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Preliminary Survey

In preparation for the �eld experiment, I conducted a preliminary survey among a small
sample of EITC recipients in 2005. With help from the nonpro�t Center on Economic
Progress (CEP), respondents were interviewed during tax �ling season at various free
tax preparation sites in the greater Chicago area. The survey was designed to identify
whether EITC recipients were aware of the Advance option and to explore why individuals
prefer the lump sum EITC payment. The demographic make-up of this survey sample is
presented below in Table A.1. Consistent with previous studies, I found that a majority of
the respondents, 70 percent, were unaware of the Advance EITC. In addition, after being
made aware of the option, a small share, 10 percent, expressed interest in the program.
These �ndings are shown in Table A.2. The experiment is designed to primarily address
this suggestive evidence on information. Survey respondents indicate a higher level of
interest conditional on being informed about the Advance EITC. I test whether and to
what extent this is true in the �eld.
Survey responses also show that uncertainty may play some role. Table A.3 reports

answers to questions about the expected EITC credit. While I �nd that most individuals,
73 percent, correctly expected to receive the EITC, they generally underestimated the
size of their credit. Underestimating the credit is not as costly as being wrong about
receiving any EITC credit. In the latter case one may have to repay Advance EITC
payments. I cannot comment on the likelihood of this Type I error, since this sample
only includes individuals who had received a refund. Nevertheless, fear of making this
error may limit participation, as noted in previous studies.
Finally, the survey reveals intriguing results regarding the general preference for the

lump sum EITC payment. First note that in Table A.3, the most popular use of the
EITC is pay o¤ past bills and debt. This indicates that earlier payments, possibly from
the Advance EITC, might have been very useful. Nonetheless, an overwhelming majority
of respondents, 90 percent, report that they would not be willing to try the Advance. In
Table A.2, I ask about the preference for the one-time EITC payment. While a signi�cant
share, 34 percent, wish to avoid the prospect of owing back, a majority, 58 percent, simply
state a preference for the lump sum. When asked why they prefer to receive the EITC
all at once, the primary response is that it will be used to pay o¤ past debt. That is,
individuals prefer to receive a large EITC refund next year to pay o¤ debt that will
accumulate throughout the current year, which seems to be at odds with traditional,
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life-cycle models.

Robustness Checks

Placebo Regressions

As a robustness check, I compare the treatment and control groups during the weeks
that precede the actual experiment. As will be shown, there are no treatment e¤ects in
this preceding period. The treatment dummy is arti�cially set to 1 in treatment stores
during the second half of these pre-treatment weeks, creating a so-called "placebo" e¤ect.
Under a valid experimental design, we would expect to observe no treatment e¤ect for
Advance EITC or 401(k) participation. Note that the data here is at the individual level,
which as compared to the district-level speci�cations would bias one toward �nding an
e¤ect. Table A.4 presents results for these regressions. As can be seen, there are no
statistically signi�cant "placebo" e¤ects. Thus, we are assured that the experimental
analysis is not simply picking up di¤erential trends in participation.

Two Period Di¤erence-in-Di¤erence Estimates

One objection to the district-level, panel estimates used in the main speci�cation is
that the standard errors may be biased downward due to serial correlation. This is
especially a concern since I have binary outcome and treatment variables and a long time
series of data for each district. The problem of serial correlation is discussed extensively
by Marianne Bertrand, Esther Du�o and Sendhil Mullainathan (2002). One possible
method of addressing this is to use one pre- and one post-treatment observation for each
district. Thus, I estimate the following speci�cation:

(1) yst = �s + �t + �Tst + �Xst + "st;

where yst is average participation in the Advance EITC program or 401(k) savings plan
in district s at week t. The �s and �t are district and time �xed e¤ects, Xst is the vector
of control variables used in the main text, and Tst is a binary variable indicating whether
the treatment has taken place. This speci�cation is identical to that used in the main
text, except that only two periods of data are used for each district. For Advance EITC
participation, I use data from the last week preceding the treatment implementation
phase and the �rst week following the implementation. For the e¤ect on 401(k) savings,
I use a later date for the post-treatment week, halfway between the �rst and last post-
treatment weeks used in the main, panel estimates. Since the 401(k) e¤ect gradually
increases over time, and since the panel estimates average over all post-treatment weeks,
using this midway point allows for better comparability between the two-period and full
panel estimates.
As can be seen in Table A.5, the results remain consistent with the full panel results,

though the standard errors are now larger. The Advance EITC results remain signi�cant,
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more so in the "Advance EITC and 401(k)" treatment group, and the 401(k) results also
remain signi�cant. Since there are only two periods of data, the standard errors are
unclustered.

