-

g

SEIU

Stronger Together

CONNECTICUT
STATE COUNCIL

SERVICE EMPLOYEES
INTERNATIONAL UNION
aTw, CLC

Main Office:

77 Huyshope Avenue
Hartford, CT 06106
860.251.6091

Fax: 860.548.1935

777 Summer Street

5th floor, Suite 501

Stamford, CT 06901
203.602.6615

Fax: 203.964.0428

April 15, 2015

Statement by Paul Filson, Director of Service Employees International Union
(SEIU) Connecticut State Council on H.B. 7054 AN ACT CONCERNING
KENO.— Before the Finance, Revenue and Bonding Committee

Good afternoon, Co-Chairs, Senator Fonfara, Representative Berger and
distinguished members of the Finance, Revenue and Bonding Committee - I
appreciate the opportunity to be here before you today. My name is Paul Filson and
I am Director of SEIU’s Connecticut State Council. The State Council represents
over 65,000 active members in Connecticut. SEIU is Connecticut’s largest union.
SEIU advocates for a responsible, fair, reliable, transparent and accountable taxation
system for Connecticut.

SEIU as a union is not taking an official position on H.B. 7054 and the
implementation of keno gambling in Connecticut. The union does believe, however,
that keno raises money for the state from mostly the wrong people. Keno, like the
lottery, is gambling and relies on raising revenue through voluntary participation.
Unfortunately, many of those participants can ill afford to lose money playing keno.

Today, at 4:15PM, hundreds of people will rally in front of the Capitol and
express outrage that many of the world’s largest and most profitable corporations
pay the majority of their employees poverty wages. The profits that these
corporations make are subsidized by our tax dollars and the deficit our state faces
can be partially blamed on the thousands of low wage workers who are forced to rely
on public subsidies to meet basic living needs. We are rallying to demand that our
elected officials seriously look at policies that will decrease the intolerable growth in
income inequality in our state and country.

On Monday, the University of California issued a new study that exposes the
hidden cost of low wage work. Several Connecticut economists issued a related brief
that adds Connecticut numbers and shows the economic and fiscal impact of low-
wage work. That brief is attached to my testimony. For example, working families
accessing Medicaid/CHIP and TANF programs cost the state $486 million annually.

Our country’s pivot to supply side economics and reliance on market forces
in the 1980s and beyond has led to the growth on inequality. Incomes for 90% of all
Americans have been nearly flat or declined. Tax rates for the wealthy have been
slashed and corporations contribute an ever declining share to our state’s budget. It is

time to take another approach.




There are several bills being considered by Connecticut’s General Assembly that
take the problem head on. S.B. 1044 and H.B. 6791 require very large, for-profit
corporations to take responsibility for the low wages they choose to pay. These wealthy
corporations would pay a fee to the state for every employee earning less than $15 per
hour. The Office of Fiscal Analysis estimates that more than $300 million would be raised
from companies like Wal-Mart, Target, Home Depot and McDonalds. Many of these
companies currently pay minimal or even no income taxes to Connecticut by taking
advantage of loopholes and other tax schemes. The General Assembly should direct the
assessed fee be used to pay for the very programs low wage workers need to get by — such
as subsidized child care and health care.

Large corporations have a choice. They can pay a wage that will allow workers to
earn a more decent living or they can pay a fee. Polling has shown that the public supports
a fee on large corporations. Even more, the public believes that large corporations should
pay a living wage. S.B. 1044 and H.B. 6791 will encourage companies to do the right thing
and pay at least $15 dollars an hour. Either way, it’s time for workers to earn a better living
and time for the state and the public to hold corporations responsible for poverty wages.

While Connecticut’s economy is improving, much of the job growth has been in
the low wage job categories. For each new job created at Wal-Mart, for instance, the state
is often on the hook for thousands of dollars of subsidies. That is an unsustainable model. I
urge you to consider proposals such as S.B. 1044 and H.B. 6791 to address Connecticut’s
budget gap.
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Americans are spending $153 billion a year to subsidize
McDonald’s and Wal-Mart’s low wage workers |
How the minimum wage hurts us all.

By Ken Jacobs April 15 at 6:24 AM

Ken Jacobs is the Chair of the UC Berkeley Center for Labor Research and Education and co-
author, with Jenifer MacGillvary and lan Perry, of "The High Public Cost of Low Wages."

