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ABSTRACT Access to safe and sta ble hous ing is impor tant for child and adult well- 
being. Yet many low-income house holds face severe chal lenges in maintaining sta ble 
hous ing. In this arti cle, we exam ine the impact of the 2021 tem po rary expan sion to the 
Child Tax Credit (CTC) on hous ing afford abil ity and the liv ing arrange ments of fam
i lies with low incomes. We employ a param e ter ized diff er enceindiff er ences method 
and lever age national data from a sam ple of par ents who are receiv ing or recently 
received Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program ben e fits (N = ∼20,500), many 
of whom became newly eli gi ble for the CTC. We find that the monthly CTC reduced 
par ents’ past-due rent/mort gages (both amounts and inci dence) and their reports of 
poten tial moves due to dif  cul ties affording rent/mort gages. The CTC increased the 
like li hood that par ents reported a change in their liv ing arrange ments and reduced their 
house hold size, both effects driven by fewer moth ers liv ing with a part ner (and not a 
reduc tion in dou bling up). We find some diff er ences in effects by race and eth nic ity and 
earn ings. Our find ings illus trate that the monthly credit improved lowincome par ents’ 
abil ity to afford hous ing, gain res i den tial inde pen dence from part ners, and reduce the 
num ber of peo ple resid ing in their house hold.

KEYWORDS Child Tax Credit • Living arrange ments • Doubling up • Housing 
afford abil ity • Lowincome fam i lies

Introduction

Access to safe and sta ble hous ing is impor tant for child and adult well-being (e.g., 
Desmond and Gershenson 2016; Jelleyman and Spencer 2008; Perkins 2017, 2019; 
Ziol-Guest and McKenna 2014). Yet many low-income house holds face severe  
chal lenges maintaining sta ble hous ing (Desmond 2012). As hous ing afford abil ity 
has declined, hous ing insta bil ity has increased, espe cially for lower income house-
holds (Joint Center for Housing Studies [JCHS] 2022). The COVID-19 pan demic 
inten si fied con cerns about hous ing insta bil ity, with the ensu ing lock downs and exten
sive clo sures of businesses (Wheelock 2020) push ing many house holds to extreme 
eco nomic hard ships (Cooney and Shaefer 2021). Although the fed eral gov ern ment 
implemented sev eral pol i cies to stem the pan demic’s adverse impacts (e.g., stim u lus 

ADVANCE PUBLICATION
D

ow
nloaded from

 http://read.dukeupress.edu/dem
ography/article-pdf/doi/10.1215/00703370-11458327/2120843/11458327.pdf by U

niversity of M
ichigan user on 05 August 2024

https://doi.org/10.1215/00703370-11458327
https://doi.org/10.1215/00703370-11458327


2 N. V. Pilkauskas et al.

checks, extended unem ploy ment insur ance, larger Supplemental Nutrition Assistance 
Program [SNAP] pay ments), includ ing hous ingspe cific pol i cies (evic tion mor a to ria, 
emer gency rental assis tance, mort gage for bear ances, suspended fore clo sures), high 
rates of hous ing inse cu rity persisted, espe cially among low-income fam i lies. Esti-
mates from early 2021 sug gest that nearly a quar ter of those with earn ings below 
$25,000 were behind on rent, with Black, His panic, and Asian rent ers far more likely 
to report back-owed rent than White rent ers (JCHS 2021).

In March 2021, Congress passed a tem po rary expan sion of the Child Tax Credit 
(CTC) to address the adverse impacts of the COVID-19 pan demic on fam i lies with 
chil dren. The CTC ben e fit was increased from $2,000 to $3,600 per child under age 
6 and to $3,000 per child aged 6–17, and eli gi bil ity was extended to fam i lies with 
no earn ings. Additionally, rather than pro vid ing the full trans fer at tax time, the tem-
po rary expan sion deliv ered half the ben e fit in monthly install ments from July to  
Decem ber 2021 (the other half came when fam i lies filed their taxes in early 2022). 
These reforms resulted in roughly 26 mil lion chil dren gaining CTC eli gi bil ity or 
receiv ing higher ben e fits, nearly all  of whom lived in lowincome house holds, the 
focus of our study (Collyer et al. 2019; Goldin and Michelmore 2022).

Although an emerg ing body of research has found that the monthly CTC pay-
ments improved some aspects of mate rial well-being, such as food inse cu rity  
(Collyer et al. 2022; Parolin et al. 2023; Pilkauskas et al. 2022; Shafer et al. 2022), 
we know rel a tively lit tle about how the CTC affected hous ing afford abil ity and liv ing 
arrange ments, espe cially among fam i lies with low incomes. To date, three stud ies 
have exam ined the effects of the CTC on a sin gle mea sure of hous ing afford abil ity 
(Collyer et al. 2022; Hamilton et al. 2022; Parolin et al. 2023),1 and no stud ies have 
esti mated the effects of the CTC on liv ing arrange ments, despite research dem on
strat ing how eco nomic need and hous ing afford abil ity can shape liv ing arrange ments 
(Carlson et al. 2012; Engelhardt et al. 2005; Pilkauskas and Michelmore 2019).

In this arti cle, we extend the lit er a ture by exam in ing the effects of the monthly 
CTC on a wider array of hous ing afford abil ity mea sures than pre vi ously stud ied: 
moves driven by dif  cul ties affording rent/mort gages, whether fam i lies have back
owed rent/mort gages, and (if so) the amount they owe. Our study is the first to  
con sider the effects of the CTC on liv ing arrange ments, changes in fam i lies’ liv ing 
sit u a tions, cores i den tial part ner ships, dou bling up,2 and house hold size—mea sures 
that are linked with fam ily and child well-being (e.g., Desmond and Gershenson 
2016; Desmond and Kimbro 2015; Perkins 2019; Raley et al. 2019; Ziol-Guest and 
McKenna 2014). We use a unique, large (N = ∼20,500), national, repeated cross- 
sec tional sam ple of eco nom i cally dis ad van taged fam i lies who were receiv ing or had 
recently received SNAP (or food stamps). Because fam i lies in our study had aver age 

1 One study, focused on New York City res i dents, exam ined whether fam i lies could pay their full 
rent/mort gage (Collyer et al. 2022). A sec ond national study exam ined the like li hood of being caught up 
on rent/mort gage (Parolin et al. 2023). A third study, documented in a Brookings Institution work ing paper, 
exam ined the like li hood of skip ping rent/mort gage in a national sam ple (Hamilton et al. 2022). Two other 
stud ies con sid ered extreme hous ing hard ships—evic tion and home less ness—which could be con sid ered 
indi ca tors of hous ing afford abil ity (Hamilton et al. 2022; Pilkauskas et al. 2022).
2 Doubling up refers to house holds with addi tional adults who are not the par ent(s) or the par ent’s part ner, 
which can include adult rel a tives and non rel a tives.
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annual incomes of approx i ma tely $10,000, many were inel i gi ble or only par tially  
eli gi ble for the CTC before the expan sion. Thus, unlike ear lier work, our study 
focuses on a pop u la tion of fam i lies most likely affected by the CTC reforms—those 
with very low incomes—who are of par tic u lar inter est to policymakers.

Using a param e ter ized diff er enceindiff er ences approach, we exploit var i a tion 
in the size of the credit over time (by num ber and age com po si tion of chil dren in  
house holds) to esti mate the causal effects of the monthly 2021 CTC on hous ing and 
house hold insta bil ity. Because of impor tant racial inequalities in the tax (Brown 
2021) and hous ing sys tems (JCHS 2021) and improved access to the CTC for Black 
and His panic fam i lies under the 2021 reforms (Collyer et al. 2019; Goldin and 
Michelmore 2022), we con sider het ero ge ne ity in the effects of the CTC by race and 
eth nic ity. Similarly, because fam i lies with very low or no earn ings dis pro por tion ately 
gained eli gi bil ity for the CTC in 2021, we also exam ine diff er ences in effects by 
house hold income (above/below median income in our sam ple).

We find that the monthly CTC reduced backowed rent/mort gages (both inci dence 
and amount) and the share of fam i lies reporting poten tial moves due to dif  cul ties 
affording cur rent rent/mort gages. We also find that the CTC increased the like li hood 
that fam i lies reported a change in their liv ing arrange ments and reduced house hold 
size, likely decreas ing house hold crowding,3 which is asso ci ated with poorer child 
out comes (Johnson et al. 2008). The reduc tion in house hold size is driven by fewer 
moth ers liv ing with a part ner, not by a reduc tion in dou bling up. The find ing that 
the CTC allowed par ents to gain res i den tial inde pen dence from part ners is con-
sis tent with research on cohab i ta tion among low-income house holds show ing that 
roman tic part ners move in for finan cial rea sons or that for mer part ners can not move 
out because of finan cial con straints (CrossBarnet et al. 2011; Rault and Régnier- 
Loilier 2020). Finally, we observe some diff er ences in these effects by race, eth nic ity, 
and earn ings. Our results are robust to sev eral model spec i fi ca tions and reweighting 
approaches. These find ings con trib ute to a grow ing lit er a ture on the effects of uncon
di tional cash trans fers in the United States and to debates over whether a per ma nent 
monthly CTC would improve the well-being of fam i lies with low incomes.

Background

The Child Tax Credit

The Child Tax Credit was implemented in 1997 to help defray the costs of rais ing 
chil dren (see Crandall-Hollick 2018 for a more exten sive his tory). Originally, the 
credit pri mar ily went to mid dleincome tax fil ers and was non re fund able, thereby 
exclud ing house holds with no tax lia bil ity (i.e., most lowincome fil ers). Over the 
years, the size of the credit was increased (reaching $2,000 in 2017), the min i mum 
earn ings thresh old was lowered, and the credit was made par tially refund able, allow-
ing lower income house holds to claim a par tial ben e fit. However, until the tem po rary 

3 We can not observe house hold crowding, typ i cally mea sured as the num ber of peo ple in a house hold rel-
a tive to the num ber of rooms in the home, because we lack infor ma tion on the num ber of rooms.
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2021 reforms, fam i lies still had to earn a min i mum of $2,500 to claim any ben e fit, 
with the credit amount phas ing in at 15% for each addi tional dol lar of income above 
$2,500. These restric tions meant that the poorest one third of U.S. chil dren were  
inel i gi ble for the full credit.

