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ABSTRACT 
 

This paper contrasts the poverty outcomes in states that have adopted an Earned Income 

Tax Credit (EITC) program with those that have not. The models take into consideration 

the existence of a program, the credit rate expressed as a portion of the federal EITC 

benefit, and whether or not the program is refundable. The paper also examines the 

effects of state EITC programs on hours worked for single and married women. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

This thesis examines three important policy questions. First, I analyze whether 

the existence of a state Earned Income Tax Credit (ETIC) program raises the likelihood 

of being above the official poverty threshold. Second, I test whether states with more 

generous EITC programs in terms of benefit rate and refundability experience positive 

impacts on poverty reduction. Finally, I examine the impact of state EITC programs on 

hours worked for both single and married women.  

Each of these analyses contributes to the growing body of research on the 

EITC. Analysis of the relationship between state EITC existence/generosity and poverty 

levels will help evaluate the effectiveness of adoption, and serve as an indicator to 

policymakers in states that have not adopted whether a state EITC program is a wise use 

of state resources in a time of scarcity. 

Policymakers have long debated the most efficient ways to raise people out of 

poverty. In addition to humanitarian sympathies about the condition of their fellow 

citizens, policymakers have historically been moved to fight poverty by concerns that it 

reduces productivity, health outcomes, and the wellbeing of our larger society. Even in a 

nation as wealthy as our own, the poverty rate stood at 12.7 percent in 2016. During that 

same year, 8.1 million families fell under the weighted average poverty threshold for a 

family of four of $24,563. Perhaps even more concerning, children make up 23 percent of 

the total population, but account for 32.6 percent of those in poverty, totaling 13.3 million 

children in 2016 (U.S. Census Bureau). 

A number of political and economic factors since President Lyndon B. 

Johnson declared his 1964 “war on poverty” have complicated government attempts to 
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reduce poverty levels. In addition to considering the socioeconomic factors that engender 

poverty, policymakers must cope with resource constraints, competing budgetary 

priorities, and the evolving norms and values of the taxpayers who finance poverty relief 

programs. One way to reduce expenditures and limit public investment to those 

individuals who are willing to put some skin in the game is to make cash transfers 

conditional upon certain work requirements. This attitude became the hallmark of 1990s 

welfare reform, including an expansion of the federal EITC.  

The EITC has been attractive to lawmakers of all political persuasions for 

several reasons. Its work requirements are intended to prevent the government from 

subsidizing the lifestyles of the unemployed. Theoretically this incentivizes able-bodied, 

nonworking people to obtain employment, although research has demonstrated mixed 

effects (Nichols and Rothstein, 2015). It is also targeted at workers in the lowest income 

brackets, unlike other federal programs (like the Child Tax Credit) that subsidize those 

above the poverty line. 

After research demonstrated the federal EITC produces positive results 

regarding poverty reduction and a host of other outcomes that will only be lightly 

summarized in this paper, states began to adopt their own versions of the EITC. Twenty-

nine states and the District of Columbia each have an additional EITC program, with 

some states choosing to base their calculation on the size of the federal credit, while 

others chose to supplement eligible income at a unique rate (D.C., for example, allows 

beneficiaries to claim up to 40 percent of the value of the federal EITC benefit) (Internal 

Revenue Service). The programs also differ in that some of them offer credits that are 

refundable, similar to the federal design.    
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The aim of this research is to test my hypothesis that state EITC programs are 

effective poverty reduction tools that carry a negative effect of reducing workforce 

participation for secondary earners. This would corroborate research conducted on the 

federal EITC, which will be detailed later in the paper. However, these negative 

workforce outcomes may be offset by increased workforce participation for single 

earners, primarily single mothers.   

The paper is organized in the following way: In the next section, I will 

examine the political and economic forces that have driven the inception and growth of 

federal and state EITC programs. This is followed by a review of the related literature, 

which highlights the contrasting outcomes with regards to labor force participation, a 

critical aspect of the program. Next, I will outline the theoretical and empirical models 

that serve as the foundation of my statistical analysis. This includes a description of the 

variables of interest. The data section builds upon this description by offering descriptive 

statistics, including individual poverty and aggregate economic conditions at a glance. 

This section also details the origins, advantages, and limitations of the data. The paper 

concludes with a discussion on policy implications and recommendations for 

policymakers who intend to continue the fight against poverty. 
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BACKGROUND 
 

In this section, I will outline the history of the EITC as a poverty reduction tool, 

examine its effects in federal and state contexts, and offer a brief review of the related 

literature. Given the interest in reducing poverty in the United States, there is a large and 

ever-growing body of research examining the primary and secondary effects of the EITC 

across levels of government. I will focus my review on the literature most relevant to 

poverty alleviation, and briefly touch on some of the related economic outcomes such as 

income, workforce participation, and health. 

A. Structure of the EITC and History of Implementation 

The inception of the EITC can be traced back to the negative income tax (NIT) 

and universal basic income debates that took root after President Johnson declared war on 

poverty in 1964. The NIT, a progressive tax system that would supplement the income of 

poor households, was favored by the Office of Economic Opportunity but opposed by 

Johnson. He felt the NIT’s design did not sufficiently incentivize work, and opposed a 

universal basic income on the same basis. By the time recession struck in 1974, Congress 

decided to refund $8.1 billion in 1974 income taxes and cut taxes for the following year 

in an attempt to reduce the tax burden and stimulate economic recovery. Senate Finance 

Committee Chair Russell Long attached the first version of the EITC to this tax 

legislation, and the first benefits were dispensed in 1976 (Hotz, 2001).  

The design of Long’s tax credit was simple enough: a 10 percent supplement was 

added to wages up to $4,000 for taxpayers with children, and a 10 percent phase-out rate 

reduced the credit between the income range of $4,000 and $8,000. The EITC’s longevity 

can be attributed in part to the attractive political features of the program. Because the 
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benefit is received as tax relief, it can only be targeted toward those who work. In 

addition, the phase-out ensures that only low-income families will receive the credit. No 

credit, however, was made available for families without children. The aim was to 

provide the greatest relief for families with children, since at the time of enactment, 16 

percent of Americans under the age of 18 were living in poverty (that statistic stood at 18 

percent in 2016) (U.S. Census Bureau). This set the stage for future versions of the EITC 

that heavily favored families with children.  

When the EITC was made permanent in 1978, a flat portion of the wage 

supplement was added to the model between the phase-in and phase-out rates, which 

allows earners along a certain portion of the benefit schedule to increase their workload 

and/or wages and still receive the same maximum credit. The program was further 

strengthened by the Tax Reform Act of 1986 after years of the erosive effects of inflation. 

Major expansions of the federal program included an increased subsidy for taxpayers 

with two or more children in 1991 and 1994, as well as the first instance of EITC for 

childless taxpayers in the latter year. 

As the EITC currently exists in the tax code, earned income and adjusted gross 

income (AGI) must not exceed the following amounts to qualify: 
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Table 1: EITC Income Thresholds 

2017 EITC Income Thresholds 
 

If filing… 
 

Qualifying Children Claimed 
Zero One Two Three or 

More 
Single, Head of 
Household or 

Widowed 

 
$15,010 

 
$39,617 

 
$45,007 

 
$48,340 

Married Filing 
Jointly 

 

 
$20,600 

 
$45,207 

 
$50,597 

 
$53,930 

 

For the 2017 tax year, the maximum EITC is $6,318 with two or more qualifying 

children; $5,616 with two qualifying children; $3,400 with one qualifying child; and 

$510 with no qualifying children. Thus, the benefits are still heavily weighted toward 

families with children (IRS).  

The following figure diagrams the phase-in and phase-out rates of the federal 

EITC as of 2017 (Tax Policy Center): 
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Figure 1: Slope of Federal EITC Benefit Schedule 

 
Most of the 29 states that have adopted their own version of the EITC have 

mirrored the federal design, and calculate the size of their credits as a percentage of the 

federal version. State EITCs currently range from 4 percent to, in the case of California, 

85 percent of the federal credit up to half of the federal phase-in range. While the federal 

credit is refundable, state policies vary in terms of refundability, which may prove to be a 

critical component of poverty alleviation. The table below outlines each of the states with 

EITC programs: 
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Table 2: State EITC Expressed as a Portion of Federal EITC 

State Earned Income Tax Credits Based on the Federal EITC (Tax Year 2017) 
 

State 
 

 
Percentage of Federal 

Credit 
 

 
Refundable 

California 85% Yes 
Colorado 10% Yes 
Connecticut 27.5% Yes 
Delaware 20% No 
District of Columbia 40% Yes 
Hawaii 20% No 
Illinois 10% Yes 
Indiana 9% Yes 
Iowa 15% Yes 
Kansas 17% Yes 
Louisiana 3.5% Yes 
Maine 5% Yes 
Maryland 27% Yes 
Massachusetts 23% Yes 
Michigan 6% Yes 
Minnesota 25-40% Yes 
Montana 3% Yes 
Nebraska 10% Yes 
New Jersey 30% Yes 
New Mexico 10% Yes 
New York 30% Yes 
Ohio 10% No 
Oklahoma 5% No 
Oregon 8% Yes 
Rhode Island 12.5% Yes 
South Carolina 125% No 
Vermont 32% Yes 
Virginia 20% No 
Wisconsin 4% - one child 

11% - two children 
34% - three children 

Yes 

 

There are some noteworthy distinctions in some of the state designs. In California, 

the maximum income is $22,302 for taxpayers with three or more qualifying children. In 

the District of Columbia, the EITC applies to a larger range of incomes than allowed by 
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the federal EITC. Maryland provides qualifiers the option to choose between a refundable 

credit and a non-refundable credit set at 50 percent of the federal credit. Minnesota’s 

credit for families with children is based on income rather than the federal credit. New 

York City has a distinct credit that is 5 percent of the federal credit. In Ohio, the credit is 

capped at 50 percent of tax liability for taxable income beyond $20,000. The Wisconsin 

credit is limited to those with children. Finally, the rates listed for Hawaii, Montana, and 

South Carolina have not taken effect at the time of this research, and for that reason will 

not be included in the regression models (Tax Policy Center).   

The theoretical arguments used to support the EITC as a poverty reduction tool 

and an overall economic stimulant remain largely unchanged since 1976. Families with 

incomes below the maximum credit threshold are incentivized to increase their labor 

supply, at least to the point where they will receive the largest possible credit. The effect 

is particularly pronounced for someone who is not currently in the labor market. This 

represents a dynamic, twofold increase in compensation for the credit recipient: take-

home pay increases as a result of credit receipt, and due to the additional wages for the 

new hours worked.  Increased compensation should relieve economic stress and allow for 

increased spending, investment, and personal growth—for recipients, and perhaps more 

importantly, for their children. The immense body of literature on the federal and state 

EITC programs show mixed results about whether that heartening story is being realized.  
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LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

A. Primary Effects: Poverty, Earnings, and Labor 

1. Poverty 

As previously described, the ratio of children living below the poverty threshold 

to those living above it remains nearly unchanged since the development of President 

Johnson’s Great Society Programs (U.S. Census Bureau). It begs the question whether or 

not social safety net initiatives are having their intended effects, although a number of 

researchers have defended the role of EITC in fighting poverty, particular for families 

with children.  

In assessing 2013 poverty rates, Short projected of the Supplemental Poverty 

Measure (SPM), “Not including refundable tax credits (the EITC and the refundable 

portion of the child tax credit) in resources, the poverty rate for all people would have 

been 18.4 percent, all else constant.” She went on to say, “In 2013, not accounting for 

refundable credits would have resulted in a poverty rate of 22.8 percent for children, 

rather than 16.4 percent.” Translating these percentages to actual numbers indicates the 

federal EITC kept 9.1 million people, among them 4.7 million children, above the SPM. 