Alternative Serial Correlation Correction

An alternative method of addressing serial correlation is suggested by Bertrand, Du�o
and Mullainathan (2002). This method involves using all the pre- and post-treatment
data, collapsing the data into district and then into two time periods: before and after
the intervention. Since collapsing the data signi�cantly reduces the sample size, I must
use the appropriate t-statistics in hypothesis testing a la Stephen G. Donald and Kevin
Lang (2007). As a variant on Donald and Lang (2007), I follow Je¤rey M. Wooldridge
(2003) in utilizing a minimum distance chi-square (MD) approach to estimating the treat-
ment e¤ect. This two stage method �rst estimates district-by-time dummies in a pooled
regression. These dummies are then modeled as a linear function of the district�s treat-
ment status, resulting in an MD estimate of �̂, the intent to treat (ITT) e¤ect. The
overidentifying restrictions allow me to test whether there is a signi�cant district-by-time
component to individual error terms. If so, I must use the appropriate t-distribution for
the standard error of �̂.
The details of the procedure are provided in Wooldridge (2003), and I summarize them

here. Consider the empirical model of Advance EITC participation for the ith individual
in district s at time period t:

(2) yist = �s + �t + �Tst + �Xist + "ist;

where the error term may consist of a district-by-time component and an individual level
component:

(3) "ist = cst + uist:

Recall that Tst is an indicator for whether or not district s has received the treatment
by time period t. Let S be the number of districts and T the number of time periods.
We aim to measure the intent to treat (ITT) e¤ect, �. For the time being, assume that
there is no district-by-time component of the error term, cst = 0, and rewrite Equation
(2) as

(4) yist = �st + �s + �t + �Xist + uist;

where

(5) �st = �Tst:
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First, we estimate �̂st from Equation (4) using pooled ordinary least squares (OLS).
With 19 districts and 2 time periods, Equation (5) de�nes 38 moments with which we
may identify �. Wooldridge (2003) suggests an MD estimator. This can be implemented
by estimating Equation (5) via weighted least squares (WLS). The e¢ cient weights are

1=
h
SE

�
�̂st

�i2
, where the SE

�
�̂st

�
are the standard errors estimated in Equation (4).

The overidentifying restrictions from Equation (5) can be used to test the null hypothesis
that cst = 0. Speci�cally, under the null, the weighted sum of squared residuals from our
WLS regression is asymptotically distributed �2(S�T )�1. If we reject the null hypothesis,
then the (conditional) variation in Advance EITC participation across district-by-time
observations is not fully explained by the treatment. That is:

(6) �st = �Tst + cst:

In this case, one may still hope to identify � under assumptions outlined by Donald
and Lang (2007): cst � N

�
0; �2c

�
and cst is independent of Tst. Inference about � must

use the appropriate t(S�T )�1 distribution, as in the classical OLS setting. The normality
assumption may be reasonable given the large sample sizes within each group-by-time
cell and the independence assumption may be reasonable given the random assignment
of treatment at the district level.
The results of this alternative estimation procedure are presented in Table A.6. As

seen in Panel A, the results for Advance EITC participation are generally consistent with
main results of the paper. With the chi-square statistics in Columns (3) and (6), we fail
to reject the null hypothesis, indicating that the richest set of control variables is enough
to account for the district-by-time level correlation in error terms, cst. In contrast, the
401(k) participation results are not robust to this alternative method of estimation. As
compared to the main results of the paper, the point estimates are generally shifted
downward, are noisier and are more sensitive to control variables. Nevertheless, the same
pattern is preserved from the main results: the point estimates for the "Advance EITC
Only" treatment group are (weakly) negative while those for the "Advance EITC and
401(k)" treatment are (weakly) positive.

Alternative Speci�cation for Advance EITC Results

An alternative speci�cation for estimating the Advance EITC treatment e¤ect is:

(7) yst = �s + �t + �1T
Any
st + �2T

401(k)
st + �Xst + "st;

where as before yst is average participation in the Advance EITC program in district
s at week t. The �s and �t are district and time �xed e¤ects and Xst is a vector of
control variables. Now, the data are pooled across both treatment groups, and TAnyst is a
binary variable indicating that a district received either of the two treatments. The other
new variable, T 401(k)st , speci�es in addition whether a treatment district was a member
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of the "Advance EITC and 401(k)" treatment group. The coe¢ cient �1 measures the
treatment e¤ect in the "Advance EITC Only" treatment group, while the coe¢ cient �2
measures the di¤erence between the baseline treatment e¤ect and that of the "Advance
EITC and 401(k)" treatment group. That is, the treatment e¤ect for the "Advance
EITC and 401(k)" group is �1 + �2. Thus, another way to test the long-term, forced
savings hypothesis is to see whether �2 > 0. I present the results of this alternative
speci�cation in Table A.7, for both the two-period Di¤erence-in-Di¤erence and the full
panel speci�cations. As can be seen, the treatment e¤ect in the "Advance EITC and
401(k)" group is slightly larger, but the di¤erence is not statistically signi�cant.

