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THE ADMINISTRATION’S(EARNED INCOME CREDIT\PROPOSALS

"...The new direction [ 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

L 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 .
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
fanuhes 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 EIC 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 from 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
0 to $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.



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 introduced by then-Rep. Leon
Panetta and other members. If the Administration leaves it5 food stamp proposal as
is, either of two events will almost certainly befall the $3-b11hon—a—year proposed food
stamp increase — either a sizable part of the increase will be removed in the budget
resolution or the Agnculture Committees will scale it back and use the "savings" to
avoid some of the cuts in agriculture programs the Administration has proposed.

Key Agriculture Committee Democrats are already saying there is no way they will
accompany billions in cuts in farm programs with $3 billion a year in food stamp
increases. That would be difficult for many of them to explain in their rural districts.

There is also little chance the full energy assistance increase 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-on/in the budget to avoid
some of the discretionary cuts the Administration has proposed

By contrast, any EIC increases the Admmlstratlon 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 to raise the EIC would be
wise politically and substantively. Indeed, the budget is 11kely to begin being
criticized for having such large food stamp increases alongside 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 avoiding embarrassment to the

President for failing to achieve his proclalmed goal of lifting full-time working
families from poverty. : !
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Such a modification needs to be made quickly —*and by the Administration.
It will be difficult for Congress to make this change on its 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 morl,e detail below.

|
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II. THE ADMINISTRATION’S EIC PROPOSAL AND ITS 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 1994 that equals 23
percent of their first $7,990 in earnings, for a maximum credit’'of $1,836. This $1,836
EIC benefit level is the amount that a family with one child and a full-time minimum
wage worker would receive. 3

!

Under the Clinton budget, the EIC would change so that 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 worker would not change.
The credlt for families with one child and incomes below $7, 990 would increase.

For m1n1mum~wage families with two or more chlldren, the maximum EIC
benefit would rise about $400. Under current law, these families would receive a
credit equaling 25 percent of their first $7,990 in earnings, for 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 worker the credit thus would
increase by $400.

The proposal also makes a ma]or change in the mcom!e level up to which
families qualify for the EIC. Under current law, families would be ehg1b1e 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 Adrmmstratlon s proposal.) f

Finally, the proposal would abolish the two supplemental credits that are part
of the current EIC 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 child! The Administration plan
would abolish these two complicated and much-criticized supplemental credits. It
would establish a new credit for childless workers with incomes of less than $9,000;
that credit would be worth up to $306. |

The proposed EIC expansion has many desirable fezftures Nevertheless, its
benefits are oddly distributed. Most striking is how limited the benefit increases are
for families with full-time workers pald at or near the minimum wage. This is the

‘ : !



|
i
t
§

‘ Table I
EIC Parameters, Current Law vs. Clinton Proposal.
All figures are for calendar year 1994.

i
|

Phase-out range

Income level Income at  Income at

up to i which which

Credit which the Phase-out ! credit credit

rate credit rate Maximum rate ! starts to reaches
(%) applies credit (%) phase 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% 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 farmly with one child will receive an EIC equal to 23
percent of earnings until family earnings equal $7,990. At this level, 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 ofﬁcigl numbers.)

-primary target group of President Clinton’s goal of hftmg famlhes with full-time
workers out of poverty. .

Figures 1 and 2, Whlch appear on the next two pages,tshow the size of the EIC
increase that families at different earmngs levels would receive. 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 relanvely 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 t0 $28,500. At best, the
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Figure 1
Increase in Basic EIC Benefits for Families with One Chiid

Under Administration Proposal Compared to Current Law (data are for 1994)
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families in the $8,000 to $12,500 range would receive the samé 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
!
i
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In 1994, a family with one child and earnings between $7,990 and
$12,570 would receive an EIC of $1,836 under the proposal, the same as
the family would receive under current law. But under current law,
some of these families also receive supplemental 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 pohcy)
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. By contrast, a family with one child and earnings.F 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 oneichild and earnings of
$6,000 would receive a basic EIC increase of $460 under the proposal.
The story is similar for families with two or more chlldren Such families with
incomes between $8,000 and $12,500 would get some increase un their EIC, but the
increase would be smaller than that provided to most other fa’m1hes with two or
more children, especially those in the $20,000 to $25,000 income range. (See
Figure 2)

i
Figure 2 |

Increase in Basic EIC Benefits for Families with Two or More Children under
Administration Proposal As Compared to Current Law (ci1ata are for 1994)
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i
. Families with two or more children and earnmgslbetween $7,990 and
$12,570 would receive a basic EIC increase of $4OO under the proposal.

*  Most other EIC families with two or more children would receive a
larger EIC increase. A family with two children and income of $24,000
. would receive an increase of $830, more than twice as much. A family
with two children and earnings of $6,000 would receive a $900 EIC
increase. _ ' n
v 1
In short, families with incomes between $8,000 and $12,SOO receive a smaller
EIC increase under the proposal 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 helped least.

|
I1I. WOULD FAMILIES BE LIFTED OUT OF POVERTY? *

The relatively limited assistance the Administration’s EIIC 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 of the paper shows the
extent to which many of these families would continue to be poor.

L , |

In examining this issue, one must first decide how to measure 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 of ’payroll taxes, and
compare the total to the poverty line. |

f

One additional step is sometlmes used and is more controversral — the
addition of food stamp benefits for which a minimum wage famrly 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 the 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 show 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. .

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

8
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1
wage family now. qualifies if it meets the program’s asset limits' and the maximum
additional amount of food stamps the family might receive under the food stamp
expansion in the Administration’s budget.”> An additional set of calculations is done
for families that do not receive food stamps.

Finally, the calculations subtract the estimated cost of th(ie increased energy
taxes these households would bear, since the EIC and food stamp expansions were
designed in part to offset these taxes. (Moreover, the Administration’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 ireason the increased
energy taxes these households bear should be taken into account in determining
whether the families are raised to the poverty line.)

How does the Administration’s’ proposal stack up agamst 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 famlly s food stamp benefits depends on the 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 raho of its housing costs 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 deductxon for households with
earnings as well as the average deduction for households with children are shghtly below half the
maximum deduction amount that is permitted. :

The calculations used here do not assume that families receive a food stamp dependent care

- deduction. Fewer than one in six food stamp working households with chlldren receive this
deduction. And, for those who do receive the deduction, the resulting i increase 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
Book. ]

2 The additional amount-of food stamps assumed to result from the Administration’s budget

proposals is likely to be overstated. We assumed that all of the proposed food 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. 3
|

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 of -a car that a food stamp household may own. This
limit has not been adjusted in 16 years and has eroded badly due to mﬂatlon during this period. It
was criticized by a task force established by President Reagan and Edwin Meese 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 stamp program would not be
available to raise basic benefit levels.

|
|
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Consider a family of four (a two-parent family with two, children) that has full-
time minimum wage earnings. Between the EIC and food stamp 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 increase a maximum of
$470 if it got food stamps; meanwhile, its energy taxes would cost approximately
$100.) The family would, however, remain well below the poverty line.

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

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

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

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

i A
Family Size Three Four | Five

Current Law

With food stamps o §453 $1,752 | $-3,670
Without food stamps -1,832 -5009 | -7,767
- - |
Administration Proposal |
With food stamps 723 . -980 ! 2,838
Without food stamps -1,932 -4,707 ‘ : -7,465

Example: Under current law, the income of a family of thrée (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 the poverty line.
; e :

'
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. If the family did not receive food stamps, it would fall $4 700 below the
poverty line. ‘ »
i ,
Families of three with full-time minimum wage workers would be lifted out of
poverty so long as the families received food stamps. But these famllles are already
lifted out of poverty under current law if they receive food stamps

Families of five or more with a full-time minimum wag:e 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 National Commission on
Children, on which President Clinton served. It has been endorsed by a number of
analysts designing strategies to bring full-time working families to the poverty line.

|
1
The Treasury Department’s Calculatioﬁs
' !

The Treasury Department made some calculations which appear to indicate
that under the Administration’s proposal, families of four with a full-time minimum
wage worker would be lifted from poverty. Unfortunately, the Treasury calculations
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 minimu;m wage.
|

|

Ignoring the payroll tax

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

The failure to subtract payroll taxes is inconsistent with 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 after-tax income measure.
Moreover, one of the basic purposes of the EIC since its 1ncegt10n has been to offset
payroll taxes. One cannot add in EIC benefits and fail to subtract the payroll taxes the
EIC offsets. To include these tax benefits but not subtract the tax costs is not valid

|

If a family of three with a full-time minimum wage worker does not 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.)

11
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|
and is unprecedented in work in this field. (Indeed, the Administration’s proposal
itself recognizes the longstanding link between the EIC and the 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.) ;

Furthermore, Treasury counted food stamp benefits when calculating family
income, making clear it was measuring disposable income. One cannot count EIC
benefits and food stamps as part of disposable income and then fail to subtract
payroll taxes, which are withheld from paychecks and are always subtracted in
determmmg disposable income.

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

)
i

Of all the analyses done in recent years on "making work pay" and raising
working families to the poverty line, none counts EIC and food stamps benefits while
failing to subtract payroll taxes. The failure to subtract payrou taxes led Treasury to

overstate the disposable income of full-time minimum wage Workers by $650.
|
Overstating food stamp benefits i

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 deductlon, the larger the household’s food stamp
benefit. :

!

The standard method for determining the food stamp benefits of working poor
families is to assume that these families receive a shelter deduction 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-than-average food stamp
shelter deductions. This improperly inflated, perhaps by several hundred dollars, the
food stamp benefits that Treasury assigned to full-time minimum wage families.

. .. Lo |

Also, Treasury assumed its hypothetical families received a food stamp child
care deduction, which apparently boosted by several hundred dollars more the food
stamp benefits that Treasury estimated these households would receive. This is not

i
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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 ckz!d care deduction. As a
result, most analyses of the food stamp benefits these families recewe 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 f;armhes incur. As
noted, Treasury used a disposable income measure by counting food stamp and EIC
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. Treasurj;r did not do so.*

Treasury’s method of computing the child care deductioﬁ also was flawed.
USDA data show that the average amount of the child care deduction received by
food stamp working families with children is quite low. It is low because, as noted,
most such working families do not receive this deduction. Had Treasury used the
average deduction amount for working families with children, it 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). Unfortunately, Treasury
constructed hypothetical food stamp working families with relatively 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 arhﬁaal increase of several
hundred dollars more in food stamp benefits. f

I

In short, Treasury’s food stamp calculations need revision. 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. fBut Treasury inflated
food stamp benefits by giving its hypothetical families a child care 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 famlhes with children.
(In preparing these calculations, Treasury thought that food stamp participation rates
among working families with children were much higher than they actually are
because Treasury focused on the participation rate for all families with children,
which is high. But the overall rate for familiss with children is high because the food

|
|

1
|
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*  Moreover, since each addmonal dollar of deductions increases food stamp benefits by only 30
cents, a proper accounting of the effect of child care expenses and the food stamp child care deduction
would result in a dmp in disposable income, not an increase in income as shown by Treasury.

!
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stamp participation rate among AFDC families is close to 100 percent Most AFDC
families do not work.)® !
|

It should be noted that in preparing our estimate of the effects of the
Administration’s proposals on full-time working families, we revrsed Treasury’s
income calculations upward where justifiable as well as downward where necessary.
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 assumed it consists of
2,080 hours of work — 40 hours a week for 52 weeks a year. *By counting 80 hours
more of work, we assumed $232 more in income than Treasury dld 6

|

!
IV.  WHY TREASURY DESIGNED THE EIC EXPANSION IN THIS FASHION

|

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

Treasury’s paramount goal was to ensure that the distribution tables on the
Administration’s tax proposals showed no aggregate increase 1n tax liabilities in the
$0 to $10,000, $10,000 to $20,000, and $20,000 to $30,000 mcome categories. Other
considerations were subordinated. to this goal. }

To achieve the goal, Treasury needed to pour a lot of money into the $20,000
to $30,000 bracket. Hence, the EIC income limits were raised to $28,500 for families
with one 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 assrstance increases (and to
A extend the EIC to childless workers with incomes under $9, OOO)

Part of the problem stems from the distribution tables themselves The tables
that Treasury used place all households into an income category 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
|
I

We do not know if Treasury factored in the effects of the energy tax. 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 make an adjustment to

reflect the energy tax, its calculations would overstate the incomes of workmg poor families by
another $100 or so.

5

|
!
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 subtracted and the decline in the

value of food stamps is considered (for each additional dollar of earmngs, food stamp benefits fall by
24 cents), the net etfect on income is $232.

6
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with the $9,500 income. Yet the family of four with an $11, 000 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 adjustment primarily
because such tables are the simplest to present and explain. !

Had distribution tables been used that took family size into account, the results
would likely have been different” Such tables probably woulc:l not have led to the
peculiar policy design that marks the offsets in the Administration’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%uld be fixed now; if not
resolved at this time, the problem will be very difficult to resolve in the future.
Because the Clinton proposal raises the EIC income limits to $30 000-and makes
millions of middle-class families eligible for the credit, it makes the EIC much more
costly than it has ever been before. Any further EIC expanswns in future years could
prove prohibitively expensive because so many families would be affected.

i
'

Accordingly, for the foreseeable future, we are likely to be locked into whatever
new EIC structure passes this year. This means that if the problems 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 opportunlty 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 goal in the future.