Nichols and Rothstein noted, “The effects on total poverty are far larger than those of any 

other single program except Social Security, and the effects on child poverty are the 

largest without exception” (Short, 2014).   

Research by Hoynes and Patel on single mothers supports the implications of 

Short’s analysis. They found that a $1,000 increase in EITC leads to a 9.4 percentage 

point reduction in the share of families with after-tax and transfer income below the 

poverty line. In addition, they found that the economic effects of the EITC are most 
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concentrated for single mothers living between 75 percent and 150 percent of the poverty 

line.  Perhaps the most striking part of their analysis centers on the conclusion that “static 

calculations of the anti-poverty effects of the EITC (such as those released based on the 

Supplemental Poverty measure, Short 2014) may be underestimated by as much as 50 

percent” (Hoynes, 2014).  

2. Earnings 

If the EITC is meant to supplement the wages of low-income families and provide 

economic relief, then it is important to understand how credit recipients use their benefits. 

Evidence on this front is in conflict. Mendenhall et al. found that most recipients reported 

an intention to use the credit to pay bills and reduce household debt, noting, “Households 

indicate that they derive a palpable sense of relief from the ability to use the refund to 

manage their stretched budgets and catch up on obligations” (Mendenhall, 2012). Gao, 

however, found that for mothers with a high school degree or some college education—a 

group with a high EITC participation rate—“EITC expansions are found associated with 

more total family expenditures, as well as higher spending on housing, childcare and 

babysitting, child learning and enrichment activities, children’s clothing and footwear, 

and increased car ownership” (Gao, 2009). This conclusion seems to support the idea that 

mother recipients will use their supplemental income to pursue activities that reduce 

economic stress and enable better health and educational outcomes for their children, 

which will be examined in Part C.  

3. Labor 

The seminal research on the EITC’s effects on labor force participation show 

mixed results. On the negative side, the 1984 and 1996 program expansions reduced the 
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labor force participation of married women by a full percentage point. This secondary 

earner effect may stem from the fact that a married couple would be incentivized to 

reduce their net labor output if their combined income reduces the size of their tax credit. 

Therefore, one of the realities of the EITC is that it may allow a secondary earner to 

reduce workforce participation and thereby maintain, or even increase, their net take-

home pay. Eissa concluded, “Our results imply that the EITC is effectively subsidizing 

married mothers to stay at home” (Eissa, 1998). This is echoed by Neumark, who found 

that, “The effect of increases in the state EITC credit rate, however, is to reduce hours 

worked for families that initially had at least one adult worker in year one” (Neumark, 

2000).  

A previous study by Eissa and Liebman resulted in more positive findings for 

single women. They found that the 1986 EITC expansion increased the labor force 

participation of single women with children by 2.8 percentage points, although no 

changes were realized for women in that demographic who were already in the labor 

force (Eissa, 1996). Hoynes and Patel confirmed the EITC’s positive effect on workforce 

participation for single women, although they attributed a larger impact to the program’s 

1993 expansion. They reported a 6.1 percentage point increase in the employment of 

single mothers, noting that the mean employment rate for that demographic stood at 84 

percent (Hoynes, 2014).  

Other models have confirmed that the EITC has a substantial and positive effect 

on labor force participation for “families who have used or will use welfare.” (Hotz, 

2005). Dahl et al. took this analysis a step further by examining whether the employment 

opportunities that single mothers were incentivized to take up in order to receive the 
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credit were “dead end” jobs that offered little chance of advancement or meaningful 

experience. She found quite the opposite: “The EITC encourages work among single 

mothers, and that work continues to pay off through future increases in earnings” (Dahl, 

2009).  

In summary, existing research has built a consensus that the EITC has positive 

labor force outcomes for single women, especially those with children, although the 

effects are tenuous or even negative for men and married women. This does not 

necessarily negate the positive impacts the EITC has made with regards to poverty 

reduction, although policymakers with high hopes that increased labor would be the 

factor most responsible for this reduction may be disappointed by instances in which the 

earned income of poor and near-poor families may remain stagnant due to workforce 

substitution effects (Neumark 2000).  

B. Secondary Effects: Health and Education 

1. Health 

After parsing the effects that the federal and state EITCs have on income and 

labor force participation, the next logical step is to examine how those economic changes 

result in a different quality of life for recipients and their families. Raising a family from 

below the poverty line is a good thing in and of itself, but we should be more interested in 

examining what that mobility means for them personally. 

In a study of state EITCs, Markowitz et al. looked at maternal health behaviors 

and infant health outcomes. They focused their research on a sample of mothers believed 

to be most likely to have qualified for EITC, and found no discernable differences in 

maternal health behaviors before and after the credit took effect. However, the results for 
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infants are more promising. Birth weight and gestation periods improved for children in 

states with EITCs, and the effects were more pronounced in states with more generous 

credits (Markowitz, 2017). These results bolster an assessment of federal EITC effects on 

infant birthweight by Hoynes, who found that a $1,000 EITC increase reduces low 

birthweight by 2 to 3 percent (Hoynes, 2013).  

2. Education 

In their study of the effects of tax credits on student achievement, Chetty et al. 

found that a $1,000 raise in tax credits has been demonstrated to increase student test 

scores by 6 percent of a standard deviation and concluded, “A substantial fraction of the 

cost of tax credits may be offset by earnings gains in the long run” (Chetty, 2011). While 

there is a strong correlation between increased income and improvements in educational 

attainment, it is difficult to attribute the improved educational outcomes of children of 

EITC recipients to the financial impact of the credit, the change in work behavior of the 

parents, or some other factor. Even so, Nichols contended, “It seems likely that EITC 

expansions did improve children’s test score outcomes, to a degree that is likely to 

translate into substantially better life outcomes” (Nichols, 2015).    

While evidence points toward increased educational attainment for the children of 

credit recipients, there is also evidence to suggest that more generous credits may reduce 

educational attainment for the adult recipients themselves. The effect is particularly large 

for single women with a high school degree, who see a 19 percent decline in college 

enrollment after a 10 percent increase in credit generosity. Celik finds, “It seems that 

single mothers with high school degrees are not merely switching from full-time to part-
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time college enrollment as a result of increased EITC generosity. Instead, they are 

choosing not to enroll at all” (Celik, 2011).  

This thesis contributes to the body of EITC research in several ways. First, it uses 

a wide spread of data that include the critical years during which many states enacted an 

EITC program. Second, it takes advantage of the staggered implementation schedule to 

compare effects across the nation. Finally, it supplements the considerable research on 

federal EITC effects by clarifying the ambiguity surrounding the impact on workforce 

participation.  
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
 

Testing the impact of state EITC programs on poverty requires an examination of 

the economic conditions that induce or alleviate conditions of poverty. Therefore, the 

following theoretical model should capture this relationship: 

Poverty = f (Employment, Subsidy, d, µ) 

(1) 

 

This model holds that poverty is a function of the subject’s employment status, 

the aggregate subsidy offered by state and federal government, and d, a vector 

representing the economic conditions of the state, such as job market health, state 

productivity, and tax structure. Including year indicator variables helps me to control for 

economic conditions that affect the entire nation (such as the Great Recession of 2008).  

The complexity of this relationship lies in the fact that poverty alleviation due to 

EITC receipt could be due to the value of the credit, an increased workload and 

remuneration incentivized by the added value offered by the credit, or both. In this way, a 

strong workforce response from an individual makes the EITC doubly effective.  

This theoretical framework can be put into action using the data described in the 

following section. 
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DATA 
 

These panel data on poverty come from the Current Population Survey, which is 

gathered by the U.S. Census Bureau and the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. The Annual 

Social and Economic Supplement (ASEC) administered by the Census Bureau each 

March collects information on a number of economic conditions, including income, 

federal EITC benefits, tax burden, and labor force status. The data from 1992-2013 

includes a binary variable indicating whether an individual falls above or below the 

official poverty threshold. This definition considers pre-tax money income and excludes 

other sources of financial aid (including government benefits and capital gains). 

Starting in 2011, the Census Bureau began collecting information on two different 

measures of poverty: the previously described official poverty threshold, and a new 

calculation called the Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM). The SPM was not intended 

to replace the official poverty threshold, but to more accurately depict the financial 

situations of the survey respondents. SPM takes noncash benefits into account and 

subtracts taxes, work expenses, medical expenses, and child support. The following table 

from the Census Bureau outlines the differences between the official poverty threshold 

and SPM (Renwick and Fox, 2015): 
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Table 3: Comparing Official Poverty Threshold and Supplemental Poverty Measure 

Poverty Measure Concepts: Official and Supplemental 
 Official Poverty Measure Supplemental Poverty 

Measure 
Measurement Units Families (individuals 

related by birth, marriage, 
or adoption) or unrelated 
individuals. 

Resource units (official 
family definition plus any 
coresident unrelated 
children, foster children, 
and unmarried partners and 
their relatives) or unrelated 
individuals (who are not 
otherwise included in the 
family definition) 

Poverty Threshold Three times the cost of a 
minimum food diet in 1963 

Based on expenditures of 
food, clothing, shelter, and 
utilities (FCSU) 

Threshold Adjustments Vary by size, composition, 
and age of householder 

Vary by family size and 
composition, as well as 
geographic adjustments for 
differences in housing costs 
by tenure 

Updating Thresholds Consumer Price Index: all 
items 

5-year moving average of 
expenditures on FCSU 

Resource Measure Gross before-tax cash 
income 

Sum of cash income, plus 
noncash benefits that 
resource units can use to 
meet their FCSU needs, 
minus taxes (or plus tax 
credits), minus work 
expenses, medical expenses, 
and child support paid to 
another household 

 
  

Unfortunately, much of the shift in EITC policy occurred before the introduction 

of the SPM in 2011. Therefore, to capture the variability in state EITC existence, my 

regressions will consider only the official poverty measure. While the SPM may be a 

useful consideration for EITC impact, the inability to compute SPM data for years prior 

to 2011 limits my ability to use it as a dependent variable in a regression. 
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Because poverty status can be influenced by a wide range of personal 

characteristics, state economic conditions, and government programs, I merged the ASEC 

data with a rich set of state-level controls. The state-level data, including the state EITC 

rates and aggregate statistics on state economic health, come from the University of 

Kentucky Center for Poverty Research and include the independent variables that make 

up the vector d described in the theoretical framework. The merged ASEC and UKCPR 

panel data also cover the years 1992-2013 and yield 2,833,335 observations. The 

descriptive statistics are provided in the table below: 
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Table 4: Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Mean Standard 

Deviation 
Maximum Minimum 

Poverty Status 2,833,335 0.8871157 0.3164514 1 0 
Hours Worked* 2,607,943 34.98281 17.20701 120 0 
State EITC Exists 2,833,335 0.3050797 0.4604413 1 0 
State EITC Rate 2,833,335 0.050761 0.097307 0.5 0 
Refundable EITC 2,833,335 0.2394119 0.4267246 1 0 
Age 2,833,335 44.84622 17.07459 90 18 
Female 2,833,335 .5268682 0.4992777 1 0 
Total Welfare 2,833,335 58.2862 530.571 25,000 3,844 
Personal Income 2,833,335 30,394.3 42,121.2 1,700,287 -29,647 
Total Family 
Income 

2,833,335 61,829.8 65,647.8 2,742,997 -37,040 

Federal EITC 2,833,335 142.628 625.563 5,891 0 
State 
Unemployment 
Rate 

2,833,335 6.05636 2.03463 13.7 2.3 

Gross State 
Product 

2,83,335 423,947 481,975 2,202,678 12,538 

AFDC Recipients 2,833,335 289,086 486,504 2,679,653 490 
SNAP Recipients 2,833,335 934,717 950,222 4,159,031 22,447 
AFDC Benefit 
Rate 

2,833,335 355.237 136.436 823 96 

SNAP Benefit 
Rate 

2,833,335 277.161 61.7678 585 203 

Governor is 
Democrat 

2,799,959 0.4397804 0.4963604 1 0 

Fraction of State 
House that is 
Democratic 

2,760,131 0.5322854 0.1469414 0.92 0.13 

State Minimum 
Wage 

2,833,335 5.80699 1.37738 9.19 1.6 

Medicaid 
Recipients 

2,833,335 1.7e+06 2.1e+06 11,500,592 0 

WIC Recipients 2,833,335 288,598 367,077 1,472,468 10,716 
*Does not include non-working individuals or individuals who reported week-to-week changes in hours.  
 