Heterogeneous Treatment E¤ects

Characteristics of the Marginal Advance EITC Participant

Table A.8 compares the characteristics of newly enrolled Advance EITC recipients to
other employees, using baseline data that predates the �eld experiment. Because there
are so few employees enrolled, it is hard to make many sharp distinctions. In terms
of hours worked, tenure and age, the two groups are nearly identical. Thus, there is
no evidence here which suggests that more stable employees are more likely to take up.
In terms of 401(k) participation, the newly enrolled employees are slightly less likely
to be eligible for the 401(k) and only half as likely to participate, conditional on being
eligible. This may indicate that Advance recipients need more liquidity and are thus less
likely to be net savers. There are signi�cant demographic di¤erences between the two
groups, though they do not systematically di¤er in a way that yields more insight into
low Advance EITC take-up. Finally, the Advance EITC recipients are more likely to be
located in the Southern region. This may be a mechanical e¤ect owing in part to fact that
more treatment stores were located in the Southern region, as indicated in the baseline
comparison of the control and treatment districts.

Treatment E¤ect by Hours Worked and Tenure

To further explore the possibility that uncertainty is driving low Advance EITC tenure,
I separately estimate the treatment e¤ect for employees with above- and below-median
weekly hours worked and tenure. The assumption here is that a higher number of hours
worked per week and higher tenure are associated with more stable employment within
the �rm. This may be correlated with more stable earnings in the near future at the
prevailing wages within the �rm and possibly a more stable expectation of qualifying for
the Advance EITC. Thus, if uncertainty is driving low Advance EITC participation, then
one would predict that employees with higher hours worked and higher tenure have a
higher treatment e¤ect, all things equal. To check for this, I take the full panel of data,
and calculate average weekly hours for each individual. I then split the sample into those
above and below the median average weekly hours. I then repeat the exercise, splitting
the panel at median tenure in the week preceding the treatment.
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With respect to hours worked, the results are ambiguous. Table A.9 reports the treat-
ment e¤ects by weekly hours at the district level, both for a two-period di¤erence-in-
di¤erence speci�cation and a full panel of the data. For employees in the "Advance
EITC Only" treatment group, those with above median weekly hours do have a higher
estimated treatment e¤ect as predicted. However, this comparative static is not present
for the "Advance EITC and 401(k)" treatment group. The treatment e¤ect changes very
little for above- and below-median employees. The results for tenure go in the opposite
direction than is predicted by a theory of uncertainty. I have presented the results for
above- and below-median tenure employees in Table A.10. As can be seen, the treatment
e¤ect among higher tenured employees is actually smaller. Thus, the results in this sam-
ple do not provide consistent support for the hypothesis that higher weekly hours and/or
higher tenure are associated with higher take-up.

Heterogeneity Across Districts and Stores

An alternative way of examining heterogeneity in treatment e¤ects is to present the
results at the district and store level. It is possible that certain types of districts or stores
exhibit particularly high treatment e¤ects. The characteristics of these outliers may o¤er
some insights into Advance EITC take-up. In Figure A.1, I plot the treatment e¤ects
by district. The top panel includes districts in the "Advance EITC Only" treatment
group, while the bottom panel shows participation for the "Advance EITC and 401(k)"
treatment group. As can be seen, the majority of districts have very similar treatment
e¤ects. There is one district in each treatment group that may be viewed as an outlier.
I have separately highlighted these districts in Figure A.1 as "Outlier District 1" and
"Outlier District 2."

In Table A.11 I compare the baseline characteristics of these two outlier districts to the
rest of the treatment districts. Though these "outlier" districts di¤er in signi�cant ways
from the other treatment stores, there does not appear to be a clear systematic di¤erence.
In terms of tenure, employees in the �rst outlier district have signi�cantly lower tenure,
while those in the second outlier district have about the same as the other treatment
stores. In terms of average hours worked, both outlier districts have slightly higher hours
worked. For other characteristics, the di¤erences between the outlier districts and the
other stores go in opposite directions.

In Figure A.2 I plot the distribution of net enrollment changes at the store level fol-
lowing the �rst phase of treatments. The changes shown are for all treatment stores.
A majority of stores saw no increase in Advance EITC enrollment. For stores that did
experience an increase, the greatest increase was four employees, while one new employee
was the modal increase. In Table A.12 I compare the baseline characteristics of stores
based on whether or not there was an increase in Advance EITC enrollment. We see that
employees in these stores have higher hours worked per week and also a signi�cantly lower
turnover rate, which is suggestive evidence in support of an uncertainty explanation of
low Advance EITC participation.
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Additional Outcomes: Hours Worked and Tenure

