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over; the estimated amount of mc ' 
benefits that would be pro,:,ided to Rhode Island households that year under current law. The $18 
million figure is based on the official estimate issued by·the Joint Conhnittee on Taxation'of the 
amount of additional mc benefits that would be paid nationally under the Clinton plan. The figure 
shown assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go ito households in Rhode Island 
will be the, same as the proportion of current mc benefits that goes, to households in Rhode Island. 

" 	 ' 1 
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" 	 . '. t ' 
South Carolina Would Benefit Disproportionately 

From Proposed EITC Expansion I 
I 

. 	 , I 
, 

. 
The expansion'in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by the Clinton, 


Adininistration would be of great benefit to low- and modera~e-income\working' 

familie~ in South ,Carolina. ,A very large number of tax filers in South Carolina 


'receive the credit. In fact, the proportion of tax filers in South Carolina who receive 
the credit is substantially greater than the proportion of filersjnationwide who receive 
it. As a result, the proposed expansion of the credit would b~ of disproportionate 
benefit to South Carolina. I 

i 
• 	 According to data from the Internal Revenue Service, one in every six .. 

South Carolina households that filed a federal iIltcome tax return in 1991I 	 . 

- 16.7 percent -. received the EITe. By compClrison, one in nine tax 
filers nationwide -. 11.2 percent - received the EITe. 

'. .' 	 I 

When the 50stat~s are tanked according to the iproportion of tax filers 

::who receive the, EITC, South, Carolina ranks siith;highest. 
, 	 , I 

.' , ,I' 	 , , 

. • 	 Some 284,000 working families with chilqren in; South Carolina received 
the 'EITC last year. They received benefits totalling $248 million. ' 

'. 
 '. 	 I .'"., 

Additional households in South Carolina will r~ceive the credit tinder 
the Clinton' proposal, because the proposal woUld expand the EITe . 
eligibility rules somewhat,1 	 r'. "',

" 	 I 
The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits to low-income 

working households in South Carolina. South Carolina households would receive 
$164 million more in EITC benefits each year under the,Clinto~ proposai than under 
current law.2 This w'ould mostly be spent in the South Carqlina economy, benefiting 
local economies with a large share of low and moderate-incpme workers. . ",' 	 . ' , ! ' " 

I 
! 

• 	 . , • 1 ' 

1 Under the proposal, a s~ll EITe would be made available for Ithe first time to adult workerS ' 
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition, families with two or more 
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligible for EITC benefits for the 
first time. ,", '. " 1 . , 

I 
" 	 , I 

2 . This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fisCal year in which the Clinton EITC 
. prop,osalwould be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over ~e·estimated amountofEITC 

benefits that would be provided to South Carolina households that year under current law. The $164 
, million ~gure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Comkittee on Taxation of the . 
amount of additional EITC benefits that would be paid nationally und~r the Clinton plan. The figure 
shown assumes that the proportion of these n~wbenefits that will go ~ households in South Carolina 
will be the same as the proportion of current BITC benefits that goes to households in South Carolina. 

, ' 	 'I' 	 'I '. 

I 

/ 
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, 

,South Dakota Would Benefit Substantially 
" 	 , I ' 

From Proposed EITC Expansion I 
i 
I 


, , I,

The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by the Clinton 

Administration would be of great benefit to 'low- and modera~te-income working 
families in South Dakota. ' A large number of tax fil~rs in So~th Dakota receive ,the 
cred~ I 

I 
, 	 i 

• 	 According to datafropl the Internal Revenue Sehrke, one in every nine, 
South Dakota households that filed a federalinqome tax return iJi 1991 
-', 11 percent - received the EITC. i 

I 

• 	 Some 36,000 working famil,ies with children in ~outh Dakota received 
the EITC last year. They received benefits totalling $29 million. , 

• 	 Additional 'households in South Dakota will rec1eive the credit under the 
Clinton proposal, bec~use the proposal would ~xpand the EITC 
eligibility rules somewhat.I i' , ' 

The Clinton proposal would provide substantial bene$ts to'low':'income 
working households in South Dakota. South Dakota househ,olds would receive $19 
million more in EITC benefits each year under the Clintoncproposal than under current 
law.2 

, This would mostly be spent in the South Dakota econ9mYI benefiting local 
economies with a large share of low and moderate,:,income workers. 