 

One of the chief limitations of the data is that I am unable to link individuals and 

households from ASEC with their real state-level EITC benefits. The most precise model 
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would utilize this approach. Instead, I am using the structure of the state EITC program, 

including the benefit level expressed as a fraction of the federal credit and the 

refundability, as a proxy for credit generosity.  

I now turn to the empirical model where I employ OLS and logit regressions to 

estimate the impact of state EITC existence on poverty outcomes. 
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EMPIRICAL MODEL AND VARIABLES 
 

A. Empirical Model 

The models used to estimate the impact of state EITC programs on poverty and 

hours worked can be described with two equations using mostly similar independent 

variables but two different dependent variables: 

 

Poverty Status = b0 + b1(State EITC Exists) + b2(State EITC Rate) + b3(State EITC is 

Refundable) + b4(Age) + b5(Age2) + b6(Female) + b7(Total Welfare Received) + 

b8(Total Personal Income) + b9(Combined Income and Welfare) + b10(Federal EITC 

Benefit)+ b11(State Unemployment Rate) + b12(Gross State Product) + b13(Number of 

AFDC Recipients) + b14(Number of SNAP Recipients) + b15(AFDC Benefit for Two 

Person Family) + b16(SNAP Benefit for Two Person Family) + b17(Governor is 

Democratic) + b18(Fraction of State House that is Democratic) + b19(State Minimum 

Wage Rate) + b20(State Medicaid Recipients) + b21(WIC Participation) + b22(Year) + ε 

(2) 
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Hours Worked = b0 + b1(State EITC Exists) + b2(State EITC Rate) + b3(State EITC is 

Refundable) + b4(Year) + b5(Age) + b6(Age2) + b7(Total Welfare Received) + b8(Total 

Personal Income) + b9(Combined Income and Welfare) + b10(Federal EITC Benefit)+ 

b11(State Unemployment Rate) + b12(Gross State Product) + b13(Number of AFDC 

Recipients) + b14(Number of SNAP Recipients) + b15(AFDC Benefit for Two Person 

Family) + b16(SNAP Benefit for Two Person Family) + b17(Governor is Democratic) + 

b18(Fraction of State House that is Democratic) + b19(State Minimum Wage Rate) + 

b20(State Medicaid Recipients) + b21(WIC Participation) + ε 

(3) 

 

 Using the empirical framework that has poverty as its dependent variable, I 

estimate two different regressions with standard errors clustered at the state level: OLS 

and logit. The logit model adds the benefit of estimating a non-constant impact on the 

dependent variable. It also provides odds ratios and marginal effects that measure the 

impact on the dependent variable for the average person in the sample if the independent 

variable of interest is changed from 0 to 1.  

B. Variables 

1.    Dependent Variables 

Poverty Status: Takes on a value of 1 if the individual is above the official 

poverty threshold and a value of 0 if the individual falls below the poverty 

threshold. These data are collected in the annual ASEC survey. 

Hours Worked: Reflects the total number of hours worked per week at all 

jobs. This data is collected in the annual ASEC survey. Non-working 
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individuals and individuals who reported week-to-week changes in hours are 

not included in the models due to the way they are coded in the data set. 

 

2.    Independent Variables 

State EITC Exists: Takes on a value of 1 if the state has enacted a state EITC 

program and a value of 0 if the state has not taken on a state EITC program. 

The values are capable of changing over time in the case that a state decides to 

adopt an EITC program. For example, the variable would be coded “0” for a 

state that had no program in the year 2000 but “1” for the same state in the 

year 2001 if an EITC program had been adopted by that time. This 

information is taken from the University of Kentucky poverty data set. I 

expect a positive and significant coefficient, which would indicate a state 

EITC is correlated with a decreased likelihood of being below the poverty 

line.  

State EITC Rate: Expressed as a fraction of the federal EITC rate. A higher 

ratio reflects a more generous credit rate. The variable is coded as 0 for those 

states that do not have state EITC programs. A positive and significant 

coefficient indicates that increased EITC generosity is correlated with a 

decreased likelihood of being below the poverty line, which is my 

expectation.  

State EITC is Refundable: Takes on a value of 1 if the credit is refundable and 

a value of 0 if the credit is not refundable. A refundable credit not only allows 

the recipient to reduce their tax burden to zero, but makes it possible for a 



 25 

beneficiary to receive a tax refund. A positive and significant coefficient 

indicates that the ability to turn the credit into take-home pay is correlated 

with a decreased likelihood of being below the poverty line, which is my 

expectation.  

Age: The age of the individual, recorded by the annual ASEC survey. I expect 

that increased age will be correlated with a reduced likelihood of being below 

the poverty line, given the safety nets (such as Social Security) that exist for 

the elderly.  

Age2: The squared value of the individual’s age. 

Female: Takes on a value of 1 if the individual is female and a value of 0 if 

the individual is not female. A positive and significant coefficient on this 

variable indicates that being female increases the likelihood of being above 

the poverty threshold. I do not expect a significant coefficient on this variable.  

Total Welfare Received: A sum of the total government benefit received by 

the individual, collected during the annual ASEC survey. A positive and 

significant coefficient on this variable indicates that increased welfare benefits 

increase the likelihood of being above the poverty line, which I expect to be 

the case. However, I make no projections about whether these welfare 

instruments are good for society in the long run given the discussion about the 

value of work and the ability of families to rise to a level of income that 

enables them to reduce their welfare dependence.  

Total Personal Income: A pre-tax sum of the total amount earned by an 

individual during the year, collected during the annual ASEC survey. A 
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positive and significant coefficient indicates that increased personal income is 

correlated with a reduction in the likelihood of being below the poverty line, 

which intuitively makes sense. 

Combined Family Income: A sum of the total income received by the 

individual’s family during the year. This is a more accurate depiction of 

personal finances than personal income, especially for spouses who do not 

work but are married to employed individuals. A positive and significant 

coefficient indicates that increased family income is correlated with a 

reduction in the likelihood of being below the poverty line, which also makes 

sense intuitively.  

Federal EITC Benefit: The dollar value of the federal EITC benefit received 

by the individual, if applicable. This is collected during the annual ASEC 

survey. A positive and significant coefficient indicates that an increased 

federal EITC benefit is correlated with a reduced likelihood of living in 

poverty. Given the mixed results of previous EITC research, I expect the sign 

on this coefficient will differ depending on gender and marriage status.  

State Unemployment Rate: The unemployment rate for the state of residence 

of the individual in a given year. This data is provided by the University of 

Kentucky poverty data set, along with the rest of the state control variables. A 

negative and significant coefficient indicates that an increased state 

unemployment rate is correlated with an increased likelihood of living in 

poverty, which is my expectation.  
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Gross State Product: The market value of the goods and services produced by 

industry and labor in a given state. This variable helps control for the overall 

economic health of the state. A positive and significant coefficient indicates 

that increased state output reduces the likelihood of living in poverty, which is 

my expectation.  

Number of AFDC Recipients: The number of Aid to Families with Dependent 

Children (AFDC) cases in a given state. A positive and significant coefficient 

indicates that an increased number of AFDC recipients in a state increases the 

likelihood of being above the poverty line, which is my expectation.  

Number of Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) Recipients: 

The number of SNAP recipients in a given state. A positive and significant 

coefficient indicates that an increased number of SNAP recipients in a state is 

correlated with an increased likelihood of living above the poverty line, which 

is my expectation.  

AFDC Benefit for Two-Person Family: The maximum AFDC benefit a two-

person family can receive in their state of residence. A positive and significant 

coefficient indicates that a larger maximum benefit is correlated with an 

increased likelihood of living above the poverty line, which is my expectation.  

SNAP Benefit for a Two-Person Family: The maximum SNAP benefit a two-

person family can receive in their state of residence. A positive and significant 

coefficient indicates a larger maximum SNAP benefit is correlated with an 

increased likelihood of living above the poverty line, which is my expectation. 
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Governor is Democratic: Takes on a value of 1 if the governor is a Democrat 

and a value of 0 if the governor is not a Democrat. A positive and significant 

coefficient indicates a Democratic governor is correlated with an increased 

likelihood of living above the poverty threshold. Given the wide range of 

political factors that contribute to public policy, I do not expect a significant 

coefficient on this variable.  

Fraction of State House that is Democratic: Expresses what fraction of the 

members of the state House belong to the Democratic party. A larger ratio 

means the Democratic party enjoys more dominance in the chamber. A 

positive and significant coefficient indicates that a more Democratic state 

House is correlated with an increased likelihood of living above the poverty 

line. Again, given the wide range of political factors that contribute to public 

policy, I do not expect a significant coefficient on this variable.  

State Minimum Wage: The minimum per-hour wage required by law in the 

individual’s state of residence. A positive and significant coefficient indicates 

that a more generous minimum wage is correlated with an increased 

likelihood of living above the poverty line. I do not expect a significant 

coefficient for this variable.  

State Medicaid Recipients: A sum of the number of people in the state 

receiving some amount of Medicaid assistance. A positive and significant 

coefficient indicates that an increased number of Medicaid recipients is 

correlated with an increased likelihood of living above the poverty threshold, 

which is my expectation.  
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WIC Participation: The sum of the recipients of Supplemental Nutrition 

Program for Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) assistance in the 

individual’s state of residence. A positive and significant coefficient indicates 

that an increased number of WIC recipients is correlated with an increased 

likelihood of living above the poverty line, which is my expectation.  

Year: The year in which the survey is administered. Including an indicator 

variable for each year in the model helps control for macroeconomic 

conditions that affect the entire nation in a given year.  

 

Of the control variables described above, the ones that are correlated with EITC 

eligibility are the most important. The goal is to avoid spuriously attributing to the state 

EITC program the benefits of other programs (such as AFDC, TANF, or WIC). 

Fortunately, these federal benefits also exist in other states that do not have state EITC 

programs.  
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RESULTS 
 

A. Unrestricted 

The number of observations in the unrestricted model (2,752,176) provide a solid 

foundation on which the regression results are built. The restricted models used for 

sensitivity testing have a similarly high number of observations, and the ASEC weights 

included in the models ensure the results are representative of each state. The R-squared 

and pseudo R-squared values are consistent across models, and given that so many 

variables are involved in determining whether or not someone falls below the poverty 

line, the R-squared values are reasonable. The F-statistics indicating the overall strength 

of the models are all highly significant.  