It is possible that the Advance EITC may have an e¤ect on hours worked and/or tenure.
As opposed to the one-time EITC payment, Advance payments may make the connection
between labor supply and EITC more salient. The e¤ect of the EITC on labor supply
depends on total income and the margin of adjustment. In terms of intensive margin
adjustments, those in the "phase-in" range of income face a wage subsidy, and thus
have an ambiguous response to the credit. Those on the "plateau" range are given a �at
transfer, and therefore are expected to reduce labor supply due to income e¤ects. Finally,
those on the "phase-out" range face a higher marginal tax rate, and are also predicted to
decrease hours. Since income from other jobs is not observable in this sample, it is di¢ cult
to make predictions as to the direction in which labor supply should be adjusted along
the intensive margin in response to Advance EITC participation. Along the extensive
margin, labor supply is predicted to increase.
In Figure A.3 I plot average weekly hours by treatment group. As can be seen, average

hours across the groups are very similar over time. There does not appear to be any
e¤ect of the Advance EITC treatment. Similarly, to measure the e¤ect of the treatment
on tenure, I plot the probability of remaining with the �rm following the implementation
of the treatment in Figure A.4. Again, there are no noticeable e¤ects of the treatment
on survival probabilities. As previously mentioned, the small magnitude of the treatment
e¤ect may not allow for such a test to be sharply conducted.

Treatment Materials

The materials used in the implementation of the �eld experiment are:

1) Store manager instructions

2) Informational �ier

3) IRS Form W-5, for Advance EITC enrollment

4) 401(k) Easy Enrollment Form, for 401(k) enrollment

5) Advance EITC promotional video

I will present all of the above listed materials except for the promotional video, as the
video would compromise the identity of the participating �rm and therefore violate a
con�dentiality agreement.

Store Manager Instructions

Store managers were given training sessions in which the Advance EITC and the design
of the experiment were explained. The project was presented as an outreach e¤ort, which
is a typical event within the �rm for various employee-related initiatives. The managers
also received written instructions to assist with the implementation. Managers in the
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"Advance EITC and 401(k)" treatment stores received additional instructions on pro-
moting the 401(k) savings plan along with the Advance EITC. The original instructions
are presented below in Figures A.5 through A.8.

Advance EITC Flier

During the treatment implementation phase, employees were provided with an in-
formational Advance EITC �ier. The �ier for employees in the "Advance EITC and
401(k)" treatment stores included additional information regarding the 401(k) Savings
plan. These �iers are presented in Figures A.9 and A.10. The �nal �iers used in the �eld
experiment were double-sided, with a Spanish translation of the �ier on the opposite side.

IRS Form W-5

In addition to an informational �ier, employees were provided with the W-5 form
necessary for receiving Advance payments. The form is available online from the IRS at
http://www.irs.gov/pub/irs-prior/fw5--2006.pdf.

401(k) Easy Enrollment Form

Employees in the "Advance EITC and 401(k)" treatment stores were given an Easy
Enrollment form. The form is ordinarily included in a more detailed 401(k) packet that
is distributed to eligible employees every spring. The Easy Enrollment Form is presented
in Figures A.11 and A.12.
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Table A.1� Descriptive Statistics for Preliminary Survey Respondents

Mean Median

Adjusted Gross Income 13,484 12,688
(792.3)

Wages/Salary 11,949 10,571
(833.6)

Business Income 1,257 0
(323.4)

Unemployment Compensation 708 0
(160.6)

Child Tax Credit 521 0
(62.6)

Federal Refund 2,822 2,803
(153.1)

State Refund 121 97
(13.9)

Earned Income Tax Credit 1,973 2,050
(100.9)

Number of Dependents 1.62 2
(0.10)

Refund Anticipation Loan in Previous Year 0.140 �

TANF, Food Stamps or Medicaid 0.479 �

Banking Account 0.734 �

Black/African-American 0.661 �

Hispanic 0.158 �

White 0.063 �

Asian/Paci�c Islander 0.047 �

Other 0.071 �

N 128

Note: Descriptive statistics for a sample of EITC recipients interviewed during the 2005 tax season.
Interviews were administered at various free tax preparation sites with the help of the Center for
Economic Progress, based in Chicago, IL.
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Table A.2� Prior Knowledge and Willingness to try the Advance EITC

Were you aware of the Advance EITC?

Yes 0.299
No 0.701
N = 127

Now that you know about the Advance payment option, would you
would you have prefered to receive the Advance payment?

Yes 0.102
No 0.898
N = 128

Why would you not have prefered to receive the Advance EITC?

Too much hassle 0.082
Prefer the lump sum 0.582
Do not wish to owe money back 0.336
N = 110

Why do you most prefer to receive the EITC all at once in your
tax refund check?

