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Abstract This article analyzes an important aspect
of the social behavior of the self-employed in Amer-
ica. We ask whether the self-employed express their
social responsibility to society by giving more to
charity than the general population, and if so which
charitable causes they give to. We use social identity
theory to generate hypotheses about the determinants
and objectives of charitable giving among members of
this socially and economically important group.
Testing these hypotheses with nationally representa-
tive, longitudinal US data, we find that the American
self-employed are indeed more likely to exhibit social
responsibility toward their community by giving to
charities than the general population. While the self-
employed support broadly similar charities to the
general population, they give substantially more to
organizations which: address issues in the local
community; provide health care; and serve the needy.
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1 Introduction

Self-employed individuals are an interesting group to
study in the context of socially responsible behavior.
In terms of Carroll’s (1979) framework for explaining
business responsibilities in society, the self-employed
enjoy unusual latitude to combine economic and
discretionary (e.g., philanthropic) responsibilities.
They act as both private individuals and owner-
managers of their businesses. As individuals, they may
be guided by altruistic preferences similar to, or
possibly even stronger than, those of other people
(Teal and Carroll 1999), and they operate small
ventures, which are deeply rooted in their local
communities (Johnstone and Lionaise 2004). Further-
more, in the context of Hannah et al. (2011) emphasis
on authentic leadership in communities which impact
pro-social behavior through moral courage, the self-
employed often play a leading role in the development
of their communities and display high levels of
personal sensitivity toward ethical issues in their
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environment (Fassin et al. 2011; Benavides-Velasco
et al. 2013).

Prior research in the nonprofit literature has
enhanced our understanding of individual social
responsibility along several dimensions. For example,
Mesch et al. (2006) have analyzed the effects of
ethnicity, gender, and marital status on giving, while
Carter and Marx (2007) analyzed race and gender
influences on philanthropic behavior. Carter and Marx
(2007) reported that African Americans give in more
personal ways and make less use of organized feder-
ated agencies such as the United Way. For their part,
Brown and Ferris (2007) established the influence of
social capital and embeddedness on the donation
behavior of individuals. These studies have all uncov-
ered important aspects of charitable giving patterns.

Despite this valuable work, few studies have
explored the charitable giving patters of the self-
employed. That is despite the central role that the self-
employed play in modern economies, they run most of
the nation’s firms and are responsible for a dispropor-
tionate share of job growth and innovation (Parker
2009; Baumol 2005). The premise of this paper is that
the self-employed may also generate additional ben-
efits to society, by serving as an important conduit for
social responsibility within their communities. While
some previous research has explored how corporate
donations vary with firm size (Amato and Amato
2007), we lack a detailed understanding of the
charitable behavior of the self-employed. The aim of
this paper is to fill this gap. Specifically, the paper asks
the following questions: Are the self-employed more
likely to give to charities than the average employee?
And, conditional on giving, do the self-employed give
more than others? Furthermore, are the “good causes”
to which the self-employed donate similar or different
to those to which the non-self-employed donate?

In terms of theory, we develop a conceptual
framework that builds on social identity theory (SIT)
(Tajfel and Turner 1979; Hogg et al. 1995). SIT
explains individual motivations in terms of the degree
of identity found in a social setting, i.e., individuals are
driven by their feeling of belonging to a particular
group and aim to contribute to the overall welfare of
the group rather than simply maximizing their per-
sonal utility in an exchange. We believe that SIT is a
useful framework with which to analyze charitable
giving by the self-employed, because of the high
degree of social embeddedness of the self-employed in
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their local communities (Granovetter 1985) and their
high social status (Parker and van Praag 2010). Both of
these factors affect the motivations of the self-
employed and bear directly on their behavior. We
apply arguments from SIT to the current setting to
generate several hypotheses about charitable giving.
These hypotheses map directly on to the questions
outlined in the previous paragraph and are tested
empirically using a large, nationally representative
sample of American adults drawn from the ongoing
Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID). In 2000,
2002, 2004, and 2006, dedicated questions were added
to the PSID questionnaire relating specifically to how
social responsibility is assumed by sharing private
wealth with others through monetary donations. We
exploit responses to these questions to obtain a
detailed picture of charitable behavior among the
self-employed in contemporary America.

Our results reveal that the self-employed together
with their families are indeed more likely to assume
social responsibilities by giving more to charity than the
average. Our estimations include economic and socio-
demographic control variables, including income per
capita and education. On the whole, the self-employed
seem to have similar charitable priorities as employees,
although they give significantly more to organizations
which address issues in the local community; provide
health care; and serve the needy.

We believe that our findings carry implications for
policy-makers, fundraisers, and scholars interested in
the consequences of entrepreneurial wealth creation,
including community advancement. We discuss char-
itable giving as a form of socially responsible prac-
tices, by the most common class of businesses—those
run by the self-employed. Policy-makers in many
countries are actively encouraging both self-employ-
ment and greater charitable involvement in the
delivery of public sector services (Brooks 2004;
Parker 2009). They therefore stand to gain from a
deeper understanding of the determinants of social
responsibility by the self-employed. Specifically,
causes for which private charitable donations can
more or less easily substitute for public tax dollars are
likely to be of particular interest to governments.
Charitable organizations can also benefit from a
deeper understanding of the determinants of donations
and the special role played by the self-employed in this
respect. In particular, our findings might help those
organizations to better target their fundraising efforts.
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They might also inform scholars seeking to extend
theoretical and empirical research about assuming
social responsibility via charitable giving and its
origins in local community businesses.

The paper is structured as follows. We start with a
theoretical discussion, which builds on SIT and gener-
ates our hypotheses. We then discuss the data sample and
empirical methodology before presenting our findings.
The paper closes with a discussion and conclusion.