The results for the unrestricted model are summarized in Table 5 below: 
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Table 5: OLS and Logit Results for the Unrestricted Model 

 
Variable OLS 

Coefficient 
OLS T 

Stat 
OLS SE Logit Odds 

Ratio 
Logit Z 

Stat 
Logit SE 

State EITC 0.0072194* 1.73 0.0041733 1.022944 0.55 0.0421465 
State EITC 
rate 

-0.0272312 -0.90 0.0301006 0.9565 -0.16 0.2606917 

Refundable 
EITC 

-0.0079074 -1.66 0.0047568 0.9111996* -2.17 0.0390363 

Age 0.0042629*** 22.65 0.0001882 0.9591379*** -23.18 0.0017264 
Age^2 -0.0000341*** -14.78 2.31e-06 1.000576*** 34.20 0.0000168 
Female -0.0209966*** -13.63 0.0015404 1.315076*** 11.66 0.0308848 
Total Welfare 1.26e-06*** 30.10 4.20e-08 1.000293*** 18.46 0.0000159 
Total Personal 
Income 

1.17e07*** 9.97 1.17e-08 1.000171*** 37.14 4.59e-06 

Combined 
Income and 
Welfare 

-0.0000799*** -9.05 8.82e-06 0.9996798*** -13.53 0.0000237 

Federal EITC 
Benefit 

-0.0000761*** -45.73 1.66e-06 0.9993298*** -28.87 0.0000232 

State 
Unemployment 
Rate 

-0.0025278*** -2.99 0.000846 0.9874122* -1.83 0.0068184 

Gross State 
Product 

1.92e-08* 1.84 1.04e-08 1* 1.76 8.98e-08 

Number of 
AFDC 
Recipients 

1.42e-09 0.42 3.36e-09 1* 1.71 2.29e-08 

Number of 
Food Stamp 
Benefits 

-5.35e-09** -2.21 2.42e-09 1* -1.91 2.34e-08 

AFDC Benefit 
for 2 Person 
Family 

0.0000563*** 5.01 0.0000112 1.000363*** 3.58 0.0001013 

Food Stamp 
Benefit 2 
Person Family 

0.0000263 0.76 0.0000345 1.000979*** 3.27 0.0002999 

Governor is 
Democrat 

0.0019664 1.56 0.01259 1.026235* 1.87 0.014028 

Fraction of 
State House 
that is 
Democrat 

-0.0533355*** -6.57 0.0081147 0.7500688*** -2.93 0.0736348 

State 
Minimum 
Wage 

0.001915 1.64 0.0011692 1.025127 1.63 0.0155739 

Medicaid 
Recipients in 
State 

-2.18e-09 -1.19 1.83e0-9 1 0.10 1.87e-08 

WIC 
Participation 

-2.20e-08 -1.59 1.38e-08 0.9999996*** -3.04 1.17e-07 

Observations 2,752,176   2,752,176   
F Statistic 2,444.24***   6.5e+05***   
R squared 0.1351   0.7399   
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While the unrestricted logit model which includes the entire sample and people of 

all incomes shows that a state EITC program increases the likelihood of being above the 

poverty threshold by 0.7 percentage points, the t statistic is not statistically significant. 

The logit odds ratio is also insignificant. In fact, the t and z statistics for all models 

consistently indicate residency in a state with an EITC program does not have a 

statistically significant impact on poverty status. This stands in contrast to the value of 

the federal EITC benefit for individuals, which is highly significant in all models but has 

conflicting signs and impact. I will begin the discussion of the results by reviewing the 

unrestricted OLS and logit model coefficients presented in table 5, followed by an 

overview of restricted model results. 

While the coefficients in both the OLS and logit models on the “stateeitcexists” 

variable are positive, only the OLS model indicates a statistically significant impact (at 

the 10 percent level). The rate of state EITC programs expressed as a portion of the 

federal EITC benefit is similarly insignificant and even negative in both models. The 

insignificant results for the EITC rate variable are repeated in the restricted model results. 

The third main independent variable related to the state EITC programs is that of 

refundability. State programs that go above and beyond the federal program’s standard of 

reducing the tax liability to zero by making it possible for recipients to earn a tax refund 

might be expected to increase the likelihood of being above the poverty threshold.  

However, the coefficient is negative and insignificant in the OLS model and negative but 

slightly significant (at the 10 percent level) in the logit model. In restricted models, the 

variable remains negative and increases in significance. This might indicate that a 
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refundable program increases take-home pay but has the potential to decrease work 

hours.   

In terms of personal characteristics, age is highly significant in both models but 

has a conflicting impact. In the unrestricted model, an increase in age is correlated with 

an increase in the likelihood of being above the poverty threshold while the opposite 

holds true in the logit model. For reasons that I will expound upon later in this section, 

the logit coefficients are probably more dependable. Furthermore, restricted model 

coefficients become more consistent between OLS and logit models. It appears that when 

examining only moderate- to low-income groups, being older is correlated with an 

increase in the likelihood of being below the poverty threshold.  

Across all models, gender is associated with a highly significant coefficient. 

Although the unrestricted OLS model coefficient is negative for females, the logit model 

results across models demonstrate a highly significant and positive coefficient for 

females. The unrestricted model, for example, shows that females are 1.3 times more 

likely than men to be above the poverty threshold, and this result is mirrored across 

models. The gender dynamic, including marital status, workforce status, and income level 

will be examined more closely in restricted model results. 

Three personal variables in the model control for financial health: personal 

income, combined welfare value, and a combination of the two. The results are consistent 

across all models. As would be expected intuitively, the personal income variable is 

positive and highly significant. The combined welfare variable is also positive and highly 

significant, indicating that the combined effects of government assistance programs can 

increase the likelihood of being above the poverty threshold. Perhaps less intuitive are the 
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consistent results for the combined variable, which show that an increase in the variable 

leads to an increase in the likelihood of being below the poverty threshold at a 

statistically significant level.  

The final person-level independent variable in the model is the federal EITC 

benefit. This is a strong variable because unlike the state-level variable which is binary, 

the federal EITC data provides the actual dollar value of the credit received. For both 

OLS and logit models, the coefficient is highly significant and negative, indicating that 

an increased credit is correlated with an increased likelihood of being below the poverty 

threshold. This is a noteworthy finding given there are no person-level state EITC data in 

the model. If federal EITC generosity is correlated with an increased likelihood of 

poverty, it supports the previous conclusion that state EITC programs are not associated 

with an increased likelihood of being above the poverty threshold.  

The rest of the independent variables in the model are state-level data meant to 

control for the macroeconomic factors in each state. An increase in the state 

unemployment rate is associated with an increase in the likelihood of being below the 

poverty threshold for both models, although the coefficient is more significant in the OLS 

model. The variable is similarly significant for most unrestricted models. An increase in 

gross state product is associated with an increase in the likelihood of being above the 

poverty threshold in all models, although the significance in the unrestricted model for 

both OLS and logit are at the 10 percent level. It follows logically that positive economic 

conditions that increase a state’s economic output also involve favorable employment 

conditions, thus raising the prospect of being above the poverty threshold. 
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Also included in the model are the generosity levels of the AFDC and SNAP 

programs. In the unrestricted OLS model, the number of AFDC cases in a state are 

associated with an insignificant coefficient, while the number of SNAP cases is negative 

and significant at the 5 percent level. The AFDC benefit level is positive and highly 

significant, and the SNAP benefit level is positive but insignificant. In the unrestricted 

logit model, both the number of AFDC and SNAP cases are significant at the 10 percent 

level, but show an odds ratio of 1 which indicates no distinguishable difference in 

outcomes. The benefit rates for both programs are positive and highly significant. The 

number of Medicaid beneficiaries in each state is not associated with a statistically 

significant coefficient in either unrestricted model. WIC participation is not significant in 

the unrestricted OLS model, but significant at the 1 percent level and negative in the 

unrestricted logit. An increase in the number of WIC cases in a state is therefore 

associated with an increased likelihood of being below the poverty line, although the 

odds ratio is very close to 1. 

In an attempt to control for other policy differences among the states, a minimum 

wage variable is included. The variable is not significant for either unrestricted model. It 

is significant and positive for restricted OLS models, but remains insignificant for all but 

one restricted logit models. In most models, a higher state minimum wage is not 

associated with an increased likelihood of being above the poverty level. 

Finally, there are political controls in the model. Perhaps changes in poverty 

likelihood are not due to any specific program, but due to a larger political atmosphere 

that bring ideological policy prescriptions along with it. Having a Democratic governor is 

not associated with a significant coefficient in the unrestricted OLS model, but it is 
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positive and significant at the 10 percent level in the unrestricted logit model. It remains 

insignificant in all OLS models and significant at the 10 percent level in all logit models. 

Regarding state legislatures, a variable expressing the fraction of the state House that is 

Democratic is highly significant and negative for all OLS and logit results. A more 

Democratic House is correlated with an increased likelihood in being below the poverty 

line.  

B. Sensitivity Testing 

The disadvantage of the unrestricted model regressions is that they include people 

at all levels of income. A millionaire is not eligible to receive state EITC and is unlikely 

to be affected by the program except in a macroeconomic sense. To test the sensitivity of 

the response and see if the coefficients would become significant for those people who 

are closer to EITC eligibility, I restricted the model to those closer to the poverty line. I 

ran OLS and logit regressions on samples that were restricted to incomes below $50,000, 

$40,000, $30,000, and $20,000. The results are summarized in Table 6 below: 

 

Table 6: Restricted OLS Regression Results 

 
Model Coefficient T Stat SE 

Unrestricted 0.0072194 1.73 0.0041733 
Income < 50,000 0.0055227** 2.04 0.0201472 
Income < 40,000 0.004687* 1.68 0.0027895 
Income < 30,000 0.0046628 1.56 0.0029851 
Income < 20,000 0.0057972 1.5 0.0038605 
 

 

The state EITC variable reported statistically significant and positive coefficients 

in two unrestricted models: A coefficient of 0.005 that is significant at the 5 percent level 

in the model that includes only people with incomes of $50,000 or less, and a coefficient 
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of 0.004 that is significant at the 10 percent level in the model that includes only people 

with incomes of $40,000 or less. These results do not appear to be strong enough to 

substantially change the conclusion that state EITC programs are not changing the 

likelihood of raising individuals above poverty. 

There are two reasons a logit model is more suitable for analysis on the existence 

of state EITC programs. First, an OLS regression assumes a constant rate of change in the 

dependent variable. However, we can logically assume the incentive of an EITC benefit 

only affects the behavior of those who will be eligible for the credit, and these individuals 

lie closer to the poverty threshold. The logit model helps capture this non-constant rate of 

change in the dependent variable of interest. Second, the logit model recognizes that the 

dependent variable is binary and ascribes a probability of falling above it to a value 

between 0 and 1.  

The logit odds ratios and z statistics on “stateeitcexists” are reported in Table 7 

below. Odds ratios are an intuitive way to compare poverty outcomes in states that do and 

do not have state EITC programs. The model simply takes the ratio of those above 

poverty in EITC states over the ratio of those above poverty in non-EITC states, as 

expressed by equation 1 below. 

 

Computing the Logit Odds Ratio 

 
[ (EITC N above poverty / EITC N below poverty) / (non-EITC N above poverty / non-

EITC below poverty) ] 
(4) 
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The odds ratios for the restricted and unrestricted models indicate that someone 

living in an EITC state are 1.02 times more likely to be above poverty than their 

counterparts in non-EITC states. However, the z statistics for all models are statistically 

insignificant. The results are summarized in Table 7 below: 

 

Table 7: Odds Ratios for Existence of a State EITC Program 

 
Model Odds Ratio Z Stat SE 

Unrestricted 1.022944 0.55 0.0421465 
Income < 50,000 1.022944 0.55 0.0421466 
Income < 40,000 1.022869 0.55 0.0421558 
Income < 30,000 1.022424 0.54 0.422705 
Income < 20,000 1.022551 0.52 0.0436522 
 

 

Perhaps the most useful question for policymakers is what happens to the 

likelihood of being above poverty if a state changes from non-EITC to EITC status. This 

effect can be captured using the “margins” command following the logit regression. 