The low wages paid by businesses, including some of the largest and most profitable companies in the U.S. - like
McDonald’s and Wal-Mart — are costing taxpayers nearly $153 billion a year.

After decades of wage cuts and health benefit rollbacks, more than half of all state and federal spending on public
assistance programs goes to working families who need food stamps, Medicaid, or other support to meet basic
needs. Let that sink in — American taxpayers are subsidizing people who work — most of them full-time (in some
case more than full-time) because busingsses do not pay a living wage.

Workers like Terrence Wise, a 35-year-old father who works part-time at McDonald’s and Burger King in Kansas
City, Mo., and his fiancée Myosha J ohnson, a home care worker, are among millions of families in the U.S. who work
an average of 38 hours per week but still rely on public assistance. Wise is paid $8.50 an hour at his McDonald’s job
and $9 an hour at Burger King. Johnson is paid just above $10 an hour, even after a decade in her field. Wise and
Johnson together rely on $240 a month in food stamps to feed their three kids, a cost borne by taxpayers.

The problem of low wages and the accompanying public cost extends far beyond the fast-food industry. Forty-eight
percent of home care workers rely on public assistance. In child care, it’s 46 percent. Among part-time college faculty
—some of the most highly educated workers in the country—it’s 25 percent.

Ebony Hughes is paid $7.50 an hour as a home care worker in Durham, N.C., and has a second job at a local KFC.,
While the home care industry has the fastest growing number of jobs in America, these workers are some of the
lowest paid in the country — earning, on average, $13,000 a year. To get enough hours to pay the bills, Hughes works
from 6 a.m. to 11 p.m. But she and her daughter still rely on public assistance to make ends meet.

UC Berkeley’s Center for Labor Research and Education, which I chair, has analyzed state spending for
Medicaid/Children’s Health Insurance Program and Temporary Assistance for Needy Families, and federal spending




for those programs as well as food stamps and the Earned Income Tax Credit.

We found that, on average, 52 percent of state public assistance spending supports working families (defined as

working for at least 26 weeks a year and 10 hours a week) — with costs as high as $3.7 billion in California, $3.3
billion in New York, and $2 billion in Texas.

In recent months, the substantial public cost of low wages has prompted elected officials to take action. Legislators in
California, Colorado, Maine, Oregon, and Washington are considering increasing the minimum wage to $12 an hour.
In Connecticut, a proposal currently moving through the state legislature would fine large companies that pay low

wages in an effort to recoup the costs imposed on taxpayers.

When 73 percent of people who benefit from major public assistance programs live in a working family, our
economy isn’t operating the way it should — and could — be. From 2003-2013, inflation-adjusted wages fell for the
entire bottom 70 percent of the workforce. Over the same time period we have also seen a large decline in the share
of Americans with job-based health coverage.

Today — on Tax Day — underpaid workers are striking and protesting in cities across the country and around the
globe to call for $15 an hour and the right to form a union. Their success would increase family incomes for tens of
millions of adjunct professors, fast-food, home care and child care workers, among other underpaid workers.

Raising wages would also generate significant savings to state and federal governments, and allow them to better
target how our tax dollars are used.

Public assistance programs provide a vital support system for American families. But when Americans like Wise,
Johnson and Hughes are working as hard as they can and are still paid too little to get by without public support, we

need action to raise wages. On Tax Day it is a good time to take a hard look at the high public cost of low wages in the
United States.
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Introduction

The growth of low-wage work in Connecticut has implica-
tions for both those whose earnings are insufficient to meet
their families’ needs and for the economic and fiscal prob-
lems facing the state. The state's taxpayer-supported social
programs have attempted to accommodate the growth in
low-wage work so that such workers can make ends meet.
Employers whose strategies impose costs on society must
recognize the squeeze this puts on government spend-

ing that could otherwise support programs favoring broad
economic development. This report presents an overview of
these inter-related issues, noting key facts and trends:

» Twenty percent of Connecticut’s families are considered
working poor;

¢ Two-thirds of the state’s low-income families work;

¢ More than half of the jobs that Connecticut has added
to its economy between 2010 and 2014 were in occupa-
tions with a median wage at or below the 25th percen-
tile wage for all occupations;

o  The state’s self-sufficiency wage for a family of one
worker with an infant is $31.86 per hour (without
employer-provided benefits);

s Since 2010, hourly earnings in Connecticut have grown
weakly compared to neighboring states and the U.S.
average; and

o Working families accessing Medicaid/CHIP and TANF
programs cost the state $486 million annually, or 54%
of the total costs of those programs.