2 Hypothesis development
2.1 Social identity theory

Social identity theory (SIT) (Tajfel and Turner 1979;
Hogg et al. 1995) aims to explain individual motiva-
tions in terms of the degree of identity found in a social
setting, whereas other theories tend to argue from the
perspective of personal utility maximization. Tajfel
and Turner (1979) did not believe that the psychology
of individuals is sufficient to explain behaviors
favoring the group and therefore proposed a comple-
mentary set of processes situated at the collective
psychology level (i.e., that of a community or society).
This opens up the possibility of understanding human
behavior in terms of people who simultaneously act as
private individuals, as business-professionals, and as
members of a community (Abrams and Hogg 2004).
In prior research, SIT has been helpful for under-
standing the heterogeneity of preferences, for instance
as itrelates to attitudes toward group fairness (Camerer
2003). Some people are altruistic while others are less
so. Altruists exhibit individualistic behaviors, which
are consistent with identity theory (IT) (Stryker 1968,
1987; Stryker and Serpe 1982; Burke 1980). But, even
among less altruistic people, one can conceive of an
individualistic form of altruism—sometimes referred
to as “warm glow” altruism (Andreoni 1989). This
form of altruism can be thought of as reinforcing an
individual’s self-identity—the essence of IT. While
SIT also draws on individual-level behaviors, it does so
with the purpose of informing behaviors located at the
higher social level. SIT thus aligns individual-level
constructs with social level constructs. For example, a
person’s decision to sponsor her local football team (an
individual-level decision, regarding a higher social
level) might combine a certain degree of personal
gratification (individual identity) with a concern for the

broader community to which the person belongs
(social identity).

Hogg et al. (1995) have contrasted SIT and IT along
several dimensions, including the level of analysis and
the salience of social context and dynamism. With
respect to the level of analysis, the two theories differ
in the following way: SIT focuses on generative socio-
cognitive processes that lead individuals to consider
the group/community in their decision, whereas IT is
less concerned with processes than with explaining
role behavior. It has no direct influence of the socio-
cognitive (higher social) level (Hogg et al. 1995). For
example, IT might be well placed to explain bequests
to individual family members, whereas SIT is capable
of explaining bequests to charities from a more
inclusive socio-cognitive perspective.

Regarding the prominence of social context and
dynamism as another point of contrast, IT posits a
relatively stable “self” concept of individual identity
(Stryker 1987). SIT in contrast exhibits a more dynamic
responsiveness of the social identity to immediate
contextual factors such as conditions in the local
community (Hogg et al. 1995). In short, one can
understand SIT as a socio-cognitive theory that permits
individual-level concepts to influence individual deci-
sions situated at the group level. It is arguably a more
inclusive theory than IT, because it allows for a
conceptual differentiation between roles and identity
based on group membership."

Some evidence supports the validity of SIT. Several
experiments have demonstrated that individuals are
willing to sacrifice individual payoffs for the benefit of
the group with which they identify (Brewer 1979;
Bourhis and Gagnon 2001; Klor and Shayo 2010). For
example, in an experiment on voter preferences for
income redistribution, Klor and Shayo (2010) showed
that affluent individuals were willing to sacrifice
income to help others who belonged to their “group.”
This demonstrates the need to incorporate concern for
group members into the individual decision process—
just as SIT posits.” In short, SIT furnishes a distinct

! For a sharp contrast between identity theory and social
identity theory, see Hogg et al. (1995). For a more moderate
comparison of the two theories, see Stets and Burke (2000).

% This group identification that expresses itself in caring for
one’s kind also consistently shows up in strategic bargaining
behavior, such as public goods experiments and the prisoner’s
dilemma (Goette et al. 2006; Chen and Li 2008; Fowler and
Kam 2007).
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socio-cognitive dimension that will prove to be central
to our analysis of socially responsible behavior below.

2.2 SIT and the self-employed

As noted above, SIT emphasizes the importance of
group social identity in understanding individual
behaviors. We believe there are two major reasons
why SIT is especially applicable for studying chari-
table behavior among the self-employed. One relates
to the high degree of social embeddedness of the self-
employed in their local communities (Granovetter
1985). The other relates to the social status enjoyed by
the self-employed (Parker and van Praag 2010).

The first consideration, social embeddedness,
highlights the special relationships that the self-
employed build with their local communities. The
self-employed are known to leverage social capital,
which, by itself, is conducive to philanthropic
behavior (Brown and Ferris 2007). More generally,
they draw on a wide range of resources and support
mechanisms available in their local communities to
establish and sustain their businesses (Hite 2005;
Hoang and Antoncic 2003). These include skilled
labor, social networks, seed money, and ongoing
local financing (Nownes and Neeley 1996; Lechler
2001; Wilson et al. 2009; Michelacci and Silva
2007). The benefits of embeddedness may partly
explain why the self-employed are significantly less
geographically mobile than wage-and-salary workers
(Michelacci and Silva 2007; Figueiredo et al. 2002).
Indeed, the self-employed appear to be so deeply
embedded that they are willing to bear higher labor
costs as a consequence of remaining in their local
communities (Figueiredo et al. 2002; Smith and
Stevens 2010).

Two implications follow from these considerations.
One is that by operating a venture that is part of a local
community, the self-employed are likely to have a
heightened sensitivity to the well-being of that com-
munity, which they have a direct interest in nurturing
and sustaining. As noted above, SIT suggests that they
will draw on a repertoire of identities, including both
the social and the individual. The particular identity
chosen by a given self-employed individual may vary
over time and space (Klor and Shayo 2010), but one
would expect such individuals to take actions which
not only reinforce their own identity, but also promote
the interests of their social group.
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The other implication relates to the notion of
reciprocity. Prior research has established that reci-
procity is a widespread social norm (Settoon et al.
1996; Perugini et al. 2003). For example, in a set of
social experiments, Seinen and Schram (2004) dem-
onstrated how donors take into consideration others’
behavior and the levels of reciprocity developed
within their society. Evidence shows that people are
more likely to give back to their community if they
have experienced extraordinary support from that
community in the past (Nell et al. 2008). Consistent
with SIT, this implies a heightened social awareness
among the self-employed who have been major
beneficiaries from their communities.

The second reason why SIT may be especially
relevant for the self-employed is that this group is
known to enjoy high levels of social status (Blanch-
flower and Oswald 1998; Parker and van Praag 2010).
It turns out that social status influences the decision
about whether or not to behave charitably (Seinen and
Schram 2004). Seinen and Schram (2004) explain that
one’s social status influences the decision to offer
assistance if this status can be passed on to future
donors. Such “indirect” effects of charitable behavior
contribute to the importance of status as a predictor of
charitable actions. Further, Engelmann and Fischb-
acher (2009) document the importance of strategic
reputation building. In their experiment, the authors
separate pure altruistic behavior from strategic giving.
They find that while both mechanisms exist, strategic
giving with the intent to build one’s own status has an
especially important influence on socially responsible
behavior. They went on to argue that Seinen and
Schram’s (2004) indirect reciprocity might have the
greatest impact in medium-sized social groups with
well-functioning information exchange, such as busi-
ness networks and small communities. While direct
contacts in larger communities might not be very
frequent, the social status of donors is likely known to
others because people talk about other peoples’
behavior. For all these reasons, the self-employed
are more likely to donate than the average.