I 

I 
I 

'1 Under the proposal, a,sIDaII ~ITCwould'be made aviillable for ~e first time to adult'workers 
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition,! families with two or more 
c!llldt;n and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would b~om(eligi9Ie for EITC'benefits for, the 
fIrst time., " , 

'This figur~ is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal yeJ'in whicl1 the Clinton EITC 
, proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over 1;he estimated amount of EITC 
benefits that would be provided to South Dakota households that year under current law. The $19 
million figure is based on the official estimate" issued by the Joint Comrtuttee on Taxation of the 
amount of additional EITC benefits thatwoulli be paid nationally under the Clinton plan. The figure 
shoWn assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go tb households in South Dakota 
will be the same as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to households in South Dakota. 

, 	 'I 

I 
i, 

, , 
1 

I 
I 

i 
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I 
Tennessee Would Benefit Disproportionately 

From Proposed EITC Expansion t 

" 	 I 
, The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by, the <:lintori 

Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income working 
families in Tennessee. A very large 'number of tax filers in Tennessee receive the 
credit. 'In fact, the proportion of .tax filers in Tennessee' who r~ceive the credit is 
substantially greater than the, proportion of filers nationwide .tvho receive it. As a 
result, the proposed expansion of the credit would be of disp~oportionate benefit to, 
Tennessee. I 

I 
• ' , According to data from the Internal Revenue Setvice, more than one in 

, 	 every seven Tennessee households that filed a federaUncome tax return 
in 1991 -' 15.3 percent -' received the EITC., By compadson, one in 
nine tax filers nationwide -, 11.2 percent -,' rec~ived the EITe. 

, '/ 
When the 50 states are rank~d a~cording to the prop;rtion of tax filers 
who receive the EITC, Tennessee ranks ninth highest; 

, I ' 

• 	 Some 355,000 working families with children inlTennessee received the 
EITC last year. They, received benefits totalling 1$298 million. , , " 	 I ' 

• Additional households in Tennessee will receive the credit under the , , 	 I 

Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the ~ITC 
eligibility rules somewhat.1 	 i,' 

The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits to low-income 
working households in Tennessee: ,Tennessee households w~)tild receive $197 million 
more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.2 

This would mostly be spent in the Tennessee economy, ben~fiting local economies 
with a large share of low and moderate-income workers. I 

!.' 

" 	 I 
' ,1 Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available for t;he first time to adult workers 
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition, Ifamilies with two or more 
children and incomes betw~ $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligible for EITC benefits for the , 
first time. 1 ' 

I 	 ' I 

This figure is ~ estimate for fiscal year '1996, the first fiscal yeat in which the Clinton EITC 
proposal,would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 pe~cent increase over the estimated. amount of EITC 
benefits that would be provided. to Tennessee households that year under current law. The $197 
million figure is based. on the official estimate issued by,the Joint CoIIlIllittee on Taxation of the 
amount of additional EITC benefits that woul<:i be paid nationally under the ~ton plan. The figure 
shown assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go tq households in Tennessee will 
be the same as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Tennessee. 

, ' " 	 !, ' 



Texas Would Benefit Disproportionat~ly 
From Proposed EITCExpansion I 

, 'I
I 

, The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit propo~ed by the Clinton 

Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income working 

families in Texas. A very large number of tax filers in Texas teceive the credit. In 

fact, the proportion of tax filers in Texas who receive the crecift is substantially 

greater than the proportion of filers nationwide who receive it. As a result, ,the 

proposed , expansion of the credit would be of disproportiona~e benefit to Texas. 


i 
• 	 According to data from the Internal Revenue Se1fVice, one in everysiJ< 

Texas households that filed a federal income taxI return in 1991 - 16.4 
,percent-' received the EITe.· By comparison" ohe ,in nine tax filers' 
nationwide -11.2 percent -' received the EITd., 

, 	 ! 