These results are reported in Table 8 below: 

 

Table 8: Logit Model Margins Results for Existence of State EITC Program 

 
Model Margins 

Coefficient 
Z Stat SE 

Unrestricted 0.0006429 0.55 0.0011761 
Income < 50,000 0.000769 0.55 0.0014069 
Income < 40,000 0.0008371 0.54 0.0015368 
Income < 30,000 0.0009498 0.53 0.0017832 
Income < 20,000 0.0011824 0.52 0.0022794 
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For the unrestricted model, changing from non-EITC to EITC raises the 

likelihood of being above the poverty threshold for the average person by 0.06 percentage 

points. However, the z statistics are not significant for the unrestricted model or any of 

the restricted models. This reinforces the conclusion that adopting a state EITC program 

does not raise the probability of being above the poverty threshold for the average 

individual, even if the sample is restricted to low-income individuals. 

It can be assumed that state EITC benefits only directly affect the poverty status 

of those who are eligible for the credit (I do not take into account here any dynamic 

economic effects that may occur due to increased take home pay for credit recipients). 

Further restricting the sample by reducing it to only those people who are currently 

working results in similarly insignificant coefficients in both the OLS and logit models. 

The results are summarized in Table 9 below: 
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Table 9: OLS and Logit Results for Working Sample 

Variable OLS 
Coefficient 

OLS T 
Stat 

OLS SE Logit Odds 
Ratio 

Logit Z 
Stat 

Logit SE 

State EITC 0.0029828 1.21 0.0024748 0.9903609 -0.17 0.057906 
State EITC 
rate 

-0.008018 -0.44 0.0182965 1.318111 1.27 0.2873803 

Refundable 
EITC 

-0.0058502 -1.45 0.0040478 0.910435 -1.65 0.051785 

Age 0.0065112*** 29.79 0.0002186 0.9537924*** -22.14 0.002038 
Age^2 -0.0000619*** -21.88 2.83e-06 1.000598*** 23.8 0.0000251 
Female -0.0094417*** -7.49 0.0012603 1.502522*** 14.28 0.0428435 
Family Income 7.59e-07*** 27 2.81e-08 1.000278*** 19.14 0.0000145 
Total Personal 
Income 

-7.06e-08*** -8.86 7.96e-09 1.000177*** 40.83 4.33e-06 

Total Welfare -0.0000795*** -9.02 8.81e-06 0.9996871*** -13.54 0.0000231 
Federal EITC 
Benefit 

-0.0000944*** -59.31 1.59e-06 0.9992863*** -29.19 0.0000244 

State 
Unemployment 
Rate 

-0.0016066* -1.84 0.000871 0.9804181 -1.56 0.0124199 

Gross State 
Product 

2.10e-08** 2.6 8.05e-09 1 0.15 1.75e-07 

Number of 
AFDC 
Recipients 

5.38e-10 0.18 3.06e-09 1*** 3.31 3.64e-08 

Number of 
Food Stamp 
Benefits 

-3.47e-09 -1.84 1.89e-09 1 -0.09 3.72e-08 

AFDC Benefit 
for 2 Person 
Family 

0.0000335*** 3.45 9.71e-06 1.000376 2.80 0.0001345 

Food Stamp 
Benefit 2 
Person Family 

0.0000204 0.76 0.0000271 1.000317** 2.31 0.0001373 

Governor is 
Democrat 

0.0004057 0.31 0.0012968 1.042544** 2 0.0211519 

Fraction of 
State House 
that is 
Democrat 

-0.0363235*** -4.91 0.0073926 0.8369878 -1.33 0.1121364 

State 
Minimum 
Wage 

0.001188 1.08 0.0010965 1.024999 1.33 0.0189828 

Medicaid 
Recipients in 
State 

-1.09e-09 -0.98 1.11e-09 1 -0.9 3.10e-08 

WIC 
Participation 

-2.92e-08 -3.11 9.38e-09 0.9999996*** -2.61 1.41e-07 

Observations 1,699,143   1,699,143   
F Statistic 1795.97***   56233.59***   
R-squared 0.1443   0.7407   
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The margins command for the logit model outlined above yields a dy/dx of           

-0.0002082 and standard error of 0.0012558, but is statistically insignificant. 

The most interesting variable to contrast with the existence of a state EITC 

program is the value of the federal EITC credit. It’s a strong variable since the data set 

tells us exactly how much the recipient received, and is highly statistically significant for 

both the OLS and logit models. The negative sign indicates that an increased federal 

EITC benefit increases the likelihood of being below the poverty threshold. This may be 

due to an incentive to reduce work hours for those who prefer leisure to work and find 

themselves able to earn more total income by working fewer hours due to their position 

on the benefit schedule.  

C. Gender Effects 

 As discussed in the literature review, a considerable amount of discussion has 

been dedicated to the impact of the federal EITC on mothers, secondary earners, and 

single women. To examine the gender effects of state EITC programs, I ran OLS and 

logit models for the following female subgroups: working single women at all income 

levels, working single women with personal income below $20,000, working married 

women at all income levels, working married women with personal income below 

$20,000, and working married women with family income below $30,000. I also 

introduced a new dependent variable, hours worked, which expresses the total hours 

worked at all jobs, to see if the existence of a state EITC program might be reducing 

work hours for these subgroups. 
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 The full model results are available in the Appendix. Table 10 below summarizes 

the OLS results when poverty status is the dependent variable and state EITC is the 

independent variable of interest: 

 

Table 10: OLS Effects of State EITC Existence on Poverty Status for Female Subgroups 

Model OLS 
coefficient 

T Stat SE N F Stat R-
squared 

 
Working 
single 
women 
 

 
 
0.0078467 

 
 
1.47 

 
 
0.0053283 

 
 
368,448 

 
 
604.77*** 

 
 
0.1866 

 
Working 
single 
women 
with 
income < 
$20,000 
 

 
 
 
-0.0009788 

 
 
 
-0.17 

 
 
 
0.0058904 

 
 
 
188,091 

 
 
 
4083.78*** 

0 
 
 
.3966 

 
Working 
married 
women 
 

 
 
0.0010023 

 
 
0.38 

 
 
0.0026033 

 
 
476,607 

 
 
751.15*** 

 
 
0.1085 

 
Working 
married 
women 
with 
personal 
income < 
$20,000 
 

 
 
 
0.0003297 

 
 
 
0.06 

 
 
 
0.0051544 

 
 
 
213,099 

 
 
 
1301.33*** 

 
 
 
0.1655 

 
Working 
married 
women 
with family 
income < 
$30,000 
 

 
 
 
-0.0010256 

 
 
 
-0.08 

 
 
 
0.012833 

 
 
 
66,466 

 
 
 
3431.78*** 

 
 
 
0.5056 
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 The logit results are summarized in Table 11 below: 
 

 

Table 11: Logit Effects of State EITC Existence on Poverty Status for Female Subgroups 

Model Logit odds 
ratio 

Z 
Stat 

SE N Chi-
squared 

Pseudo 
R-

squared 
 
Working 
single 
women 
 

 
 
0.9275571 

 
 
-1.43 

 
 
0.0486387 

 
 
368,448 

 
 
57180.4*** 

 
 
0.7263 

 
Working 
single 
women 
with 
income < 
$20,000 
 

 
 
 
0.9204674 

 
 
 
-1.6 

 
 
 
0.0476799 

 
 
 
188,091 

 
 
 
1.1e+05*** 

 
 
 
0.6421 

 
Working 
married 
women 
 

 
 
1.022148 

 
 
0.15 

 
 
0.1531597 

 
 
476,607 

 
 
45898.21*** 

 
 
0.7635 

 
Working 
married 
women 
with 
personal 
income < 
$20,000 
 

 
 
 
 
1.036114 

 
 
 
 
0.22 

 
 
 
 
0.1637108 

 
 
 
 
213,099 

 
 
 
 
35721.57*** 

 
 
 
0.7182 

 
Working 
married 
women 
with family 
income < 
$30,000 
 

 
 
 
1.015992 

 
 
 
0.10 

 
 
 
0.1547284 

 
 
 
66,466 

 
 
 
40707.51*** 

 
 
 
0.5743 
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After running the logit model, I ran the same margins command that I used for the 

previous logit regressions. The results are summarized in Table 12 below: 

 

Table 12: Logit Model Margins Results for State EITC Existence on Female Subgroups 

 
Model Margins 

Coefficient 
Z Stat SE 

 
Working single 
women 
 

 
-0.027677 

 
-1.44 

 
0.0019178 

 
Working single 
women with 
income < $20,000 
 

 
 
-0.0056526 

 
 
-1.61 

 
 
0.0035045 

 
Working married 
women 
 

 
0.0002351 

 
0.15 

 
0.0016059 

 
Working married 
women with 
personal income < 
$20,000 
 

 
 
0.0008019 

 
 
0.22 

 
 
0.0035646 

 
Working married 
women with family 
income < $30,000 
 

 
 
0.0011127 

 
 
0.10 

 
 
0.0106718 

 
  

 None of the coefficients in the OLS or logit models are significant, nor are the 

margins results. However, one variable did indicate conflict with these results. For the 

overall pool of single working women and again for low-income single working women, 

the state EITC rate variable in the logit model was both positive and statistically 

significant (odds ratios of 1.78 and 1.84, respectively, and significant at the 1 percent 
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level). These results were not repeated for working married women, which would seem to 

indicate the effect of state EITCs is more powerful for single than working women.  

It is possible that there are two effects working against each other when it comes 

to wage supplements like EITC. On one hand, leisure becomes more expensive since a 

wage increase means more hours spent away from work result in more forgone income. 

On the other hand, an overall increase in income might cause those workers with a strong 

taste for leisure to opt for more time away from labor. To gauge these combined income 

and substitution effects, I changed the dependent variable to hours worked at all jobs and 

kept the existence of a state EITC as the main independent variable.  