Moreover, if the self-employed occupy respected
positions in their communities, perhaps by exercising
a leadership role, they may be better placed to act on
their social responsibilities, in accordance with SIT.
Kraut’s (1973) field experiments suggest that individ-
uals who were seen and saw themselves as charitable
were more likely to donate. This evidence combines to
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strengthen our proposed application of SIT to the
investigation of charitable donations by the self-
employed.

2.3 Charitable giving as socially responsible
behavior by the self-employed

We have argued that SIT posits a high degree of
identification with one’s social group, which may lead
to a desire to reciprocate, and that these effects are
likely to be especially pronounced for the self-
employed. We now develop and extend these argu-
ments regarding the social behavior of the self-
employed, by focusing on their charitable giving. To
keep our analysis focused, we will treat neither within-
family altruism (such as bequests) nor donations of
individuals’ time and effort (Coombs et al. 2008).

The thrust of our argument is that while the non-
self-employed may also identify with their social
groups as per SIT, there are several reasons why the
effect for the self-employed is likely to be especially
accentuated and more likely to be expressed in ways
that impact their charitable giving. First, using the
logic of embeddedness, multiple and ongoing social
ties are likely to heavily influence actors’ expecta-
tions, motives, and decision-making processes (Uzzi
and Gillespie 1999). Since most employees receive a
salary from a single source, while the self-employed
have multiple and ongoing points of commercial
contact within society (for example, suppliers, cus-
tomers, and local authorities), we would expect the
self-employed to be commercially more deeply
embedded in society (Hoang and Antoncic 2003).”
These numerous points of contact result in a broader
social network for the typical self-employed than the
average person (Jack and Anderson 2002)—impacting
their social identity. Broad social exposure—as well as
greater wealth (Carter 201 1; Parker 2009)—also helps
raise self-employed social status relative to the non-
self-employed (Parker and van Praag 2010), which, as
argued above, may entail greater responsibility toward
their local communities.

A strong social identity and social status among the
self-employed combined with the notion of reciprocity

3 There are parallels here too with the corporate governance
literature, which emphasizes the importance of a CEO’s social
network for corporate philanthropy (e.g. Geletkanycz and
Hambrick 1997).

discussed above suggests that they will be unusually
predisposed toward charitable giving, compared with
the average employee. This argument is consistent
with prior research, which suggests that the self-
employed will be more “generative” than the non-
self-employed (Coombs et al. 2008). Here, “gener-
ativity” is defined as concern for guiding and
supporting the next generation (Erikson 1982). Gen-
erativity can be expressed through such socially
responsible actions as mentoring and teaching, as well
as charitable giving and philanthropy (McAdams et al.
1993).

Given the fact, noted above, that the self-employed
tend to be less geographically mobile than the general
population—and so have an extra interest in the long-
term prosperity of their communities—the self-
employed can be expected to support forward-looking
social initiatives whose benefits may only emerge in
the long run. Hence, we expect a strong commitment
to their communities makes the self-employed more
likely to give to community charities, and to give
greater amounts when they give, than the average.
Independent evidence supports the argument that
donors tend to focus their donations on local institu-
tions. For example, Holmes (2009) found that alumni
living within 250 miles of their alma mater were more
generous than those living further away. In addition, a
new report by the Lilly Family School of Philanthropy
at Indiana University found that the majority of
publicly announced donations of at least one million
dollars came from donors living within the same state
or the same geographical region (Osili et al. 2013).
Combining these arguments yields the following
hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1:  All else equal, the self-employed are
more likely to give to charity than
the rest of the population

All else equal, the self-employed are
more likely to give to organizations
serving their communities than the
rest of the population

All else equal, the self-employed
will donate larger dollar amounts
than the rest of the population

All else equal, the self-employed will
donate larger dollar amounts to orga-
nizations serving their communities
than the rest of the population

Hypothesis 2:

Hypothesis 3:

Hypothesis 4:
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3 Methodology and data
3.1 Dataset and principal independent variable

Data are drawn from the Panel Study of Income
Dynamics (PSID). The PSID comprises a representa-
tive sample of individual Americans and their fami-
lies. Every year since 1968 (and biannually since
1994), the PSID has interviewed between 4,800 and
7,000 families, interviewing and re-interviewing
respondents whether or not they were living in the
same dwelling or with the same people. Data were
originally compiled mainly for the primary adults
heading a family unit, known as “household heads.”
However, since 1968, many original household mem-
bers became independent individuals with new house-
holds. PSID follows these so-called split-off families
as well. Our analysis below makes use of the full array
of individual responses from original and “split-off”
families. The PSID collects detailed individual-level
data on a wide range of socio-demographic variables,
including (since 2000) donations to charities and good
causes. We focus on charitable donations as the most
directly measured manifestation of socially responsi-
ble behavior by the self-employed, and to this end
utilize all four available waves representing the years:
2000, 2002, 2004, and 2006.

We restricted the sample to working individuals
over 18 years of age, who earned positive incomes.
Respondents who declared themselves as self-
employed in their main job and not receiving any
employment income were identified separately from
other members of the population. The binary variable
indicating self-employment status, S, is the principal
independent variable in the analysis below. Table 1
summarizes information about the sample sizes used
in the analysis below. In any year, about 12 % of
respondents classify as self-employed: This propor-
tion is stable across the sample period and is consistent
with other analyses of US self-employment (Parker
2009).

3.2 Dependent and control variables
3.2.1 Dependent variables
We utilize four dependent variables to test the four

hypotheses developed in the previous section. These
variables are based on data relating to self-reported
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Table 1 Sample sizes

Wave No. self- No. non-self- Total sample
employed employed size

2000-2001 313 (10 %) 2,792 (90 %) 3,105

2002-2003 452 (12 %) 3,286 (88 %) 3,738

2004-2005 457 (12 %) 3,319 (88 %) 3,776

2006-2007 455 (12 %) 3,400 (88 %) 3,855

All waves 1677 (12 %) 12,797 (88 %) 14,474

monetary donations to various charitable causes.* The
PSID records whether or not respondents donated
more than $25 in total to charitable organizations in
the preceding calendar year. Donations to individual
charities are not limited by this cut-off value. This $25
cut-off value captures 95 % of dollar donations
precisely by excluding “cheap talk” claims of small
donations (Lasby and Sperling 2007). Hence, our first,
binary, dependent variable Donate takes the value of
one if respondents donated more than $25 and zero if
they did not. In our sample, 80 % of all self-employed
respondents have values of Donate = 1, compared to
71 % of all non-self-employed.