, I 

When the 50 states are ranked according to the proportion of tax filers 
who receive the EITC, Texas ra~s seventh hig~est. ' 

• 	 Some 1.3 million working families with chl,ldrerl in Texas received the 
EITC last year. , They received benefits totalling Imore than $1.1 billion. 

" 	 I 

• 	 Additional households in Texas will receive the! credit under the Clinton 
proposal, because the proposal would expand tfie EITC eligibility rules 
somewhat. l 

" i ' , 
<lI 

I 
The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benef;its to low-income 

, working households in Texas. Texas households would rece~ve thl'ee-quarters of a, 
billion more in EITC benefits each year - $753 mUlion -' under the Clinton proposal 

, than under current law.2 This would mostly be spent in the ITexas economy, 
benefiting local economies with a large share of low and moClerate-income workers. 
Only one other state - California - would receive a larger lamount of benefits from 

, the Clinton EITC proposal. 	 1 

I 

j 
, ,1 Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available for ¢te.first time to adult workers 
, who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000.' In addition, :families with two or more 

children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligibie for EITC benefits for the " 
first time. ' I ' 

,'2 This figure isan estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal yeJ in w~ch the Clinton EITC· 

proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a44 percent increase over the estimated amount of EITC 

benefits that would be provided to Texas households that year undercJrrent law. The $753 million 

figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Conunittee on Taxation of the amount of 

additional, EITe benefits that would be paid ~tionally under the Ointoh plan. The figure shown 

assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in Texas will, be the same 

as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Wxas. ' , ' ' 	 , ' , ' , I ' 

, ' , "", 

I 
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Utatl Would Benefit Substantially I' 

From Proposed Elle Expansion ' 
, I 

" 	 • i 

The expansio~ in the Ea~ed Income Tax Credit propoJed by the Clinton 

" Administration would be of great benefit to low- and modera~e-income working 


families in Utah. A large number oftax filers in Utahreceivelthe credit. 

I 

• 	 According to data from the Internal Revenue Se~iCe, one in every ten, 
Utah households that filed a federal income tax tetUrn in 1991 -10.3 

Percent -' received the EITe. ' ' !. 
I 
I 

.• , 	 Some 75,000 working families with children in l{tah received the EITC 
last year~ They receiv~d benefits totalling $61 million.'
", 	 ,', ' I ' , 

I 

• 	 Additional households in Utah will receive 'the clreditunder the Clinton' 
" , 

,proposal, because .the proposal would expand ti1e EITC eligibility rules 
somewhat.1 'I 

, , The Clinton proposal woUld. provide substantial benefi~s t6 low-income 
working households in: Utah. 'Utah households would receivff $40 mllIion more in 

. EITe benefits each year under the Clinton proposal.than underi current law.2 This " 
would mostly be spent in the Utah eco.nomy" benefiting locall'economles with a large 
share of low and moderate-income workers. ' ' . ' , , " 	 I 

, 
I 
I 
i 
I ' 
I 
I 

" ".' ,',' c, ,', , " " ' 	
Ii ' , ,': ' 

J Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available for tIie first time to adult workers 
who do not have chlldrenand have incomes below $9,000. In addition, families with two or more, 
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligil?~e· for EITC benefits for the 
first time. 	 '" ,''I' ' 

, 	 " I, ' 
2 TJ::tis figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year in which the Clinton EITC' 

proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over th~ estimated amount of EITC 
benefits that would be provided to Utah households that year undercun;ent law. The $40 million 
figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee on Taxation of the amount of 
additional EITC benefits that would be paid nationally under the Clintonl plan. The figure shown 
assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to hous~lds in Utah will be the same 
as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Utah. . 