 I tested this model with an OLS regression for three female subgroups: single 

working women, married working women, and married working women with a family 

income below $30,000. The existence of a state EITC credit yielded only one statistically 

significant coefficient for low-income working married women. The coefficient is 

positive and significant at the 10 percent level. However, for the same female subgroup, 

the regression produced a negative coefficient on the state ETIC rate variable that is also 

significant at the 10 percent level. This indicates that an increased level of state EITC 

generosity reduces hours worked, which would seem to cancel out the positive effect of 

state EITC existence. The results for the three state EITC variables (existence, rate, and 

refundability) are summarized in Table 13 below: 
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Table 13: OLS Effects of State EITC Existence on Hours Worked for Female Subgroups 

Variable / 
model 

OLS 
coefficient 

T Stat SE N F Stat R2 

 
State EITC / 
Working single 
women 
 

 
 
0.3712029 

 
 
1.36 

 
 
0.2731065 

 
 
368,448 

 
 
99999*** 

 
 
0.4332 

 
State EITC / 
Working 
married women 
 

 
 
0.4597702 

 
 
1.21 

 
 
0.3787191 

 
 
476,607 

 
 
14233.11*** 

 
 
0.3501 

 
State EITC / 
Low income 
working married 
women 
 

 
 
 
0.7547148* 

 
 
 
1.7 

 
 
 
0.4449705 

 
 
 
66,466 

 
 
 
21806.37*** 

 
 
 
.5007 

 
EITC rate / 
Working single 
women 
 

 
0.7381044 

 
0.5 

 
1.475865 

 
368,448 

 
99999*** 

 
0.4332 

 
EITC rate / 
Working 
married women 
 

 
 
-1.031906 

 
 
-0.71 

 
 
1.452223 

 
 
476,607 

 
 
14233.11*** 

 
 
0.3501 

 
EITC rate / 
Low income 
working married 
women 
 

 
 
 
-0.5244356* 

 
 
 
1.7 

 
 
 
1.813315 

 
 
 
66,466 

 
 
 
21806.37*** 

 
 
 
0.5007 

 
Refundable / 
Working single 
women 
 

 
 
-0.5107854 

 
 
-1.45 

 
 
0.3528445 

 
 
368,448 

 
 
99999*** 

 
 
0.4332 

 
Refundable / 
Working 
married women 
 

 
 
-0.0662589 

 
 
-0.19 

 
 
0.3413615 

 
 
476,607 

 
 
14233.11*** 

 
 
0.3501 

 
Refundable / 
Low income 
working married 
women 
 

 
 
 
-0.0215381 

 
 
 
-0.06 

 
 
 
0.3498354 

 
 
 
66,466 

 
 
 
21806.37*** 

 
 
 
0.5007 

 



 47 

 The models have highly significant F-statistics, a large number of observations, 

and reasonable R-squared values that range from 0.3501 to 0.5007. If there is a 

conclusion to be drawn from these data, it is that a state EITC program does not have a 

statistically significant likelihood of increasing the number of hours worked by women in 

one of the three categories described in Table 13. In fact, a more generous EITC rate 

might be an incentive to decrease hours worked, especially for working married women 

who had a negative coefficient associated with credit rate.  
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

 
A great deal of research has been conducted on the effectiveness of poverty 

reduction programs. Mechanisms like EITC have enjoyed political support from both 

Republican and Democratic lawmakers due to the program’s ties to work and the 

perceived impact on poverty reduction. In order to improve upon existing research on the 

federal program, I sought to determine if state EITC programs have an impact on poverty 

reduction. 

My data set is limited in several ways. First, while the larger data set includes 

children, the models used in my regression exclude them. Future studies would benefit 

from conducting analysis on parents with children rather than married/non-married 

individuals as I have done. Perhaps the strongest argument made to date in favor of the 

EITC is its effect on poverty reduction for children. The program’s design is usually 

tilted toward workers with children, which is sensible. Children cannot choose the 

families they are born into, and therefore are not responsible for the economic conditions 

of their upbringing. They do, however, carry the effects of these economic conditions, 

which help determine their outcomes in education, socioeconomic mobility, and health 

for the rest of their lives. The argument for focusing on childhood poverty is therefore 

economically sound. Improving the wellbeing of children will result in reduced costs for 

the rest of society as they mature and enter the workforce as more capable employees and 

taxpayers. 

Second, while the federal EITC variable in my data ascribes a dollar value to the 

recipient, my main independent variable in this study is binary, indicating only that an 
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EITC program in a state exists. Tying individuals to real benefit amounts, or estimating 

the amount based on their income status and residence, would provide stronger results. 

 Nonetheless, the models in this paper have some key advantages. The number of 

observations and ability to capture the change in state EITC existence over time are 

particularly strong. In addition, the combination of individual and state-level data helps 

control for microeconomic and macroeconomic factors. 

 Based on the combined regression results, it is difficult to conclude that state 

EITC programs have a statistically significant impact on poverty reduction. The 

unrestricted logit model showed highly significant impacts for other benefit programs 

such as AFDC generosity, SNAP generosity, and WIC participation, but not for state 

EITC. The federal EITC variable was also statistically significant, but it did not increase 

the probability of being above the poverty threshold.  

 Restricting the sample to low-income individuals did not provide a more 

statistically significant result for states with EITC programs. The same result is found 

after restricting the sample to only those adults who are working. With regard to gender 

effects, state EITC programs do not appear to have a significant impact on raising women 

above the poverty threshold, nor do they have a positive impact on the number of hours 

worked for women. In fact, the coefficients were negative in some instances, though only 

at the 10 percent level of significance.  

 More research needs to be conducted on the impact of state EITC programs. 

Before policymakers begin slashing benefits, future research should attempt to tie real 

benefit values to individual workers. The effects on families with children should also be 

further explored. However, these initial results urge caution to state policymakers who 
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intend to use EITC as a tool to reduce poverty. Available resources might be better 

targeted toward programs that directly benefit children. Until that time when better data 

on state EITC recipients are accessible, I would encourage lawmakers to reconsider the 

implementation of a state EITC program.  
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APPENDIX: DATA TABLES 

Table 14: OLS and Logit Results for Individuals with Personal Income Less than $50,000 

Variable OLS 
Coefficient 

OLS T 
Stat 

OLS SE Logit Odds 
Ratio 

Logit Z 
Stat 

Logit SE 

State EITC 0.0055227** 2.04 0.0027036 1.022944 0.55 0.0421466 
State EITC 
rate 

-0.0335872 -1.67 0.0201472 0.9564997 -0.16 0.2606918 

Refundable 
EITC 

-0.0059696* -1.92 0.0031097 0.9111996** -2.17 0.0390363 

Age -0.0035821*** -25.69 0.0001394 0.9591379*** -23.18 0.0017264 
Age^2 0.000046*** 24.78 1.86e-06 1.000576*** 34.2 0.0000168 
Female 0.0166519*** 11.3 0.0014737 1.315076*** 11.66 0.0308848 
Family Income 1.83e-06*** 37.65 4.86e-08 1.000293*** 18.46 0.0000159 
Total Personal 
Income 

7.95e-06*** 60.26 1.32e-07 1.000171*** 37.14 4.59e-06 

Total Welfare -0.0000709 -9.29 7.63e-06 0.9996798 -13.53 0.0000237 
Federal EITC 
Benefit 

-0.0000592*** -37.78 1.57e-06 0.9993298*** -28.87 0.0000232 

State 
Unemployment 
Rate 

-0.0016772** -2.17 0.0007718 0.9874122* -1.83 0.0068184 

Gross State 
Product 

1.45e-08* 1.86 7.83e-09 1* 1.76 8.98e-08 

Number of 
AFDC 
Recipients 

-1.62e-09 -0.69 2.37e-09 1* 1.71 2.29e-08 

Number of 
Food Stamp 
Benefits 

-6.17e-09*** -3.27 1.89e-09 1* -1.91 2.34e-08 

AFDC Benefit 
for 2 Person 
Family 

0.0000212** 2.54 8.33e-06 1.000363*** 3.58 0.0001013 

Food Stamp 
Benefit 2 
Person Family 

0.0000221 0.95 0.0000233 1.000979*** 3.27 0.0002999 

Governor is 
Democrat 

0.001728 1.59 0.0010855 1.026235* 1.87 0.0142028 

Fraction of 
State House 
that is 
Democrat 

-0.0408104*** -5.47 0.0074599 0.7500687*** -2.93 0.0736348 

State 
Minimum 
Wage 

0.0018966* 1.97 0.0009629 1.025127 1.63 0.0155739 

Medicaid 
Recipients in 
State 

4.89e-10 0.46 1.06e-09 1 0.10 1.87e-08 

WIC 
Participation 

-1.54e-08 -1.67 9.26e-09 0.9999996*** -3.04 1.17e-07 

Observations 2,289,515   2,289,515   
F Statistic 3955.63***   6.5e+05***   
R-squared 0.2432   0.7229   
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Table 15: OLS and Logit Results for Individuals with Personal Income Less than $40,000 

Variable OLS 
Coefficient 

OLS T 
Stat 

OLS SE Logit Odds 
Ratio 

Logit Z 
Stat 

Logit SE 

State EITC 0.004687* 1.68 0.0027895 1.022869 0.55 0.0421558 
State EITC 
rate 

-0.0318548 -1.56 0.0204312 0.9563859 -0.16 0.2608324 

Refundable 
EITC 

-0.0056544* -1.79 0.0031554 0.9110943** -2.17 0.0390167 

Age -0.0037261*** -27.08 0.0001376 0.9591454*** -23.18 0.0017259 
Age^2 0.0000475 26.56 1.79e-06 1.000576 34.21 0.0000168 
Female 0.0215115*** 12.32 0.0017455 1.315114*** 11.66 0.0308877 
Family Income 2.03e-06*** 38.43 5.28e-08 1.000293*** 18.44 0.0000159 
Total Personal 
Income 

0.0000105*** 66.68 1.58e-07 1.000171*** 36.94 4.62e-06 

Total Welfare -0.0000712 -9.43 7.55e-06 0.9996797*** -13.52 0.0000237 
Federal EITC 
Benefit 

-0.0000612*** -39.54 1.55e-06 0.9993295*** -28.79 0.0000233 

State 
Unemployment 
Rate 

-0.0014895* -1.95 0.0007627 0.9873793* -1.84 0.0068177 

Gross State 
Product 

1.66e-08** 2.07 8.03e-09 1* 1.76 8.98e-08 

Number of 
AFDC 
Recipients 

-9.06e-10 -0.36 2.53e-09 1* 1.7 2.30e-08 

Number of 
Food Stamp 
Benefits 

-6.43e-09*** -3.33 1.93e-09 1* -1.9 2.35e-08 

AFDC Benefit 
for 2 Person 
Family 

0.0000206** 2.45 8.42e-06 1.000363*** 3.58 0.0001014 

Food Stamp 
Benefit 2 
Person Family 

0.0000271 1.25 0.0000217 1.000977*** 3.26 0.0003004 

Governor is 
Democrat 

0.0016877 1.5 0.0011228 1.026143* 1.86 0.014055 

Fraction of 
State House 
that is 
Democrat 

-0.0415085*** -5.73 0.0072414 0.7503578*** -2.92 0.0737701 

State 
Minimum 
Wage 

0.0022757** 2.38 0.0009544 1.025179 1.63 0.0155993 

Medicaid 
Recipients in 
State 

2.22e-10 0.19 1.14e-09 1 0.11 1.88e-08 

WIC 
Participation 

-1.52e-08 -1.66 9.15e-09 0.9999996*** -3.05 1.17e-07 

Observations 2,090,855   2,090,855   
F Statistic 3163.63***   6.3e+05   
R-squared 0.30537   0.7137   
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Table 16: OLS and Logit Results for Individuals with Personal Income Less than $30,000 

Variable OLS 
Coefficient 

OLS T 
Stat 

OLS SE Logit Odds 
Ratio 

Logit Z 
Stat 

Logit SE 

State EITC 0.0046628 1.56 0.0029851 1.022424 0.54 0.0422705 
State EITC 
rate 

-0.0308034 -1.37 0.0225259 0.9535347 -0.17 0.2616805 

Refundable 
EITC 

-0.0063608* 01.87 0.00341 0.9112434** -2.17 0.039044 

Age -0.0034418*** -23.3 0.0001477 0.9592076*** -23.22 0.0017202 
Age^2 0.0000437 23.56 1.86e-06 1.000575*** 34.31 0.0000168 
Female 0.0296169*** 12.89 0.0022972 1.315415*** 11.58 0.0311306 
Family Income 2.32e-06*** 38.34 6.06e-08 1.000294*** 18.45 0.0000159 
Total Personal 
Income 

0.0000147*** 77.09 1.91e-07 1.000172*** 37.41 4.60e-06 

Total Welfare -0.0000736*** -9.91 7.43e-06 0.999678*** -13.32 0.0000242 
Federal EITC 
Benefit 