Our second dependent variable is a binary donor
variable, Community, which takes the value of one if
respondents donated any amount to neighborhood and
community charities and zero if they did not. In our
sample, 8 % of all self-employed respondents donated
to community charities, compared to 6 % of all non-
self-employed.

Our third dependent variable measures dollar
amounts donated, Amount, as the total sum of dona-
tions made by respondents (whether self-employed or
not) to various charities and to religious organizations.
Amount is a continuous variable, censored from below
at $25. The categories comprising Amount are as
follows: (1) religion, (2) multi-purpose organizations
(for example the United Way or Catholic Charities),
(3) organizations serving the needy, (4) education, (5)
health, (6) youth and family organizations, (7) culture,
arts and ethnic organizations, (8) community and
neighborhood organizations, (9) environmental

4 Tt is possible that respondents might overreport donations to
interviewers. But there is no reason to believe that the self-
employed misreport (that is exaggerate) their donations any
more than other members of the population do (Feldman and
Slemrod 2007).
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organizations, (10) international peace, and (11)
others not mentioned above. The nomenclature for
these charitable causes was taken directly from the
PSID as per the publicly available codebook. Amount
was expressed in real 2010 dollars using the consumer
price index.

Finally, our fourth dependent variable is dollar
amounts donated to individual charities in the list
above. Given Hypothesis 4, our main focus will be on
amounts donated to community organizations (8
above), but other major recipients will also be
analyzed for the sake of comparison.

3.2.2 Control variables

Several control variables were included in our econo-
metric analysis. First, having a spouse is associated
with self-employment (Wellington 2006) and more
diverse sources of income, which can promote finan-
cial security that is conducive to charitable giving in
general (Burgoyne et al. 2005). We define Spouse as a
binary control variable taking the value 1 if an
individual has a spouse and zero otherwise.

Second, children compete with charitable donations
on at least two levels. It is costly to raise children, and
they may satisfy their parents’ altruistic impulses and
social responsibilities, which might otherwise express
themselves in charitable donations. For both reasons,
children could be substitutes for extra-family giving.
In support of the homily “charity begins at home,”
Adloff (2009) reported evidence that charitable con-
tributions are especially attractive to childless people,
both as a way to ensure their personal “legacy” and as
means to organize their bequests. We therefore add a
control variable Kids—a count variable of the number
of children in the household.

Third, previous research by Yen (2002) estimated
that a 1 % increase in income is associated with a .38
percentage point increase in the likelihood of a
donation. Earlier work by Reece and Zieschang
(1985) based on US Consumer Expenditure data
estimated that a one percent increase in income led to a
1.43 percentage point increase in charitable donations.
Consequently, we control for Income per capita,
defined as the natural logarithm of per capita house-
hold income, i.e., household income divided by the
number of family members in the household.

Fourth, previous research has estimated significant
positive effects of age on the tendency to give to

charities (Schlegelmilch et al. 1997; Mathur 1996;
Midlarsky and Hannah 1989). In line with a generative
role, retired people may harbor a wish to “give back”
after a successful career, as well as wanting to sustain
their social networks within their communities and put
their assets to work on new projects. We therefore
control for the AGE of donors (in years), including also
a squared term to capture potential nonlinear effects.

Fifth, the link between education and charitable
giving is also well documented in the literature
(Brown and Lankford 1992; Yen 2002; Peterson and
Jun 2009; Showers et al. 2011). Highly educated
people are likely to be especially well placed to both
identify and address social needs in their communities.
We use the number of years of formal education
attained per individual as a control variable, Educa-
tion. Finally, we also include dummy variables for
Female, Black, and Asian to control for possible
differences by gender and ethnicity (Hughes et al.
2012; Sepulveda et al. 2011; Shelton 2010).

3.3 Econometric specification

We estimate a random-effect probit panel data model
(REPPDM) to specify (1) the probability, Pr(Do-
nate = 1), that a donation is made. That is, letting
Donate;,* be a (n x 1) vector of observations of a
latent variable at time ¢ (where n is the number of
observations), we have the following model:

Donate?, = X0+ W; + €y, € ~N(0,1)
X;: = (S, SPOUSE;, KIDS;;, INCOME _

PER_CAPITA;,, AGE;, AGE>, EDUCATION;,
FEMALE;, BLACK;,ASIAN;)

{ 1 if Donate;, > 0
Donate;, =
0 otherwise

Pr(Donate;; = 1) = Pr(Xya + u; + & > 0)

= P(Xiyot + p;) (1)

Here, X;, is a (n x k) matrix of n observations on
k independent variables, including S;: a binary
independent variable taking the value of 1 if individual
i is self-employed at time ¢ and zero otherwise. Also, o
is a (k x 1) vector of coefficients; @(.) is the
cumulative distribution function of the standard nor-
mal distribution, denoted by N(0,1); &, is an error term;
and g, denotes random effects.
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We also use a second REPPDM to specify (2) the
probability, Pr(Community;, = 1), that a donation is
made by i to a community charity at time #:

Community}, =Xy + & +n;, 1, ~N(0,1)
. { 1 f Community}, > 0
Community; = .
0 otherwise
Pr(Community;; = 1) =Pr(Xyff + & + 1, > 0)
=0(Xiuf + &)
(2)

where f§ is a (k x 1) vector of coefficients; #;; is an
error term; and ¢&; denotes random effects. The
coefficient vectors o and 5 can be used to test
Hypotheses 1 and 2 with Egs. (1) and (2), respectively.