In March 2021, Congress passed the Amer i can Rescue Plan Act, tem po rar ily 
expanding the CTC. The credit was increased from $2,000 to $3,000 per child aged 
6–17 (17yearolds were pre vi ously excluded) and to $3,600 per child under age 6. 
For the fam i lies in our study, the earn ings min i mum was removed, and those earning 
less than $2,500 became eli gi ble for the credit. Additionally, the credit was made fully 
refund able, elim i nat ing the phase-in struc ture. Lastly, and key to our study, half the 
credit was dis trib uted in monthly pay ments. These pay ments began on July 15, 2021, 
with the final pay ment dis trib uted on Decem ber 15, 2021. Families received the other 
half of the credit in a sin gle pay ment at tax time (Feb ru ary–April 2022). Despite dis
cus sions of mak ing the reforms per ma nent, Congress failed to gar ner enough sup port, 
and the credit returned to its pre-2021 ver sion in Jan u ary 2022. Our study exam ines 
the impact of the 2021 monthly pay ments.

Figure 1 illus trates the 2021 CTC ben e fit struc ture for a head of house hold filer 
with one child, as well as the cur rent (and prior) CTC sched ule. The shaded area 
shows how the 2021 reform impacted the credit size for fam i lies in our study. Overall, 
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Fig. 1 Child Tax Credit schedule, prior/current law and 2021 reform, for one child with a single parent. 
The shaded area indicates the gain in CTC credit during the 2021 reform among families with incomes 
below $25,000, those represented in the Providers study sample. The figure illustrates that before the 2021 
reform (and under current law), the size of the credit phased in with earnings. Those with earnings below 
$2,500 did (do) not qualify for any credit. For a family with one child, those with earnings below roughly 
$25,000 were (are) not eligible for the full credit, and those with earnings below approximately $10,000 
were (are) not eligible for the full refundable portion of the credit. During the 2021 reform, the minimum 
earnings requirement and the phase-in were removed, such that all single-parent households with incomes 
below $112,500 ($150,000 for married couples) were eligible for the full benefit of $3,000 for a child aged 
6–17 and $3,600 for a child under age 6.
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the perchild ben e fit gain between 2020 and the 2021 reform ranged from roughly 
$1,000 to $3,600. In 2020, a sin gle par ent with one child would have to earn approx
i ma tely $10,000 to receive the full $1,400 refund able por tion of the CTC and earn 
nearly $25,000 to take advan tage of the full $2,000 tax credit. Given the low incomes 
of fam i lies in our sam ple (aver age annual income of approx i ma tely $10,000), many 
par ents not only gained new access to the credit but gained a ben e fit representing a 
sub stan tial share of their house hold income (on aver age, a 60% increase in monthly 
income) under the 2021 reform.

Theory and Prior Research

Housing Affordability

Given the welldocumented link between income and hous ing afford abil ity (e.g., 
Chun et al. 2023; Cohen and Wardrip 2011; Desmond 2012; Heflin 2017; Kang 2019; 
Pilkauskas et al. 2014), we antic i pate that the 2021 CTC will improve hous ing afford
abil ity by increas ing house hold income. Evidence sug gests that fam i lies with chil-
dren had higher checking account bal ances at the end of 2021 than prepandemic 
(Greig and Deadman 2022) and that the 2021 CTC improved fam i lies’ eco nomic 
well-being (for a review, see Curran 2021) and reduced child pov erty (Burns et al. 
2022; Parolin, Collyer et al. 2021).

Studies of spend ing show that par ents used the monthly CTC to pay for hous ing 
and bills (which might also include hous ing) (Hamilton et al. 2022; Michelmore and 
Pilkauskas 2023; Pilkauskas and Cooney 2021; Pilkauskas and Michelmore 2021). 
One study found that for each addi tional $100 in the monthly CTC, par ents spent $31 
on hous ing, with even larger spend ing responses among lower income and His panic 
house holds (Schild et al. 2023). Thus, given evi dence that fam i lies spent a sig nifi  cant 
share of their monthly CTC pay ments on hous ing, we would expect the CTC to affect 
hous ing afford abil ity.

To date, only three stud ies have exam ined the effects of the 2021 CTC on any 
mea sures of hous ing afford abil ity. One study of New York City res i dents ana lyzed 
whether the monthly CTC reduced the num ber of par ents who reported being unable 
to “pay the full amount of rent or mort gage.” Although most point esti ma tes suggested 
improved hous ing afford abil ity while the CTC was in place, none were sig nifi  cant. A 
sec ond study, a national twoperiod panel sur vey, found no evi dence of effects of the 
monthly CTC on whether respon dents skipped a hous ing pay ment because of cost in 
the last six months (Hamilton et al. 2022).4 Lastly, using data from the Census House-
hold Pulse sur vey, a nation ally rep re sen ta tive repeated cross-sec tional dataset, Parolin 
and col leagues (Parolin, Ananat et al. 2021; Parolin et al. 2023) exam ined whether 
house holds were “cur rently caught up on rent or mort gage pay ments.” They found no 
effects of the monthly pay ments but sig nifi  cant declines in pastdue rent/mort gages 

4 This work ing paper esti mated entry into skip ping a pay ment and exit from skip ping a pay ment sep a rately 
(rather than the expe ri ence more broadly). Unfortunately, the research ers lacked data to illus trate par al lel 
trends, a key assump tion in a diff er enceindiff er ences anal y sis.
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dur ing tax time (the lumpsum period), although this find ing was not robust to param
e ter i za tion of the lump-sum CTC for treat ment inten sity.5

Our study builds on these prior stud ies in a few ways. First, unlike ear lier stud ies, 
we can mea sure the amount of fam i lies’ past-due rent or mort gage. Importantly, this 
mea sure allows us to con sider whether fam i lies paid down some of their back-owed 
debt, even if they could not fully elim i nate it—a sce nario that might be more likely 
for fam i lies with high debt lev els (Pilkauskas et al. 2023). Unlike ear lier work, we 
limit our sam ple to indi vid u als who report pay ing rent/mort gage, given that CTC pay-
ments are unlikely to have an effect on those with out these expenses. Second, we also 
exam ine whether respon dents “expect to have to move because of dif  culty affording 
their rent or mort gage,” pro vid ing fur ther insight into the effects of the CTC on hous
ing afford abil ity and sta bil ity. Third, we use a large national sam ple of fam i lies with 
low incomes (aver age income of approx i ma tely $10,000/year), improv ing our abil ity 
to detect asso ci a tions and more fully explore het ero ge ne ity by race and eth nic ity and 
by income (extremely low earn ings vs. low earn ings), unlike ear lier work.

Living Arrangements

In addi tion to exam in ing hous ing afford abil ity, we study liv ing arrange ments: dou
bling up, liv ing with a part ner, changes in liv ing sit u a tions, and house hold size. To 
our knowl edge, no research has exam ined the effects of the monthly CTC on liv ing 
arrange ments. However, an exten sive lit er a ture has documented how liv ing arrange-
ments affect the social and eco nomic resources avail  able for chil dren, which can 
affect child out comes (e.g., Augustine and Raley 2013; Harvey 2020; McLanahan  
and Sandefur 1994; Perkins 2019; Pilkauskas 2014). By exam in ing whether the 
monthly CTC affected chil dren’s liv ing arrange ments, we can bet ter under stand how 
cash might affect child wellbeing.

Doubling up. Doubling up refers to liv ing with adults beyond the child’s par-
ent(s) or a par ent’s part ner. This arrange ment is a com mon expe ri ence for chil dren, 
espe cially for those in lower income and minor ity house holds (Harvey et al. 2021). 
Although dou bling up (and, in par tic u lar, mul ti gen er a tional coresidence) increased in 
2020 among house holds with chil dren, coresidence rates had returned to pre-COVID 
lev els by 2021 (Amorim and Pilkauskas 2023).

Doubling up is often a response to pov erty or severe hous ing needs (Clampet- 
Lundquist 2003; Skobba and Goetz 2013), and many fam i lies dou ble up to lower 
hous ing costs (Harvey and Dunifon 2023; Pilkauskas et al. 2014). However, dou-
bling up can also occur for other rea sons, such as fam ily care needs (Harvey and 

5 We do not include the period after the monthly CTC ben e fits ended because we can not observe when 
tax fil ing and refund receipt occurred in our sam ple. Nearly 20% of fam i lies reported that they had already 
filed their taxes by Jan u ary, and 33% had filed taxes and many reported receiv ing refund advances from tax 
pre par ers by Feb ru ary. Furthermore, our goal was to iso late the effects of the CTC, a task chal lenged with 
the tax time ana ly ses. In addi tion to the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), which many fam i lies in our 
study should have received, the Child and Dependent Care Credit (CDCC) was made tem po rar ily refund-
able, and fam i lies could also claim missed stim u lus checks. Thus, we deter mined that distinguishing the 
lump-sum por tion of the expanded CTC from these other tax cred its would not be fea si ble.
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Dunifon 2023). For instance, fam i lies might dou ble up to pro vide assis tance with 
childcare for young chil dren (Amorim et al. 2017; Harvey et al. 2021) or health care 
assis tance for a fam ily mem ber with a health need. Families also dou ble up because 
of cul tural or com mu nity norms or pref er ences for liv ing together (Angel and Tienda 
1982; Pilkauskas 2012).