Put money in savings 0.191
Pay future bills 0.095
Pay o¤ past bills or debt 0.540
Purchase household/personal items 0.016
Move or get a new apartment 0.032
Pay tuition for me or family member 0.079
Purchase or repair a car 0.000
Leisure, entertainment, vacation or shopping 0.016
Buy gifts for friends or family members 0.000
Other 0.032
N = 63

Note: Responses to a preliminary survey of EITC recipients during the 2005 tax season. Interviews
were administered at various free tax preparation sites with the help of the Center for Economic
Progress, based in Chicago, IL.
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Table A.3� Expectations and Use of EITC

Did you expect to receive the EITC before coming to the tax center?

Yes 0.725
No 0.233
Not sure 0.042
N = 120

Average di¤ erence between expected and actual EITC:

Mean -$1,075
Standard Error (178.2)
N = 84

What do you plan to do with your tax refund?

Put money in savings 0.195
Pay future bills 0.102
Pay o¤ past bills or debt 0.445
Purchase household/personal items 0.047
Move or get a new apartment 0.031
Pay tuition for me or family member 0.109
Purchase or repair a car 0.031
Leisure, entertainment, vacation or shopping 0.008
Buy gifts for friends or family members 0.000
Other 0.031
N = 128

Note: Responses to a preliminary survey of EITC recipients during the 2005 tax season. Interviews
were administered at various free tax preparation sites with the help of the Center for Economic
Progress, based in Chicago, IL.
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Table A.4� Placebo Regressions

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Placebo A: Advance EITC

Advance EITC Only �0:020 0:009 0:025 � � �
Treatment E¤ect (0:073) (0:056) (0:052) � � �

Advance EITC & 401(k) � � � 0:005 �0:005 �0:005
Treatment E¤ect � � � (0:030) (0:006) (0:019)

Controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Interactions and No No Yes No No Yes
Polynomials

N 17,820 13,328 13,328 18,946 14,158 14,158

(7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

Placebo B: 401(k)

Advance EITC Only 0:053 �0:346 �1:015 � � �
Treatment E¤ect (0:410) (0:373) (0:863) � � �

Advance EITC & 401(k) � � � �0:372 �0:219 �0:754
Treatment E¤ect � � � (0:262) (0:262) (0:550)

Controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Interactions and No No Yes No No Yes
Polynomials

N 7,905 5,892 5,892 8,764 6,534 6,534

Note: Estimates for "placebo treatment e¤ects" as described in the appendix. Point estimates are
reported in terms of percentage points (i.e. the estimate from Column (1) should be interpreted as a
decrease in Advance EITC participation of -0.02 percentage points). Standard errors, clustered at the
district level, are reported in parentheses.
�Signi�cantly di¤erent from 0 at the 10-percent level.
��Signi�cantly di¤erent from 0 at the 5-percent level.
���Signi�cantly di¤erent from 0 at the 1-percent level.
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Table A.5� Two Period Difference-In-Difference Estimates

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Placebo A: Advance EITC

Advance EITC Only 0:535 0:544 0:543 � � �
Treatment E¤ect (0:262)� (0:262)� (0:265)� � � �

Advance EITC & 401(k) � � � 0:780 0:797 0:800
Treatment E¤ect � � � (0:321)�� (0:324)�� (0:321)��

Controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Interactions and No No Yes No No Yes
Polynomials

N 26 26 26 26 26 26

(7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

Placebo B: 401(k)

Advance EITC Only �0:459 �0:233 �1:182 � � �
Treatment E¤ect (1:130) (0:856) (1:053) � � �

Advance EITC & 401(k) � � � 4:452 4:352 3:632

Treatment E¤ect � � � (1:953)�� (1:632)�� (1:534)��

Controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Interactions and No No Yes No No Yes
Polynomials

N 26 26 26 26 26 26

Note: Di¤erence-in-Di¤erence estimates for Advance EITC and 401(k) treatment e¤ects as described in
the appendix. Point estimates are reported in terms of percentage points (i.e. the estimate from
Column (1) should be interpreted as an increase in Advance EITC participation of 0.5 percentage
points). Robust standard errors, unclustered, are reported in parentheses.
�Signi�cantly di¤erent from 0 at the 10-percent level.
��Signi�cantly di¤erent from 0 at the 5-percent level.
���Signi�cantly di¤erent from 0 at the 1-percent level.
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Table A.6� Alternative Serial Correlation Correction

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Placebo A: Advance EITC

Advance EITC Only 0:706 0:637 0:771 � � �
Treatment E¤ect (0:257)�� (0:199)��� (0:304)�� � � �

Advance EITC & 401(k) � � � 0:706 0:637 0:793
Treatment E¤ect � � � (0:298)�� (0:235)�� (0:303)��

Controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Interactions and No No Yes No No Yes
Polynomials

�2 462.79 155.01 3.17 652.77 159.00 3.35
p-value 0:00 0:00 1:00 0:00 0:00 1:00

N 26 26 26 26 26 26

(7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

Placebo B: 401(k)

Advance EITC Only �0:270 �3:274 �2:786 � � �
Treatment E¤ect (3:038) (4:695) (3:963) � � �

Advance EITC & 401(k) � � � 7:476 2:408 1:413

Treatment E¤ect � � � (3:654)� (5:081) (5:221)

Controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Interactions and No No Yes No No Yes
Polynomials

�2 815.99 745.29 10.86 1,674.98 799.38 15.81
p-value 0:00 0:00 0:99 0:00 0:00 0:89

N 26 26 26 26 26 26

Note: Alternative serial correlation correction, as suggested by Bertrand, Du�o and Mullainathan
(2002) . Point estimates are reported in terms of percentage points (i.e. the estimate from Column (1)
should be interpreted as an increase in Advance EITC participation of 0.7 percentage points). Robust
standard errors, unclustered, are reported in parentheses. Chi-square statistcs test the null hypothesis
of no district-by-time speci�c error components.
�Signi�cantly di¤erent from 0 at the 10-percent level.
��Signi�cantly di¤erent from 0 at the 5-percent level.
���Signi�cantly di¤erent from 0 at the 1-percent level.
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Table A.7� Alternative Specification for Main Advance EITC Results

(1) (2) (3)

Panel A: Di¤ erence-In-Di¤ erence

Treatment District 0:535 0:551 0:539

(0:262)� (0:263)� (0:269)�

Treatment District x Advance 0:245 0:248 0:262

EITC & 401(k) Treatment (0:415) (0:418) (0:420)

Controls No Yes Yes

Interactions and No No Yes
Polynomials

N 38 38 38

(4) (5) (6)

Panel B: Full Panel

Treatment District 0:503 0:534 0:537

f0:239g�� f0:227g�� f0:220g��

Treatment District x Advance 0:223 0:213 0:192

EITC & 401(k) Treatment f0:362g f0:361g f0:363g

Controls No Yes Yes

Interactions and No No Yes
Polynomials

N 627 608 608

Note: Estimated treatment e¤ects for Advance EITC participation as described in the appendix. The
�rst coe¢ cient in each column reports the treatment e¤ect for the "Advance EITC Only" treatment
group, while the second coe¢ cient is the di¤erence between the �rst treatment e¤ect and that of the
"Advance EITC and 401(k)" treatment group. Point estimates are reported in terms of percentage
points (i.e. the estimate from the �rst row of Column (1) should be interpreted as an increase in
Advance EITC participation of 0.5 percentage points). The estimates in Panel A use two observations
per district, in a Di¤erence-in-Di¤erence regression, while those in Panel B use a panel of district-level
observations from weeks prior to and after the treatment implementation. Robust standard errors are
reported in parentheses, while those in braces are clustered at the district level.
�Signi�cantly di¤erent from 0 at the 10-percent level.
��Signi�cantly di¤erent from 0 at the 5-percent level.
���Signi�cantly di¤erent from 0 at the 1-percent level.
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Table A.8� Baseline Characteristics of Marginal Enrollees

Non-Enrollees New Enrollees Di¤erence Non-Enrollees New Enrollees Di¤erence

401(k) Participation 45:085 23:077 �22:008 Hispanic 30:399 19:444 �10:955
(Among those eligible) (0:894) (11:689) (11:720)�� (0:552) (6:597) (6:620)��

401(k) Contribution 6:045 8:333 2:288 Black 21:784 50:000 28:216

Rate (0:164) (2:723) (2:728) (0:496) (8:335) (8:349)���

401(k) Eligibility 44:705 36:111 �8:594 Asian 8:068 2:778 �5:290
Rate (0:597) (8:007) (8:029) (0:327) (2:739) (2:759)��

Tenure 2:698 2:811 0:114 Native American 0:720 0:000 �0:720
(0:046) (0:850) (0:851) (0:102) (0:000) (0:102)���

Median Wage $7:51 $7:23 �$0:28 Married 30:457 22:222 �8:234
(0:011) (0:305) (0:304)�� (0:552) (6:930) (6:952)

Weekly Hours 26:98 27:05 0:07 Female 79:643 86:111 6:468

(0:13) (1:23) (1:24) (0:483) (5:765) (5:785)

W-4 Allowances 1:47 1:69 0:23 Southern Region 58:291 75:000 16:709

(0:09) (0:27) (0:28) (0:592) (7:218) (7:242)��

Age 34:29 34:35 0:06 Store Size 43:71 42:44 �1:26
(0:18) (1:92) (1:93) (0:16) (1:88) (1:88)

N 6,941 36 � N 6,941 36 �

Note: Descriptive statistics for sample one week prior to the implementation of treatment. The �rst column corresponds to employees that do not enroll
in the Advance EITC, while the second column corresponds to employees that do enroll in the Advance EITC program following the treatment. The
third column reports the di¤erence between the two. Shares are reported in percentage terms (i.e. 401(k) participation for non-enrollees should be
interpreted as 45.1 percentage points). Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. Standard errors for median wages are calculated via the
bootstrap method.
�Signi�cantly di¤erent from 0 at the 10-percent level.
��Signi�cantly di¤erent from 0 at the 5-percent level.
���Signi�cantly di¤erent from 0 at the 1-percent level.
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Table A.9� Treatment Effect by Weekly Hours