, . 	 . , , ' I 

...' 
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Vermont Would Benefit Substantially 
From ProposedEITC Expansion 1 

i 
I. 

The expansion in the federal Earned Income Tax Credi~ proposed by the 

Clinton Administration would be of great benefit to low- and :moderate-income 

working families in Vermont. A very large number of tax filers in Vermont receive 

the federal credit. ' 


I ' 

, • 	 According to data from the Internal Revenue SerYice, some B.2percent 
of Vermont households that filed a federal inconi.e tax return in 1991 
received the EITC. 

• ,Some 24,000 working families with children in V~rmont received the 
EIT~ last year. They received benefits totalling ~18 million. ' 

I 

• 	 , Additional households in Vermont will receive tJ!te 'credit under the, 
Clinton proposat because the proposal would' expand the EITC 
eligibility rules somewhat.1 i ' 

The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefitl to'low-income ' 
working households in Vermont. Vermont households woUldlreceive $12 million' , 
more in EITe benefits each year under the Clinton proposal thari under currerit law.2 

,
l 

This would mostly be spent in the Vermont economy, benefiting local econo~es with 
, a large share of low and moderate-income workers. ' 

I 
, , 	 .' ", . . 

, 	 ' 

1 ' Under the proposal, a smaU EITC would be made available for the! first time to adult workers, 
who, do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition, families with two or more 
children and ulcotnes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligible for EITC benefits for the 
first time. ',' I, " 

" 	 ' I", 
2, This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year in which the Clinton EITC 

. proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the ~stimated amount of EITC 
,benefits that would be provided to Vermont households that year under ctPTent law. The $12 million 
figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee on Taxation of the amount of 

, additional EITC benefits that would be paid nationally under the Clinton plan. The figure shown ' 
assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in Vennont will be the 
same as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to households in!, Vennont. ' , ,I ' 


I 
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Virginia Would Benefit SUbstantiall~ 
,From Proposed EI~C Expansionl, ' 

" 	 ' I 
, The expansion in the Earned, Income Tax Credit propo~ed by ~e Clinton 

Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income working 
families in Virginia. A large number of tax filers in Virginia teceive the credit. 

, 	 " 

• 	 According to data from the Internal Revenue se~ce, nearly one in' 
every ten Virginia households that filed a federa~ income tax ,return in 
1991 - 9.6 percent -' received the EITC: , I ", ",' 

• 	 SOme 307,000 ':Vorking families with children in'}/irginia receiv~d the 
EITC last year. They received benefits totalling $256 million. , , , 	 I " 

, 	 ' , 

• 	 Additional households in Virginia will receive ~e crEdit under the 
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would e~pand the EITC 
eligibility rules somewhat.l ',! ' 

I
I ' , 

The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits to low-income, 
wo~king households in Virginia. Virginia households wo~d receive $170 million more 
in, EITe benefits each year under: the Clinton proposal than under current IC:lw.2 This 
would mostly be spent in the Virginia economy, benefiting lotal economies 'with a 
large share of low and moderate-income workers. " I' , , ' 

, 	 I.- ' 

I 
I 

I 
, ,'.' 

, 	 I 
I " Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available for the first time to adult workers 

, who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition, falnilies with two or more 
, children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligible: for ElTC benefits for the 

first time. ' ' 

'1 This figure 'is an estimate for fiscat year 1996, the first fiscal year ih which the Clinton ElTC 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the!estimated amount of ElTC ' 

',benefits that would be provided to Virginia households that year, under c1pTent law. The $170 million 
figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint 'Committee on Taxation of the amoUnt of 
additional ,ElTC benefits that would be paid nationally unde~ the Clinton plan. The' figure shown 
assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in Virginia will be the 
same as the, proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to households ~ Virginia; 

, , 	 I 
I 

'I 
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Washington Would Benefit SUbstantiJIIY 
, From Proposed EITC Expansion'. ' 