I

Fortunately, these problems can be addressed now. Treasury s EIC expansion
can be modified — and enlarged — for families whose incomes are close to what
full-time work at the minimum wage pays. (As noted earher,ithese are the families
that get only modest EIC increases — or no increase at all — under the Treasury
design.) Such a modification in the EIC proposal would be highly targeted, affecting
only working families with children that have incomes between $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 reducmg the energy assistance
increase).

i

This can be done, for example, either by dividing households into llncome fifths, using income
adjusted for family size, or by dividing households into those with incomes below the poverty line,
those with incomes between one and two times the poverty line, and so forth

7
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Under current law, families with one child will receive én EIC benefit in 1994

that equals 23 percent of their first $8,000 in earnings. Families with two or more
children will receive a benefit equal to 25 percent of their first $8,000 in earnings.
The Clinton budget raises the 23 percent and 25 percent “credxt rates" to 30.6 percent
and 40 percent, respectively, but it applies these EIC credit rates only to the first
$6,000 in earnings rather than the first $8,000. This drop from $8,000 to $6,000 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 well below the poverty
line. !

The main goal, therefore, is to apply the 40 percent credlt rate for families with
two or more children to the first $8,000 in earnings, or at least|to get as close to
$8,000 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, 000 it could be
assured that families with incomes above $12,500 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.) l

H

Raising EIC benefits for families with two or more children in the $6,000 to
$12,500 income range should be the highest priority. If funds permit, a modest EIC
increase for families with one child — so they can be assured of getting an energy tax
offset — would also be desirable. If families with one child received an EIC equal to
30.6 percent of the first $7,000 instead of the first $6,000 — and the EIC for these
families began to phase down once income passed about $9,900, 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 families is phased in at a 30.6
percent rate for the first $6,350, that should be sufficient to offset 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 do not get welfare-type

benef1ts like food stamps and energy assistance. |

i
An EIC improvement for families with one child is, hoWever, far less crucial
than an EIC modification for families with two or more chlldren Families of four or
more people (which would have two or more children) are the families left well

below the poverty line under the Clinton budget. ,

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. But 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.

|
H
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VI. POLITICAL CONSIDERATIONS |

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

[

In short, part of the food stamp increase will prove illusory, 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.* Some of the funds the
Administration has included for a food stamp increase are hkely to be used instead
by Congress to avoid making certain cuts the Administration has proposed.

|

This outcome can be avoided by shifting a portion of the 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. |

A budget modification of this nature by the Administratilon 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 detalils of his budget.

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 workmg families out of
poverty while mitigating a criticism that the Administration had loaded in lots of
welfare benefit increases along51de its tax hikes and program cqts To be sure,
sizable food stamp increases would remain (as they should), bu‘t these could be said
to represent the Leland Act, for which a solid base of b1part1san support has
developed in recent years. |
|
‘ February 23, 1993
I

|
Various versions of the Leland Act have been introduced. Accordmg to CBO, the more

expansive versions would ultimately add $1.5 billion to $2 billion a year in cost. In the past, the more
expanswe versions have been said to cost $5 billion to $6 billion over five years.
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HOW IT WOULD WORK AND WHY IT IS NEEDED
| T

"The new direction I propose will make this solemn, s:mple comn'utment by
expanding the refundable earned income tax credit, we will make }ustory, we will
reward the work of millions of workmg 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.” , ; oo

. {
President Clinton, State of the Union |Address

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 principal Western
European competitors. Poverty among U.S. families with children has risen
substantially over the past two decades. In 1991, more than one of every five
American children — and one of every four c:hxldren under age six — were poor.

There are many reasons for this situation; one of the most unportant 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 chﬂdren in which someone was employed full-

f

time year-round. . - ) |

This problem has mtensu’led in recent years as-wage levels have eroded,
especially for low-skilled jobs. A Census study issued last year found that the
proportion of full-time, year-round workers paid a wage too low to lift a family of
four to the poverty line rose by half between 1979 and 1990. Durmg the same period,
the poverty rate among families with children in which the farmly head works
climbed substantlaily o « : ;

" New research suggests that hvmg in poverty adversely affec:ts c}uldren s
mtellectual developrnent In addmon, when full-time work pays too httle to lift a

H

l
|
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family out of poverty, the role of work is dmumshed and the mcenhve to work can
be undermined. g o o , i
. . . - Ca . " . R I: .
The Eamed Income Tax Credz’t o
. . ?

One widely pra1sed federal pohcy attempts to address thlS problem the
earned income tax credit. The earned income credit is a tax cred1t for families that
work, live with their chlldren and have low or moderate incomes. It is a
"refundable" credit, whi¢h means that even working families whose incomes are too -
low to owe income tax receive it. If these families file a federal tax return and one
~ additional tax form, the Internal Revenue Serv1ce sends them ? check m the amount

of the credxt for whxch they qualify. ~ T j

The eamed income tax credit has long en;oyed strong blparhsan support, in
part because it is quite different from public assistance programs. Only workmg
families qualify for it. Moreover, for those who earn little, EITC benefits rise with
earnings, thereby encouraging more work. In addition, in welfare the eligibility- rules |
are considerably more restrictive for two-parent families than for single-parent
families, but in the EITC, no such differential treatment ex15ts The sole restriction
related to family structure is that a working parent can be ehgxbie 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, nearly 14 million families
receive the credit. , . }

- .
{

. Inadequacies of the Cfédit '

While the EITC benefits have increased in recent years, however, they are still
much too low to lift full-time workmg families to the poverty line. A family of four
with full-time minimum wage earnings will be $5,100 below the poverty line in 1993
when its wages and EITC benefits are totaled and its payroll taxes are subtracted. If
the family receives food stamps and these beneﬁts are als? counted, the fanuly is still

$2 000 below the poverty line.

S
g

~ One of the most serious shortcommgs of the current EITC is that it lacks a
. meamngful adjustment for fanuly size. Faxmly expenses,I the poverty line, and
welfare benefits rise as the number of children in a family increases. But wages do
not. Consequently, as the number of children in‘a low-wage working family grows,
- the family is more likely to slip-below the poverty line — or to fall further below the
7 poverty line. In. addmon work becomes less: compethF W1th pubhc assistance as

F
.
!
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family size grows. A significant family size ad]ustment in the EITC could help
address this problem but today only a tiny adjustment is made. ! {
3
; .

- The Clinton Proposal

On March 30, the Clinton Admnustratlon unvelled a ma]or 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 would be indexed for
inflation as President Clinton proposed during his campalgn) And the proposal
substantially expands the EITC ad]ustment for family size. {

f

The Clinton EITC proposal accomplishes other goals as well. It helps offset
‘the effects of the proposed energy tax on low- and moderate-income households so
their disposable income is not reduced. And it substantially simplifies 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 xmstakes ‘

i

Fmally, the proposal establishes a modest, new EITC component 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 shield them from the

-effects of the energy tax. B
|

When fu]ly in effect, the Clinton proposal would expand the EITC more than
' $7 billion a year. It is one of the largest initiatives in the Chnton budget. '
f 4

How the Proposal Would Work e T j

The proposal would make fom* ma]or changes in the earned income credit.
f

. It would dramatlcally expand the credit for fam1l1es w1th two or more

chlldren : ‘ : !

e . It would expand the credit for famﬂxes with one child that have incomes
... below $12,000 and Would prov1de part1cular help to those who earn

‘ ,very low wages.. o

- Clen It would estabhsh a small new credlt for poor v‘i/orkers w1thout children.

|
!
|
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make the EITC overly complicated.

i
|
| g
. It would repeal two supplemental credits in the current tax code that
f ,
- |
Pamilies with Two or More Children l’

P o
, Under leglslatlon enacted in 1990, the EITC for families w1th two or more
children will expand each year through 1994. This spring, as farmhes file their 1992
tax returns, the maximum basic EITC payment that families W1th two or more
children can receive is $1,384. By 1994, the maximum credit w111 be about $2,000.
That year, families with two or more children will .receive a crecht equaling 25
percent of the1r first $7,990 in earmngs, tlus results in a maxnnum credlt of $1 998.

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 farmly
with two or more children — providing a maximum benefit of $3,370.' This is
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 -

o minimum wage worker to.the poverty line if the faxmly receives food stamps.

Poor families that have two or more cluldren and earn Lp to $8,500 about
what full-time minimum wage work now pays, would thus receive a wage
supplement of hlStOIlC proportxons — for every $10 they eamed the EITC would pay an
additional $4. - A

The proposal would also raise the income 1eve1 up to V\(rhrch families with two
‘or more children would qualify for the EITC. Under current law these families will
be ehglble in 1994 until their income reaches $23,760.- The Adnumstratxon plan
would raise the income limit for these families to $28,000, W1th those between $23,760
‘and $28,000 qualifying for modest benefits. This serves two purposes Itallows 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 income rises (for
families in the upper half of the EITC income scale) from chmbmg too hxgh

Parmlzes with One Child - . ? ‘

' |
v " The expansion for fanuhes with one child would be more modest Under
. current law, these fammes would receive a credit in 1994 that equaled 23 percent of
: theu" first $7 990 i 1n earnmgs, for a maximum credit of $1 836 If the Clmton plan
‘ - .
1
o

ot The Clmton EIT C expansxon would: actua]ly phase in over two years, takmg full effect in 1995.
For’ companson purposes, the flgures cited here show the sxze of the credit if it were fully effectwe in

;1994 : o S S |
“ 4_ .' . "~: B
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EITC Beneflts for Families With Two or More Chlldl‘é!;I in 1994
|
\
|

Figure 1 -
Size of EITC Benefit
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were fully effective in 1994, these families would receive a credlt equal to 34.4
- percent of their first $6,000 in earmngs This produces a maximum credit of $2,062.

For a farmly Wlth income of $8 000 or $10,000, the credit would thus be about
$225 larger than under current law. But for a very poor famxly 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 earn up to $6,000 would
receive a wage supplement of more than $3 for every $10 theyiearn

!
For families with one chxld the EITC income hrmt would remain the same as

under current law — $23,760 in 1994. o @

f
P

{
!
1
|
H
'

2 For.both families with one child and families with two or more children, EITC benefits would
— under-the Clinton 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 as|income rises would be
similar to the phase-down rates under current law See Table 1.
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Workers Witkout Children
s
For very low-income workers without children, a new, much smaller credit
would be established. It would be available only to childless workers who have
incomes below $9,000, are age 22 or older, and are not clauned as a dependent by
another tax filer. . : , |

’ 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 $1306f The credit would
" remain at the $306 level as earnings rose to $5 000. It would then phase out between

- $5,000 and $9,000.

. The average cred1t provided would be between $100 and $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 equal to the Social Security
and Medicare taxes the workers must pay on the first $4,000 Ethey 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 rarse their hvmg standards, but to prevent
‘them from being taxed deeper into poverty : f{ :

Repealing the Supplemental Credxts

Fmally, to simplify the EITC and help defray a portlon of the costs of EITC
expansion, the Clinton plan contains one other element — 1t;elumnates 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 bemg too small to -
accomplish their intended purposes and for greatly comphcatmg the process of filing
for the EITC. Moreover, an investigation released in February 1993 by the Oversight
“Subcommittee of the House Ways and Means Committee found that unscrupulous
“insurance agents and companies are abusing the health insurance credit in ways that
harm EITC families. Also, the IRS has found that the complexity of these
supplemental credits has led to a significant number of erro'rs on tax returns. The
Administration’s proposal to eliminate these credits saves a ht’de more than $1 bﬂhon
a year, which helps to pay for the EITC ‘expansion. : i

|
Altogether, there would be a$7.6 bllhon increase in the credit in f1sca1 year

. 1996 the fiscal year in whrch the expanswn would take fuIl effect ThlS represents a

e
H

B

l

3 1t should be noted that while the ElTC has long offset the regresswe effects of Socxal Security
and Medicare payroll taxes on poor families with children, there is no; comparable offset on poor
"~ - workers without chlldren ‘The Clmton plan wou]d provnde 1t for the ﬁrst $4,000 in the eammgs of
these workers R _ ! , )




Table I
EITC Parameters, Current Law vs. Clinton Proposal. -
‘All figures are for calendar year 1994.

“ Childless workers -
Current law -No Credit-

Proposal 7.65% 4,000 306 7.65% 5,000 9,000

Maximum . Income .
amount of - " - Rateat level at Income
earnings - which the | which  level at
.to which : credit | credit which
' Credit the credit is phased | begins credit
“Type of rate rate Maximum  down being phased reaches
Family - (%) applies credit (%) } down Zero
Two or more children ‘ ‘ ; I ,
‘Current law 25% 7,99 1,998 17.86% | 12,570 23,760
Proposal 39.7 - 8500 - 3371 . 19.83 ' 11 000 28,000
One child A . ‘ ‘f
Current law 23% $7,990 $1,836 16.43% | $12,570 $23,760
Proposal 344 6,000 2,062 1616 | 11,000 23760
i ' 1 .
?
!
|
!
L

Note: Flgures show the beneflt levels the Clinton proposal would provide if it were
phased in fully in 1994. The proposal would not actually pha,sea in fully until 1995.

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 fanuly earnmgs equal
$7,990. At this level, the value of the credit is $1,836. Once a famﬂy s income hits
$12,570, the credit is reduced at a 16.43 percent rate; that is, each additional dollar of
income reduces the value of the credit by 16.43 cents. When a farmly s income hits -

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

- 44 percent increase over what the ¢redit would cost that year under current law.
Over five years, the proposal would raise EITC benefits more than $28 billion.
Condlusion - - B « o S
‘The Clinton proposal is an outstanding measure. Enéctmg it would represent
a landmark achievement that would likely make the h.lstory*books This single step

A would reduce or end poverty for. n:ulhons of the workmg poor

e
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| - It would also s_impiify the tax code for millions 6f 10w-mc6me tax filers, while
offsetting the effects of the energy tax as well. Furthermore, it would reflecta

natlonal comrmtment to rewardmg work among poor farmhes !