-0.0000691*** -45.93 1.50e-06 0.9993275*** -29.03 0.0000232 

State 
Unemployment 
Rate 

-0.0012672 -1.58 0.0008 0.9873588* -1.84 0.0068257 

Gross State 
Product 

1.89e-08** 2.14 8.83e-09 1* 1.79 8.98e-08 

Number of 
AFDC 
Recipients 

-2.73e-10 -0.1 2.80e-09 1* 1.68 2.29e-08 

Number of 
Food Stamp 
Benefits 

-6.72e-09*** -3.2 2.10e-09 1* -1.89 2.34e-08 

AFDC Benefit 
for 2 Person 
Family 

0.0000228** 2.44 9.33e-06 1.000367*** 3.64 0.0001008 

Food Stamp 
Benefit 2 
Person Family 

0.0000433* 1.93 0.0000224 1.001001*** 3.32 0.000302 

Governor is 
Democrat 

0.0017116 1.39 0.0012293 1.026411* 1.89 0.0141296 

Fraction of 
State House 
that is 
Democrat 

-0.0436284*** -5.95 0.0073349 0.7501378*** -2.93 0.0734933 

State 
Minimum 
Wage 

0.0026693*** 2.79 0.0009548 1.0251 1.64 0.0155174 

Medicaid 
Recipients in 
State 

1.01e-011 0.02 1.33e-09 1 0.07 1.88e-08 

WIC 
Participation 

-1.52e-08 -1.62 9.39e-09 0.9999996*** -3.02 1.18e-07 

Observations 1,795,625   1,795,625   
F Statistic 5012.44***   7.1e+05***   
R-squared 0.2729   0.6973   
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Table 17: OLS and Logit Results for Individuals with Personal Income Less than $20,000 

Variable OLS 
Coefficient 

OLS T 
Stat 

OLS SE Logit Odds 
Ratio 

Logit Z 
Stat 

Logit SE 

State EITC 0.0057972 1.5 0.0038605 1.022551 0.52 0.0436522 
State EITC 
rate 

-0.328567 -1.12 0.0293526 0.9392366 -0.22 0.2697976 

Refundable 
EITC 

-0.0083906* -1.89 0.0044465 0.9142993** -2 0.0410095 

Age -0.002498*** -12.73 0.0001962 0.9608989*** -21.12 0.0018148 
Age^2 0.000032*** 13.39 2.39e-06 1.000556*** 32.25 0.0000172 
Female 0.0431157*** 13.79 0.0031265 1.1.299089*** 11.31 0.300461 
Family Income 2.80e-06*** 37.36 7.51e-08 1.00302*** 17.76 0.000017 
Total Personal 
Income 

0.000021*** 79.16 2.65e-07 1.000186*** 34.7 5.35e-06 

Total Welfare -0.0000843*** -10.19 8.27e-06 0.9996575*** -12.63 0.0000271 
Federal EITC 
Benefit 

-0.0000902*** -52.01 1.74e-06 0.9993314*** -28.57 0.0000234 

State 
Unemployment 
Rate 

-0.0012059 -1.23 0.0009786 0.9878199* -1.71 0.007091 

Gross State 
Product 

2.82e-08** 2.56 1.10e-08 1** 2.22 8.58e-08 

Number of 
AFDC 
Recipients 

8.70e-10 0.25 3.50e-09 1 1.58 2.22e-08 

Number of 
Food Stamp 
Benefits 

-7.38e-09*** -2.96 2.50e-09 1** -2.22 2.13e-08 

AFDC Benefit 
for 2 Person 
Family 

0.0000264** 2.27 0.0000116 1.000362*** 3.54 0.000102 

Food Stamp 
Benefit 2 
Person Family 

0.0001114*** 3.83 0.0000291 1.001167*** 3.85 0.0003035 

Governor is 
Democrat 

0.0014566 0.98 0.0014828 1.024995* 1.72 0.0146807 

Fraction of 
State House 
that is 
Democrat 

-0.0521459*** -6.34 0.0082231 0.7435868*** -3.26 0.0676564 

State 
Minimum 
Wage 

0.0031362*** 2.82 0.0011118 1.023828* 1.69 0.0142372 

Medicaid 
Recipients in 
State 

-2.46e-10 -0.15 1.63e-09 1 -0.04 1.72e-08 

WIC 
Participation 

-2.18e-08* -1.93 1.13e-08 0.999996*** -3.01 1.18e-07 

Observations 1,383,510   1,383,510   
F Statistic 6563.87***   3.0e+05***   
R-squared 0.2725   0.6756   
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Table 18: OLS and Logit Results for Working Single Women 

Variable OLS 
Coefficient 

OLS T 
Stat 

OLS SE Logit Odds 
Ratio 

Logit Z 
Stat 

Logit SE 

State EITC 0.0078467 1.47 0.0053283 0.9275571 -1.43 0.0486387 
State EITC 
rate 

0.0116328 0.32 0.0367613 1.778927*** 2.59 0.3957675 

Refundable 
EITC 

-0.130784 -1.6 0.0081908 0.944405 -1.09 0.0495768 

Age 0.0051026** 12.44 0.0004103 0.9509147*** -15.02 0.0031864 
Age^2 -0.0000436 -9.63 4.53e-06 1.000532*** 16.43 0.0000324 
Family Income 1.63e-06*** 22.3 7.32e-08 1.000264*** 19.04 0.0000139 
Total Personal 
Income 

1.15e-06*** 11.01 1.04e-07 1.000281*** 70.51 3.99e-06 

Total Welfare -0.0000806*** -10.18 7.91e-06 0.9996431*** -18.52 0.0000193 
Federal EITC 
Benefit 

-0.0000586** -27.07 2.16e-06 0.9992156*** -27.99 0.000028 

State 
Unemployment 
Rate 

-0.002166 -1.44 0.0015028 0.9884341 -0.74 0.0155838 

Gross State 
Product 

1.83e-08 1.18 1.55e-08 1 0.11 2.63e-07 

Number of 
AFDC 
Recipients 

1.48e-08*** 3.17 4.67e-09 1** 2.47 6.31e-08 

Number of 
Food Stamp 
Benefits 

-1.14e-09 -0.33 3.34e-09 0.9999999 -1.43 4.00e-08 

AFDC Benefit 
for 2 Person 
Family 

0.0000852*** 4.12 0.0000207 1.000146 0.76 0.0001921 

Food Stamp 
Benefit 2 
Person Family 

0.0000384 0.67 0.0000574 1.001802*** 3.99 0.0004525 

Governor is 
Democrat 

-0.0006461 -0.25 0.0025956 1.011645 0.49 0.0237428 

Fraction of 
State House 
that is 
Democrat 

-0.0718391*** -4.26 0.0168605 0.8291231 -1.46 0.1065439 

State 
Minimum 
Wage 

0.0036045* 1.77 0.0020385 1.038306** 2.47 0.0157833 

Medicaid 
Recipients in 
State 

-6.77e-09** -2.43 2.78e-09 1 -0.87 4.28e-08 

WIC 
Participation 

-1.41e-08 -0.82 1.71e-08 1 0.48 1.54e-07 

Observations 368,448   368,448   
F Statistic 604.77***   57180.4***   
R-squared 0.1866   0.7263   
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Table 19: OLS and Logit Results for Working Single Women with Personal Income Below $20,000 

Variable OLS 
Coefficient 

OLS T 
Stat 

OLS SE Logit Odds 
Ratio 

Logit Z 
Stat 

Logit SE 

State EITC -0.0009788 -0.17 0.0058904 0.9204674 -1.6 0.0476799 
State EITC 
rate 

0.0290954 1.01 0.0287706 1.838205*** 2.67 0.4198987 

Refundable 
EITC 

-0.0060897 -1.05 0.0057741 0.9563225 -0.87 0.0492515 

Age -0.0119705*** -25.45 0.0004704 0.9495406*** -14.86 0.0033092 
Age^2 0.0001166*** 26.38 4.42e-06 1.000545*** 16.46 0.0000332 
Family Income 3.11e-06 30.5 1.02e-07 1.000273*** 18.55 0.0000147 
Total Personal 
Income 

0.0000386*** 54.22 7.11e-07 1.000298*** 69.78 4.27e-06 

Total Welfare -0.0000736*** -16.38 4.49e-09 0.9996235*** -17.09 0.000022 
Federal EITC 
Benefit 

-0.0000891*** -30.57 2.92e-06 0.9992108*** -26.83 0.0000294 

State 
Unemployment 
Rate 

0.0004932 0.25 0.0019912 0.9931757 -0.44 0.0155389 

Gross State 
Product 

2.76e-08 1.18 2.34e-08 1 0.19 2.60e-07 

Number of 
AFDC 
Recipients 

1.78e-08*** 3.14 5.66e-09 1** 2.42 6.25e-08 

Number of 
Food Stamp 
Benefits 

-5.15e-09 -1.34 3.84e-09 0.9999999 -1.6 3.96e-08 

AFDC Benefit 
for 2 Person 
Family 

0.0000154 0.88 0.0000176 1.000143 0.72 0.0001975 

Food Stamp 
Benefit 2 
Person Family 

0.0001523*** 2.97 0.0000512 1.002086*** 4.37 0.0004777 

Governor is 
Democrat 

-0.0005671 -0.2 0.002816 1.012988 0.56 0.0231762 

Fraction of 
State House 
that is 
Democrat 

-0.0236194 -1.46 0.0162241 0.8237277 -1.49 0.107266 

State 
Minimum 
Wage 

0.0040947** 2.18 0.001875 1.031963** 2.15 0.0151076 

Medicaid 
Recipients in 
State 

-5.05e-09 -1.45 3.47e-09 1 -0.94 4.13e-08 

WIC 
Participation 

-1.10e-09 -0.06 1.76e-08 1 0.57 1.56e-07 

Observations 188,091   188,091   
F Statistic 4083.78***   1.1e+05***   
R-squared 0.3966   0.6421   
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Table 20: OLS and Logit Results for Working Married Women  

Variable OLS 
Coefficient 

OLS T 
Stat 

OLS SE Logit Odds 
Ratio 

Logit Z 
Stat 

Logit SE 

State EITC 0.0010023 0.38 0.0026033 1.022148 0.15 0.1531597 
State EITC 
rate 

-0.0123458 -0.65 0.019114 1.278462 0.4 0.7792582 

Refundable 
EITC 

-0.0031344 -0.89 0.0035244 0.8418386 -1.23 0.1179885 

Age 0.0017171*** 6.26 0.0002743 0.8669434*** -12.81 0.009664 
Age^2 -0.0000137*** -4.94 2.77e-06 1.001985*** 16.72 0.0001188 
Family Income 3.11e-06 30.5 1.02e-07 1.000369*** 21.55 0.0000171 
Total Personal 
Income 

3.38e-07*** 15.21 2.22e-08 1.000035*** 9.87 3.55e-06 

Total Welfare -0.0000549*** -13.29 4.13e-06 0.9997437*** -11.06 0.0000232 
Federal EITC 
Benefit 