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Low Hour Employees High Hour Employees

Advance EITC 0:151 0:150 0:120 0:721 0:754 0:759

Only Treatment (0:198) (0:199) (0:196) (0:352)� (0:350)�� (0:344)��

Advance EITC & 0:787 0:778 0:739 0:623 0:666 0:676

401(k) Treatment (0:685) (0:686) (0:673) (0:209)��� (0:209)��� (0:215)���

Controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Interactions and No No Yes No No Yes
Polynomials

N 627 608 608 627 608 608

Note: Estimated treatment e¤ects for Advance EITC participation as described in the appendix. The
treatment e¤ects are separately estimated for "Low" and "High" hour Employees. "Low" hour
employees have a below median, average weekly hours, while "High" hour employees are above the
median. Point estimates are reported in terms of percentage points (i.e. the estimate from the �rst row
of Column (1) should be interpreted as an increase in Advance EITC participation of 0.4 percentage
points). The estimates in Panel A use two observations per district, in a Di¤erence-in-Di¤erence
regression, while those in Panel B use a panel of district-level observations from weeks prior to and
after thet treatment implementation. Standard errors, clustered at the district level, are reported in
parentheses.
�Signi�cantly di¤erent from 0 at the 10-percent level.
��Signi�cantly di¤erent from 0 at the 5-percent level.
���Signi�cantly di¤erent from 0 at the 1-percent level.
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Table A.10� Treatment Effect by Tenure

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Low Tenure Employees High Tenure Employees

Advance EITC 0:681 0:660 0:684 0:359 0:403 0:375
Only Treatment (0:396) (0:389) (0:373) (0:167)�� (0:140)�� (0:137)��

Advance EITC & 1:071 1:088 1:043 0:517 0:529 0:531

401(k) Treatment (0:697) (0:690) (0:684) (0:148)��� (0:160)��� (0:175)���

Controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes

Interactions and No No Yes No No Yes
Polynomials

N 627 608 608 627 608 608

Note: Estimated treatment e¤ects for Advance EITC participation as described in the appendix. The
treatment e¤ects are separately estimated for "Low" and "High" tenure Employees. "Low" tenure
employees have a below median tenure as measured in a baseline week preceding the treatment, while
"High" hour employees are above the median. Point estimates are reported in terms of percentage
points (i.e. the estimate from the �rst row of Column (1) should be interpreted as an increase in
Advance EITC participation of 0.7 percentage points) The estimates in Panel A use two observations
per district, in a Di¤erence-in-Di¤erence regression, while those in Panel B use a panel of district-level
observations from weeks prior to and after the treatment implementation. Robust standard errors are
reported in parentheses.
�Signi�cantly di¤erent from 0 at the 10-percent level.
��Signi�cantly di¤erent from 0 at the 5-percent level.
���Signi�cantly di¤erent from 0 at the 1-percent level.
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Table A.11� Baseline Characteristics of Outlier Districts

Treatment Outlier Outlier Treatment Outlier Outlier
Districts District 1 District 2 Districts District 1 District 2

Advance EITC 0:228 0:514 0:249 Hispanic 28:792 40:360 34:913

Participation (0:076) (0:363) (0:249) (0:720) (2:488)��� (2:381)��

401(k) Participation 46:286 41:451 46:111 Black 23:079 7:969 36:908
(Among those eligible) (1:193) (3:549) (3:718) (0:670) (1:374)��� (2:411)���

401(k) Contribution 5:900 7:100 6:800 Asian 6:850 20:566 6:484
Rate (0:200) (0:600)� (0:900) (0:402) (2:050)��� (1:230)

401(k) Eligibility 44:237 49:614 44:888 Native American 0:859 0:514 0:998
Rate (0:790) (2:536)�� (2:485) (0:147) (0:363) (0:496)

Tenure 2:752 2:362 2:917 Married 29:828 35:219 27:182
(0:063) (0:158)�� (0:197) (0:728) (2:423)�� (2:222)

Median Wage 7:493 8:101 7:285 Female 79:879 69:666 83:042
(0:032) (0:123)��� (0:208) (0:638) (2:332)��� (1:875)

Weekly Hours 25:366 26:428 26:931 Southern Region 69:767 0:000 100:000

(0:206) (0:572)� (0:596)�� (0:730) (0:000)��� (0:000)���

W-4 Allowances 1:654 1:116 0:955 Store Size 43:473 54:391 44:913

(0:146) (0:074)��� (0:253)�� (0:189) (0:856)��� (0:815)�

Age 34:407 34:313 32:722 Weekly Turnover 0:355 0:771 0:249

(0:243) (0:772) (0:722)�� Rate (0:095) (0:444) (0:249)