For the proposal to be most effective and to get the largest number of fulI-tnne
workmg families out of Ppoverty, a few additional steps ultnnately should also be =~
taken. High on the list is providing universal access to health care so poor families
that go to work do not lose their health insurance. The combmed effect of the
Clinton EITC proposal and universal health care coverage could be a powerful
" change in the reward structure for leaving welfare for employment Also important
are steps to enable more working poor households that are e11g1ble for food stamps to
receive them. Only a minority of those ehglble now do, and the Clinton EITC

proposal cannot lift families with full-time minimum wage earnings all the way to

the poverty line by itself if the families do not receive food stan'"lps Last but not

least, strengthening of the minimum wage — now 22 percent below its average level
in the 1970s — could further mgmﬁcantly reduce poverty among low-wage workers.

-
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Talklng Polnts on the EITC and the

Cllnton Admlnlstratlon s Proposal to Expand It

T‘alking"l’oints on the 154 (o . ‘; ]

The EITC is w1de1y hailed for rewarding work, supportmg hard-pressed workmg
famlhes w1th children, and reducing tax burdens on low—mcome workers.

‘ still receive the EI’I’C

The EITC is pro-work Only those who work can get it; non-workers do not

-qualify: Also, the EITC helps low-wage working families. make ends meet.
- And for some parents on public assistance, the EITC can play an important
' role in making it worthwhﬂe to go to work . § _ A

Furthermore, unlike welfare beneflts which fall sh!arply as earnings rise,

- EITC benefits increase with each additional dollar earned by the very poor.

Consequently, the EITC strengthens the incentive to work for those

‘ - working little or not at all : y

" The EITC is pro-family. Only parents who live withl thelr children can get it.

Absent parents living apart from their children are not eligible for regular-
EITC benefits. And unlike welfare — where the eligibility rules are much
more restrictive for two-parent than single-parent families — the EITC

- treats both types of families on an equal basis.

The EITC is the one feature of the tax code that helps, and rewards work among,

 the working poor. This is because the EITC is the one "refundable” tax credit

in the federal tax code. That means if a family’s EITC benefit exceeds its

income tax liability, the IRS sends the family a check for the difference.

Working poor families earn too little to owe federal income tax, but they

1

' The EITC is popular across the polzttcal spectrum. Because of its pro-work,

pro-family features, the EITC enjoys strong support from both liberals and
conservatives alike and from members of both polmcal parties. It is also
supported by many sectors of society — business groups and labor unions,

religious orgamzatlons and charities, governors and mayors, and public
. and private social service providers. -

' .»Talking Pomts on the Clinton Proposal . o o 1

" President Clinton’s proposal to expand the EITC would ra’use millions of working
families closer to or above the poverty line, simplify the EITC so]1t is less complicated to
apply for, help offset the effect of the proposed energy tax on low- and moderate-
income workers, and strengthen efforts to reform the welfare system so famlhes can

; move from welfare to work

-
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- would beneflt local busmesses

|
|

The Clinton proposal would help achieve. what should be a basic American goal —

~ that if a parent works full-time, his or her family should not be poor. Under the

Clinton’ proposal, families of up to four people that have a'full- tlme worker
would not be poor so long as the family also receives food stamps.’
Millions of working poor famxhes would be hfted above —or closer to e
the poverty line. , 1 ’

\
“When’ full-tlme work leaves families in poverty the' value of Work is
undermined — and efforts to promote work and move families from ptblic
assistance to employment are compromised. Efiforts at welfare reform are

' not llkely to succeed if work leaves famlhes in poverty The Clinton

e

of work surpass those of pubhc assistance. i
!
" In addition, important new research indicates that hvmg in poverty
~adversely affects intellectual development among children. - The Clinton
* proposal helps here, too, by &gmﬁcantly reducmg poverty among children.

l
~ A portion of the EITC increase would offset the 1mpact of the proposed energy tax
~'on low-income workmg families, thereby ensurxng that the tax does not push
workmg poor families deeper into poverty.’ Wrthout the proposed EITC

- expansion, the energy tax would be highly regressrve, takmg a larger share

of income from poor workers than from those at hxgher mcome levels.

- The proposal would szmplzfy and streamline the EITC by eliminating the two
supplemental credits that now make the EITC too complicated —'the
health insurance credit and the "young child supplement.” This would
simplify the application process. ‘As a result, more ehglble families should

" ‘receive the EITC, and fewer mistakes should be made in-awarding it. The

" proposal would rechannel the savings from ehm}natmg the two
supplemental credits into enlarging the-basic credlt S

The Clinton proposal' would create a-new; muchlsmaller credit for childless
_workers who have very 1ow incomes -~ less than $9;000 a year. In so
“doing, it would shiéld  these' workers from the imipact of the energy tax.
The purpose of this modest new credit is not to lift these- workers to the
poverty line or to raise their living' standards but to prevent them from

. being taxed deeper into poverty.

The proposal would not only benefit low-income zvork(ers but also would strengthen
local economies in which substantial numbers of employees are paid

" relatively low wages. The proposal would substantlally increase the

* purchasing power of low- and moderate—mcome consumers, whmh m turn,
‘ : L e i i 2

i

4

I
The proposal also assumes the minimum wage would be indexéd
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‘Alabama Would Benefit Disproportionately
- From Proposed EITC Expansion
N ) . .l‘

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

Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income workmg
- families in Alabama. A very large number of tax filers in Alabama receive the credit.

In fact, the proportion of tax filers in Alabama who receive the credit is substantially |
greater than the pl‘OpOl‘thIl of filers nationwide who receive it. As a result, the
proposed expansmn of the credit would be of chsproportlonate beneﬁt to Alabama.

‘ . According to data from the Internal Revenue Service, nearly one in
every five Alabama households that filed a fed?ral income tax return in
1991 — 18.7 percent — received the EITC. By comparison, one in nine -
tax filers nationwide — 11.2 percent — received the EITC.

.When the 50 states are ranked accordmg to the proportzon of tax filers who
" receive the EITC, Alabama ranks third highest. Only in Mississippi and
Louls1ana do a larger share of tax f]lers recelve the EITC ‘

. Some 346, 000 workmg families with chﬂdren m Alabama rec:ewed the
EITC last year. They recelved beneﬁts totalhng $310 million.

e ' Additional households in Alabama W1ll recewe the cred1t under the
- Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC
ehgxblhty rules somewhat. ! |
' i
The Clinton proposal would provide substanhal beneﬁts to low-income
working households in Alabama. Alabama households would receive $205 million

- more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.?

This would mostly be spent in the Alabama economy, . benjeﬁtmg local economies

with a large share of low and moderate-mcome workers. !
{

X

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 ehgxble for EITC benefits for the ~
first time. ,

2 This fxgure 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 El'I"C
benefits that would be provided to Alabama households that year under current law. The $205
million figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee on Taxation of the
amount ot 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 g0 to households in ‘Alabama will

. be the sa.me as the proporhon of current EITC beneﬁts that goes tojhouseholds in Alabama.
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. Alaska Would Benefit Subst’antia'lly!,
From Proposed EITC Expansion f

. " The expansmn in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by the Clinton
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-mcome working
- families in Alaska A large number of tax filers in Alaska recelve the credit.

According to data from the Internal Revenue Serwce, some 19 000
working families with children-in Alaska received the EITC last year.

'.They received benefits totalling $13 million. ;

Additional households in AJaSka will receive the credit under the
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the ElTC

el1g1b1hty rules somewhat ! , |

- The Clinton proposal would provxde substannal beneﬁts to low-mcome

- working households in Alaska. Alaska households would recelve $8 million more in
EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than: under current law.? In areas
with a high proportion of low- and moderate-income workers, the spending of these

EITC funds could prov1de a boost to the local economy.

' 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 ehglble for EITC beneﬁts forthe -
fu'st time, i

: . :

2 This flgure is an eshmate for fiscal year 1996 the first flscal ;fear in which the Clmton 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 Committee on Taxation of the amount of
additional EITC benefits that would be paid nationally under the Clmton plan. The figure shown
assummes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in Alaska will be the

same as the proportlon of current EITC beneﬁts that goes to households in Alaska.
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Arlzona Would Beneﬂt Dlspropomonately
From Proposed EITC Expansmn ;‘

i

I

The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposted by the Clinton
~ Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-mcome 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 crecht is greater than the
proportion of filers nationwide who receive it. As a result, the proposed expansion
of the cred1t would be of disproportionate benefit to Anzonal ,

o A‘ccording to data from the Internal Revenue Service, 13.5 pereept of
.Arizona households that filed a federal income|tax return in 1991
received the EITC. By comparison, 11.2 percen‘t of all tax filers

nat10nw1de received the EITC ey
: |

When the 50 states are ranked accordmg to the proportion of tax ﬁlersv '
who receive the EITC, Anzona ranks 13th h1ghest

. Some 236, 000 workmg faxmhes with chlldren in Arizona recelved the
- EITC last year. They received beneflts totallmg $198 rmlhon .

. Adchtwnal househoids in Anzona wﬂl receive the cred.lt under the
. Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC
eligibility rules somewhat! - !

. The Clinton proposal would provxde substanhal beneﬁts to low-mcome
workmg households in Arizona. Arizona households would receive $131 million more
in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than finder current law.> This
would mostly be spent in the Arizona economy, beneﬁung local economies witha -
large share of low and moderate-income workers. i ~ :

]
|

I Under the proposal, a ‘small EITC would be made avallable 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 ehgﬂale for EITC beneﬁts for the
ﬁrst time. » , g ,

2 This flgure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996 the first fiscal year in Wthh the Clinton: EITC
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase oyer the estimated amount of EITC -
benefits that would be provided to Arizona households that year under current law. The $131 million
figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Comimittee on Taxation of the amount of
additional EITC benefits that would be paid nationally under-the Clmton plan. The figure shown
assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in Arizona will be the
same as the propornon of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Anzona

'\
y
¥

i

o
i
H



L €]

Arkansas Would Beneflt Dlspropcrtlonately
. From Proposed ElTC Expansion f
. , k |

The expansion in the Earned Incorne Tax Crecht proposed by the Clinton -
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income working -
families in Arkansas. A large number of tax filers in Arkansas receive the credit. In
fact, the proportion of tax filers in Arkansas who receive the credxt is substantially
greater than the propornon of filers nationwide who receive 1t As a result, the

_proposed expansmn of the credit would be of dlspropomonate benefit to Arkansas

!
> Accordmg to data from the Internal Revenue Servme, nearly one in
every five Arkansas households that filed a federal income tax return in
1991 — 18.2 percent — - received the EITC. By companson, one in nine
* tax filers nationwide — 11.2 percent — recelved{ the EITC.

_ When the 50 states are ranked accordmg to the proportion of tax fllers
who receive the EITC, Arkansas ranks fourth hlghest

¢ Some 187,000 working famlhes with chﬂdren in Arkansas received the
" EITC last year. They received benefits totalhng $161 million.

e Additional households in Arkansas will receive!: the credit under the
B Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC
eligibility rules somewhat.!
g
' The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits to low-income
working households in Arkansas. Arkansas households would receive $106 million
more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.?

. This would mostly be spent in the Arkansas economy, beneﬁtmg local econormes ‘
V w1th a large share of low and moderate-mcome workers. ‘

! Under the proposal a small EITC would be made available for the first ame to adult workers "

| ~who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addmon families with two or more -

children and incomes between $24,000 and $28 000 Would become eligible for EITC benefits for the
ﬁrst time. . ‘

2 This f:gure is an estimate for ﬁscal year 1996, the first fiscal | year in which the Clinton EITC

o 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 under 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 Clinton plan. The figure
shown assumes that the proportion of these new. benefits that will go to households in Arkansas will

‘be the same as the proportmn of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Arkansas.
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Cahforma Would Benefit Dlsproportlona,tely
- From Proposed EITC Expansion ;
The expansmn in the Earned Income Tax CI’EdIt proposed by the Chnton
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-mcome working
families in California. A very large number of tax filers in Cahforma receive the

" - credit. In fact, the proportion of tax filers in California who receive the credit is

greater than the proportion of filers nationwide who receive 1t ~As a result, the
proposed expansion of the credrt would be of dlspropomonate beneﬁt to California.

. ,Accordmg to data from the Internal Revenue Servrce, 12.8 percent of
' California households that filed a federal mcomfe tax return in 1991 -
received the EITC. By comparison, 11.2 percent of tax filers nationwide
received the EITC B S [
: , o .
When the 50 states are ranked accordlng to the proportion of tax ﬁlers
who receive the EITC Cahforma ranks 15th hrghest
I
. Nearly two million workmg famﬂres with chrlc[:iren in California — 1.984
 million families — received the EITC last year. They received benefits
totalhng $1.7 b1111on :

. Addmonal households in California will receive the credit under the
Clinton proposal, because the proposal Would expand the EITC
‘eligibility rules somewhat.! :

"The Clinton proposal would provrde substantlal benehts to low-income
working households in California. California households would receive $1.1 billion

_-more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.2
By a substantial margin, California would receive the largest amount of beneﬁts from

the EITC proposal of any state. This would mostly be spent in the California
economy, benefrtmg local economies wrth a 1arge share of low and moderate—lncome
workers. , : o |

[

! Under the proposal a small EIT C 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 ehgrble for EITC beneﬁts for the

fu'st time.

[
,.

2 This frgure is ani estimate for ﬁscal year 1996, the first frscal 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 California households that year under current law. The $1.1 billion .-
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 Chnton plan -The figure shown

assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in California will be the
same as the proportxon of current F_ITC benefrts that goes to households in California. :
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Colorado Would Beneﬂt Substantrally
From Proposed EITC Expansion |

- The expansmn in the E’arned Income Tax Credn: proposed by the Clinton

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

farmhes in Colorado A large number of tax filers in Coloradfo receive the cred1t

‘Accnrdmg to data from the Internal Revenue Service, nearly one in
every ten Colorado households that filed a fede;al income tax return in

1991 — 95 percent — received the EITC [
l

'

Some 159,000 working farmhes with children i 1n Colorado received the -
EITC last year. They received beneﬁts totalhng $128 million.