Because PSID censors donation amounts below
some cut-off A; (where A; = $25 for total donations),
we use a random-effect tobit panel data model
(RETPDM) to specify (3) the amounts donated,
Amount. The econometric model for this uses a latent
variable Amount;,”. The model for observations at time
tis:

Amount}, =X;y + {; + v, vy ~N(0, a?)
Amount, if Amount], > Ay (3)
Amount;,; = ]
AL if Amount], <Ay

where 7 is a (k x 1) vector of coefficients; v;, is an
error term; and (; denotes random effects. The
coefficient vector y can be used to test Hypotheses 3
and 4 with Eq. (3) where we substitute total amounts
donated and amounts donated to community charities
for the variable Amount. To deal with skewness in the
donations data, we use a log transformation of the
form In(1 + Amount), implementing the cut-offs, A;,
of 3.258 (=1n 26) and O (=1n 1) for total and
individual charitable amounts, respectively.

The error terms in brackets in Egs. (1), (2), and (3)
include individual-level effects y;, &;, and ;. These
effects control for unobserved heterogeneity among
respondents. Two practical reasons led us to treat these
as random effects rather than fixed effects. First,
several of our measures are either intrinsically time
invariant (Education, Female, Black, and Asian) or
effectively time invariant for most respondents (S,
Spouse, and Kids). Intrinsically, time-invariant vari-
ables are perfectly collinear with fixed effects and so
cannot be included in a fixed-effects model. And
observations on effectively time-invariant variables
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must also be dropped from a fixed-effects model,
leaving only a (nonrepresentative) sample of those
cases that experienced changes in all variables over the
duration of the panel. A random-effect model does not
suffer from these drawbacks. Second, the cross-
section dimension (several thousand: see Table 1) is
very large relative to the time-series dimension (i.e.,
four). Hence, the fixed-effects estimator loses effi-
ciency relative to random effects. Both considerations
favor the use of random effects. All results below are
reported for this estimator.

A linear time trend is also included in all models
below, and standard errors are adjusted for possible
heteroscedasticity using White’s formula. Parameter
estimates are reported for the REPPDM and
RETPDM.

4 Empirical results
4.1 Descriptive statistics

Table 2a and b provides details about the amounts
donated to individual charities. Table 2a includes
donations of zero US dollars, while Table 2b does not.
In Table 2b, the mean donation to religion, excluding
donations of zero dollars, is just above USD 2,600
with a standard deviation of $5,634. This indicates
substantial heterogeneity in charitable giving. Reli-
gious organizations attract the most donors, followed
by organizations serving the needy and then multi-
purpose organizations, such as the Red Cross or the
United Way. In terms of mean amounts given, religion
again comes out first, followed by multi-purpose
organizations, the needy, and then education.

Table 3 compares the average donations of self-
employed (S) and non-self-employed (NS), per charity
and in terms of total donations Amount. The self-
employed give more on average than the non-self-
employed for all charities. All differences are statis-
tically significant apart from three: culture, environ-
ment, and the “other” category. The largest absolute
difference in a single category is for religion, to which
the self-employed donate an average of $662 more per
year than non-self-employed. Relative differences
(that is as a proportion of mean donations) are highest
for Education, Health, Youth, and Community. In
these four categories, the self-employed have an
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Table 2 Descriptive statistics on amounts donated per charity (a) including donations of zero US dollars (b) excluding donations of
zero US dollars

N Minimum  Maximum  Mean SD 25 % percentile =~ Median 75 % percentile

a

Religion 14295 O 115,000 1,196.92  4,033.17 0 0 757
Multi-purpose 14345 0 49,306 24383  1,210.88 0 0 120
Needy 14282 0 23,000 209.57 864.60 0 0 109
Education 14,417 0 34,500 108.53 997.88 0 0 0
Health 14362 O 16,200 89.33 562.30 0 0 14
Youth 11,323 0 11,500 39.83 286.23 0 0 0
Culture 11,350 0 11,500 21.66 165.07 0 0 0
Community 11,353 0 11,500 15.49 187.68 0 0 0
Environment 11,349 0 6,480 23.42 204.66 0 0 0
Int. peace 11,349 0 5,400 17.36 171.02 0 0 0
Other donations 11,351 0 49,450 49.74 857.54 0 0 0
b

Religion 6,568 1 115,000 2,605.05 5,633.61 346 1,022 2,761
Multi-purpose 4,787 1 49,306 730.68  2,009.63 116 255 606
Needy 4,784 1 23,000 625.64  1,404.14 109 243 576
Education 2,660 1 34,500 588.23  2,261.94 61 128 363
Health 3,659 3 16,200 350.63  1,072.21 59 116 255
Youth 1,744 1 11,500 258.60 689.61 37 87 231
Culture 1,031 5 11,500 238.49 498.45 61 116 232
Community 706 1 11,500 249.68 713.22 55 109 231
Environment 1,186 1 6,480 224.10 596.75 33 87 176
Int. peace 1,110 1 5,400 327.42 665.94 54 108 324
Other donations 807 2 49,450 699.60  3,146.48 64 231 553

Table 3 Differences in average donations between self-employed (S) and non-self-employed (NS) per Charity and for total
Donations (including donations of zero US dollars)

S NS ($) MD ($) Test statistic Sig.
Religion 1,783.84 1,121.33 662.51 —6.766 .000
Multi-purpose 442.10 217.99 224.10 —2.405 .016
Needy 344.89 191.94 152.95 —6.457 .000
Education 32491 80.20 244.70 —2.707 .007
Health 229.02 71.18 157.84 —5.849 .000
Youth 100.96 31.51 69.45 —5.360 .000
Culture 24.00 21.35 2.65 —1.489 136
Community 37.23 12.57 24.66 —3.135 .002
Environment 31.34 22.34 9.00 —.181 .856
Int. peace 23.33 16.29 7.04 —1.964 .049
Other donations 54.33 49.11 5.22 221 .825
Total donations (amount) 3,247.92 1,796.37 1,451.55 —11.376 .000

S self-employed, NS non-self-employed, MD mean difference; test statistics reports nonparametric z values of Wilcoxon rank-sum
(Mann—Whitney) tests, where we do not assume normal distribution of underlying values; Sig. significance value of Prob > Izl
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Table 4 Descriptive statistics on covariates of giving

Self-employed (S) N Mean SD

14,474 12 32

Overall S NS Overall S NS

Spouse 14,367 .66 71 .66 47 45 48
Kids 14,288 1.57 1.74 1.55 1.34 1.33 1.34
Income per capita® 14,474 25,158.89 37,390.85 23,574.90 42,336.93 88,591.40 31,300.75
Age 14,474 38.80 43.13 38.23 13.59 15.27 13.25
Education 13,764 9.86 9.81 9.86 6.31 6.41 6.29
Female 14,474 51 48 51 .50 .50 .50
Black 14,474 .06 .04 .06 23 21 24
Asian 14,474 .01 .01 .01 .09 .08 .09

Source PSID, waves 2000-2006
S self-employed, NS non-self-employed

# Income per capita is reported as annual household income divided by the number of family members in that household, before

taking the natural logarithm

average donation over 190 % higher than that of the
non-self-employed.