Because of the myr iad rea sons for dou bling up, it is not clear whether or how the 
monthly CTC might impact these deci sions. If moth ers dou ble up for eco nomic rea-
sons, we might expect that the monthly credit would reduce dou bling up. Research 
on dou bling up in 2020 found that both eco nomic and care giv ing needs likely con-
trib uted to the tem po rary increase in dou bling up dur ing the COVID-19 pan demic 
(Amorim and Pilkauskas 2023), and qual i ta tive research sug gests that moth ers who 
dou ble up for these rea sons gen er ally pre fer to live inde pen dently (Harvey 2022). 
Research on expan sions to the EITC, a refund able tax credit, shows that increases 
in the credit reduced dou bling up among fam i lies with chil dren (Pilkauskas and  
Michelmore 2019). Studies have also found that Social Security expan sions increased 
inde pen dent liv ing among older adults (Carlson et al. 2012; Engelhardt et al. 2005). 
Thus, addi tional cash from the CTC might also reduce dou bling up.

However, because fam i lies also dou ble up to address fam ily care needs and pre-
ferences, it is pos si ble that the monthly CTC did not impact these deci sions. Although 
the CTC might off set childcare costs and reduce reli ance on cores i dent friends or 
fam ily for care giv ing, pref er ences for care giv ing, costs of care, and avail abil ity of 
highqual ity childcare could off set these effects. For instance, for fam i lies dou bling 
up to care for an aging par ent or another fam ily mem ber with a health con cern, the 
addi tional money is unlikely to affect these arrange ments.

Lastly, because the CTC improved fam i lies’ eco nomic stand ing, we might observe 
an increase in the share of par ents who serve as “hosts” to oth ers (Harvey and  
Dunifon 2023). Because low-income fam i lies are usu ally embed ded in net works of 
other low-income fam i lies (Smith et al. 2014), eco nomic sup port from the CTC might 
lead par ents to invite other friends or rel a tives into their homes. Studies sug gest that 
those who host oth ers in dou bledup house holds are bet ter off eco nom i cally than 
guests (Clampet-Lundquist 2003; Skobba and Goetz 2013), but we know lit tle about 
how changes in eco nomic sta tus (such as an influx of income) might affect the like
li hood of hosting. In sum, we are unsure whether the monthly CTC will influ ence 
dou bling up, given the var i ous rea sons under ly ing these liv ing arrange ments.

Living with a part ner. The effect of the monthly CTC on cores i den tial part ner ship 
is also ambig u ous. Many stud ies found that eco nomic strain can lead to the dis so lu-
tion of part ner ships (e.g., Conger et al. 1990) and that eco nomic well-being is pos-
i tively asso ci ated with mar riage. Thus, if the CTC improved eco nomic well-being 
and reduced hous ing inse cu rity, we might expect to find that partnering increased. 
Alternatively, the addi tional income from the CTC may have enabled par ents to leave 
cores i den tial part ner ships that they were oth er wise unable to because of finan cial con
straints. Although responses to the CTC might diff er between mar ried and cohabiting  
part ners (income is a far less robust pre dic tor of cohab i ta tion than mar riage;  
Schneider et al. 2019), we can not diff er en ti ate these two rela tion ships in our data.

Even though we can not dis tin guish between mar ried and cohabiting part ners, given 
the low incomes of the fam i lies that con sti tute our sam ple, many of the part ner ships 
we observe are likely to be unmar ried (Smock and Schwartz 2020). Cohabiting unions 
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are often short-lived, and serial cohab i ta tion is rel a tively com mon among lower 
income house holds (Eickmeyer and Manning 2018; Lichter and Qian 2008; Lichter 
et al. 2010), partly because cohab i ta tion can be a way to make ends meet (Sassler and 
Lichter 2020; Sassler et al. 2018) and thus driven by con ve nience, finances, or hous ing 
needs (Sassler 2004) rather than a sig nal of rela tion ship com mit ment. Other research 
has shown that in low-income house holds, part ners who might no lon ger be roman-
ti cally involved may remain cores i dent so long as they con trib ute finan cially (Edin 
2000) or may remain “liv ing together apart” (stay ing in the same home after sep a ra-
tion or the end of a roman tic rela tion ship) for shared par ent ing, hous ing, or eco nomic 
needs (Cross-Barnett et al. 2011). For these cou ples, the increased income from the 
CTC might have pro vided the income nec es sary to move out of these arrange ments. 
Overall, the expected effect of the CTC on cores i den tial part ner ships is unclear: the 
income from the ben e fit might have enhanced sta bil ity and improved rela tion ships or 
pro vided the means for indi vid u als to exit shared liv ing arrange ments.

Changes in liv ing sit u a tions and house hold size. Although our the o ret i cal expec-
ta tions for both dou bling up and part ner coresidence are unclear, if either liv ing 
arrange ment were to change, it should fol low that respon dents’ liv ing sit u a tions and 
house hold sizes would also change. The addi tional eco nomic secu rity gained from 
the CTC might have even encour aged par ents to use it to relo cate to a new home 
or neigh bor hood, poten tially influ enc ing their house hold com po si tion. In addi tion, 
rather than induc ing moves, the CTC pay ments might have reduced the need to move 
(because par ents could afford rent or avoid evic tions), resulting in a null or neg a tive 
effect on changes in liv ing sit u a tions.

Other Considerations

Although we antic i pate that the monthly CTC improved hous ing afford abil ity and 
pos si bly affected liv ing arrange ments through its effect on house hold finances, a few 
addi tional con sid er ations might impact our results. First, if par ents exited dou bled-
up or partnered liv ing arrange ments, increas ing their hous ing costs, the net effect on 
hous ing afford abil ity might be null. Second, the size of the trans fer might also mat ter. 
Although a prior study showed that a large lump-sum cash trans fer reduced dou bling 
up (Pilkauskas and Michelmore 2019), it is less clear whether a smaller monthly cash 
trans fer would yield sim i lar results. However, research sug gests that fam i lies ded i-
cated a large por tion of their monthly CTC to hous ing (Schild et al. 2023), and our 
study pop u la tion is quite poor, such that the aver age CTC ben e fit ($500 per month) is 
akin to a 60% increase in monthly income. Thus, we might find larger impacts than 
pre vi ous stud ies.

The credit’s tem po rary nature might also mat ter. If fam i lies were aware that the 
expan sions were tem po rary, they might not have adjusted their liv ing arrange ments in 
response. However, it is unclear whether fam i lies knew the expan sion was tem po rary, 
given that debates in Congress about the per ma nence of the CTC con tin ued through 
Decem ber 2021. Thus, many respon dents in our sam ple might not have been aware 
that the monthly ben e fits were end ing (and might not have known they were tem po
rary) when mak ing deci sions about hous ing and liv ing arrange ments in the sum mer 
and fall of 2021.
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9The CTC, Housing Affordability, and Living Arrangements

Additionally, research sug gests that dou bled-up and cohabiting liv ing arrange-
ments, espe cially among lower income fam i lies, are often short-lived (Harvey et al. 
2021; Pilkauskas 2012). In gen eral, the high prev a lence of dynamic or fluid liv
ing arrange ments among fam i lies with low incomes sug gests that even short-term 
increases in income might impact house hold com po si tion.

Finally, another key issue to con sider is the mean ing of an addi tional $500 to our 
study pop u la tion. The aver age income in our sam ple is approx i ma tely $10,000 per 
year, equat ing to a monthly income of roughly $830. An addi tional $500 (the aver
age CTC respon dents reported receiv ing) equals a 60% increase in monthly income. 
Thus, the trans fer was quite large for these house holds, and deci sions (such as ask ing 
a part ner to move out or being  able to stay in one’s home because they can afford it) 
might be diff er ent in this con text, as com pared with some one earning even $35,000 
per year. As we dis cuss in more detail in the Results sec tion, we com pared house hold 
incomes between those with a part ner and those with out a part ner, find ing the aver age 
diff er ence to be $543 per month. This amount sug gests that the aver age CTC of $500 
was an almost per fect sub sti tute for income from part ners in our sam ple. It may have 
also influ enced deci sions about ask ing part ners to move out.

Heterogeneity by Race, Ethnicity, and Household Income

Lastly, we might expect to find diff er ences by race and eth nic ity and by income. 
During the study period, low-income, Black, and His panic fam i lies were more likely 
to report owing back-owed rent (JCHS 2022) and hous ing hard ships (Chun et al. 
2023). Studies also found that Black and His panic fam i lies dis pro por tion ately gained 
access to the expanded CTC, as did those with no or very low earn ings (Collyer et al. 
2019; Goldin and Michelmore 2022). Thus, we antic i pate that the CTC effects will 
be larger for these groups than for those with slightly higher incomes and for White 
fam i lies.

Methods

Data

Our data mainly come from a monthly, repeated cross-sec tional sur vey of indi vid u als 
cur rently (or recently) receiv ing SNAP ben e fits. These data were col lected in part ner
ship with Propel, the mak ers of the Providers appli ca tion (app) designed as a pri vate ser-
vice to assist indi vid u als in track ing and man ag ing their monthly SNAP ben e fits, offer 
cou pons, and pro vide infor ma tion about accessing other ser vices. Following the pas-
sage of the expanded CTC, we partnered with Propel to add ques tions to their monthly 
sur vey of a ran dom sam ple of their app users ask ing about top ics related to fam i lies’ 
eco nomic well-being, includ ing hous ing and liv ing arrange ments.6 The  Providers app 

6 Randomization has been ver i fied in another study (Pilkauskas et al. 2023). Propel opens the ban ner/ 
sur vey to a diff er ent ran dom set of users each month to ensure that they are reaching diff er ent users.
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10 N. V. Pilkauskas et al.

is free and was used by roughly 5 mil lion SNAP par tic i pants across all  50 states, Wash-
ington, D.C., and the U.S. ter ri to ries at the time of this study (approx i ma tely 25% of 
all  SNAP ben e fi cia ries). These data have been used in sev eral stud ies and pol icy briefs 
on the 2021 CTC (Kovski et al. 2023; Michelmore and Pilkauskas 2023; Pilkauskas 
and Cooney 2021; Pilkauskas and Michelmore 2021; Pilkauskas et al. 2022). Because 
the respon dents are all  cur rent or recent SNAP users, the sam ple is com posed of low- 
income fam i lies—those who received the larg est rel a tive increase in the CTC— 
pro vid ing us with unique insights on the liv ing arrange ment responses to the CTC 
among eco nom i cally dis ad van taged fam i lies.