Addmonal households in Colorado will recewe the credit under the
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would }expand the EITC"

-eligibility rules sontnewhelt1 : |

i

' - The Clinton proposal would prov1de substannal beneﬁts to low-mcome
workmg households in Colorado. Colorado households would receive $85 million

more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.
This would mostly be spent in the Colorado economy, beneﬁhng local economies

- with a Iarge share of low and moderate—mcome workers.

|
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! Under the proposal a small EITC would ‘be made avallable 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 ehglble for EITC benefits for the

first time.

R |
-+ This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first flscal[year in which the Clinton. EITC ‘
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of EITC

- y
‘ benefits that would be provided to Colorado households that year under current law. The $85 million

figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committée on Taxation of the amount of
additional EITC bénefits 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 Colorado will be the
‘same as the proportion of current EITC. beneﬁis that goes to hcuseholds in Colorado ‘
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Connecticut Would Benefit Substantially
From Proposed EITC Expansion ;

' z‘
- The expansmn in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by the Clinton
- Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-mcome working
families in Connecticut. A large number of tax. ﬁlers in Connlectlcut receive the

Accordmg to data from the Internal Revenue Segmce some 78,000
working families with children in Connecticut received the EITC last

' year They received beneﬁts totallmg $56 million.
l

: |
’ Addmonal households in Connecticut will rece1ve the crecht under the
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would Iexpand the EITC )

eligibility rules somewhat ! 5

.- The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits to low-income
working households in Connecticut. Connecticut households would receive $37

~ million more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current

~law.* This would mostly be spent in the Connecticut economy, benéfiting local
economies with a large share of low and moderate-income jfworkers. ‘

R

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

'furst time.

: 2 This figure is an eshmate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal ?year in which the Chnton EITC
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of EITC
benefits that would be provided to Connecticut households that year under current law. The $37

-+ rhillion 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 assurnes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in Connecticut

will be the same as the proportxon of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Connechcut
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Delaware Would Beneftt Substantlally
From Proposed EITC Expansion |

: The expansioh 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 i 1rr\ Delaware receive the

federal credit. S , N

Accordmg to data from the Internal Revenue Serv1ce, one in every
-eleven Delaware households that filed a federalr income tax return in

1991 — nine percent — received the EITC. g[ .

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

Addmonal hOuseholds in Delaware will recexve the credlt under the
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC
el1g1b1hty rules somewhat.! !A |

The Clmton proposal would provide substantial benefits to low-mcome
worklng households in Delaware. Delaware households would receive $18 million
more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.?
This would mostly be spent in the Delaware economy, beneﬁtmg local economies
W1th a large share of low and moderate-mcome workers. | - : ‘
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' Under the proposal a small EITC would be made avaﬂable 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 ehgxble for EITC beneﬁts for the

] o

first time. o 7
- o l

2 This flgure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal yfear in which ﬂ1e Chnton EITC
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of EITC
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 Comnuttee on Taxation of the amount of .-

‘ gu ditional EITC benefits that would be paid nationally under the Chnton lan. The figure shown
assumes that the' proportion of these new benefits that will go to househo ds in Delaware will be the
same as the proportion of current EITC beneﬁts that goes to households in Delaware. -
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Distnct of Columbia Would Beneflt Disproportionately
From Proposed E!TC Expansmn P ‘
The expans1on in the. Earned Income Tax Credlt proposLd by the Clinton -
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and, moderate-rncome working
families in.the District of Columbia. A large number of tax frlers in Washmgton DC.
receive the credit. In fact, the propornon of tax filers in the DIIStI‘ICt 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 ‘dlsproportlonate
benefxt to the Drstrrct | | ‘ . : f : .
. Accordmg to data from the Internal Revenue Servme, one in. every séven
District of Columbia households that filed a federal income tax return in -
1991 — 14.1 percent — received the EITC. By comparison, 11.2 percent
of all tax filers nationwide received the EITC g
: When compared with all states in terms of the proportron of tax frlers
- who receive the EITC, the District of Columbra ranks 12th hlghest

N ' } .
> Some 48 000 working families with children in the District of Columbia
recerved the EITC last year They received beneﬁts totalhng $39 rmlhon

. Addmonal households in the District w111 recemt'e the credit under the
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC
‘ Vehgrbrhty rules somewhat.! = | |

. L .
The Clinton proposal would provide substantral beneﬁts to low-income
working households.in the District of Columbia. District households would receive.
$26 million more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under
~current law.? ‘This would mostly be spent in the D.C. econor‘ny, beneﬁtmg local

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

.

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

who do not have childfen and have incomes below $9,000. In addmon,ifarmhes with two or more
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligible for EITC benefits for the
* first time. ‘ _ ,

?  This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, thé first ﬁscal year in whxch 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 District of Columbia households that 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 under the Clinton 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 proporhon of current EITC benefits that goes to households in the Dlstnct
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Florlda Would Benefit Dlsproportlonately
From Proposed EITC Expansmn f

The expansmn in the Eamed Income Tax Credit proposed by the Clinton
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-mcome working
‘families in Florida. A very large number of tax filers in Flonda receive the credit. In
fact, the proportion of tax filers in Florida who receive the credit is greater than the
proportion of filers nationwide who receive it.. As a result, the proposed expansn:m
' of the credlt would be of dlsproportxonate benefit to Flonda i

. Accordmg to data from the Internal Revenue Servme, one in every eight
Florida households that filed a federal income tax return in 1991 — 12.4
-percent — received the EITC. By comparison, 11 2 percent of all tax ‘

filers nahonw1de received the EITC. , i

~ When the 50 states are ranked accordmg to the I[Jroportton of tax filers
who receive the EITC, Flonda ranks 16th highest. :

e Some 827, 000 Workmg families with children in »Flonda recewed_ the
EITC last year. They recelved benefits totallmg $7OO rmlhon

N o Addmonal households in Florida will receive the crecht under the ‘
~ Clinton proposal, because the proposal Would expand the EITC
~ eligibility rules somewha’c1 _ I .

_ The Clinton proposal would prov1de substantial benefxts to low-mcome
working households in Florida. Florida households would receive nearly one-half
billion dollars more in EITC beneﬁts each year — $465 million ——;- under the Clinton
proposal than under current law.? This would mostly be spent in the Florida
‘economy, benefmng local economies with a large share of lo\(vv and moderate—mcome
workers. Only two other states would. recewe a larger amount.of beneﬁts from the
‘.Chnton EITC proposal. s ‘ - {

i

' Under the proposal a small ETTC 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: ehgxblle for EITC beneﬁts for the

f:tst time. '

ThlS figure is an estimate for flscal year 1996, the first fiscal yea:rlm 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 Florida households that year under current law. The $465 million
figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee oanaxahon 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 Florida will be the
same as the proportion of current EITC beneﬁts that goes to. households m Plonda y
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Georgla Would Benefit Disproportlonately
From Proposed EITC. Expansmn {
i

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

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

families in Georgia. A very large number of tax filers in Georgla receive the credit.
In fact, the proportion of tax filers in Georgia who receive the|credit is substantially

~ greater than the proporhon of filers nationwide who receive it. As a result, the

proposed expansmn of the credit would be of dlspropomonate benefit to Georgla

. Accordmg to data from the Internal Revenue Ser|v1ce, nearly one in
© every six Georgia households that filed a federal iincome tax return in
1991 — 15.7 percent — received the EITC. By comparlson one in nine
~ tax fﬂers nattonwxde — 11.2 percent — received ¥the EITC. '

* When the 50 states are ranked accordmg to the proporhon of tax ﬁlers |
who receive the EITC, Georgla ranks eighth highest. . ‘ '

. « |

. Some 496 000 working farmhes W1th children in Georgla — Or nearly
one-half of a million families'— received the EITC last year. They
received benefits totalling $425 million. '

o« Addmonal households in Georgla will receive tl{e credit under the
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC
el1g1b1hty rules somewhat.! \ s

!

The Clinton proposal would prowde substantial beneﬁts to low-mcome

. workmg households in Georgia. Georgia households would receive $282 million more

in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.2 This

would mostly be spent in the Georgia economy, benefiting Iocal economies Wlth a

large share of low and moderate—mcome workers. '

E
f
|

! Under the posal 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, famﬂles with two or more
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligible for EITC benefits for the
ﬁrst time. ‘ ’

2 This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996 the first ﬁscal year i 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 Georgia households that year under current law. The $282 million
figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee on Taxation of the amount of
additional EITC benefits that would bée paid nationally under the Clinton/ plan. The figure shown
assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in Georg1a will be the
same as the proportxon of current EITC beneﬁts that goes to households in Georgla
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Hawau Would Beneflt Substantnally]
From Proposed EITC Expans:on %
o e
The expans1on in the federal Earned Income Tax Credlt proposed by the
" Clinton Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-mcome
- working families.in Hawaii. A large number of tax filers in Hawau recelve the
federal credit. : : zi
.« Accordmg to data from the Internal Revenue Semce some 38, 000 o
working families with children in Hawaii recelveld the EITC last year.
They received beneﬁts totallmg $28 million. | .
o Addltlonal households in I—Iawau will receive the crecht under the
* Clinton proposal, because the prOposal would expand the EITC
eligibility rules somewhat.” -~ g
I .
, The Clinton propos'al would provide substantial bene‘fitls to low-income _
working households in Hawaii. Hawaii households would receive $18 million more in
" EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.?- In areas
- with a high proportion of low- and moderate-income workers, the spending of these
_EITC funds could prov1de a boost to the local economy

! Under the roposal, a small EITC would be made available for the first tlrne to adult workers ‘ N

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 ehglble for EITC benefits for the
first time.

' ,l

- This figure is an estimate for ﬁscal year 1996, the first fiscal year zn which the Clmton EITC
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of EITC
benefits that would be provided to Hawaii households that year under current law. The $18 million -
: f1 re is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee on Taxatlon of the amount of .

ditional 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 Hawaii will be the
same as the proportxon of current EITC benefits that goes to households in/ Hawan
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' Idaho Would Benefit Disproportionately
From Proposed EITC Expansion ; o
 The expansmn in the Earned Income Tax Cred1t proposed by the Clinton
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderat}e-mcome working
families in Idaho. A large number of tax filers in Idaho receive the credit. In fact,
the proportion of tax filers in Idaho who receive the credit is greater than the
proportion of filers nationwide who receive it. As a result, the proposed expansion
of the crecht would be of dlsproportxonate beneﬁt to Idaho. |
. Accorchng to data from the Internal Revente Se[rvme, one in every e1ght
- Idaho households that filed .a federal income tax return in 1991 — 12.4
percent — received the EITC. By comparison, 11 2 percent-of all tax’

- - filers nationwide received the EITC. o !

When the 50 states are ranked according to the proportxon of tax ﬁlers =
who receive the EITC, Idaho ranks 1'7th hlghes}t : '

e« Some 57, OOO workmg fanuhes w1th chﬂdren in; Idaho received the EITC
: last year They recelved beneﬁts totallmg $47 million.

. Additional households in Idaho will receive the credit under the Clinton
~ proposal, because the proposal would expand)the EITC eligibility rules
somewhat! = - f

The Clinton proposal would prov1de substantxal ben{eflts to low-income
~ working households in Idaho. Idaho households would receive $31 million more in
" EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.? This
would mostly be spent in the Idaho economy, benefiting local economies with a large

share of low and moderate mcome workers. ‘ } .
. J .
O
, ! Under the roposal a sma]l EITC would be made avaﬂable for the first time to adult workers
" who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addmon, families with two or more

children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become ehg1ble for EITC beneﬁts for the
first time. ‘ . .

. % This ﬁgure is an estxmate for fiscal year 1996 the first fiscal ; year in Whl(:h the Clmton 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 households in Idaho will be the same
. as the propomon of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Idaho.
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Illmons Would Beneflt Substantlally
From Proposed EITC Expansion ;

1

The expans1on in the Eamed Income Tax Credlt proposed by the Clinton-
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moder[ate-mcome working.

families in Illmms A very large number of tax filers in Illinois receive the credit:
i .

'Accordmg to data from the Internal Revenue Semce, nearly one in
every ten Illinois households that filed a federal income tax retum in .

1991 —96 percent — received the EITC. ’

L ]
]

Some 550,000 workmg farmhes with chlld.ren rfn Illinois received the
EITC last year. They rece1ved benefits tota]lmg $445 million.

Addl'aonal households in Ilinois will receive .the credlt under the
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC

ehg1b1hty rules somewhat.! - - |

o The Clinton proposal would provide substantial bexgeﬁts to low-income
workmg households in Lllinois. Illinois households would receive $295 million more in
EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law? This .
would mostly be spent in the Illinois economy, benefmng local economies W1th a

large share of low and moderate-mcome workers.

|
|

|
|

i

.~ ' Under the proposal, a “siall EITC would be made avallable 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 éeligible - for EITC benefits for the
fu'st time. . . ; :

= I

2 This fxgure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first ﬁscal year in wh:ch the Chnton EITC
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of EITC
benefits that would be provided to Illinois households that year under current law. The $295 million
f1 re is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Comxmttee on Taxation of the amount of

additional EITC benefits that would be paid nationaily under the Clinton plan. The figure shown
assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in Illinois will be the

same as. the proportlon of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Bhnoxs A



S
lndlana Would Beneﬁt Substantlauyg o
From Proposed EITC Expansion | .