Incentivizing companies to raise their wages to close to

a living or self-sufficiency wage would reduce workers’
dependency on public services and help mitigate actual or
pending public deficits.

Connecticut’s Families Remain in
Financial Crisis

Connecticut’s population in 2013 was 3.58 million people,
of whom 903,577 individuals lived in families with an aver-
age family size of 3.14. Twenty percent of these families are
among the working poor, defined as having a family income
of less than 200% of the federal poverty level (FPL), which
in 2013 was $47,100 for a family of four.! Many of our work-
ing poor families have no high school diploma or GED; in
Connecticut in 2012, 22.4% of such families had no high
school or GED compared with 29.4% in the nation (note
1). Among Connecticut’s low-income families (those with
incomes less than 200% of the FPL), 48.6% had no post-
secondary education compared with the national average
of 50.3% (note 1). Over three quarters of the state’s low-
income families are housing cost-burdened, in which hous-
ing costs amount to one-third or more of a family’s income
{note 1). Almost two-thirds of low-income families work
{66.1%) compared to the nation’s 71.7% of such families
that work (note 1). Finally, 13.6% of Connecticut’s work-
ing families have jobs in occupations paying less than the

federal poverty threshold (note 1).

In 2010, there were 720,000 Connecticut citizens (21%)
living at or near the poverty level.? Over the 20-year period
examined in the report “Meeting the Challenge, The
Dynamics of Poverty in Connecticut,” 131 of Connecticut’s
169 towns witnessed an increase in poverty. Clearly, these
facts have economic and fiscal consequences we describe
below in detail. Despite working, families can still slip into
poverty from a combination of insufficient hourly wages,
hours worked per week and weeks worked per year. Such
conditions may result from business strategies in which
there is an abundance of low-skill labor, as well as from bar-
riers to greater participation in full-time work.

Why Has Low-Wage Work Grown in

Connecticut?

There are several factors that have contributed to the grow-
ing ranks of families that work and are living in poverty.
The Great Recession exacerbated a trend underway for

the past 30 years.® Unions have been weakened. Execu-
tive compensation has rewarded shareholder value rather




than worker productivity or loyalty. Corporate managers
are quicker to reduce employment and/or hours and hire
contract wotker replacements more than they have been

in the middle decades of the 20th century.* Job growth in
Connecticut over the past decade or so has been primarily
in low-wage occupations such as those found in the leisure
and hospitality, food and drink, and retail sectors of the
economy (see note 5 for a historical account and the section
below on Connecticut’s low-wage growth).’ In addition, as
the minimum wage has increased in several states, vari-

ous strategies for holding costs down have emerged. One

is to replace human labor with machines and computers;’
another is to replace low-skill workers earning poverty-level
wages with higher-skill workers earning higher wages and
producing more output per unit time consistent with their
increased productivity.?

Another trend is to outsource and offshore jobs to lower-
cost regions and countries to reduce costs and improve
flexibility in the provision of such services. Companies
have outsourced information technology services, security
services, building maintenance services, accounting services,
cafeteria services, and customer service, among others.

This trend is one reason manufacturing employment has
declined. In Connecticut, for example, Pratt & Whitney
had hundreds of workers in the aforementioned occupations
in the 1960s and 1970s, and over time shed these jobs and
outsourced the services they required. Further, as companies
face uncertain business cycles, they have found they can
reduce their payroll employment and hire labor services as
above but also utilize individual contractors in engineering,
drafting, graphical design, technical writing among other
professional services. Such occupations are not necessarily
low wage. However, total earnings for independent contrac-
tors may be less than the earnings of similar workers on
payroll because contractor employment terms may be short
term and do not provide fringe benefits.