Each month, Propel invites a ran dom sam ple of indi vid u als using their app to par-
tic i pate in a sur vey via an in-app ban ner. Clicking on the ban ner redi rects respon dents 
to a sur vey hosted on another website, offered in both English and Span ish.7 Respon-
dents are not com pen sated for responding, but they are informed that the data will 
improve ser vices and inform advo cates on how to bet ter sup port their com mu ni ties. 
The sur vey takes approx i ma tely 11 min utes to com plete. Each month, 4,000 to 6,000 
users took the sur vey, and roughly 65% were par ents liv ing with chil dren.8

We use data from eight monthly sur veys from June 2021 to Jan u ary 2022. This 
period cap tures hous ing and liv ing arrange ments for two months before the first 
CTC pay ments were issued and for all  six months of the recur ring monthly CTC 
pay ments.9 We restrict the sam ple to par ents with cores i den tial chil dren under age 
18 (n  =  20,545). In Table 1, we assess the rep re sen ta tive ness of the Providers sam-
ple by com par ing some of our sam ple char ac ter is tics with those in two nation ally 
rep re sen ta tive sur veys: the 2019 Current Population Survey Annual Social and  
Economic Supplement (CPS ASEC) and the 2019 Amer i can Community Survey 
(ACS). Because SNAP receipt is often underreported in national sur veys (Meyer 
et al. 2009), we also com pare our sam ple with a sam ple of SNAP users from admin-
is tra tive data files obtained from the 2019 SNAP Quality Control Database (SNAP 
QC). We find that Providers respon dents are sim i lar to ACS respon dents (for both 
those liv ing in pov erty and those receiv ing SNAP) and CPS ASEC respon dents, with 
a few diff er ences. The Providers data have more Black and female respon dents than 
the ACS or the CPS ASEC but look more sim i lar to the SNAP QC data on those 
char ac ter is tics. (We also test the robust ness of our find ings to reweighting our sam ple 
to reflect the diff er ent sam ples; see Tables A7 and A8, online appen dix.) Table A1 
(online appen dix) shows that respon dents’ demo graphic char ac ter is tics were sim i lar 
before and after the CTC pay ment dis tri bu tions.

7 Approximately 5% took the sur vey in Span ish, although many of these respon dents are excluded from 
our ana lytic sam ple because they live in Puerto Rico, where the monthly CTC was not implemented. We 
sim i larly excluded other U.S. ter ri to ries where the monthly CTC was not avail  able.
8 Roughly three quar ters (73% to 75%, depending on the month) of respon dents com pleted the sur vey. 
Those who com pleted the sur vey might diff er from those who did not, but ana ly ses com par ing our sam
ple with other nation ally rep re sen ta tive datasets sug gest that our ana lytic study pop u la tion is sim i lar to 
the broader pop u la tions of SNAP recip i ents and low-income fam i lies. Monthly ana lytic sam ple sizes are 
as fol lows: June (2,988), July (2,277), August (1,836), Sep tem ber (3,394), Octo ber (2,250), Novem ber 
(3,118), Decem ber (2,811), and Jan u ary (1,871).
9 Each monthly sur vey is fielded from the 1st to the 14th of the month. Monthly CTC pay ments were 
issued on the 15th of the month from July 2021 through Decem ber 2021. Thus, respon dents in the June 
and July sur veys had not yet received their first CTC pay ment.
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11The CTC, Housing Affordability, and Living Arrangements

Outcome Measures

Housing Instability

To ascer tain whether respon dents were at risk of mov ing because of afford abil ity con
cerns, we cre ate an indi ca tor for those who said they would not (or prob a bly would 
not) be  able to remain in their cur rent liv ing sit u a tion because they could no lon ger 

Table 1 Comparing Providers sur vey data with the Amer i can Community Survey (ACS), SNAP Quality 
Control (QC) data, and the Current Population Survey March ASEC (CPS ASEC)

ACS 2019

   Providers

Households  
Below 100%  
of Poverty

SNAP  
Recipients

SNAP QC Data 
2019,

SNAP Recipients

CPS ASEC  
2019,

SNAP Recipients

Age
 18–24 7 7 6 9 8
 25–34 40 37 38 41 38
 35–44 35 37 38 32 35
 45–54 12 15 15 12 15
 55+ 5 3 3 5 5
Household Structure
 Household size 4.30 4.04 4.19 3.56 4.11
 Number of chil dren 2.53 2.30 2.31 2.03 2.18
 Partner/spouse 30 46 47 — 50
Race and Ethnicity
 Black 35 24 27 31 27
 White 35 37 37 41 37
 His panic 21 31 29 22 27
 Other 9 8 7 7 9
Education
 <high school 23 21 18 25 23
 High school 39 44 45 55 37
 Some col lege 27 25 27 15 31
 Associates degree  

or more 10 10 9 5 10
Female 94 74 72 89 73
Receive Food Stamps 85 56 100 — 100
N 20,545 34,648 38,322 15,735 2,816

Notes: SNAP recip i ents are those who reported receiv ing the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 
in the last 12 months (SNAP QC data also include those who are pend ing SNAP receipt). Poverty is cal-
cu lated using the Census Bureau’s of cial pov erty thresh olds. All sam ples are restricted to house holds 
with at least one cores i dent child under age 18. The ACS and CPS ASEC sam ples are fur ther restricted 
to the ref er ence per son, and esti ma tes are weighted (sam ple sizes are unweighted). SNAP QC data are 
also fur ther restricted to the ref er ence per son, and esti ma tes are weighted (sam ple sizes are unweighted). 
SNAP QC data have high lev els of missingness for race, eth nic ity, and edu ca tion, so these esti ma tes should 
be interpreted with cau tion. For more infor ma tion, see https:  /  /snapqcdata  .net  /sites  /default  /files  /2022  12   
/FY%202020%20SNAP%20QC%20Technical%20Documentation  .pdf.

Sources: Amer i can Community Survey (ACS), 2019; Current Population Survey Annual Social and Eco-
nomic Supplement (CPS ASEC), 2019; SNAP Quality Control (QC) data, 2019; Providers sur vey data, 
June 2021–Jan u ary 2022.
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afford their rent or mort gage. We also use a ques tion about the amount owed in past
due rent/mort gages to cre ate (1) an indi ca tor for owing any past-due rent/mort gage 
(for respon dents reporting a value greater than zero) and (2) the amount of past-due 
rent/mort gage (logged to reduce skew ness in the dis tri bu tion). We restrict our ana ly-
ses to the 82% of respon dents who reported pay ing rent or mort gage, distinguishing 
our study from research lacking this infor ma tion (Parolin et al. 2023).10

Living Arrangements/Household Composition

Our ana ly ses focus on four liv ing arrange ment mea sures. The first is an indi ca tor of 
whether the respon dent expe ri enced a change in liv ing arrange ments in the last 30 
days (e.g., per ma nent or tem po rary moves, house hold mem bers mov ing in or out). 
The sec ond is an indi ca tor of whether the respon dent lives with a part ner (hus band/ 
boy friend or wife/girl friend). The third is an indi ca tor of whether the respon-
dent lives in a dou bled-up house hold, which includes liv ing with any one beyond 
the respon dent’s child(ren) or roman tic part ner. This indi ca tor could include par-
ents, sib lings, other fam ily, friends, room mates, or any other unre lated indi vid ual 
(our mea sure of dou bling up fol lows prior work in this area; Harvey et al. 2021;  
Pilkauskas et al. 2014). Lastly, we mea sure the num ber of peo ple in the house hold 
(top-coded at 7 or more).

Empirical Strategy

Using a param e ter ized diff er enceindiff er ences approach, we iden tify the effects of 
the 2021 CTC by exploiting var i a tion in the gen er os ity of ben e fits by the num ber and 
ages of chil dren in respon dents’ house holds before and after the expanded CTC rolled 
out, using mod els of the fol low ing form:

 Yit = βo +β1CTCitc +β2Xit +αt + δs + γ st + θc + εit, (1)

with the sub scripts i, t, s, and c refer ring to the indi vid ual, month, state, and num ber 
of chil dren, respec tively. The hous ing/liv ing arrange ment out come of inter est is rep-
resented by Yit. β1 is our pri mary coef  cient of inter est, scaled to rep re sent the effect 
of an addi tional $100 in CTC pay ments. We con struct a mea sure of CTC expo sure 
(CTCitc )  using a sim u lated instru ment, fol low ing prior pol icy-impact stud ies (e.g., 
Currie and Gruber 1996; Michelmore and Pilkauskas 2021). Specifically, we cal
cu late CTC expo sure as the sum of two prod ucts: (1) the monthly ben e fit amount 
for chil dren under age 6 ($300) × the num ber of chil dren under age 6, and (2) the 
monthly ben e fit amount for chil dren aged 6–17 ($250) × the num ber of chil dren aged 
6–17. We assign $0 to all  respon dents in months before the expanded CTC was dis
trib uted. This mea sure lever ages var i a tion from two sources: (1) diff er ences between  
respon dents in the num ber and ages of their cores i den tial chil dren (under age 6 vs. 