- The expansxon in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposfed by the Clinton
~ Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income workmg
families in Indlana ‘A large number of tax ﬁlers in Indiana recelve the credit.

According to data from the Internal Revenue Semce one in every ten
Indiana households that filed a federal mcome tax return in 1991 —10.0 -

' percent — recelved the EITC.

Some 270,000 workmg fanuhes with children i m Indlana received the
EITC last year They received benefits totalhng $218 nnlhon '

| Addmonal households in Indxana will receive the credlt under the
. Clinton proposal because the proposal would expand the EITC

eligibility rules somewhat1 ST ’.r

The Clmton proposal would provide. substannal beneﬁts to low-income
working households in Indiana. Indiana households would receive $145 million more. -

- in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.> This
would mostly be spent in the Indiana economy, benefiting 1oca1 economies witha

large share of low and moderate-income workers. E A
. R . N * . ‘ ' ) .
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posal, a small EITC would be made available f(f}r the first time to adult workers

ol Under the 1511
dren and have incomes below $9,000. In addition, families with two or more

" who do not have ¢
children and incomes between $24 000 and $28 000 would become elxgxble for EITC beneﬁts for the

first txme

: Thxs flgure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal jf;ear in which the Clinton EITC
groposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of EITC
enefits that would be provided to Indiana households that year under current law. The $145 million
figure is.based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee on Taxation of the amount of B
additional EITC benefits that would be paid nationaily under the Clinton 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 propomon of current EIT C benefits that goes to households in Indxana

f



Iowa Would Benefit Substantially l
‘From Proposed EITC Expansion !' “
I

- The expansmn in the federal Eamed Income Tax Cred1t proposed by. the
Clinton Administration would be of great benefit to low- and! moderate-mcome

working families i in Iowa A large number of tax filers in Icwa receive the federal

credit. . . L = l S

. According to data from the Internal Revenue Selrwce one in every ‘
- twelve Iowa households that filed a federal income tax return in 1991 —

8.1 percent — recelved the EITC.
|

. Some 110 000 working families with chlldren in|Iowa received the EITC
last year. They received beneflts totallmg $86 n{ulhon :

. Addmonal households in Iowa wxll receive the {cred_rt under the Clinton
proposal because the proposal would expand the EITC el1g1b1].1ty rules

somewhat.! . |
. . : ’ J )

‘The Clmton propcsal would provn:le substantral beneﬁts to low-income
working households in Iowa. Iowa households would receiye $57 million more in
EITC benefits each year under the Clmton proposal than under current law.? This

- would mostly be spent in the Iowa economy, beneﬁtmg local econorrues w1th a large

share of low and moderate-mcome workers.
| i !
l

:

' Under the proposal a small EITC would be made avaxlable forl 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,{)00 and $28,000 would become ehglble for EITC beneﬁts for the

f1rst time. . . S l

. -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 OVEI'g the estimated amount of EITC:
~ benefits that would be provided to lowa 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 Clinton Flan The figure shown
assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in Iowa will be the same-
as the proportmn of current EITC benefzts that goes to households in : Iowa :



Kansas Would Benefit Substantlally
From Proposed EITC Expans;cn

|
N
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1

The expans1on in the Eamed Income Tax Credit proposed by. the Clmton
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderatle-mcome working
farmhes in Kansas A large number of tax filers in Kansas receive the credit.

. Accordmg to data from the Internal Revenue Serv1ce one in every ‘

eleven Kansas households that filed a federal income tax return in 1991
— 9.2 percent — received the EITC. © . | ' :

. Some 108,000 workmg families with children in Kansas received the
EITC last year. They recewed beneﬁts totalhng $85 mllhon :

.. Additional households in- Kansas w111 receive the credit under the
- Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC
‘ fehglblhty rules somewhat.! I l’
‘ The Clinton proposal would provide substantlal beneﬁts to 1ow-1ncome
working households in Kansas. Kansas households would receive $57 million more in
EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.? This
would mostly be spent in the Kansas economy, beneﬁtmg local econormes with a
large share of low and moderate-income workers : '

' Under the pro osal a small EITC would be made avaﬂable for the ﬁrst time to adult workers
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addmon,;fanuhes with two or more )
children-and incomes between $24, 000 and $28,000 would become eligible for EITC benefits for the

first tlme

2 This flgure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996 the first fiscal year in whxch the Clmton 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 Clinton plan. The figure shown
assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in Kansas will be the
same as the proportion of current EITC beneﬁts that goes to households in Kansas. . :
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Kentucky Would Benefit Disproportionately
- From Proposed EITC Expansion |

s

The expansmn in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by the Clinton-
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate—mcome working
families in Kentucky. A large number of tax filers in Kentucky receive the credit. In-
fact, the proportion of tax filers in Kentucky who receive the crecht is greater than the
proportion of filers nationwide who receive it. As a result, the proposed expansion
of the credit would be of dmproporuonate beneﬁt to Kentucky o

* : Accordmg to data from the Internal Revenue Servxce, 13.8 percent of
Kentucky households that filed a federal income tax return in 1991
received the EITC. By comparison, 11.2 percent ¢ of all tax filers "
nanonvnde recelved the EITC.. :

When the 50 states are ranked according to the proporuon of tax filers
“who receive the EITC Kentucky ranks 12th Iughest

. Some ?.19 000 workmg families with chﬂdren in Kentucky received the
‘ EITC last year They received beneﬁts totalling $179 million. ‘

. Addmonal households in Kentucky will receive the credit under the
. Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC
- eligibility rules somewhat.' S { :

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

, workmg households in Kentucky. Kentucky households Would receive $119 million
more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.?
This would mostly be spent in the Kentucky economy, beneﬁtmg local economies
with a large share of 1ow and moderate-income workers.

!
|
|
|

' 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 ehg1b1e for EITC benefits for the
first time. . ) » S , E

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 Kentucky households that year under, current law. The $119
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 Kentucky will
be the same as the propornon of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Kentucky
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Louisiana Would Benefit Disproportionately

. From Proposed EITC Expansion f
: |

The expans1on in the Earned Income Tax Credlt proposed by the Clmton

Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate—mcome workmg
families in Louisiana. A very large number of tax filers in Louilsmna receive the
credit. In fact, the proportion of tax filers in Louisiana 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 dlsproporhonate benefit to
: Loulsxana \ : f :

e . According to data from the Internal Revenue Service, one in every five
- Louisiana households that filed a federal income tax return in 1991 —

19.8 percent — received the EITC. By companson one in nine tax ﬁlers .

nationwide — 11.2 percent - recelved the EITC. I '

, : 1 o
When the 50 states are ranked accor’ding to the propm"tion of tax filers who
receive the EITC, Louisiana ranks second highest. Only in M1551351pp1 do a
larger share of tax filers receive the EITC. 3

I

.« Some 361,000 workmg families with children in Louisiana recewed the
~ EITC last year. They received beneﬁts totallmg $312 miilion.

e Additional households in Louisiana will recewe the credit under the
‘ Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC.
: ehglblhty rules sormewhat1 _ o
1
The Clinton proposal would provide substantlal beneﬁts to low-mcome
workmg households in Louisiana. Louisiana households Would receive $207 mzllzon
more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.?
This would mostly be spent in the- Louisiana economy, beneﬁ'ang local economies
with a large share of low and mcderate-mcome workers o :

] - e
N
) ! Under the proposal a small EITC would be made avaulable 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 ehglble for EITC benefits for the
first time. |-

A J
?  This fxgure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year in which theé 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 Louisiana households that year under current law. The $207.
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 Georgia will be
the same as the proportxon of current EITC beneﬁts that goes to households in Georgia.

e
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Mame Would Beneﬂt Substantlally
From Proposed EITC Expansion

|
|
|
|
|

. The expansmn in the Earned Income Tax Cred1t proposed by the Clinton
" Administration would be of great benefit to low- and mederate-mcome working
families in Maine. A large number of tax filers in Maine rece11ve the credit.

i
I
)

According to data from the Internal Revenue Sei'rvice, one in every
eleven Maine households that filed a federal i income tax return in 1991

- — 9.4 percent — recelved the EITC. - i
‘ |

Some 56,000 W_orking families with children in Maine received the EITC
last year. They received benefits tOtalling $43 n{‘ﬁllion. ’

f

e Additional households in Maine will receive the credit under the
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC

ehglbxhty rules son'tem.fhat1 o , A

The Clinton proposal would provide substantial beneﬁts to low-income
working households in Maine. Maine households would receive $28 million more in

EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.? This
would mostly be spent in the Maine economy, benefiting local economies with a

large share of low and moderate-income workers.. ,'[

o | | |
I
|
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|
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b Under the proposal a small EITC would be made available foi' 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 ellglble for EITC benefits for the

first time.

2 This ﬁgure is an estimate for fiscal year 199, the first fiscal yea: 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 Maine households that year under 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 nationally under the C]mton plan. The figure shown
assumnes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in Maine will be the
same as the proportmn of current EITC beneﬁts that goes to householids in Mame

o



I.
|
|
|
l
Maryland Would Benefit Substantlallyf"
From Proposed EITC Expansion i
|

‘The expansmn in the federal Eamed Income Tax Credit| proposed by the
- Clinton Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income

working families in Maryland A'large: number of tax filers inl Maryland receive the
|' .

federal credit. - ~ , _ o
- o . : I

. ‘Accordjng’ to data from the Internal RevenneSerlriee, one in every
eleven Maryland households that filed a federal income tax return in
I .

1991 — 87 percent — received the EITC f ‘

. Some 223,000 workmg families w1th children in Maryland recewed the
EITC last year. They I'ECEIVEd benefits totalhng $177 million.

* Addmonal households in Maryland W1ll receive the credit under the -
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC
eligibility rules somewhat oo o fo o
|
The Clmton proposal -‘would prowde substantlal beneﬁts to low-income:
workmg households in Maryland. Maryland households would receive $117 million
more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.2
This would mostly be spent in the Maryland economy, benefmng local economies
with a large share of low and moderate-i -income workers. { .

! 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, famiilies with two or more
children and incomes between $24 000 and $28 000 would become ehgxbie for EITC benefits for the

first time., V ‘ I
. : i

. ? This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year in Wthh 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.Maryland households that year under current law. The $117
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 Maryland will
be the same as the proportlon of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Maryland
f :
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Massachusetts Would Benefit Substantjaily‘
From Proposed EITC Expansion |

l

The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by the Chnton
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income workmg
families in Massachusetts A large number of tax filers in Massachusetts receive the -

CI'Edlt

. According to data from the Internal Revenue Sexg*vice, some 170,000
* working families with children in Massachusetts received the EITC 1ast
year. They recelved beneﬁts totalling $127 rm]hon o

e Additional households in Massachusetts w111 recewe the credit under
the Clinton proposal because the proposal would expand the EITC

e11g1b1hty rules somewhat1 o N l

, The Clmton proposal would prowde substanhal beneﬁts to low-income

- working households in Massachusetts. Massachusetts households would receive $84 -
' million more in'EITC benefits each. year. under the Clinton proposal than under current .
law.? This would mostly be spent in the Massachusetts economy, beneﬁtmg local o
economies with a large share of low and moderate—mcame vs{orkers :

|
|
|
]
|
[
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' . Under the proposal a small EI'I‘C 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 i incomes between $24,000 and- $28,000 would become ehglble for EITC benefits for the

ﬁrsttxme B ‘, o ' }

2. This ﬁgure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first ﬂscal year in Wthh 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 Massachusetts households that year ‘under current law. The $84
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 Massachusetts

- will be the same as the propomon of current EITC beneﬁts that goes tc households in Massachusetts
’ -
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Michigan Would Beneﬁt Substantlall)‘f
- From Proposed EITC Expansion |

. f
|
The expansion in the Earned Income Tax- Credit proposed by the Clmton
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income workmg
families in M1ch1gan A very large number of tax filers in M1ch1gan receive the

credit. o f
. According to data from the Internal Revenue Service, eight percent of

Michigan households that filed a federal income tax return in 1991
received the EITC. . f , .

¢ . Some 363 000 workmg families Wlth children ml‘Mlcthan received the
EITC. last year They received benefits tota]lmg’$276 rmlhon o

. Addmonal households in chlugan will recelve, the credit. under the
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC
eligibility rules somewhat.! } .

The Clinton proposal would provide substanhal beneﬁts to low-income
~ working households in Michigan. Michigan households would receive $183 million =
" more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.?
This would mostly be spent in the Michigan economy, beneﬁtmg local econormes
w1th a large share of low.and moderate-mcome workers.