While it is difficult for many low-wage workers to afford
adequate housing, energy (heating and cooling), food, health
insurance, and other forms of subsistence, some companies
have used the existence of social programs supported by
taxpayers to supplement their workers’ incomes, while others
have provided close to ‘living wages’ and affordable health
insurance so the public costs of their workers is reduced.? The
economic and fiscal consequences of workers in low-wage
occupations drawing support from publicly-provided health
insurance, housing and energy assistance, food assistance and
cash assistance diverts taxpayer funds from other uses such

as public education, public transportation and transporta-
tion infrastructure, public safety, and subsidies to the arts and
research. These are public goods and services that enhance

productivity, create the environment for economic growth
and enhance the quality of life in a region. To the extent
these goods and services are underfunded, society is worse off.
If we imagine that states and countries compete for resources
and talent, those areas that invest relatively more in the
public goods mentioned would likely be more competitive

in attracting and retaining workers and other productive
resources and have a relatively higher quality of life.

On the other hand, we need a set of social protections that
catches individuals and families who for many reasons can-
not work, or cannot work full time and require services they
cannot otherwise afford. People who cannot find work uti-
lize social programs when their savings and other resources
are depleted. In 2013, the number of people in the nation
looking for work was almost three times the number of
jobs available.® In Connecticut in 2014, there were 4.17
job seekers for every job opening.!® This suggests that pub-
licly-funded support for unemployed workers and their fami-
lies has increased since the Great Recession and may persist
for some time, as long-term unemployment has perhaps
become the new norm.!! Governments at all levels face de-
clining tax revenues on the one hand and increasing social
programs expenses on the other. Policymakers face options
of raising taxes and/or cutting spending, neither of which
may be a desirable response. Revising the tax system by clos-
ing loopholes, reducing subsidies and tax breaks to firms that
do not need them and making the system more progressive
to account for the immense wage disparity in Connecticut
would help close the gap between revenues and expendi-
tures. Incentivizing companies to raise their wages to close
to a living or self-sufficiency wage would reduce workers’
dependency on public services and help mitigate actual or
pending public deficits. To address Connecticut’s precarious
fiscal position, Governor Malloy convened a tax study panel
in 2012 to recommend changes to state tax laws and the
legislature more recently formed a state tax panel to review
the state tax code and recommend changes.!? Such changes
could include enhancing the Eamed Income Tax Credit,
reducing the sales tax, increasing the highest marginal rates
on household income and providing tax relief to companies
that raise their wages to self-sufficiency levels."?

What is Economic Self-Sufficiency in
Connecticut?

A self-sufficiency wage is the (annualized) wage an individu-
al or family would need to earn in order to avoid reliance on
public programs. In 1999, Connecticut created its Self-Suf-
ficiency Standard pursuant to Public Act 98-169, “An Act
Establishing a Self-Sufficiency Measurement and Expand-



ing Job Training Opportunities.” In 2002, the Connecticut
General Assembly enacted a statute (Public Act 02-54)
requiring the Self-Sufficiency Standard to be updated by the
state every three years. The 2005 study tabulated the income
requirements for families of various sizes in the state’s eight
counties and noted the reductions in reliance on public pro-
grams as the hourly wage increased.!* There was a brief 2008
update to the 2005 study and none following that report as
required by the legislation. In 2012, Wider Opportunities for
Women in cooperation with Connecticut’s Permanent Com-
mission on the Status of Women issued the Basic Economic
Security Tables™ (BEST) index for the state and its five
relatively distinct demographic regions.!

Much has changed since 2005, and the 2012 BEST report
updates the findings of earlier research and accounts for dif-
ferences by Connecticut’s five demographic regions, its urban
towns, and for the impact of employer-provided benefits. If
one assumes the income required for basic economic security
is the same as the self-sufficiency income, it is possible to
determine the costs to the public sector for each family type
in each region, and for those with and without employer
benefits. For example, in Appendix D on page 30, the BEST
report shows an individual worker with employer benefits
needs $37,188 annually ($17.88 per hour at 2,080 hours per
year) to satisfy basic economic security (the statewide aver-
age), while one without employer benefits requires $43,920
($21.12 per hour at 2,080 hours per year). The difference
ostensibly would be made up by public programs. For a fam-
ily of one worker with employer benefits and an infant, the
requirement for basic economic security rises to $57,420
($27.61 per hour), while for this family working without
employer benefits, the BEST requirement is $66,276 ($31.86
pet hour). In the latter cases and for larger families with pre-
school and school age children, child care costs become a
significant expense relative to childless families.

The assumptions for satisfying basic economic security
incomes cited above include full-time employment and the
ability and competency to perform the job. As noted above,
many low-wage workers do not have either the education,
skills, or the ability to work full time due to health, child
cate responsibilities or other issues. In addition, companies
may avoid paying benefits for part-time work or reduce such
costs by paying wages low enough that workers seck assis-
tance from public programs.