10 In a sup ple men tal anal y sis, we exam ined whether the CTC predicted pay ing rent/mort gage and found 
no effects, suggesting that this sam ple exclu sion is not endog e nous.
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13The CTC, Housing Affordability, and Living Arrangements

6–17 years) and (2) the onset of the monthly CTC pay ments (before vs. after pay
ments were issued to fam i lies).

Our mod els con trol for respon dent char ac ter is tics (Xit ), includ ing age, race and 
eth nic ity, gen der, edu ca tion (less than high school, high school, some col lege, or 
asso ci ate’s degree or higher), and place of res i dence (urban, rural, or sub ur ban). To 
min i mize the influ ence of other poten tially confounding pol icy changes, we adjust 
for the fol low ing state and monthspe cific pol i cies (γst): the pres ence of SNAP emer
gency allot ments (waiv ers to pro vide eli gi ble house holds with max i mum SNAP  
ben e fits), the pres ence of Pandemic Electronic Benefit Transfers (PEBT; addi
tional food assis tance for school-age chil dren), and the pres ence of extended fed eral  
Unemployment Insurance. We also include fixed effects for (1) state of res i dence (δs) 
and (2) sur vey month (αt). Last, because the num ber of chil dren likely affects liv ing 
arrange ments and hous ing out comes and deter mines the CTC size, we also include 
fixed effects for the num ber of chil dren youn ger than 18 (θc).

We esti mate both intenttotreat (ITT) and local aver age treat ment effects (LATE) 
of the monthly CTC pay ments on out comes of inter est. ITT esti ma tes, which we 
pro duce using the reducedform Eq. (1), indi cate the aver age effects of the CTC pol
icy change over all  par ents liv ing with chil dren. As we show in Table 2, only two 
thirds of par ents in our sam ple reported receiv ing the monthly CTC pay ments, and 
par ents’ char ac ter is tics diff er by whether they received the monthly CTC pay ments 
(Pilkauskas and Michelmore 2021). Thus, to esti mate the LATE effects (or treat ment
on-the-treated) we use our sim u lated CTC mea sure as an instru ment for self-reported 
CTC receipt. We pro duce the LATE esti ma tes using two-stage least-squares regres-
sion, where the first stage regresses selfreported CTC ben e fits (the endog e nous 
var i able) on the sim u lated mea sure of CTC ben e fits (the exog e nous var i able). How-
ever, receipt might be underreported, given esti ma tes suggesting that closer to 80% 
of lower income house holds ever received the credit (Michelmore and Pilkauskas 
2023). Thus, the LATE esti ma tes might over state the true effects, which likely lie 
between the LATE and ITT esti ma tes.

Finally, we con sider het ero ge ne ity in the effects of the CTC by race, eth nic ity, 
and monthly earn ings. We sep a rately exam ine His panic, non-His panic Black, and 
non-His panic White house holds.11 Additionally, we study diff er ences by house hold 
earn ings level in the last month. This mea sure serves as a recent proxy for income, 
given the high income vol a til ity often found in pop u la tions with very low income.12 
We divide the sam ple into those with monthly earn ings above and below the median 
of $500.

With all  the con trols in the model, var i a tion in the sim u lated ben e fit comes from 
diff er ences in house hold size and age struc ture of house holds with chil dren before 
and after the 2021 CTC expan sion. This strat egy allows us to com pare fam i lies with 
the same num ber of chil dren but diff er ent age struc tures before and after the monthly 

11 When race and eth nic ity are included as a con trol var i able, we include a cat e gory encompassing all  other 
racial and eth nic groups; this group is too small to explore sep a rately.
12 Prior work has found lit tle employ ment response to the expanded CTC (e.g., Ananat et al. 2022; 
Enriquez et al. 2023; Pac and Berger 2024; Pilkauskas et al. 2022). We there fore do not expect that the 
2021 reform impacted house hold earn ings, reduc ing con cerns that this sub group anal y sis splits the data on 
an endog e nous var i able.
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CTC pay ments were ini ti ated, tak ing advan tage of the larger ben e fits to house holds 
with more and youn ger chil dren rel a tive to house holds with fewer and older chil dren. 
For exam ple, we com pare fam i lies with two chil dren under age 6 ($600/month) with 
those with one child under age 6 and one child over age 6 ($550/month) or with those 
with two chil dren over age 6 ($500/month), before and after the expan sion.

Our approach diff ers from some stud ies that have used child less adults as a coun
ter fac tual for par ents, many of which have employed dummy var i able cod ing (with 
child less adults as a ref er ence for par ents) and have not con sid ered var i a tion in CTC 
ben e fit size. Instead, we focus on par ents, rely ing on var i a tion in fam i lies’  poten tial 

Table 2 Descriptive sta tis tics for the Child Tax Credit (CTC) and out come mea sures

Overall

Race and Ethnicity Earnings

Black His panic White <$500 $500+

CTC
 Self-reported CTC receipt (%) 0.66 0.69 0.61 0.68 0.58 0.73
 Self-reported monthly CTC pay ment ($) 325 338 303 334 271 373
 (314) (305) (314) (319) (298) (319)
 Self-reported monthly CTC pay ment 

among receiv ers ($) 494 490 495 495 467 512
 (257) (246) (257) (266) (248) (262)
 Predicted monthly CTC pay ment ($) 712 743 744 644 702 717
 (425) (436) (440) (373) (433) (412)
Housing Affordability
 Might move because of dif  culty 

affording rent/mort gage (%) 0.06 0.09 0.06 0.05 0.09 0.06
 Any past-due rent/mort gage (%)a 0.57 0.63 0.57 0.52 0.62 0.56
 Amount of past-due rent/mort gage ($) 832 864 909 751 952 791
 Amount of past-due rent/mort gage ($, 

among those with debt) 1,461 1,381 1,582 1,421 1,537 1,416
 Log amount of past-due rent/mort gage 

(among those with debt) 6.84 6.79 6.94 6.81 6.86 6.83
 Log amount of past-due rent/mort gagea 3.89 4.25 3.98 3.54 4.25 3.81
 (3.47) (3.37) (3.50) (3.47) (3.43) (3.46)
Living Arrangements
 Living sit u a tion changed (%) 0.11 0.11 0.12 0.10 0.12 0.10
 Living with a part ner (%) 0.30 0.14 0.35 0.43 0.21 0.35
 Doubled up (%) 0.14 0.10 0.15 0.17 0.15 0.13
  Multigenerational 0.06 0.04 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.06
  Any kin 0.11 0.08 0.12 0.12 0.11 0.10
  Nonkin 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.03
 Number of peo ple in the house hold (mean) 4.30 4.14 4.57 4.25 4.11 4.42
   (1.64) (1.63) (1.62) (1.62) (1.63) (1.64)
N 20,545 6,430 3,985 6,146 7,040 10,390

Notes: The sam ple is restricted to house holds with at least one child under age 18. Standard devi a tions are 
shown in paren the ses.
a N = 16,989 over all; N  =  5,765 Black respon dents; N  =  3,576 His panic respon dents; N  =  5,324 White 
respon dents; N  =  5,906 with monthly income of <$500; N  =  9,543 with monthly income of $500+.

Source: Providers sur vey data, June 2021–Jan u ary 2022.
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CTC ben e fits (fol low ing sev eral recent stud ies; Collyer et al. 202213; Glasner et al. 
2022; Schild et al. 2023) for sev eral rea sons. Living arrange ments and hous ing needs 
are likely very diff er ent for fam i lies with chil dren than for those with out. We also 
found that for many of our out comes, the trends for par ents and child less adults were 
not par al lel before the monthly CTC pay ments were issued (i.e., vio lat ing the par al lel 
trends assump tion; plot ted trends are shown in Figure A1, online appen dix). In con-
trast, we find no evi dence of diff er en tial pretrends when we limit our sam ple to house
holds with chil dren and com pare those with diff er ent num bers of chil dren or diff er ent 
age struc tures of chil dren in an event-study con text (see Figure A2, online appen dix).

Furthermore, when we com pare the demo graphic char ac ter is tics of house holds 
with ver sus with out chil dren (see Table A2, online appen dix), we find nota ble com
po si tional diff er ences: child less house holds were much older, were more likely to be 
male (18% vs. 6%), were more likely to be White (45% vs. 35%), and had lower earn
ings than house holds with chil dren. Lastly, diff er enceindiff er ences mod els rely on 
the assump tion that no pol icy changes or events occur ring at the same time as the CTC 
pay ments might have diff er en tially affected the treat ment and con trol groups. That 
assump tion is likely too strong in com par i sons of fam i lies with chil dren and child less 
house holds, given the tim ing of the CTC pay ments and the over lap with the return to 
schools in fall 2021 amid the COVID-19 pan demic and related pol icy responses (e.g., 
the Emergency Allotments in SNAP or rounds of stim u lus pay ments).14

Table 2 dis plays the means of the key study var i ables. The aver age indi vid ual in 
our sam ple reported receiv ing $325 per month in CTC ben e fits. Conditional on self 
reported receipt of the ben e fit (66%), the aver age CTC ben e fit was approx i ma tely 
$500 per month (the aver age respon dent had roughly 2 chil dren; $250 × 2).15 Only 
a small share of the sam ple (6%) reported poten tial moves because of dif  cul ties  
affording their rent/mort gage, with higher rates among Black respon dents and those 
earning less than $500 per month. More than half the sam ple (57%) reported owing 