Descriptive statistics about the independent vari-
ables appear in Table 4. Mean annual income per
capita in the sample is US $25,159. The average age of
the sample is just under 39. The majority of respon-
dents are married. Correlations among all variables
used in this study are generally small in magnitude and
indicate no concerns with collinearity. Correlations
among the different charities are significant, but small
(.044) to moderate (.344) in absolute size. Correlations
between having a spouse and all types of donations are
positive, small (ranging from .045 to .137), and
significant at the 1 % level. Conversely, being female
does not correlate significantly with donations to any
type of charity. This suggests that female donors might
not have distinguishable donation patterns from their
male counterparts. The correlation matrix for the
variables used in this study is available in a supple-
mentary online appendix.

4.2 Estimation results

Column 1 of Table 5 presents the results of estimating
the REPPDM given by Eq. (1) above. The parameter
estimate for the self-employment status variable, Self-
Employed (S), is positive and statistically significant.
It suggests that the probability of the self-employed to
donate is significantly larger on average than for non-
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self-employed. The Spouse and Kids coefficients are
statistically significant, supporting their inclusion as a
control variable. As expected, we observe positive
effects from Income per capita on the probability to
donate. Gender, ethnicity, and time effects are insig-
nificant. Our results also confirm the well-established
positive correlation between higher Education and
charitable giving (Brown and Lankford 1992; Showers
et al. 2011). Although Age seems to have a U-shaped
relationship with giving, the estimated values actually
imply that the probability to donate is strictly increas-
ing in age for all those aged 28 and older. These results
are broadly consistent with our theorizing based on
SIT, and in particular support Hypothesis 1.

Column 2 of Table 5 presents the results of
estimating the REPPDM, model (2) above, for the
probability to donate to community charities. The
parameter estimate for S is positive but statistically
insignificant, which does not support Hypothesis 2.
The effects of the control variables are mostly similar
to those in column 1.

Column 3 of Table 5 presents the results of
estimating the RETPDM, model (3) above, for overall
charitable donations. The parameter estimates are
broadly similar to those observed in column 1 for the
probability to donate to charities. Most notably, the
self-employed give significantly more on average than
the non-self-employed. Thus, we obtain support for
Hypothesis 3.
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Tabl.e 5 Ranc%om—effect 1 N 3
p;‘;;‘rtle"‘t‘e‘f et(s)ttﬁrt);?e?sdg(l)i REPPDM REPPDM RETPDM
qu dels (1-3) Model (1) Model (2) Model (3)
Dependent variable Pr(Donate;; = 1) Pr(Community;, = 1) Amount;,*
Independent variables
Self-employed (S) 340 125 49k
(.068) (.081) (.070)
Spouse 735 28] ek 1.147%:%*
(.061) (.074) (.083)
Kids —.056%* —.074* —.094%*
(.023) (.027) (.031)
Income per capita 303 ** 221 H** A401%%*
(.020) (.029) (.022)
Age —.039%** —.029%* —.056%**
(.011) (.012) (.013)
Age? .00 ] sk 000 .00 1 sk
(.000) (.000) (.000)
Education 0171 .015%* .004
(.004) (.005) (.003)
Female .072 .065 .084
(.053) (.059) .071)
Black —.051 .090 .079
(.109) (.132) (.151)
Asian —.154 —.205 —.204
(.310) 322 (.410)
Time effects .007 044+ —.005
(.010) (.022) (.010)
Constant —17.112 —91.802* 11.986
gf)’;ilg ﬁ éf'é‘if:’;gfgt (20.206) (44.826) (20.223)
RETPDM random-effect N (observations) 13,524 10,737 13,173
tobit panel data model N (individuals) 4,644 4,628 4,625
+p<0.1; * p <0.05; N left censored 3,884
o p <0.0L; N uncensored 9,289
*#*% p < 0.001; standard N . .
errors in parentheses. ¥~ (11) 613.410%* 137.780%* 833.34(%**
Pseudo-R? based on a Log likelihood —6,396.131 —2,388.830 —23,375.167
comparison of fitted and Pseudo R? 105 067 172

base log likelihood statistics

Table 6 analyzes the determinants of charitable
giving to the top five causes in terms of the receipts
tabulated in Table 2a and b—plus community orga-
nizations (to test Hypothesis 4). Each column of
Table 6 uses the same specification as used in Table 5.
The first column of Table 6 shows that the self-
employed give significantly more to religious causes
than the non-self-employed. Similar to before, mar-
ried, high-earning, older people give significantly
more to religious causes than the average individual

does. Showers et al. (2011) found similar results in
their study on charitable giving to religion, where they
established that donations to religious purposes seem
to be regarded more as a “necessity” than giving to
other causes, which are understood to be more of a
“luxury.” We suspect that tithing, the regular donation
of a fixed percentage of one’s income to the church,
might play a role in this.

Turning to the second of Table 6, the parameter
estimate of S for “multi-purpose charities” (e.g., the
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Table 6 Random-effects tobit panel data model: parameter estimates total US dollar amounts donated to each major charity