Connecticut Has Seen Wages Lag and
Low-Wage Employment Grow

The following describes Connecticut’s historical employ-

ment record and how it compares to New York, Massa-
chusetts and the nation. The important result developed
below is that Connecticut is unique in its status of relatively
low job creation, low-compensation growth specifically

for hourly-wage earnets, and the jobs created have been
disproportionately in low-wage sectors. Thus, the potential
for working families to utilize public programs is greater

in Connecticut than in New York, Massachusetts and the
nation. To the extent this conclusion is actually reallzed
Connecticut’s budget woes will worsen.

Graph 1 shows a decline in the share of national income
that goes towards workers’ compensation from 1970 to the
present. After peaking twice, at 51.5% in 1953 and 1970,
labor compensation (wage and salary accruals paid to Per-
sons), as a share of Gross Domestic Income (GDI) began a
secular decline and fell to 41.9% by 2013.

GRAPH 1: Compensation as a Share of U.S,. GDI

60.0 -
51.5% 51,5
a 55.0+ 1953 19736
(L)
: 500
3
1845.0-
4
L 400 41.9%
b:' 2013
35.0 -
30.0 -
T 22 C8RER 8 g g o
o o o & & o 13 o
.——-.—-——-——.——-—-'—NNN

Source: Federal Reserve Economic Data (FRED)-Federal Reserve Bank St. Louis

There have been several explanations that attempt to
account for labor’s declining share of national income.
Market-driven explanations center on skill-biased techno-
logical change; institution-driven explanations focus on
de-regulation of markets and financialization, as well as poli-
cies toward unions. Qutsourcing as an explanation focuses
on corporations’ splitting off their earlier-stage production
processes and purchasing these inputs, including labor
services from outside firms.' In addition, the lackluster job
growth recoveries, known as “jobless-recoveries,” have not
only been attributed to the decline of the defense-spending
after the Cold War, which was a significant driver of Con-
necticut’s 1980's boom, but also to the growth in manage-
rial power and income inequality, in what Robert Gordon

(2010) has called the Disposable Worker Hypothesis.\?

The result of these and other trends in the U.S. economy
over the last 30 years, has been a growth in the working
poor. The term “working poor” flies in the face of the notion
that a job is necessarily the route out of poverty. As Schiller



(2008) notes in his textbook, The Economics of Poverty and
Discrimination:

We know, for example, that many poor people whom we
do think of as unemployed do work a great deal. A sali-
ent characteristic of the subemployed poor is that they
are repeatedly engaged in part-time or part-year work.
Hence, we can reject the naive assumption that employ-
ment automatically lifts a person out of poverty.1®

The next section reviews the extent and nature of job
growth in Connecticut since 2000 and compares that
growth to neighboring stares New York and Massachusetts
and the United States, and then reviews the first four years
of the current recovery.

Graph 2 shows the percent change in occupational employ-
ment for Connecticut, the United States, Massachusetts and
New York over the first complete employment cycle since
2000. Measured trough-to-trough, the cycle begins with the
turnaround in jobs after the end of the 2001 Recession oc-
curring in 2003. In 2003, employment began growing again
for Connecticut, Massachusetts, New York, and the nation.
The end-point trough would be when employment turned
around after the end of the 2007-2009 Great Recession.

For the United States and Connecticut that turnaround
was 2010, for Massachusetts and New York, it was 200919
Because Connecticut and U.S. employment turned around
in 2010, it will be used as the terminal point of the 2003-
2010 employment cycle. Graph 2 shows the percent change
in jobs over the first four years of the current recovery.

New York fared best over the 21st century’s first complete
employment cycle. By 2010, New York's employment was at
101.02% of its 2003 level. Graph 2 shows Connecticut fared
the worst. In 2010, Connecticut’s employment level was

GRAPH 2: Percent Change in Total Employment
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97.46% of its 2003 level, down 2.54% and lower than the
Massachusetts’ 2010 employment level, which was 1.73%
lower than its 2003 level. The U.S. 2010 employment level
was down slightly, but essentially flar compared to its 2003
level.