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

first tlme ‘ . |

2 Thls ﬁgure is an estimate for ﬁscal year 1996, the first fiscal yeJar 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 Committee on Taxation of the
amount of additional EITC benefits that would be pmdY nationally under the Clinton plan. The figure
shown assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in Michigan Wlll
be the same as the proportion of current EII‘C beneﬁts that goes to households in Mlchlgan ‘
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anesota Would Beneflt Substantlally
From ProposedvE‘iTC Expansion J o

- The expansmn in the federal Earned Income Tax Credlt proposed by the

" Clinton Administration would be of great benefit to low- and|moderate-income
working families in Minnesota. A large number of tax filers i ?n Minnesota receive the

federal credit. = _‘ o .
Accordmg to data from the Internal Revenue Semce some 144, 000
working families with children in Minnesota recelved the EITC last year

| They recelved beneﬁts totalhng $110 million. |
. f °

Adchtlonal households in \ Minnesota will I'ECEIVE the credit under the
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC .

eligibility rules sonneawvhat1 o {

~ The Clmto‘n‘proposal, would provide substantial benefits to low-income
working households in Minnesota.. Minnesota households would receive $73 million
more in EITC benefits each year under. the Clinton proposal thlan under current law.?
This would mostly be spent in the Minnesota economy, benefiting local econormes

~with a large share of low and moderate-income workers f

i

N
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|

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

ﬁrst time. o ‘ ;
. ! |

' ¢ This ﬁgure is an estxmate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal )r/ear in which the Chnton 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 households that year under current law. The $73

_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 Minnesota will
'be the same as the  proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Minnesota. ‘

/,
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A Higher Proportion of Taxpayers in MlSSISSIppI Would Beneflt From
Proposed EITC Expansmn than in Any Other State

The expansmn in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by the Chnton
Administration-would be of great benefit to low- and moderate—mcome workmg
" families in Mississippi. A very large number of tax filers in IvI1551551pp1 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 proposed expansion of
~ the cred1t would be of dlspropornonate beneﬁt to M1551331pp1'
w
. Accordmg to data from the Internal Revenue Serv1c:e, one in every four
- Mississippi households that filed a federal i mcome tax return in 1991 —
25.7 percent — received the EITC. By companson, one in nine tax filers -
nationwide — 11.2 percent — received the EITC. | :
When the 50 states are ranked according to the prop"ortion of tax filers who
- receive the EITC, Mississippi ranks highest by far. eIn the state that ranks
second highest — Lomsmna — only 19.8 percent of tax filers received .
the credit. - o
. Some 283 OOO Workmg farmhes with children i in MlSSlSSlppl received the
‘ EITC last year. They recelved benefits totallmg $255 rmlhon

e Additional households in Mississippi will receive- the credit under the
_Clinton proposal, because the proposal would [expand the EITC .

e11g1b1hty rules somewhat."
|

- The Clinton proposal WOuld'provide substantial beneﬁtsyto low-income
working households in Mississippi. Mississippi households would receive $169
million more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current
law.? This would mostly be spent in the Mississippi economy, benefiting local
economies w1th a large share of low and moderate-mcome workers.

' 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 addmon families with two.or more
children and incomes between $24 000 and $28 000 would beccme ehgrble for EITC benefits for the
frrst time. A _ |

?  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 Mississippi households that year under current law. The $169

“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 Mississippi will
be the same as the proportron of current EITC beneﬁts that goes to households. in MlSSlSSlppl '
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~Missouri Would Benefit Disproportionately -
From Proposed EITC Expansion ‘r'
- | i

The expansmn in the Earned Income Tax Credlt proposed by the Clinton
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income working
families in Missouri. A large number of tax filers in Missouri receive the credit. In

' fact, the proportion of tax filers in Missouri who receive the credlt is slightly greater

‘than the proportion of filers nationwide who receive it. As a result the proposed

- expansion ¢ of the credlt would be of dlspropornonate beneﬁt to Missouri. .

. According to data from the Internal Revenue Seryice, 11.3 percent of
Missouri households that filed a federal income tax return in 1991
recelved the EITC. ~ }’ ‘

When the 50 states are ranked accordmg to the proportlon of tax filers
who receive the EITC, Missouri ranks 19th hlghest

e Some 273 000 Workmg families with chlldren m;JMlssoun recelved the
EITC last year They received beneﬁts totallmg,$221 million.

. , Addmonal households in stsoun will receive the credit under the
. Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC .

eligibility rules somewhat ! ;

The Clinton proposal would provide substantial beneﬁts to low-mcome

. working households in Missouri. Missouri households' would receive $147 million

more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.?

- This would mostly be spent in the Missouri economy; beneﬁtmg local economies with

a large share of low and moderate-mcome workers. |

-
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 i incomes below $9,000. In addition, families with two or more -

children and incomes between $24 000 a.nd $28, 000 would become ehgxble for EITC benefits for the
first time. . } ,

2 Thxs 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 Missouri households that year under currént law. The $147
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 Missouri will
be the same as the propomon of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Missouri. A
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Montana Would Benefit Dlsproponlonately
From Proposed EITC Expansion .

- The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by the Clinton
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income. working
families in Montana. In fact, the proportion of tax filers in Montana who receive the '
credit is slightly greater than the proportion of filers nahonmde who receive it. Asa |
result, the proposed expansmn of the credlt would be of dxspropornonate benefit to
Montana. . : f :

. Accordmg to data from the Internal Revenue Serv1ce, 11.8 percent of
Montana households that filed a federal income tax return in 1991
received the EITC. By companson, 11. 2 percent ,of all tax filers -
nationwide recewed the EITC. S

" When the 50 states are ranked accordmg to the I’Jroporuon of tax filers
who receive the EITC Montana ranks 18th hxghest

‘ #
. .Scme 44,000 workmg farmhes with ch,lldren in Montana received the
EITC last year. They received beneﬁts totalhng $35- mllhon.

. Addmonal househoids in Montana ‘will receive Ithe credit under the
~ Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC '
e11g1b1hty rules somewhat 1 ! )
The Clmton pr0posa1 would provide substantial benehts to low-income
;workmg households in Montana. Montana households would receive $23 million
- more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.?
This would mostly be spent in the Montana economy, benefiting local economies
with a large share of low and moderate-income workers. : -

l
[

}
|
.
i

! * Under the propesal a small EITC would be made avallable for the first time to adult workefs -
. 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’ ehglble for EITC benefits for the
first time. 4 - ) -

? , 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 Montana households that year under current law. The $23 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 Clmton plan. The figure shown -
~assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in Montana will be the
same as the proportion of current EITC beneﬁts that goes to households in Montana.
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' Nebraska Would Benefit Substantiall
- From Proposed EITC Expansion

e i e ‘“-——;-:—-n_.._,.

. : The expansmn in the Eamed Income Tax Credlt proposed by the Chnton ‘
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate—mcome ‘working
. families in Nebraska. A 1arge number of tax filers in Nebraska receive the credit.

'Accordmg to data from the Internal Revenue Service, one in every 11 |
Nebraska households that filed a federal i mcome( tax return in 1991 —

9. 2 percent — recelved the EITC s

Some 72,000 workmg families with chﬂdren in Nebraska recelved the
EITC last year. They recewed beneﬁts totalling f$57 million.
- Additional households in Nebraska will necewejl the credit under the
. Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC
. eligibility rules somewhat ! _ |
l
The Clinton proposal would prowde substannal beneﬁts to low-mcome
‘ Workmg households in Nebraska. Nebraska households would receive $38 million
more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.?
‘This would mostly be spent in the Nebraska economy, beneﬁtmg local economies .

w1th a large share of low and moderate-mcome workers.. -

- ——— e

e

' Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made avaxlable for the ﬁrst time to adult workers
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addmon families with two or. more
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become ehglble for EIT! C benefits for the

first time: ' i - '

- This flgure 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 Nebraska households that year under current law. The $38 million

figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Comrmttee[ 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' Nebraska will be the
same as the propomon of current EIT C beneﬁts that goes 10 households in Nebraska ‘ :
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‘Nevada Would Benefit Substantially

;
1
|
|
|
R
!
r
From Proposed EITC Expansion |
“ |

The expansmn in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by the Clinton
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income working
‘families in Nevada. A large number of tax filers in Nevada receive the credit.

l
. Ac:cordmg to data from the Internal Revenue Serv1ce, one in every ten
Nevada households that filed a federal incorne t?x return in 1991 — 10.1

percent — received the EITC ' i
. |

e Some 70, 000 workmg fanuhes w1th children in Nevada rece1ved the
' EITC last year. They received benefits totalling $56 nulhon

e Additional households in Nevada wﬂl receive the credit under the

"~ Clinton proposal, because the proposal Would expand the EITC ‘
. eligibility rules somewhat 1 N ] o
. T
The Clinton propoSal would provide substantial benefilts to low-income

workmg households in Nevada. Nevada households would receive $37 million more
in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.? This
would mostly be spent in the Nevada economy, benefiting local economies with a
large share of low and moderate-income workers o K : ‘

|
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! Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made avallable 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, . ~ l

-~ ' This fxgure 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 Nevada households that year under[ 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 the Clinton plan. The figure shown
‘assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in Nevada will be the
same as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to househelds in Nevada :
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‘New Hampshire Would Benefit Substantially
From Proposed EITC Expansion ‘
o
. The expansion in the federal Earned Income Tax Credlt proposed by the
Clinton Administration would be of great benefit to low- and/ moderate-income
- working families in New Hampshire. - A large number of tax fﬁlers in New
- Hampshire receive the federal credit. o L 5
. : ‘
e According to data from the Internal Revenue Semce, some 38,000
working families with children in New Hampshn'e received the EITC
last year. They recelved benefits totallmg $29 mﬂhon o

*  Additional households in New I—Iampshue wﬂl receive the credlt under
the Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC

- eligibility rules somewhatl '

. The Clinton proposal would provxde substanhal beneﬁts to low-income
working households in New Hampshire: New Hampshire households would receive
$19 million more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton jproposal than under
current law.? This would mostly be spent in the New Hampsh1re economy,

. benefiting local econormes w1th a large share of low and moderate~1ncome workers.

‘3,
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-1 Under the proposal, a small EITC would’ be made avaxlable 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 ehglble for EITC beneﬁts for the

~first txme a ,

2 This flgure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first ﬁscal year in which the Clmton EITC
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of EITC
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 Commxttee on Taxation of the o
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 New
Hampshire will be the same as t.he propomon of current EITC beneﬁts that goes to households in

New Hampshire. ;
o
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New Jersey wOuId Beneﬂt Substantnailly
From Proposed EITC Expansion |

The expansmn in the Eamed Income Tax Credit proposed by the Clmton
- Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income working

families in New- ]ersey A large number of tax fllers in New Jersey receive the credit.
' 2

. According to data from the Internal Revenue Serv1ce, some elght percent
of New Jersey households that filed a federal income tax return in 1991
recelved the EITC. , ; . ,

* Some 324 000 workmg families with children in N ew Jersey received the

EITC last year. They recexved benefits totalling $254 million.

e Additional households in New Jersey will receive the- c:redlt under the
- Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC
e11g1b1hty rules somewhat1 . !

The Clinton proposal would provide substantlal beneﬁts to low-income
working households in New Jersey. New Jersey households Would receive $168
million more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current

- law.* This would mostly be spent in the New Jersey economy, benefiting local
econormes W1th a large share of low and moderate-mcome workers

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

first time.

. 2 This f:gure is.an estimate for fiscal year 1996 the first ﬁscal year in whxch 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 New Jersey households that year under current law. The $168

. 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 New Jersey
will be the same as the propomon of current EITC beneﬁts that goes to households in New ]ersey
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New Mexico Would Benefit Disproportlonately
From Proposed EITC Expansion  :

1

The expans1on in the Eamed Incorne Tax Credit proposed by the Clmton
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-mcome working
families in New Mexico. A large number of tax filers in New| Mexico receive the
credit. In fact, the proportion of tax filers.in New Mexico who receive the credit is
substantially greater than the proportion of filers nationwide who receive it. As a
- result, the proposed expansion of the credxt would be of dlsproporhonate benefit to
NewMex1co S .:,
. According to data from the Internal Revenue Seifvice, nearly one in

every five New Mexico households that filed a federal income tax return

in 1991 — 17.9 percent — received the EITC. By comparison, one in
nine tax filers nationwide —11.2 percent — rec'eived the EITC.

When the 50 states are ranked according to the iproportlon of tax filers
who receive the EITC, New Mexico ranks fifth hzgkest ‘
| |
~* - Some 124,000 working farmhes with chﬂdren m New Mexico received
the EITC last year. They received benefits totalhng $102 million..

. Add1t10nal households in New Mexico wﬂl recelve the crecht under the
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC
.ehg1b111ty rules somewhat ! = f o
~ The Clmton proposal would prowde substannal beneﬁts to low-mcome
working households in New Mexico. New Mexico households would receive $67
million more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current
law.? This would mostly be spent in the New Mexico economy, benefiting local
economies thh a large share of low and moderate-mcome workers.

K

|
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. ' Under the o osal, a small EI’I‘C would be made avallable for the first ime 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 ehgxble for EITC benefits for the
first time. _ » ’.
*  This figure is an estxmate for fiscal year 1996 the first fiscal year in whxch 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 New Mexico households that year under current law. The $67
million figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Comrmttee on Taxation of the
amount of additional EITC benefits that would be paid nationally under the Clinton plan. The figure
“shown assumes that the proportlon of these new benefits that will go to households in New Mexico
will be the same as the proportxon of current EITC beneflts that goes to households in New Mexico.
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_ New York Would Benefit Substantially|
From Proposed EITC Expansion ’

The expansmn in the Eamed Income Tax Credit proposefi by the Clmton
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income working

farmhes in New York. A very large number of tax filers.in New York recewe the

credit: . , o _ ‘ ; _
- |

. Accordmg to data from the Internal Reverme Servme, one in every ten

" New York households that filed a federal income!tax return in 1991 —

!
9.8 percent — received the EITC. . ,‘

. Some 823,000 working families with children in New York received the
' » EITC last year. They recelved beneﬁts totalhng $(651 mﬂhon .

. Addmonal households in New York will receive | the credlt under the
* Clinton proposal, because the prOposal would expand the EITC '
ehg1b1hty rules somewhat.! A ;

The Clmton proposal would prov1de substantlal beneﬁts to low-mc:ome o

: workmg households in New York. New York households would receive $432 million
more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law
This would mostly be spent in the New York economy, beneﬁtmg local economies
W1th a 1arge share of low and moderate-income workers » c

.
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! Under the proposal a small EITC would be made avallable 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 ehglble for EITC beneﬁts for the

first time. , ) _ - !