13 Collyer and col leagues (2022) employed diff er enceindiff er ences mod els com par ing fam i lies with chil
dren to child less indi vid u als, as well as another model focused exclu sively on fam i lies with chil dren. They 
noted that they pre fer the mod els focused on fam i lies with chil dren. Another recent study also noted that 
child less adults are an imper fect coun ter fac tual for house holds with chil dren (Pac and Berger 2024).
14 Although our pre ferred spec i fi ca tion focuses on fam i lies liv ing with chil dren, we pro vide esti ma tes from 
a diff er enceindiff er ences model com par ing house holds with ver sus with out chil dren in Table A3 (online 
appen dix). We show both a pre–post binary indi ca tor and a param e ter ized approach. The param e ter ized 
(con tin u ous) ver sion exploits the var i a tion in the CTC amount by the num ber and ages of chil dren rather 
than the blunter pre–post mea sure, which mea sures only the pres ence of chil dren. Some point esti ma tes 
change direc tion between the binary and param e ter ized mea sures for some out comes, whereas the param e-
ter ized ver sion looks more like the ana ly ses of only fam i lies with chil dren (although not all  coef  cients are 
sig nifi  cant, the direc tion is sim i lar to our main model spec i fi ca tion). Further, those out comes with the poor-
est par al lel trends (e.g., owe pastdue rent/mort gage) are where we see large diff er ences between the binary 
and con tin u ous ver sions (signs flip) and with our main model spec i fi ca tion. The sign flip ping and poor 
par al lel trends pro vide fur ther evi dence that child less adults are likely a poor coun ter fac tual in our study.
15 Our sim u lated CTC is closer to $700 per month. The dis crep ancy between our esti mated and the 
reported CTC amount can arise for a few rea sons. We can not directly observe tax fil ing units, and the 
actual pay ments were based on 2019/2020 tax fil ing (and house hold struc ture), whereas we observe liv ing 
arrange ments in 2021. If chil dren moved in 2021 or if the respon dent can not claim some of the chil dren 
in the house hold, we may over es ti mate the aver age CTC. Respondents could also elect to receive their 
CTC pay ments as a lump sum at tax fil ing, in early 2022. Lastly, some CTC pay ments could be with held 
if respon dents owed back taxes or were in child sup port arrears.
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16 N. V. Pilkauskas et al.

past-due rent/mort gages, also with higher rates among Black and lower-earning 
respon dents. The aver age house hold size was just over 4 peo ple (4.30 peo ple). Higher 
earning par ents (with more than $500 in monthly earn ings) and His panic respon dents 
had slightly larger house holds. Roughly 1 in 10 respon dents (11%) reported a change 
in their liv ing sit u a tion in the prior month, roughly one third (30%) lived with a part
ner or spouse, and 14% were dou bled up (11% with kin and 3% with nonkin; 6% did 
so in mul ti gen er a tional house holds). White (43%) and His panic (35%) respon dents 
were much more likely than Black (14%) respon dents to report liv ing with a part ner. 
The pat tern was sim i lar for dou bling up: 17% of White, 15% of His panic, and 10% 
of Black respon dents were dou bled up, most com monly in mul ti gen er a tional house-
holds. Higher-earning respon dents were more likely to live with a part ner than those 
with lower earn ings (35% vs. 21%), although dou blingup rates were quite sim i lar 
across the earn ings dis tri bu tion (rang ing from 13% to 15%).

Results

CTC Effects on Housing Affordability

We begin by con sid er ing whether the monthly CTC ben e fits impacted hous ing afford
abil ity. As shown in Table 3, an addi tional $100 in CTC ben e fits mar gin ally reduced 
the like li hood that par ents reported need ing to move because of dif  cul ties affording 
rent/mort gages by approx i ma tely 1 per cent age point in the LATE (0.1 per cent age 
points in the ITT), reflecting a 13% decline. An addi tional $100 in CTC ben e fits also 
reduced the like li hood of owing past-due rent/mort gages by 1.7 per cent age points 
in the LATE (0.3 per cent age points in the ITT), a decrease of roughly 3%. Last, the 
amount of backowed rent also decreased by approx i ma tely 13% (LATE) fol low ing 
an addi tional $100 in monthly CTC ben e fits. In sum, despite being only mar gin ally 
sig nifi  cant, the esti ma tes sug gest that the CTC improved hous ing afford abil ity.

CTC Effects on Living Arrangements and Household Composition

Having established that the CTC mod estly improved hous ing afford abil ity, we next 
exam ine whether the CTC impacted liv ing arrange ments. We find that the CTC 
increased the like li hood that fam i lies reported a change in their liv ing sit u a tion rel a-
tive to the prior month (Table 4). An addi tional $100 in monthly CTC pay ments led to 
a sig nifi  cant increase of 0.2 per cent age points for the ITT esti mate, or 1.4 per cent age 
points for the LATE esti mate (representing an 11% change). Recall that this mea-
sure cap tures both changes in house hold com po si tion and moves to new house holds. 
Although we do not have spe cific infor ma tion on house hold moves, we have infor
ma tion on house hold com po si tion.

When exam in ing house hold com po si tion, we find that an addi tional $100 in 
monthly CTC pay ments decreased the like li hood that par ents reported liv ing with a 
part ner by 0.2 per cent age points for the ITT, or 1.4 per cent age points for the LATE. 
This effect size is sim i lar in mag ni tude (but in oppo site direc tions) to that of changes 
in liv ing arrange ments. Taken together, these results sug gest that the income from 
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17The CTC, Housing Affordability, and Living Arrangements

Table 3 Effects of the 2021 monthly Child Tax Credit (CTC) on hous ing afford abil ity

ITT LATE

Might Move Because of Difculty Affording Rent/Mortgage −0.001† −0.008†

(0.001) (0.005)
Any Past-Due Rent/Mortgagea −0.003† −0.017†

(0.002) (0.010)
Log Amount of Past-Due Rent/Mortgagea −0.023† −0.127†

(0.013) (0.071)
F Statistic 420.41
FirstStage Coefcient 17.26
N 20,545

Notes: The coef  cients rep re sent the response to an addi tional $100 in monthly 2021 CTC ben e fits. ITT = 
intent to treat. Local aver age treat ment effects (LATE) are obtained by instrumenting respon dentreported 
CTC. Standard errors are shown in paren the ses. The sam ple is restricted to house holds with at least one 
child under age 18. Models include demo graphic con trols (age, gen der, edu ca tion, race and eth nic ity, and 
urbanicity); fixed effects for state, month, and num ber of chil dren; and statelevel con trols for SNAP, 
PEBT, and Unemployment Insurance ben e fits.
a N = 16,989.

Source: Providers sur vey data, June 2021–Jan u ary 2022.
†p < .10

Table 4 Effects of the 2021 monthly Child Tax Credit (CTC) on liv ing arrange ments

ITT LATE

Living Situation Changed 0.002* 0.014*
(0.001) (0.006)

Living With a Partner −0.002† −0.014†

(0.001) (0.009)
Doubled Up 0.001 0.004

(0.001) (0.007)
Number of People in the Household −0.024** −0.139**

(0.004) (0.023)
F Statistic 420.41
FirstStage Coefcient 17.26
N 20,545

Notes: Coefcients rep re sent the response of an addi tional $100 in monthly 2021 CTC ben e fits. ITT = 
intent to treat. Local aver age treat ment effects (LATE) are obtained by instrumenting respon dentreported 
CTC receipt. Standard errors are shown in paren the ses. The sam ple is restricted to house holds with at least 
one child under age 18. Models include demo graphic con trols (age, gen der, edu ca tion, race and eth nic ity, 
and urbanicity); fixed effects for state, month, and num ber of chil dren; and statelevel con trols for SNAP, 
PEBT, and Unemployment Insurance ben e fits.

Source: Providers sur vey data, June 2021–Jan u ary 2022.
†p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01
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18 N. V. Pilkauskas et al.

the CTC might have reduced cores i den tial rela tion ships by pro vid ing par ents with 
the means to exit shared liv ing arrange ments. In a sup ple men tal anal y sis, we exam-
ined the house hold incomes of respon dents liv ing with a part ner ver sus those who 
were not and found that aver age house hold income diff ered by $543, almost exactly 
the aver age monthly CTC pay ment size. This find ing sug gests that the CTC income 
played an impor tant role in offsetting the aver age part ner’s income.

We had no clear pre dic tion for how the CTC would affect dou bling up, and we 
observe no sig nifi  cant effects of the CTC on dou bling up. In an exten sion (see Table 
A4, online appen dix), we exam ined diff er ences between types of dou bledup house
holds (mul ti gen er a tional, dou bling up with rel a tives, and dou bling up with non rel-
a tives) and found no sig nifi  cant results. Finally, we find a sig nifi  cant reduc tion in 
house hold size as a func tion of the CTC. The LATE esti ma tes show a sig nifi  cant 
decrease of 0.14 peo ple in the house hold (0.024 peo ple in the ITT), cor re spond ing to 
a 3% decline in house hold size. These effects are likely driven by fewer part ners (and 
asso ci ated kin) liv ing in the house hold.

Heterogeneity by Race or Ethnicity and Earnings

We exam ine het ero ge ne ity by race and eth nic ity, given diff er ences in the prev a lence of 
hous ing hard ships and eli gi bil ity gains due to the 2021 CTC reforms. Here, we focus 
our dis cus sion of the results on the LATE esti ma tes (reported in Table 5), but the ITT 
esti ma tes are also pro vided. We also pro vide the per cent age changes, given diff er ences 
in the base rates for each out come by demo graphic group. Starting with the hous ing 
afford abil ity mea sures, we find null effects for both His panic and White fam i lies but 
sig nifi  cant improve ments in hous ing afford abil ity for Black par ents. With an addi tional 
$100 in CTC ben e fits, Black fam i lies were 2.4 per cent age points less likely to report 
poten tial future moves due to dif  cul ties affording rent/mort gages (26% decline), were 
3.7 per cent age points less likely to owe any pastdue rent/mort gage (6% decline), and 
expe ri enced a 30% decrease in rent/mort gage owed. Possibly because of the smaller 
sam ple, results for His panic fam i lies are not sig nifi  cant, but they are sim i lar in mag ni
tude to those for Black fam i lies: a 9% decline in owing pastdue rent/mort gage and a 
28% decline in the amount owed. The pat tern of results by race and eth nic ity sug gests 
diff er ences in the impact of the CTC, but most of the con fi dence inter vals over lap.