, ,','" "" 	 ". I" , 

The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Creditpropo~ed by the ,Clinton 

Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income working 


, ' 	 I 

families in Washington. A large number of tax filers in Washington receive the' 
cr~il. 	 I 


I 


• 	 According to data from the, Internal Revenue SeMce, some ~ight percent 
of Washington households that filed afederal intome tax return in 1991 ' 

, received the EITe. ' 

• 	 Some 194,OOOwork1ngfamilies with children in Washington received 
the EITClast year. They rel=eived benefits totallirg $150 million., ' 

, ' 	 j 
• 	 Additional households in Washington~ill receh'le thecredit under the, 

Clinton proposal, because the 'proposal would ex;pand the EITC 
eligibility rules somewhat.1 

, I 

" 	 i 
, The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits to low-income ' 
working households in Washington. Washington householdslwould receive $100 

, million more in EITe ,benefits each year under the, Clinton proposal than urtder current 
law.2 This would mostly be spent in'the Washington economy, benefiting local 
economies with a large share of low and moderate-income workers. 

, 	 I 
, 	 , , ' I 

, 	 , 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
, I 

I', 
I 

,1 Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available for th~ first time to adult workers 
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition, families with two or more 
children and incomes between $24,OOO'and $28,000 would become eligible 1for mc benefits for the , ' 
first time. ' , ( 

This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year i(1 which the Clinton EITC 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over thelestimated amount of EITC 
benefits that would be provided to Washington households that year und~r cUrrent law. The $100 
million figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee on Taxation of the 
amount of additional EITC benefits that woul~,be paid nationally under the Clinton plan. The figure 
shown assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to hf)Useholds in Washington' 
will be the same as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Washington. 

. . " 	 , . , . , , I'' 
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West Virginia Would Benefit Disproportio~ately 
From Proposed EITe Expansiop 

, I 
, " . I 

The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit propos~d by the Clinton 
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and modeiat~-income working 

. 	 I " 
families in West. Virginia. A large number of ta:x filers in West Virginia receive the 
credit. In fact, the proportion of tax filers in West Virginia wHo receive the credit is 
greater than the proportion of filers nationwide who receive itJ 'As a result, the 
proposed exp,ansion of the credit would,be of disproportionatJ benefit to West 

· . . 	 . . I
Vlfgtrua." , ' .,' . '. " " 'I 	 ' " . 

• 	 According to data from the Internal Revenue Service, 13.3 percent of 
West Virginia, households that filed a federal inc9me tax return in 1991 

. received, the EITC. By comparison, 11.2 percent qf all tax filers .' 
nationwide received the EITC. I 

.' , 

I 

When the 50 states are ranked according to the Pfoportion of tax filers' 
who receive the EITC, West Viroinia ranks 14th highest. , , 	 ~~~ , , I ' 

• 	 Some 97,000 working families with children in West Virginia received 
the EITClast year. They received benefits totallitt.g.$78 million. . , ." 	 1. 

• 	 Additional households in West Virginia will receive the credit Under the 
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC . 
eligibility rules,somewhat.1 

. 1 

Th~ Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefit$ to !ow-income 
working households in West Virginia. ,West. Virginia househo~ds would' receive $52 
million more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current 
law.2 This' would mostly be spent in the West Virginia econOIriy, benefiting local' 
econonues with a large sha,re of low and moderate-income woi-kers. 

, 	 " . , I', 
'~. . 	 'I 

Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available for thelfirst time to adult ..workers 
who do not have children and have incomes belo~ $9,000. In addition, families with two or more 
,children and incomes between $24;000 and $28,000 would become eligible ~oi EITC benefits for the 
first time: ' , " , " . '. . ' ".' \", " ,. ' 

2 This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year in which the Clinton EITC 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent iricrease over the ~stimated amount of EITC 
benefits that would \:>e provicied to West Virginia households that year under current law. The $52 
million figure is based o~ the official estimate issued by the Joint Cornmitf.$e on Taxation of the , 
amount of additional EITC benefits that woulq be paid nationally under the Clinton plan. The figure 
shown assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go.to households in West Virginia 
will be the same as the proportion of current EITCbenefits that goes to hohseholds in West Virginia. 