N 3,959 389 401 N 3,956 389 401
Districts 10 1 1 Districts 10 1 1

Note: Descriptive statistics for sample one week prior to the implementation of treatment. The �rst column corresponds to employees in all treatment
districts, except for two. The second and third columns correspond to employees in two "Outlier" districts that experienced exceptional growth in
Advance EITC participation following the �rst phase of the treatment. Shares are reported in percentage terms (i.e. Advance EITC participation in the
�rst Column should be interpreted as 0.2 percentage points). Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. Standard errors for median wages are
calculated via the bootstrap method.
�Signi�cantly di¤erent from other treatment districts at the 10-percent level.
��Signi�cantly di¤erent from other treatment districts at the 5-percent level.
���Signi�cantly di¤erent from other treatment districts at the 1-percent level.
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Table A.12� Baseline Characteristics of Stores by Enrollment Change

Zero Change Positive Change Zero Change Positive Change
Stores Stores Stores Stores

Advance EITC 0:238 0:310 Hispanic 29:717 32:368

Participation (0:079) (0:179) (0:744) (1:505)

401(k) Participation 46:556 43:052 Black 23:207 22:234
(Among those eligible) (1:216) (2:364) (0:687) (1:337)

401(k) Contribution 6:000 6:500 Asian 7:806 8:480
Rate (0:200) (0:400) (0:436) (0:896)

401(k) Eligibility 44:562 45:398 Native American 0:662 1:551
Rate (0:809) (1:601) (0:132) (0:397)��

Tenure 2:741 2:707 Married 29:293 32:989
(0:063) (0:128) (0:740) (1:512)��

Median Wage 7:500 7:453 Female 79:254 79:524
(0:000) (0:114) (0:660) (1:298)

Weekly Hours 25:379 26:394 Southern Region 65:705 70:114

(0:209) (0:391)�� (0:772) (1:472)���

W-4 Allowances 1:505 1:728 Store Size 44:137 45:870

(0:134) (0:306) (0:207) (0:471)���

Age 34:165 34:614 Weekly Turnover 0:451 0:104

(0:247) (0:487) Rate (0:109) (0:104)��

N 3,779 967 N 3,779 967
Stores 99 25 Stores 99 25

Note: Descriptive statistics for sample one week prior to the implementation of treatment. The �rst column corresponds to employees in treatment stores
that experienced zero net Advance EITC enrollment, while the second column corresponds to employees in treatment stores that experienced positive,
net Advance EITC enrollment. Shares are reported in percentage terms (i.e. Advance EITC participation in the �rst Column should be interpreted as
0.2 percentage points). Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. Standard errors for median wages are calculated via the bootstrap method.
�Signi�cantly di¤erent from zero change stores at the 10-percent level.
��Signi�cantly di¤erent from zero change stores at the 5-percent level.
���Signi�cantly di¤erent from zero change stores at the 1-percent level.
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Figure A.1. Advance EITC Participation by District

Note: Advance EITC participation rates by district, among all hourly employees, including non-eligible
employees. The topt panel displays participation rates for the "Advance EITC Only" treatment group,
while the bottom panel displays participation rates for the "Advance EITC and 401(k)" treatment
group. Two districts with relatively high growth in participation, "Outlier District 1" and "Outlier
District 2", are separately identi�ed. Shaded areas denote the treatment implementation period.
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Figure A.2. Distribution of Store-Level Advance EITC Enrollment Changes

Note: Distribution of the net change in Advance EITC enrollment at the store level, following the
implementatoni of the treatment. Changes are shown for stores in the "Advance EITC Only" and
"Advance EITC and 401(k)" treatment groups.
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Figure A.3. Average Weekly Hours by Treatment Group

Note: Average weekly hours worked by treatment group. Shaded area denotes the treatment
implementation period.
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Figure A.4. Survival by Treatment Group

Note: Survival probability by treatment group. Survival is de�ned as the probability of being presently
employed with the �rm, conditional on having been present in the �rm at the time of the �rst phase of
the treatment.
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Figure A.5. "Advance EITC Only" Store Manager Instructions - p. 1



VOL. NO. ADVANCE EITC AND 401(K) SAVINGS �ONLINE APPENDIX 27

Figure A.6. "Advance EITC Only" Store Manager Instructions - p. 2
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Figure A.7. "Advance EITC & 401(k)" Store Manager Instructions - p. 1
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Figure A.8. "Advance EITC & 401(k)" Store Manager Instructions - p. 2
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Figure A.9. "Advance EITC Only" Flier
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Figure A.10. "Advance EITC and 401(k)" Flier
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Figure A.11. 401(k) Easy Enrollment Form - p. 1
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Figure A.12. 401(k) Easy Enrollment Form - p. 2