When looking at job growth over the current recovery,
depicted in Graph 2, Connecticut lags behind New York,
Massachusetts and the United States. Between 2010 and
2014, Connecticut’s job growth was less than 3%. Massa-
chusetts and U.S. job growth exceeded 6%, while New York
payroll employment grew 5.60%. Clearly, Connecticut's job
growth, compared to two neighboring states and the United
States, has been weak between 2000 and 2014. However,
though Connecticut is creating fewer jobs, are they higher
paying than those created in Massachusetts, New York, and
the United States as a whole?

Connecticut’s job growth has been largely concentrated in
the bottom quartile (the first 25¢h percentile). Graph 3
presents the growth rate of the major Standard Occupational
Codes for occupations in which the median wage was equal
to, or less than, the 25th percentile wage for all occupations
over the current recovery. At first glance, it appears that
Connecticut’s growth rate in occupations with a median
wage in the lowest quartile, at 13.88%, is only slightly higher
than that for Massachusetts and the U.S., and certainly be-
low New York’s 15.75% growth rate. However, recall that, as
depicted in Graph 2, Connecticut’s job growth over the cur-
rent recovery lagged behind that of Massachusetts, New York,
and the United States. Thus, the 13.88% growth in Con-
necticut’s jobs in the bottom quartile (the lowest-wage quar-
tile) translates into a much larger share of total employment
growth. And, as illustrated in Graph 4, more than half of

the jobs that Connecticut has added to its economy between
2010 and 2014 were in occupations with a median wage at or

GRAPH 3: % Change in Employment of
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GRAPH 4: Share of Job Growth for Occupations
With Wages in the 25th Percentile
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below the 25th percentile wage for all occupations. This, in
turn, has led to the result depicted in Graph 5.

Graph 5 tracks an index of total private average hourly
earnings for Connecticut, Massachusetts, New York, and
the United States. The first year of the current recovery in
employment, 2010, is the base year and equal to 100. Graph
5 shows the growth in Connecticut’s total private average
hourly earnings (not adjusted for inflation), has significantly
lagged that of the United States, which itself has had weak
growth relative to past recoveries, as well as lagging behind
Massachusetts and New York.

After growing weakly in 2011, Connecticut’s hourly earn-
ings then declined, and were 1.04% below their 2010 level
by 2013. Hourly earnings recovered somewhat in 2014, but
were still slightly below their 2011 level. While in 2014
total private hourly earnings for Massachusetts were 9.62%
above their 2010 level, and for New York and the U.S. over
8% above their 2010 levels, Connecticut’s hourly earnings
were just 1.11% above their 2010 level.

GRAPH 5: Index of Total Private Hourly Earnings
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The Impact of the State’s Low-Wage
Employment on Public Assistance

The weak growth of Connecticut’s hourly earnings, shown
in Graph 5, is clearly driven by the fact that one-half of the
jobs added to Connecticut’s economy, over the current re-
covery are in occupations in which the median wage is at or
below the 25th percentile for all occupations, as illustrated
in Graph 4. Thus, the potential for working families to need
to rely on public programs is greater in Connecticut than in
New York, Massachusetts and the nation. To the extent this
conclusion is actually realized, Connecticut’s budget woes
will worsen.

The forthcoming report, “The High Public Cost of Low
Wages: Poverty-Level Wages Cost U.S. Taxpayers $152.8
Billion Each Year in Public Support for Working Families,”
shows that more than half of state and federal spending on
safety net programs now goes to working families (families
with a member who at least 27 weeks per year and at least
10 hours per week).” The report estimates that the cost to
the State of Connecticut for the reliance of working families
on Medicaid/CHIP and TANF is $486 million, representing
54% of the total costs of those programs to the state.

Higher wages and increases in employer-provided health
insurance would result in significant Medicaid savings that
states and the federal government could apply to other pro-
grams and priorities. Higher wages would also significantly
reduce federal expenditures on the EITC and SNAP. Over-
all, higher wages and employer-provided health care would
lower both state and federal safety net costs, and allow all
levels of government to better target how their tax dollars
are used as we describe above.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the State of Connecticut is challenged to
devise strategies to raise the wages of low-income workers
to reduce their reliance on public programs and thereby to
reduce tax costs, as well as to increase their participation

in the economy. Such strategies would both contribute to a
more robust economy and increase tax revenues as a result
of increased consumption and participation by lower-wage
workers. Policymakers have several options to consider that
can help achieve these goals.
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