2 This fxgure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year in which the Chnton EITC
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of EITC:
‘benefits that would be provided to New York households that year under current law. The $432
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 nationaily undet the Clinton plan. The figure
shown assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in New York will
. be the same as the propomon of current EITC benefits that goes to households in New York. -
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'North Carolina Would Benefit Disproportionately
‘ ‘From Proposed EITC Expansion E

E .

, The expansron in the Eamed Income Tax Credit proposed by the Clinton -
Admiinistration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-mcome working
families in North Carolina. A very large number of tax ﬁlers]m 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 expansron of the credit would be of dlsproporhonate :
: beneflt to North Carolina. ‘ _ ‘ . ‘r S

o According to data from the Internal Revenue Servrce, one in every seven
‘ North. Carolina households that filed a federal i mcome tax return inr 1991
— 14.8 percent — received the EITC. By companson 11.2 percent of all
tax filers nahonwrde received the EITC. ‘I
| «
When the 50 states are ranked according to the fproportlon of tax ﬁlers
who recewe the EITC North Carohna ranks 10th l'ughest

. . Some 485, 000 workmg families with children i m North Carolma received
- the EITC last year They received beneﬁts totalhng $414 million. '

'f S Addmonal households in North Carolma will recelve the credit under .
the Clinton proposal; because the proposal would expand the EITC
* eligibility rules somewhat.!

. (

-The Clintonfproposal would .provide substantial bene"fits to low-income
working households in North Carolina. North Carolina households would receive
$275 million more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under
current law.? This would mostly be spent in the North Carolma ecoriomy, benefiting
‘1oca1 economies W1th a large share of low and- moderate-mcome workers.

l
I
-
f

. ! Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made a‘éaiiable 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 ehgxble for EITC benefits for the
first tlme e ; .

- . This flgure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996 the first fiscal year in which the Chnton EITC
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of EITC
benefits that would be provided to North Carolina households that year under current law. The $275

million figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Cominittee 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 w1ll go | to households in North Carolina
" will be the same as the propomon of current EITC beneﬁts that goes to households in North Carolina.
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North Dakota Would Beneflt Substantially
' From Proposed EITC Expansuon f

* The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Cred1t proposed by the Clinton
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income working
families in North Dakota. A large number of tax filers in North Dakota receive the
credit. . - S . o {

* Accordmg to data from the Internal Revenue Semce, nearly one m
every ten-North Dakota households that filed a federal income tax
retum in 1991 — 94 percent — rece1ved the EITC.

e Somé 27,000 workmg families with children in North Dakota rece1ved
_ the EITC last year. They received benefits totalhng $21 rmlhon

. vAddltxonal households in North Dakota will recelve the CI'Edlt under the
" Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC
eligibility rules somewhatl ' |

The Clinton proposal would provrde substantlal benefits to low-income
working households in North Dakota. North Dakota households would receive $14
- million more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton propo[sal than under current
law.? This would mostly be spent in the North Dakota economy, benefiting local
econormes with a large share of low and moderate-mcome workers

f
B
n
|

~ ' 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, farmhes with two or more
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become eligible for EITC benefits for the -
first time. .

! This figure is an est:mate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year:f 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 North Dakota households that year under 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 would be paid nationally under|thie Clinton plan. The figure
shown assumes that the proportion of these new benefits. that will go to thouseholds in North Dakota
will be the same as the proportion of current EITC bmehts that goes to households in North Dakota
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Ohio Would Benefit Substantially {‘ A
From Proposed EITC Expansion 1' S
The expansion in the federal Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by the
Clinton Administration would be ‘of great benefit to low- and’moderate-mcome
working families in Oth A very large number of tax filers in O]ruo receive the
federal credit. o . - : : S
¢  According to data from the Internal Revenue Serwce nearly one in -
' every eleven Ohio households that filed a federal income tax return in
1991 — 8.7 percent —_ recelved the EITC. , ;

*. . Some 471 ,000 working families with chxldren mthlo received the EITC
last year. They received beneﬁts totalling $368 rmlhon
- |
. Addmonal households in Ohio will receive the ic:recilt under the Clinton
proposal because the proposal would expand the EITC ehglblhty rules
. somewhat.! - , !
) . . - -
The Clinton proposal would previde substantial benefits to low-income
working households in Ohio. Ohio households would recen{e $244 million more in
* EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.? This
‘would mostly be spent in the Ohio economy, beneﬁtmg 1oca1 economies with a large -

share of low and moderate-mcome workers o \ o

|
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' Under the Kloposal a small EITC would be made available for the fu'st time to adult workers
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addmon, i families with two or more
children and incomes, between $24,000 and $28, 000 would become ehgxble for EITC benefits for the

first time. ‘ : ‘ A ;

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 Ohio households that year under cun:ent law. The $244 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 Ohio will be the same
as the propornon of current EITC benefits that goes to househclds in Oth '
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Oklahoma Would Benefit Disproportionately
- From Proposed EITC Expansion { ‘

n

- The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by ‘the Clinton
»Adrmmstratmn ‘would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-mcome working
- families in Oklahoma. A large number of tax filers in Oklahoma receive the credit.
In fact, the proportion of tax filers in Oklahoma who receive. the creditis
substannaﬂy greater than the proportion of filers nationwide vz.fho receive it. Asa
result, the proposed expansmn of the credit would be of disproportionate benefit to
Oklahoma. S : i ; o

_ _‘ - Accord_mg to data from the Internal Revenue Ser{vme, one in every seven -
' Oklahoma-households that filed a federal income tax return in 1991 —
14.3 percent — received the EITC. By companso;n 11. 2 percent of all
tax ﬁlers nanonW1de received the EITC.

When the 50 states are ranked accordmg to the proporhon of tax filers
. who receive the EITC, Oklahoma ranks.11th hlghest

|
o Some 197,000 working. fanuhes with children in Oklahoma recelved the
EITC last year. They received beneﬁts totalhng $161 rrulhon

L Addmonal households in ORlahoma will receive the credit under the
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC
eligibility rules somewhat! . C ;

i

The Clinton proposal would provide substanhal beneﬁts to low—mcome ’ ,
workmg households in Oklahoma. Oklahoma households would receive $107 mzllzon
more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.?

This would mostly be spent in the Oklahoma economy, beneflhng local economies -
with a large share of low and moderate-mcorne workers ’

{
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! 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 ehglble for EITC benefits for the -
first tlme .
; .

. =% This flgure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal yearﬁ 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 Oklahoma households that year under current law. The $107

million figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Commiittee 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 tol households in Oklahoma will

be the same as the pmporﬁon of current EITC benefits that goes to hou:«l,eholds in Oklahoma
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Oregon Would Benefit Substantlally
- From Proposed EITC Expansion g

: ' i
The expansmn in the Eamed Income Tax Credit proposled by the Clinton
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income workmg
families in Oregon. A large number of tax filers in Oregon rié.;ge1ve the credit.
. According to data from the Internal Revenue Sei'vice, nearly one in
~every 10 Oregon households that filed a federal i rmc0me tax return in
1991 — 9.5 percent — rece1ved the EITC '

t
. Some 134 000 workmg families W1th chﬂdren mg Oregon recewed the
EITC last year. They received benefits totallmgf $107 million. -

. Addmonal households in Oregon will receive the credit under the
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC
e11g1b111ty rules somewhat.! A }f

‘The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits to low-mcome
working households in Oregon.- Oregon households would {recelve $71 million more
in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.? This

-would mostly be spent in the Oregon economy, benefiting local economies with a

large share of low and moderate-income workers ‘ :
: : : i
!
J

- ' Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available for the first time to adult workets
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. - , - N f

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 Oregon households that year under current law. The $71 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 lan. ,The figure shown
assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in Oregon will be the
same as the proportmn of current EITC benefits that goes to househnlds in Oregon _
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Pennsylvama Would Benefit Substantlelly
From Proposed EITC Expansion g
. |

The expansmn in the Eamed Income Tax Credit propos[,ed by the Clinton
- Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income working
families in Pennsylvama A very large number. of tax fllers m Pennsylvania receive:

the credit. ‘ . . L y
. ’Accordmg to data from the Internal Revenue Servxce, some eight percent
- of Pennsylvania households that flled a federal income tax return in =

1991 received the EITC

t
i

. Some 471, OOO working farmhes w1th chﬂdren m§ Pennsylvama received
the EITC last year. They recewed benefits totaihng $363 million. ‘
o Addmonal households in Pennsylvama will recelve the credit under the
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EI’I‘C
ehg1b1hty rules somewhat1 : .
;

The Clmton proposal would prov1de substantlal beneﬁts to low-mcome
workmg households in Pennsylvania. Pennsylvania households would receive $241
- million more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current
law.2 This would mostly be spent in the Pennsylvania economy, beneﬁhng local
- economies w1th a large share of low and moderate-iricome workers.
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! Under the proposal a small EI'I‘C would be made available for the first time to adult workers .
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addmon families with two or more
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28,000 would become ehglbie for EITC benefits for the

first hme SR e . ‘

?  'This ﬁgure is an estimate for ﬁscal year 1996, the fu'st fiscal ylear in which the Clmton EI'I’C
_ proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of EITC
benefits that would be provided to Pennsylvania households that year under current law. The $241
million figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Cormmttee 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 néw benefits that wail go to households in Pennsylvania

will be the same as the proportion of current EITC beneﬁts that goes to households in Pexmsylvama
!
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Rhode Island Would Benefit Substantlally
From Proposed EITC Expansxon j

The expansmn 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 Rhode Island A large number of tax ﬁlers in Rhode Island

‘receive the federal credit. » !

S

. Accordmg to data from the Internal Revenue. Selrvme, some elght percent ‘
of Rhode Island: households that filed a federal i income tax return in
1991 recelved the EITC .

. ‘ Some 35,000 working families with children in Rhode Island received
~ the EITC last. year They recelved beneﬁts totallmg $27 mﬂhon

. Additional households in Rhode Island will recjexve the credit under the A
- Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC
ehg1b1hty rules somewhat. L . J

The Clinton pmposal would prov1de substanhal beneﬁts to low-mcome
worklng households in Rhode Island. Rhode Island households would receive $18
~million more in EITC benefits each year. under the Clinton proposal than under current
law.? This would mostly be spent in the Rhode Island economy, beneﬁhng local
economies Wlth a large. share of low and moderate-mcome workers..

.

t

!
i
|
3
§
t

: * ‘ B
! Under the proposal, a small EITC would be made available for the first time to aduit 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 ehglble for E‘.ITC beneﬁts for the

fxrst time. _ v f

2 This fxgm'e is an estimate for ﬁscal year 1996, the first fiscal year in whlch 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 Rhode Island 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 plan. The figure
shown assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go| to households in Rhode Island
will be the same as the proporhon of current EITC benefits that goes, to households in Rhode Island.
s S '
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South Carolma Would Beneﬂt Dlsproportionately
From Proposed EITC Expansion

b
'

The expansmn in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by the Clmton
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate—mcome‘ workmg
families in South Carolina. A very large number of tax filers i m 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 filersjhationwide who receive

it. As a result, the proposed expansion of the credit would be of chsproportlonate

~ benefit to South Carolina. | ‘ |

. According to data from the Internal Revenue S'el'rvice, one in every six
South Carolina households that filed a federal income tax return in 1991
— 16.7 percent — received the EITC. By companson one in nine tax
filers natxonwmle — 112 percent — received the EITC.

‘When the 50 states are ranked accordmg to the propornon of tax ﬁlers
V;who receive the EITC, South, Carolina ranks szxth hzghest '

e Some 284,000 working famlhes with children m‘ South Carolma received
the EITC last year. They received benefits totalllmg $248 million.

e Adetlonal households in South Carolma will receive the crecht under |

the Clinton proposal, because the proposal Would expand the EITC -

. ehg1b1hty rules somewhat.! - ‘
, | | ! |

The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefits to low-income
* working households in South Carolina. South Carolina households would receive
$164 rmillion more in EITC benefits each year under the Chnton proposal than under
current law.? This would mostly be spent in the South Carohna economy, benefiting
local economies with a large share of low and moderate-mc[ome workers.

|
|

! Under the proposal a small EITC w0uld be. made avaﬂable 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 ehglble for EITC benefits for the
ﬁrst time. -

- K
i

I
* This flgure 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 South Carolina households that year under current law. The $164
~million figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Comnruttee 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 South Carolina
wﬂl be the same as the proportxon of current EITC bmeﬁts that goes t(|> households in South Carolina.
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South Dakota wOuld Benefit Substantially
From Proposed EITC Expansion |

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

families in South Dakota A large number of tax filers in South Dakota receive the
I .

credit. R , _ A . |
*  According to data from the Internal Revenue Service, one in every nine .
South Dakota households that filed a federal i mcome tax return in 1991

=~ 11 percent —_ recelved the EITC. ; :

«  Some 36, 000 workmg familjes with children in South Dakota received
the EITC last year They I'ECEIVEd benefits totalhng $29 nulhon

: . Addmonal households in South Dakota will recewe the crecht under the
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC '
eligibility rules somewhat ! o {

The Clinton proposal would provide substantial benefxts to ‘low-income
working households in South Dakota. South Dakota households would receive $19
million more in EITC benefits each year under the Clmton<proposal than under current
law.2 This would mostly be spent in the South Dakota economy, benefiting 1oca1
economies with a large share of low and moderate-mcome workers.

J
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"~ ' Under the proposal a 1 stall EITC would be made avaﬂable for the first time to adult workers :
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addmon, families with two or more
children and incomes between $24, 000 and $28 000 would become ehg1ble for EITC benefits for. the

flrst time.