. . , . 	 'I'. . 
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Wisconsin Would. Benefit Substantialiy 
From Proposed EITCExpansion i 

. . I 
. ' I . 

. The expansion in the federal Earned Income Tax Creditlproposed by the 
Clinton Administration would be of great benefit to low- and boderate-income' 
working families in Wisconsin .. A large . number of tax filers iIi Wisconsin receive the ' 
federal credit. 

• 	 According to data frbmthe Internal Revenue Seryice, some 179,000 
workmg families with children in Wisconsin received the,EITC last year.' 
They received benefits totalling $141 million: I· " 

,-	 I 

• 	 Additional households in Wisconsin wili receive ihecredit under the 
Clinton proposal, because the proposal wocld exband the EITC 
eligibility rules somewh~t.l '1 . 

I 

The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefit~ to low-income' 

working households in Wisconsin.. Wisconsin households wotlId receive $93 million 

more in EIre benefits each year ,under the Clinton proposal than ;under current law.2 


This would mostly be spent in the Wisconsin economy, benefiting local economies 

with a large share of low and moderate-income workers. I 


, 	 ,I 

,I 

t 
! 

I 
I 
I 
I 

i 
. 	 , 

1 " Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available Jor the first time to adult workers . 
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,()()(j. In addition, fanillies with two or more 
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligible f6r mc benefits for th~ 
first time.' " I . 

I 

. , 	 I·, 

2 This figure is an estilnate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year in 'which the Clinton EITC 
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the eStimated amount of EITe 

. benefits that would be provided to Wisconsin households that year under dllTent law:. The $93 
. million figure is based on the officialestiIDate issued by the Joint Committee on Taxation of the 

amount of additiot:tal EITC benefits that woulg be paid nationally under the, Clinton plan. The figure 
shown assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to ho~seholds in Wisconsin . will 
be the same as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Wisconsin. 

. ' 	 .'. . . ·1 .. ' , 
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Wyoming Would Benefit SUbstantiall~ 

From Pr?posed EITCExpansion 'j 


, " l, 

The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Creditprbpo~~d'by the' Clinton 


Administration would be of great benefit to low-and moderat~-incomeworking 

'c' families in Wyoming: A large number of tax filersin Wyoming receive the credit 

, 	 I' 
, 	 I, 

• 	 According, t9 data from the Internal Revenue Service, one in every ten 
Wyoming households that filed a federal income \tax return in 1991 -," 
10.1 percent - received the EITC. ','\ ,,' 

• 	 Some 22,000 working families with children in Wyoming received the 
EITC last,year. They received benefits totalling $i18million. ' 

, " 	 I 
, I 

• 	 ~dditional households in Wyoming will receive' ~e credit under the 
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would' expand the ,EITC 
eligibility rules somewhatl 

, i 
, , 	 ' ! 

The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefit~ to low-income 
working households in Wyoming. Wyoming households wo~d receive $12 million 
more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than luhder currentlaw.2 

This would mostly be spent in the Wyoming economy, benefiting local economles 
with a large share of low and· moderate-income workers. . I. . 

1 Under'the proposal; a small EITC would be made available for the first time to adult workers 
.who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition, families with two or more 
child~en anq incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligible fbr EITC benefits for ,the 
first time. ' , ' I 

2, , This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year in ~which the Clinton EITC 
proposal would ,be fully effective; itreflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of EITC 
benefits that would be provided to Wyoming households that year under current law. The $12 million 
figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee on Taxation of the amount of 
additional EITC benefits that would be paid nationally under the Clinton pl~.. The figure ,shown, ' 
assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go tohousehold~ in Wyoming will be the 

, ,same as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Wyoming. 
, , ' , " 
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