Independent variables Religion Multi-purpose Needy Education Health Community
Self-employed (S) 684 .239 619%%* .504* A482% .886*
(.154) (.189) (.184) (.239) (.189) (.422)
Spouse 2.140%** 1.761%%* 1.107 %% 1.208%##* 1.222%%% 1.510%**
(.208) (.187) (.171) (.251) (.183) (:392)
Kids 139+ —.266%%* —.065 —.015 — 278wk —.383%*
(.076) (.070) (.063) (.092) (.068) (.141)
Income per capita 3567 857 .863%** L823Hskk 877 1.193%%**
(.048) (.062) (.061) (.080) (.065) (.154)
Age —.183%#* —.108#** —.074* —.043 —. 118%##* —.144*
(.030) (.031) (.029) (.041) (.030) (.065)
Age? .002%** .002%#** 001 #** .0008+ L0027 .002#*
(.0003) (.0004) (.0003) (.0005) (.0003) (.0007)
Education .005 —.005 .008 .038%* 044 .080%*
(.007) (.010) (.011) (.013) (.010) (.028)
Female .106 142 2434 192 134 314
(.175) (.155) (.142) (.204) (.151) (.311)
Black 1.108%** .665* —.481 —.673 —.887* .502
(.365) (.337) (.318) (.466) (.351) (.698)
Asian —3.070%* —1.086 —.747 —3.528%* —.076 —1.176
(1.104) (.894) (.801) (1.363) (.833) (1.709)
Time effects —.098 -k —. 157w .083%#* .059 1627 .240*
(.021) (.029) (.031) (.038) (.031) (.117)
Constant 194.676%** 293.434%%* —174.800%** —132.389+ —335.012%** —502.322*
(42.790) (57.533) (61.781) (75.429) (61.398) (235.142)
N left censored® 7,228 8,979 8,929 11,051 10,044 10,054
N uncensored” 6,241 4,521 4,514 2,522 3,470 685
N (observations) 13,469 13,500 13,443 13,573 13,514 10,739
N (individuals) 4,648 4,652 4,650 4,659 4,651 4,629
el 372.520%%* 418.160%#* 371.250%%* 202.200%** 420.880%** 134.670%%*
Log likelihood —21,773.736 —17,943.556 —18,344.298 —11,299.034 —14,398.745 —3,876.365
Pseudo R* 179 120 .095 132 114 .080

+ p <0.1; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001; standard errors in parentheses. Pseudo-R> based on a comparison of fitted and

base log likelihood statistics

2N left censored refers to the total number of non-donations, N uncensored refers to the total number of donations for each charitable cause

United Way) is positive but not estimated precisely
enough to achieve statistical significance at the five
percent level. Other significant determinants of char-
itable giving to multi-purpose charities are the control
variables Spouse, Income per capita, Age, and Kids as
well as ethnicities (Black and Asian) and Time effects.

The generosity of the self-employed is more
pronounced again for charities helping the needy
(third column), education (fourth column), and
health organizations (fifth column of Table 6). The
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parameter estimates of S are positive and significant
for these three charities. We observe a slightly
different pattern regarding the influence of children.
It seems children compete more with charities sup-
porting health organizations than with religious causes
or charities supporting the needy or educational
institutions. It is also notable that individuals of all
ages are likely to give to education, but married, better
educated and higher-income per capita individuals
give more to this cause.
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The greatest difference between the self-employed
and the rest of the adult population relates to giving to
community organizations (Column 6 in Table 6). The
parameter estimate for S is positive and statistically
significant at the 5 % level, supporting Hypothesis 4.
Although the number of observations is smaller than
for other charitable causes, the representation of the
self-employed among the individuals who donated
positive dollar amounts to community charities is
actually higher (17 % compared to 12 % in the sample
as a whole). Overall, these results are consistent with
our theorizing based on SIT, which emphasized the
importance of embeddedness in local networks and
reciprocity in the community.

Overall, the estimates from Table 6 suggest that it
is fruitful to disaggregate total donations into individ-
ual causes. This disaggregation revealed how the
social embeddedness of the self-employed appears to
translate into accepting their social responsibility
toward their communities. Nevertheless, consistent
with our theoretical reasoning, the self-employed do
not confine greater charitable donations only to
community causes.

4.3 Robustness checks

We conclude this section by describing three robust-
ness checks. First, we re-estimated Tables 5 and 6
using fixed-effects rather than random-effects estima-
tors. Only limited comparisons could be performed
because, as noted earlier, fixed-effects models cannot
be estimated for full specifications of our models.
Despite this and the other drawbacks of fixed effects,
we found remarkable similarity in the models that we
were able to run.

Second, we substituted the variable Income per
capita with a measure of total income for the
responding individual, without dividing it by the
number of family members in the household. The
results were very similar in all important aspects.

Third, we investigated whether the effects of
S manifest themselves purely via a “shift” dummy—
as supposed so far—or whether they also affect
charitable giving via interactions with the other
covariates in models (1), (2), and (3). The testing of
interactions was worthwhile because of the possibility
that donation tendencies of the self-employed might
be context dependent. We re-ran all of the models to
explore this possibility. Overall, we found that the

interaction terms and interaction effects (which do not
necessarily have identical signs and significance levels
(Ai and Norton 2003)) were invariably statistically
insignificant. This suggests that self-employment
status in and of itself has greater explanatory power
than its interaction with other variables. Out of all
possible interactions, only two (Income per capita and
Education) had significant effects, suggesting that
better educated self-employed who earned higher per
capita income were more likely to donate (and
conditional on donating, also donated higher
amounts).

5 Discussion and conclusion

This article applied social identity theory (SIT) to
analyze how the self-employed adopt social respon-
sibility within society via charitable donations. We
argued that the self-employed are not only more likely
to donate, but also are more generous than the general
population when they donate. Our basic argument was
that the self-employed are well integrated in their
societies, display high embeddedness, and enjoy social
status in their own community. This predisposition,
combined with their sensitivity toward ethical issues
in their environment and potentially high rewards for
their business activity, makes the self-employed an
interesting group to study in the context of charitable
giving.

We derived and tested four hypotheses about self-
employed charitable giving using nationally represen-
tative data from the US Panel Study of Income
Dynamics. In line with our theorizing, we found that
compared with others, the self-employed are both
more likely to donate (Hypothesis 1) and give more
dollars on average if they do (Hypothesis 3). Further-
more, although the self-employed are not significantly
more likely to donate to charities supporting neigh-
borhoods or communities (Hypothesis 2), they do give
significantly more resources to their local communi-
ties when they do donate (Hypothesis 4). These results
were robust to controlling for several personal char-
acteristics known to be associated with charitable
giving.

We believe the present article contributes to the
literature on social responsibility in general and to that
of entrepreneurs and their philanthropy in particular
(Acs and Phillips 2002). Hitherto, several researchers
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have studied charitable giving by individuals, but this
paper is one of the first to focus on the self-employed
as a distinct group. It did so from a theoretical
standpoint by suggesting that charitable behavior by
the self-employed can be understood in terms of their
social embeddedness and social status. We were able
to make an empirical contribution by utilizing a
unique dataset on individual giving, which being
longitudinal in nature allowed us to control econo-
metrically for unobserved heterogeneity.