For liv ing arrange ments, we observe a diff er ent pat tern. The most pro nounced 
changes in liv ing sit u a tions occurred among His panic par ents, followed by White 
par ents; we find no sig nifi  cant effects for Black par ents. Examining the per cent age 
changes based on the LATE esti ma tes, we find that the like li hood of liv ing with a 
part ner declined by 45% for His panic par ents and 26% for White par ents. With an 
addi tional $100 in CTC ben e fits, His panic par ents were 42% more likely to expe
ri ence a change in their liv ing sit u a tion and saw a 13% decline in their house hold 
size. The pat tern was sim i lar for White par ents: a 16% increase in the like li hood of 
changed liv ing arrange ments and a 1% decrease in house hold size.

In Table 6, we con sider het ero ge ne ity by monthly house hold earn ings to assess 
whether those at the lower end of the dis tri bu tion, who received a proportionately 
larger income influx, were dis pro por tion ately impacted. We find larger effects on 
hous ing afford abil ity for those earning less than $500 and no sig nifi  cant asso ci a tions 
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19The CTC, Housing Affordability, and Living Arrangements

for the higher earn ings group (and point esti ma tes are close to zero). Point esti ma tes 
for changes in liv ing sit u a tions across the two earn ings groups are sim i lar, although 
esti ma tes for the higher earn ings group were more likely to be sig nifi  cant. Household 
size declined sig nifi  cantly only for the lower earn ings group.

Although the point esti ma tes are only mar gin ally sig nifi  cant, the higher earn ings 
group expe ri enced a 10% increase in dou bling up for house holds with larger CTC 

Table 5 Effects of the 2021 Child Tax Credit (CTC) on liv ing arrange ments and hous ing afford abil ity,  
by race and eth nic ity

Black His panic White

ITT LATE ITT LATE ITT LATE

Housing Affordability
 Might move because of  

dif  culty affording rent/ 
mort gage −0.004* −0.024* 0.000 −0.002 0.000 −0.001

 (0.002) (0.011) (0.002) (0.022) (0.002) (0.005)
  % change −4.9 −25.8 −0.3 −4.1 −0.8 −2.8
 Any past-due rent/mort gagea −0.006† −0.037† −0.004 −0.049 −0.002 −0.005
 (0.003) (0.019) (0.004) (0.044) (0.004) (0.012)
  % change −1.0 −5.8 −0.8 −8.6 −0.2 −0.9
 Log amount of past-due  

rent/mort gagea −0.049* −0.302* −0.025 −0.277 −0.014 −0.044
(0.021) (0.136) (0.027) (0.304) (0.027) (0.086)

Living Arrangements
 Living sit u a tion changed 0.000 −0.003 0.004† 0.051† 0.005* 0.016*
 (0.002) (0.011) (0.002) (0.032) (0.002) (0.007)
  % change 0.0 −2.6 3.3 41.5 4.9 16.1
 Living with a part ner 0.001 0.004 −0.004 −0.055 −0.007* −0.025*
 (0.002) (0.013) (0.003) (0.044) (0.003) (0.012)
  % change 0.9 3.6 −3.6 −44.8 −7.8 −25.5
 Doubled up −0.003 −0.017 0.001 0.011 0.003 0.010
 (0.002) (0.011) (0.003) (0.032) (0.003) (0.009)
  % change −2.9 −16.0 0.6 7.3 1.7 5.6
 Number of peo ple  

in the house hold −0.009 −0.056 −0.046** −0.578** −0.014† −0.046†

 (0.006) (0.034) (0.009) (0.174) (0.008) (0.026)
  % change −0.2 −1.3 −1.0 −12.6 −0.3 −1.1
F Statistic 119.35 19.13 299.64
FirstStage Coefcient 16.63 7.97 30.17
N 6,430 3,985 6,146

Notes: Coefcients rep re sent the response of an addi tional $100 in monthly 2021 CTC ben e fits. ITT = 
intent to treat. Local aver age treat ment effects (LATE) are obtained by instrumenting respon dentreported 
CTC receipt. Standard errors are shown in paren the ses. The sam ple is restricted to house holds with at least 
one child under age 18. Models include demo graphic con trols (age, gen der, edu ca tion, and urbanicity); 
fixed effects for state, month, and num ber of chil dren; and statelevel con trols for SNAP, PEBT, and 
Unemployment Insurance ben e fits.
a N  =  5,765 Black respon dents; N  =  3,576 His panic respon dents; N  =  5,324 = White respon dents.

Source: Providers sur vey data, June 2021–Jan u ary 2022.
†p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01
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20 N. V. Pilkauskas et al.

ben e fits, whereas the oppo site was true for the lower earn ings group (a 9% decline). 
This pat tern aligns with our hypoth e sis that the monthly CTC ben e fits allowed some 
par ents to help sup port other fam ily and friends. These diff er ences are sug ges tive, but 
most con fi dence inter vals over lap between the high and lowincome groups.16

16 In an exten sion, we used data from the ACS to esti mate the share of hous ing cost–bur dened house holds 
(30% / 50%) at the state level (and the predicted indi vid uallevel cost bur den). We found larger CTC effects 

Table 6 Effects of the 2021 Child Tax Credit (CTC) on liv ing arrange ments and hous ing afford abil ity,  
by monthly house hold earn ings

     
Monthly  

Earnings <$500
Monthly  

Earnings $500+

ITT LATE ITT LATE

Housing Affordability
 Might move because of dif  culty 

affording rent/mort gage −0.002 −0.018 −0.001 −0.004
    (0.002) (0.013) (0.001) (0.005)
  % change −2.7 −19.8 −1.8 −7.3
 Any past-due rent/mort gagea −0.008* −0.060* 0.000 0.000
    (0.003) (0.025) (0.003) (0.011)
  % change −1.3 −9.7 0.0 0.0
 Log amount of past-due rent/mort gagea −0.054* −0.423* −0.003 −0.012
   (0.021) (0.172) (−0.018) (0.076)
Living Arrangements
 Living sit u a tion changed 0.001 0.011 0.003† 0.012†

    (0.002) (0.014) (0.001) (0.006)
  % change 1.2 9.3 3.0 12.0
 Living with a part ner −0.002 −0.015 −0.005* −0.020*
    (0.002) (0.017) (0.002) (0.007)
  % change −0.9 −7.0 −1.4 −5.7
 Doubled up −0.002 −0.013 0.003† 0.013†

    (0.002) (0.015) (0.002) (0.007)
  % change −1.2 −8.9 2.2 9.7
 Number of peo ple in the house hold −0.034** −0.257** −0.003 −0.015
    (0.006) (0.057) (0.005) (0.023)
  % change −0.8 −6.3 −0.1 −0.3
F Statistic 88.76 365.06
FirstStage Coefcient 13.22 23.40
N 7,040 10,390

Notes: Coefcients rep re sent the response of an addi tional $100 in monthly 2021 CTC ben e fits. ITT = 
intent to treat. Local aver age treat ment effects (LATE) are obtained by instrumenting respon dentreported 
CTC receipt. Standard errors are shown in paren the ses. The sam ple is restricted to house holds with at least 
one child under age 18. Models include demo graphic con trols (age, gen der, edu ca tion, race and eth nic ity, 
and urbanicity); fixed effects for state, month, and num ber of chil dren; and statelevel con trols for SNAP, 
PEBT, and Unemployment Insurance ben e fits.
a N = 5,906 for monthly earn ings of <$500; N = 9,543 for monthly earn ings of $500+.

Source: Providers sur vey data, June 2021–Jan u ary 2022.
†p < .10; *p < .05; **p < .01
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Robustness Checks and Extensions

Alternate Specifications

We test the robust ness of our main spec i fi ca tion to the inclu sion of addi tional con trols 
in Table A5 in the online appen dix (we pres ent LATE esti ma tes; ITT esti ma tes are 
avail  able upon request). First, we test sev eral alter nate spec i fi ca tions to account for 
chil dren in the house hold: (1) sep a rate con trols for the num ber of chil dren under age 
6 and aged 6–17, (2) an indi ca tor for the pres ence of any chil dren under age 6, and (3) 
inter ac tion terms between the num ber of chil dren fixed effects and demo graphic con
trols. Second, we con trol for state-level COVID-19 rates along side state-year con tex-
tual var i ables. Last, we add a con trol for the tim ing of the sur vey response rel a tive to 
the CTC dis burse ment to account for poten tial diff er ences in the response to the CTC 
based on the time elapsed between the date the respon dent received the credit and when 
they com pleted the sur vey. The results are gen er ally robust to the model spec i fi ca tion, 
with slight changes in point esti ma tes and/or sta tis ti cal sig nifi  cance across mod els.17

Sample Specification

In Table A6 (online appen dix), we test sev eral alter na tive sam ple spec i fi ca tions. First, 
we exclude the first month of CTC pay ment (our August sur vey) because the IRS 
had dif  cul ties issu ing the first pay ments, which may have damp ened effects. The 
results are robust to this exclu sion. Second, we exclude the last month of the CTC 
pay ment (our Jan u ary sur vey, which asked about the Decem ber pay ment) because 
Congress failed to reauthorize the CTC, and some respon dents likely knew it was 
end ing, poten tially impacting their responses. Again, the results are robust. Finally, 
we exclude male respon dents, who rep re sent only 5% of our sam ple. We find stron
ger effects on both liv ing arrange ments and hous ing afford abil ity after this exclu sion, 
suggesting that our find ings are largely driven by moth ers.