-0.0001101*** -51.21 2.15e-06 0.999547*** -19.82 0.0000229 

State 
Unemployment 
Rate 

-0.0007198 -0.88 0.0008225 1.017081 0.59 0.0291807 

Gross State 
Product 

2.80e-08** 2.57 1.09e-08 1 0.55 2.09e-07 

Number of 
AFDC 
Recipients 

-5.00e-09 -1.47 3.39e-09 1 -0.1 6.99e-08 

Number of 
Food Stamp 
Benefits 

-5.77e09*** -2.86 2.02e-09 0.9999999 -0.99 7.54e-08 

AFDC Benefit 
for 2 Person 
Family 

0.0000205*** 2.55 8.03e-06 0.9999258 -0.25 0.000293 

Food Stamp 
Benefit 2 
Person Family 

-8.64e-06 -0.35 0.0000247 1.001517* 1.79 0.0008464 

Governor is 
Democrat 

0.0007206 0.54 0.0013384 1.030712 0.65 0.0476321 

Fraction of 
State House 
that is 
Democrat 

-0.0241991*** -3.48 0.006952 0.7614069 -1.15 0.1797722 

State 
Minimum 
Wage 

0.0011614 0.83 0.0014007 1.019649 0.55 0.0357707 

Medicaid 
Recipients in 
State 

-54.34e-10 -0.29 1.48e-09 1 1.2 3.54e-08 

WIC 
Participation 

-3.02e-08*** -3.58 8.45e-09 0.9999995** -2.34 2.10e-07 

Observations 476,607   476,607   
F Statistic 751.15***   45898.21***   
R-squared 0.1085   0.7635   
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Table 21: OLS and Logit Results for Working Married Women with Personal Income Below $20,000 

Variable OLS 
Coefficient 

OLS T 
Stat 

OLS SE Logit Odds 
Ratio 

Logit Z 
Stat 

Logit SE 

State EITC 0.0003297 0.06 0.0051544 1.036114 0.22 0.1637108 
State EITC 
rate 

-0.0194636 -0.61 0.0318015 1.241843 0.34 0.8018168 

Refundable 
EITC 

-0.0055048 -1.18 0.0046616 0.8429148 -1.18 0.1225801 

Age -0.006261** -2.03 0.0003081 0.8675022*** -12.42 0.0099276 
Age^2 0.0000154*** 4.63 3.32e-06 1.001977*** 16.18 0.0001222 
Family Income 1.12e-06*** 18.15 6.20e-08 1.000371*** 21.43 0.0000173 
Total Personal 
Income 

8.15e-06*** 18.13 4.50e-07 1.000043*** 13.36 3.23e-06 

Total Welfare -0.0000689*** -10.53 6.54e-06 0.9997268*** -9.63 0.0000284 
Federal EITC 
Benefit 

-0.0001004*** -40.80 2.46e-06 0.9995436*** -18.56 0.0000246 

State 
Unemployment 
Rate 

-0.010248 -0.76 0.001357 1.023617 0.82 0.0290822 

Gross State 
Product 

4.93e-08*** 3.42 1.44e-08 1 0.9 2.17e-07 

Number of 
AFDC 
Recipients 

9.83e-10 0.22 4.42e-09 1 0.05 7.03e-08 

Number of 
Food Stamp 
Benefits 

-1.05e-08*** -4 2.62e-09 0.9999999 -1.1 7.6e-08 

AFDC Benefit 
for 2 Person 
Family 

0.0000264* 1.96 0.0000135 0.0000286 -0.24 0.000303 

Food Stamp 
Benefit 2 
Person Family 

-0.0000357 -0.91 0.0000393 1.001617* 1.79 0.0009059 

Governor is 
Democrat 

0.00164 0.77 0.0021303 1.045365 0.98 0.0474736 

Fraction of 
State House 
that is 
Democrat 

-0.0301926*** -3.16 0.0095534 0.7257003 -1.35 0.1718152 

State 
Minimum 
Wage 

0.0009881 0.47 0.0021069 1.015799 0.44 0.0363277 

Medicaid 
Recipients in 
State 

-3.23e-09 -1.32 2.45e-09 1 0.64 3.70e-07 

WIC 
Participation 

-4.35e-08*** -3.49 1.25e-08 0.9999995** -2.09 2.32e07 

Observations 213,099   213,099   
F Statistic 1301.33***   35721.57***   
R-squared 0.1655   0.7182   
 

 



 59 

Table 22: OLS and Logit Results for Working Married Women with Family Income Below $30,000 

Variable OLS 
Coefficient 

OLS T 
Stat 

OLS SE Logit Odds 
Ratio 

Logit Z 
Stat 

Logit SE 

State EITC -0.0010256 -0.08 0.12833 1.015992 0.1 0.1547284 
State EITC 
rate 

0.0030487 0.08 0.0364892 1.304583 0.43 0.8127746 

Refundable 
EITC 

-0.0097571 -0.84 0.0115497 0.8347226 -1.28 0.1176012 

Age -0.0082534*** -9.26 0.0008913 0.8666376*** -12.38 0.0100186 
Age^2 0.0001217*** 12.21 9.97e-06 1.001996*** 16.24 0.000123 
Family Income 0.0000358*** 81.87 4.38e-07 1.000379*** 22.03 0.0000172 
Total Personal 
Income 

1.95e-06*** 6.86 2.84e-07 1.000035*** 9.86 3.57e-06 

Total Welfare -0.0000369*** -10.8 3.42e-06 0.9997268*** -9.63 0.0000284 
Federal EITC 
Benefit 

-0.0000634*** -29.44 2.12e-06 0.9995358*** -20.08 0.0000231 

State 
Unemployment 
Rate 

0.0011599 0.51 0.0022604 1.018088 0.62 0.294811 

Gross State 
Product 

1.02e-08 0.51 2.01e-08 1 1.01 2.11e-07 

Number of 
AFDC 
Recipients 

-3.32e-10** -0.05 6.5e-09 1 -0.19 6.73e-08 

Number of 
Food Stamp 
Benefits 

-1.24e-08* -1.94 6.40e-09 0.9999999 -1.18 7.20e-08 

AFDC Benefit 
for 2 Person 
Family 

-0.000013 -0.52 0.0000251 0.9999466 -0.18 0.0002977 

Food Stamp 
Benefit 2 
Person Family 

0.0001657** 2.4 0.000069 1.001811** 2.05 0.0008853 

Governor is 
Democrat 

0.0030669 0.83 0.0037075 1.040339 0.87 0.0474466 

Fraction of 
State House 
that is 
Democrat 

-0.0093744 -0.56 0.0168082 0.7678265 -1.11 0.1824193 

State 
Minimum 
Wage 

0.0018054 0.59 0.0030618 1.019144 0.57 0.0336175 

Medicaid 
Recipients in 
State 

3.87e-09 1.24 3.12e-09 1 1.10 3.49e-08 

WIC 
Participation 

-2.93e-08 -1.62 1.81e-08 0.999995 -2.34 2.22e-07 

Observations 66,466   66,466   
F Statistic 3431.78***   40707.51***   
R-squared 0.5056   0.5743   
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Table 23: OLS Results of State EITC Effect on Hours Worked for Single Working Women 

Variable OLS 
Coefficient 

OLS T 
Stat 

OLS SE 

State EITC 0.3712029 1.36 0.2731065 
State EITC 
rate 

0.7381044 0.5 1.475865 

Refundable 
EITC 

-0.5107854 -1.45 0.3528445 

Age 1.306033*** 90.81 0.0143816 
Age^2 -0.016108*** -104.42 0.0001543 
Family Income -0.0000285*** -12.13 2.35e-06 
Total Personal 
Income 

0.0001406*** 24.71 5.69e-06 

Total Welfare -0.0026976*** -12.85 0.002099 
Federal EITC 
Benefit 

0.0001364** 2.32 0.0000587 

State 
Unemployment 
Rate 

-0.3196892*** -5.32 0.0600571 

Gross State 
Product 

-6.04e-07 -0.94 6.42e-07 

Number of 
AFDC 
Recipients 

-5.27e-07** -2.1 2.51e-07 

Number of 
Food Stamp 
Benefits 

1.23e-07 1.11 1.10e-07 

AFDC Benefit 
for 2 Person 
Family 

-0.0007866 -1.29 0.0006082 

Food Stamp 
Benefit 2 
Person Family 

0.0089514*** 4.64 0.0019296 

Governor is 
Democrat 

0.0177888 0.16 0.1095263 

Fraction of 
State House 
that is 
Democrat 

-2.241438*** -4.67 0.4795709 

State 
Minimum 
Wage 

-0.660133 -0.82 0.0809611 

Medicaid 
Recipients in 
State 

-1.57e-08 -0.24 6.49e-08 

WIC 
Participation 

1.57e-06* 1.84 8.53e-07 

Observations 368,448   
F Statistic 99999***   
R-squared 0.4332   
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Table 24: OLS Results of State EITC Effect on Hours Worked for Married Working Women 

Variable OLS 
Coefficient 

OLS T 
Stat 

OLS SE 

State EITC 0.4597702 1.21 0.3787191 
State EITC 
rate 

-1.031906 -0.71 1.452223 

Refundable 
EITC 

-0.0662589 -0.19 0.3413615 

Age 1.135653*** 68.95 0.0164707 
Age^2 -0.0146885*** -78.62 0.0001868 
Family Income -0.0000269*** -32.63 8.23e-07 
Total Personal 
Income 

0.0001623*** 31 5.24e-06 

Total Welfare -0.001947*** -22.54 0.0000864 
Federal EITC 
Benefit 

-0.001191*** -19.72 0.0000604 

State 
Unemployment 
Rate 

-0.3028436*** -3.92 0.0772044 

Gross State 
Product 

-2.22e-06** -2.06 1.08e-06 

Number of 
AFDC 
Recipients 

-1.23e-06 -3.31 3.71e-07 

Number of 
Food Stamp 
Benefits 

2.38e-09 0.01 1.89e-07 

AFDC Benefit 
for 2 Person 
Family 

-0.0021998*** -3.02 0.0007287 

Food Stamp 
Benefit 2 
Person Family 

0.017194*** 9.02 0.0019073 

Governor is 
Democrat 

0.0898357 0.57 0.1586143 

Fraction of 
State House 
that is 
Democrat 

-1.41406** -2.03 0.6957341 

State 
Minimum 
Wage 

-0.105759 -1.14 0.0927641 

Medicaid 
Recipients in 
State 

2.65e-07* 1.81 1.46e-07 

WIC 
Participation 

2.80e-06*** 3.11 9.01e-07 

Observations 476,607   
F Statistic 14233.11***   
R-squared 0.3501   
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Table 25: OLS Results of State EITC Effect on Hours Worked for Married Working Women 

Variable OLS 
Coefficient 

OLS T 
Stat 

OLS SE 

State EITC 0.7547148* 1.7 0.4449705 
State EITC 
rate 

-0.5244356 -0.29 1.813315 

Refundable 
EITC 

-0.215381 -0.06 0.3498354 

Age 0.443072*** 18.4 0.0240835 
Age^2 -0.0075566*** -30.14 0.0002507 
Family Income -0.0000579*** -5.48 0.0000106 
Total Personal 
Income 

0.0010512 65.22 0.0000161 

Total Welfare -0.0018862*** -24.64 0.0000766 
Federal EITC 
Benefit 

-0.0002531*** -3.4 0.0000745 

State 
Unemployment 
Rate 

-0.4037005*** -3.59 0.1123278 

Gross State 
Product 

-1.38e-06 -1.05 1.31e-06 

Number of 
AFDC 
Recipients 

-1.22e-06*** -3.21 3.81e-07 

Number of 
Food Stamp 
Benefits 

-1.72e-07 -0.96 1.79e-07 

AFDC Benefit 
for 2 Person 
Family 

-0.0025002* -1.99 0.001256 

Food Stamp 
Benefit 2 
Person Family 

0.015404*** 3.64 0.0042273 

Governor is 
Democrat 

0.0875746 0.47 0.185082 

Fraction of 
State House 
that is 
Democrat 

-1.467984 -1.19 1.231884 

State 
Minimum 
Wage 

0.0825475 0.53 0.1559369 

Medicaid 
Recipients in 
State 

1.14e-07 0.59 1.93e-07 

WIC 
Participation 

3.64e-06** 2.81 1.30e-06 

Observations 66,466   
F Statistic 21806.37***   
R-squared 0.5007   
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