2 ’[Tus ﬁgure is an estimate for ﬁscal year 1996, the first ﬁscal yealr in which the Chnton EITC
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the 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 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 proporuon of these new benefits that will go to households in South Dakota
will be the same as the proporuon of current EITC benefits that goes to households in South Dakota.
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Tennessee Would Benefit Disproportionately
From Proposed EITC Expansion f ‘

, The expans1on in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by the Clinton

Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-mcome workmg
 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 receive the credit is
substantially greater than the proportion of filers nationwide x{vho receive it. As a
result, the proposed expansion of the credit would be of dlsproportlonate benefit to
Tennessee. |

|

. Accordmg to data from the Internal Revenue Serv1ce more than one in
every seven Tennessee households that filed a federal income tax return
in 1991 — 15.3 percent — received the EITC. By comparison, one in
nine tax filers natlonw1de — 112 percent — recelved the EITC.

When the 50 states are ranked accordlng to the proportlon of tax ﬁlers
who receive the EITC Tennessee ranks ninth hlghest

. Some 355,000 working families With children 'meennessee received the
EITC last year. They.receix';red benefits totalling{$298 million.

‘e . Additional households in Tennessee. will recelve the credit under the
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC
e11g1b1hty rules somewhat ! B ‘

‘ _ i
The Clinton proposal would _provide substantial beneﬁts to low-mcome
working households in Tennessee. - Tennessee households would receive $197 million
more in EITC benefits each year under the"Clinton proposal than under current law.?
This would mostly be spent in the Tennessee economy, beneﬁtmg local economies
with a large share of low and moderate-mcome workers |

N
|
|
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|
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. | ‘
Lo g

2 This ﬁgure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first ﬁscal yeaxf' in which the Chnton EITC
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent 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 Committee on Taxation of the
amount of additional EITC benéfits that would be paid nationaily under the Clinton plan. The figure
shown assumes that the propomon of these new benefits that will go to households in Tennessee will |
be the same as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Tennessee.
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Texas Would Benefit Dlsproportlonately,

From Proposed EITC Expansion |
o - §

The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by the Clinton
- Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderalte-mcome working
- families in Texas. A very large number of tax filers in Texas receive the credit. In
fact, the proportion of tax filers in Texas who receive the credlt is substantially
greater than the propornon of filers nationwide who receive 1t As a result, the
proposed expansmn of the credit would be of dlspropornonate benefit to Texas.
. Accordmg to data from the Internal Revenue Service, one in every six
Texas households that filed a federal income tax return in 1991 — 16.4
- percent — recelved the EITC: By comparison, one in nine tax filers
nanonw1de — 11 2 percent — recelved the EITCJ
{ ,
When the 50 states are ranked accordmg to the propor'aon of tax ﬁlers
- who receive the EITC, Texas ranks seventh h1ghest

. Some 1.3 mﬂhon working families with chxldren in Texas received the
‘ EITC last year. They recexved benefits totallmg gmore than $1.1 billion.

!
. Addmonal houséholds i in Texas will receive the{ credit under the Chnton
proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC eligibility rules
somewhat : ( ' |

) The Chnton proposal would prov1de substantial beneﬁts to low-income

- working households in Texas. Texas households would receive three-quarters of a
billion more in EITC beneﬁts each year — $753 million — under the Clinton proposal
~than under current law.? This would mostly be spent in the [Texas economy,
benefiting local economies with a large share of low and moderat&1ncome workers.
Only one other state — California — would recewe a larger amount of beneﬁts from
+ the Clinton EITC proposal. | ; _

5 Under the proposal a small EITC would be made available for the- first nme 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 $24,0()0 and $28,000 would become ehgxble for EITC benefits for the -
first time. -

1

. *  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 Texas households that year under current law. The $753 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 Chnton 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 proportxon of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Texas.
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 Utah Would Benefit Substantially |
- From Pro_posed EITC Expansion |
The expansmn in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposled by the Clinton

. Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-lncome working
families in Utah A large number of -tax filers in Utah receive|the credit.

. |
. Accordmg to data from the Internal Revenue Serv1ce, one in every ten.
~ Utah households that filed a federal income tax return in 1991 — 10 3
' percent — I'ECEIVEd the EITC. i
o | | SR
© e Some 75,000 worklng families w1th chlldren in Utah received the EITC

- last year They recewed beneﬁts totalling $61 mﬂhon

e Additional households in Utah will receive the credlt under the Clinton
. proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC eligibility rules
i somewhat !

" The Clinton proposal would. provu:le substantial beneﬁts to low-income
working households in- Utah. Utah households would receive $40 million more in
" EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under|current law? This
would mostly be spent in the Utah economy, beneﬁtmg local jieconomies with a large
‘ share of low. and moderate-mcome workers : '

]
B
<,
|

! Under the roposal a small EITC would be rnade avaﬂable for the fu'st time to adult workers
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition, famlhes with two or more,
children and incomes between $24,000 and $28, 000 would become ehgxblele for EITC beneﬁts for the
- first time. . , ‘ ;

? This fngure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996 the first fiscal year rm which the Clinton EITC
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent iricrease over the estimated amount of EITC
© benefits that would be provided to Utah households that year under current 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 Chnton plan. The figure shown
~ assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in Utah w;]l be the same
as the propomon of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Utah Co
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Vermont Would Benefit Substantially
From Proposed EITC Expansion i
s S X
A " The expanswn in the federal Eamed Income Tax Credit proposed by the
Clinton Administration would be of great benefit to low- and ;moderate-mcome
working families in Vermont. A very large number of tax ﬁlers in Vermont receive
the federal credit. » _ , o
. -

e According to data from the Internal Revenue Service, some 8. 2‘percent |
of Vermont households that filed a federal income tax return in 1991
received the EITC. i :

e Some 24,000 working families with children in Vermont received the

EITC last year. They recelved benefits totalling $18 million. -
F .
e - Additional households in Vermont will receive the credit under the
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC
eligibility rules somewhat v

!

The Clinton proposal would provide substantxal benefits to- low-mcome
working households in Vermont. Vermont households would receive $12 million -
more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law.?

This would mostly be spent in the Vermorit economy, beneﬁ’ang local economies with
a large share of low and moderate-mcome workers.

! Under the proposal, a smailI EITC would be made available for the first ume to adult workers
" who. do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition, farmhes with two or more

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

first time. L

2. This ﬁgure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first ﬁscal year mt 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 Vermont 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 plan. The figure shown -
assumes that the proportion of these new benefits that will go to households in Vermont will be the
same as the proportion of current EITC beneﬁts that goes to households in: Vermont
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 Virginia Would Benefit Substantially
'From Proposed EITC Expansion | -

The expansion in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by the Clinton
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderalte-mcome working
families in V1rg1ma A large number of tax ﬁlers in Virginia r}ecewe the credit.

. Accordmg to data from the Internal Revenue Serwce, nearly one in
“every ten Virginia households that filed a federal income tax return in -
- 1991 — 9 6 percent — received the EITC. - -

. - Some 307 000 workmg famlhes with children in’ ,V1rg1ma recelved the -
EITC last year. They I‘ECEIVEd benefits totalhng $256 million.

e  Additional households in Vlrg1ma will receive the CIEdlt under the
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC
ehglblhty rules somewhat.! 1

' (
. The Clinton proposal would provide substantial beneﬁts to low-mcome
working households in Virginia. Virginia households would recewe $170 mzllzon more
~ in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current law? This
would mostly be spent in the Virginia economy, beneﬁtmg local economies with a
- large share of low and moderate—mcome workers.

Under the proposal a small EI’I‘C 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 ehg1ble‘ for EITC benefits for the
first time.

l

! This flgure is an eshmate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year in whmh the Chnton EITC
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over thelestimated amount of EITC
~benefits that would be provided to Virginia households that year under current law. The $170 million
figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee on- Taxatmn 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 Virginia will be the .
same as the propomon of current EITC benefits that goes to households 1r|1 Vlrgmxa



{
|
|
|
o
!
|
|
|

‘Washington Would Benefit Substantially
'From Proposed EITC Expansion

The expansmn in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposed by the Clinton
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-mcome workmg
families in Washington. A large number of tax filers in’ Washmgton receive the
credit. _ 1

o Accordmg to data from the Internal Revenue Semce, some e1ght percent

- of Washington households that filed a federal income tax return in 1991 -

: recelved the EITC : Lo
SRL N ‘Some 194,000 workmg farruhes wrth chﬂdren in Washmgton rece1ved
the EITC last year. They received benefits totalhng $150 million.

, i :

¢ Additional households in Washmgton will receive the credit under the.
- Clinton proposal, because the pmposal ‘would expand the EITC
eligibility rules somewhat ! ,

The Clinton proposal would: provrde substantral beneﬁts to low-income
working households in Washington. Washington households|would receive $100
" million more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton prcposal than under current
“law.? This would mostly be spent in the Washington economy, benefiting Iocal
economies with a large share of low and rnoderate-mcome workers

!
|
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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 ehgrble'for EITC beneﬁts for the
f:rst time. ‘
|

?  This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year in which the Clmton EITC
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over theteshmated amount of EITC
benefits that would be provided to Washington households that year under 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 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 Washington -
will be the same as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Washington.
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West V:rg:ma Would Benefit Disproportionately
‘ From Proposed EITC Expansion .
ot
i
!

The expans1on in the Earned Income Tax Credit proposod by the Clinton
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-income working
~ families in West Virginia. A large number of tax 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 proportlon of filers nationwide who receive 1‘4 ‘As a result, the
proposed expansmn of the credit would.be of dlspropomonate benefit to West
Virginia.

. According to data from the Internal Revenue Service, 13.3 percent of
- West Virginia households that filed a federal i mcome tax return in 1991
‘received the EITC. By comparison, 11.2 percent of all tax filers
naﬂonw1de received the EITC ‘ S i
_ | ,
When the 50 states are ranked accordmg to the proporhon of tax fllers
who receive the EITC, West V1rg1ma ranks 14th highest.

. Some 97, OOO ‘working families with children in West Vlrg1rua received
o the EITC last year. They received beneﬁts totalhng $78 million.

. ,Addmonal households in West Vlrgxma wﬂl recelve the credlt under the -
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC
eligibility rules somewhat.! ] ~

The Clinton proposal would provide substantial beneﬁté to low-income
working households in West Virginia. West Virginia households would receive $52
million more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than under current
law.? This would mostly be spent in the West Virginia econorhy, benefiting local
economies with a large share of low and moderate-income Wo:fkers_ ‘

W

! Under the pmposal a small ElTC would be made available for thefirst 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. ‘ ‘ ‘

?  This fxgure is an estimate for ﬁscal year 1996, the first ﬁscal year in which the Clmton EITC
proposal would be fully effective; it reflects a 44 percent increase over the estimated amount of EITC
benefits that would be provided to West Virginia households that year under current law. The $52
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 West Virginia
will be the same as the proportxon of current EITC beneﬁts that goes to ho?xseholds in West Virginia.



Wisconsin Would Benefit Substantially -
- From Proposed EITC Expansion |

The expansion in the federal Eamed Income Tax Credltlproposed by the
Clinton Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-mcome

Workmg families in Wisconsin. - A large number of tax filers in Wisconsin receive the "
federal credlt ‘ o . _ |

. According to data from the Internal Revenue Service, some 179,000
~ working families with children in Wisconsin received the EITC last year.
They received benefits totallmg $141 million: |
. Additional households in Wlsconsm will receive ihe credit under the
- Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC
el1g1b111ty rules somewhat.! )
: : 5
The Clinton proposal would. prov1de substantial beneﬁts to low-income -
workmg households in Wisconsin. Wisconsin households would receive $93 million
more in EITC benefits each year. under the Clinton proposal than lunder current law.2
This would mostly be spent in the Wisconsin economy, benehtmg local economies
with a large share of low and moderate-income workers

1

" Under the pro osal, 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, faxmhes with two or more

. children and incomes between $24,000 and $28 000 would become ehgﬂale for EITC benefits for the
. first tune : ) \

i

1

This figure is an estimate for ﬁscal year 1996 the first ﬁscal year in whxch 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 Wisconsin households that year under current law. The $93
+ million figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committe¢ 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 Wisconsin will
be the same as the proportion of current EITC benefits that goes to households in Wisconsin.
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Wyoming Would Benefit Substantially
From Proposed EITC Expansion

The expans1on in the Earned lncome Tax Credit proposed by the Clmton
Administration would be of great benefit to low- and moderate-mcome ‘working
families in Wyommg A 1arge number of tax filers in Wyomm’g receive the creth

. Accordmg to data from the Internal Revenue Serv1ce, one in every ten
Wyoming households that filed a federal income |tax return in 1991 —
10.1 percent — I’ECEIVEd the EITC :

. . Some 22, 000 workmg fanuhes with children in Wyommg received the
EITC last: year. They received benefits totalhng $18 million.

e Addmonal hcuseholds in Wyormng will receive the credit under the
Clinton proposal, because the proposal would expand the EITC
ehglblhty rules somewhat. o0 ] S

The Clinton proposal would prov1de substanhal beneﬁts to low-income
workmg households in Wyoming. Wyoming households would receive $12 million
“more in EITC benefits each year under the Clinton proposal than 1under current law.>
This would mostly be spent in the Wyoming economy, beneﬁtmg local economies
with a large share of low and. moderate-mcome workers.

-+ ' Under the | 10 osal a small EITC would be made avaﬂable for the ﬁrst time to adult workers ;
who do not have children and have incomes below $9,000. In addition, farmhes with two or more
children and incomes between $24 000 and $28, 000 would become ehglble for ElTC beneﬁbs for the

* first time. _ ' ) ‘

This figure is an estimate for fiscal year 1996, the first fiscal year in ‘whmh 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 Wyoming households that year under current law. The $12 million
figure is based on the official estimate issued by the Joint Committee on Taxahon 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 Wyoming will be the

' same as the proporhon of current EITC benefns that goes to households in Wyoming. :