Reweighting the Data

Table A7 (online appen dix) dis plays the results of reweighting the Providers sam ple 
to reflect the demo graphic dis tri bu tions of the ACS, CPS, and SNAP QC sam ples fol
low ing Schneider and Harknett (2022). We con struct weights that align the Providers 
sam ple more closely with each of these national sam ples in terms of age, race and 
eth nic ity, highest level of edu ca tion, and sex. The reweighting results (shown in Table 
A8, online appen dix) remain gen er ally con sis tent with our main mod els but reveal 
stron ger reduc tions in not mov ing and weaker effects on backowed rent/mort gages and  

on hous ing afford abil ity in lower costbur dened states (and for lower costbur dened indi vid u als), but cost 
bur den did not impact changes in liv ing arrange ments.
17 In a sup ple men tal anal y sis, we tested for dose–response or whether there is a crit i cal level of treat ment 
(e.g., three or more months) by interacting each month with CTC and found no evi dence of a dose– 
response or a crit i cal level.
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22 N. V. Pilkauskas et al.

part ner ship reduc tions. In gen eral, this pro ce dure places more weight on the male, 
White, and His panic respon dents and slightly less weight on Black respon dents, which 
likely explains some of these small diff er ences.

Discussion

In this arti cle, we inves ti gated how the 2021 CTC reforms, which tem po rar ily cre-
ated a monthly uni ver sal child ben e fit, impacted hous ing insta bil ity and the liv ing 
arrange ments of low-income fam i lies, a par tic u larly vul ner a ble pop u la tion that  
was most likely to expe ri ence a large increase in ben e fits from the 2021 expan sions 
and most likely to expe ri ence hous ing insta bil ity. Our results sug gest that the monthly 
CTC ben e fits improved hous ingrelated out comes for these fam i lies. Parents receiv
ing larger monthly CTC pay ments owed less in past-due rent/mort gages, were less 
likely to report mov ing due to afford abil ity con cerns, were less likely to live with 
part ners, and had fewer peo ple resid ing in their house holds.

Our find ing of improve ments in hous ing afford abil ity diverges from pre vi ous work 
in this small but grow ing lit er a ture. Two stud ies found no CTC effects on hous ing
related out comes (Collyer et al. 2022; Hamilton et al. 2022). Another study found that 
the CTC reduced the like li hood of being behind on rent or mort gage pay ments (a mea-
sure sim i lar to ours) but only in response to the lump sum CTC pay ment, and those 
results were not robust across model spec i fi ca tions (Parolin et al. 2023). Several fac-
tors might explain why we find sig nifi  cant effects but pre vi ous research has not. Unlike 
pre vi ous work, we can exclude the 17% of low-income respon dents who reported not 
pay ing rent/mort gages. Additionally, we focus on a sig nifi  cantly lower income study 
pop u la tion than pre vi ous work. For exam ple, Parolin and col leagues (2023) found 
that 20% of lower income house holds were not caught up on rent/mort gage, whereas 
we find that 57% of respon dents had some pastdue rent/mort gage. These diff er ences 
likely explain the larger impacts we observe rel a tive to pre vi ous research. Because 
most fam i lies in our sam ple were pre vi ously inel i gi ble for the CTC, they expe ri enced 
a larger income shock (on aver age, a 60% increase in monthly income); these fam i lies 
might have been espe cially respon sive to the cash trans fer. Relative to these ear lier 
stud ies, we also study a wider array of hous ing afford abil ity mea sures, study ing not 
only the exis tence of past-due rent/mort gage but also the amount due and whether 
fam i lies antic i pated mov ing for afford abil ity con cerns.

Reductions in over all house hold size were likely driven by fewer part ners resid ing 
in the house hold, given that we found no change in dou bling-up rates. Although prior 
research has found that cash trans fers reduce dou bling up (e.g., Carlson et al. 2012; 
Pilkauskas and Michelmore 2019), fam i lies dou ble up for rea sons beyond eco nomic 
con sid er ations, such as pref er ences or care giv ing needs, poten tially explaining the 
null effects found here. The declines in house hold size also sug gest less house hold 
crowding (a mea sure we do not have), which might have pos i tive down stream effects 
for chil dren (e.g., Johnson et al. 2008).

Our find ing of a reduc tion in cores i dent part ner ship is con sis tent with research on 
the eco nomic deter mi nants of cohab i ta tion among low-income fam i lies, which shows 
that part ners often expe dite shared liv ing to help make ends meet (Edin 2000; Sassler 
et al. 2018). Thus, the CTC likely made it more fea si ble to live with out a part ner 
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(through reduced moves into the house hold, increased moves out, or both). Because 
we can not observe mar i tal sta tus, we can not dis tin guish between cohab i ta tion dis so-
lu tion or sep a ra tion/divorce, nor do we observe whether these part ners are the par ents 
of the chil dren in the house hold (i.e., a social par ent or bio log i cal/adop tive par ent). 
Future research should dis tin guish between these house hold types and inves ti gate 
the under ly ing rea sons for coresidence to bet ter under stand the impli ca tions of these 
changes for chil dren’s well-being.

Analyses by race and eth nic ity showed that the CTC improved hous ing afford
abil ity more for Black and His panic house holds than for White house holds. Although 
many point esti ma tes for His panic house holds were not sig nifi  cant (likely because 
of lim ited power), they were sim i lar in mag ni tude to those for Black fam i lies. For 
changes in liv ing arrange ments, the CTC effect was largely driven by changes for 
White and His panic house holds. Although the expla na tion for these diff er ences is 
not entirely clear, some might be driven by diff er ences in the prev a lence of these out
comes (e.g., part ner ship varies greatly by race and eth nic ity).

Although our entire sam ple is eco nom i cally dis ad van taged, when we diff er en ti
ate those at the top from those at the bot tom of the earn ings dis tri bu tion, we observe 
diff er ences in CTC effects. We find larger effects of the monthly CTC on hous ing 
afford abil ity for lower earn ers than for higher earn ers. In con trast, results are sim i
lar across the two earn ings groups for changes in liv ing arrange ments. We also find 
some evi dence that CTC pay ments increased dou bling up among higher earn ers but 
decreased dou bling up for lower earn ers, suggesting var i a tion in responses to cash 
and rea sons for dou bling up even in a low-income sam ple.

Several fac tors limit our abil ity to draw con clu sions about the role of monthly cash 
trans fers, more broadly, on hous ing insta bil ity. First, although the 2021 CTC reforms 
essen tially (but tem po rar ily) turned the credit into a uni ver sal child ben e fit, imple-
mentation issues affected the dis tri bu tion of ben e fits. Survey evi dence sug gests that 
some seem ingly eli gi ble fam i lies did not receive ben e fits (Parolin, Ananat et al. 2021; 
Pilkauskas and Cooney 2021), and some pay ments were delayed (U.S. Department 
of the Treasury 2021). Still, evi dence indi cates that most low-income fam i lies (nearly 
80%) received at least one pay ment (Michelmore and Pilkauskas 2023).

Second, the monthly CTC was pro vided for only six months. Impacts on hous-
ing and house hold insta bil ity might have been more pro nounced if the credit had 
been in place lon ger. Families who thought the ben e fit was tem po rary might have 
been less likely to adjust their liv ing arrange ments, suggesting the effects found here 
are prob a bly lower-bound esti ma tes. Unfortunately, we do not know whether fam i-
lies thought the expan sion would be extended or whether they con sid ered it tem po-
rary. Additionally, the 2021 CTC was dis trib uted dur ing a time of high infla tion, a 
con tinu ing global pan demic, and shortly after the fed eral gov ern ment implemented 
many other pol i cies (e.g., expanded SNAP ben e fits, evic tion mor a to ria,18 and stim-
u lus pay ments)—fac tors that limit the gen er al iz abil ity of our results. Although the 
var i a tion we exploit encompasses fam i lies with a mix of older and youn ger chil dren, 
other pol i cies enacted (such as school reopenings) might have affected fam i lies with 

18 The fed eral evic tion mor a to ria ended on Octo ber 3, 2021, but many states and local i ties con tin ued to 
have mor a to ria in place long after the CTC pay ment ended. However, if the end ing of the mor a to ria led to 
more evic tions, our results would under es ti mate the impacts of the CTC on hous ing insta bil ity.
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older chil dren diff er ently than those with youn ger chil dren. Even though we can not 
rule out this pos si bil ity, our robust ness checks show that diff er ent con trols for chil
dren’s ages (e.g., an indi ca tor for the pres ence of any chil dren under age 6) pro duced 
sim i lar results.

Finally, our sam ple might gen er al ize only to fam i lies who receive SNAP. Although 
the sam ple char ac ter is tics align with those of fam i lies in pov erty, esti ma tes sug gest 
that roughly 82% of eli gi ble fam i lies (those with incomes below 130% of the pov erty 
line) receive SNAP (U.S. Department of Agriculture 2019). Thus, we might pri mar ily 
cap ture fam i lies more connected to the social safety net. Additionally, our study par-
tic i pants are users of the Propel mobile appli ca tion, who could diff er some what from 
all  fam i lies with low incomes.

Nonetheless, our results sug gest that the 2021 CTC reforms improved hous ing 
afford abil ity for fam i lies with low incomes. Our find ings illus trate how the monthly 
credit allowed par ents to gain res i den tial inde pen dence from part ners, reduce the 
num ber of peo ple resid ing in house holds, and reduce past-due rent/mort gages. These 
results illus trate how a monthly cash trans fer can reduce hous ing insta bil ity. Future 
work should focus on the impli ca tions of these hous ing sta bil ity changes for other 
aspects of child and par ent wellbeing. ■
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