Our findings have implications for practitioners
tasked with raising money for charities. The self-
employed appear to be an attractive group for
fundraisers to target, as they appear to be more
generous than the average. As we discovered, the self-
employed are particularly likely to give above-average
contributions to religion, organizations serving the
needy, providing education, health care, and address-
ing issues in the local community. To the best of our
knowledge, the idea of specifically targeting the self-
employed for charitable contributions is not wide-
spread, at least outside the realm of universities
seeking to raise funds from their alumni. More
generally, our findings identify several factors associ-
ated with donations to particular charities, which could
help fundraisers to “profile” the donor market based
on a set of personal characteristics. One particularly
promising specific profile from fundraisers’ perspec-
tive could be elderly self-employed individuals, who
are married, but do not have children. More research is
needed to further clarify and develop such a profile.

Policy-makers might also be interested in our
results. Governments often seek to promote entrepre-
neurship on the grounds that the self-employed play an
important role in our societies by creating wealth,
pioneering innovations, and employing others (Parker
2009). Our results suggest that this group apparently
generates an additional benefit too, by recycling their
wealth to society via charitable donations. By doing
so, the social value of self-employment may be even
greater than previously thought. This may furnish
another argument for pro-local business policies
(Lundstrom and Stevenson 2005) and strengthen
arguments for creating an “entrepreneurial society”
(Audretsch 2009). For example, a policy of giving the
self-employed additional tax relief on charitable
contributions is one way that governments could
conceivably move away from state funding toward
greater private substitution. Clearly, additional
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research needs to estimate how responsive charitable
donations are to changes in marginal tax rates—an
issue which falls outside the scope of the current
article.

This article is subject to several limitations. We
deliberately focused this paper on the donation of
money to charitable causes. This runs the risk of
omitting important aspects of socially responsible
actions, such as the donation of time. In fact, monetary
donations turn out to be related to other kinds of
socially oriented activities (for example volunteering),
which are often researched together (Cnaan et al.
2011). That may dispel fears of misleading results,
particularly if individuals substitute between different
manifestations of giving, such as giving time instead
of money. Nevertheless, we must refrain from claim-
ing that our measurement of charitable donations is in
any sense a complete representation of pro-social
behavior.

Second, the PSID interviewers asked respondents
whether they donated more than $25 during the
preceding calendar year. From a statistical standpoint,
this kind of data censoring is not ideal. To assess the
importance of this for the PSID, Wilhelm (2007)
compared six datasets on giving and found the group
of individuals who donate less than $25 per year to
comprise no more than 6.6 % of total donors (see also
Lasby and Sperling 2007, for similar estimates based
on Canadian data). Such evidence suggests that the
PSID’s data censoring might not materially impact our
data and might even reduce measurement error
associated with very small donations. Nevertheless,
it would still be interesting to obtain more complete
information about charitable giving, to be absolutely
sure that our results are not unduly exposed to bias.

Third, we did not consider another potential avenue
for giving by the self-employed, namely by participat-
ing in social and community enterprises (Tracey et al.
2005). These are ventures especially designed to
generate both profits and wider social benefits, such
as putting hard-to-employ people to work or improving
the living standards of the vulnerable (Chell 2007;
Fitzgerald et al. 2010). We are unaware of any
theorizing which bridges social and business spheres
by linking charitable giving and social enterprise,
though here again SIT might form the basis of a useful
conceptual framework addressing such a question. We
conjecture that SIT could be a useful framework for
analyzing a range of broader questions relating to how
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the self-employed handle their social responsibilities
more generally.

Fourth, we acknowledge that our sample size is
not always as large as we would ideally like, nor is
the list of questions on donations entirely free of
ambiguity. The inclusion of several control variables
considerably reduced the final sample size for some
types of charitable contributions, such as community
contributions. Our findings here should therefore be
interpreted with caution. Furthermore, questions
about donation behavior reflect either an individual’s
donation behavior, or the donation behavior of the
entire household of which the individual is a part. If
donation values did refer mostly to the entire family,
that should weaken the relationship between indi-
vidual self-employment status and giving. But the
fact that we find significant and sizeable effects for
individual-level variables suggests to us that if
anything we may have underestimated the impor-
tance of self-employment for understanding
donations.

Fifth, self-employment is not a precise measure of
“entrepreneurship,” especially if entrepreneurs are
taken to be successful innovators (Parker 2009). Self-
employment data typically oversample people running
economically marginal businesses as an escape from
unemployment, and undersample creators of high-
value-adding ventures who can later give back to
society vast fortunes in the manner of Bill Gates,
Andrew Carnegie, and Warren Buffett. This naturally
limits what we can say about entrepreneurial philan-
thropy among the very wealthy. Although rare, the
very wealthiest philanthropic entrepreneurs make an
enormous impact on human welfare, out of all
proportion to their numbers.

Finally, our theorizing encountered limits regard-
ing how the self-employed balance their personal
and corporate lives. Even though we were able to
substantiate several connections between these two
spheres in our theorizing about SIT and the social
responsibility of the self-employed, we would ide-
ally want to have matched individual firm data that
covers individual personal characteristics and char-
acteristics of the firms these self-employed run. For
example, it might be the case that some ventures are
more conducive to charitable giving than others.
This line of enquiry might also shed further light on
the question, tentatively explored by the empirical
analysis herein, why some of the self-employed

favor some charities over others. We are also aware
that these findings might be specific to the USA:
The single country focus of the paper can be
regarded as another limitation. More detailed data
are also needed to reveal the extent to which
donations by the self-employed are truly local: that
could facilitate a more powerful test of our theoret-
ical framework.

Future researchers may be able to address some of
these limitations directly. For example, it would be
desirable to repeat the empirical analysis using data
from other countries, to examine cross-cultural dif-
ferences in charitable donations by the self-employed.
It would also be useful to verify our findings with data
on other forms of charitable giving—for example
donations of time, or the running of social enterprises,
which have a strong philanthropic purpose—and to
analyze these modes of giving alongside financial
donations. Detailed data would also help us to dig
more deeply into social group effects on donors in
particular communities, thereby shedding more direct
light on the role of SIT considerations as influencing
charitable and socially responsible behavior. Future
conceptual and empirical work could also try to
explore the implications of business organizations for
charitable giving, including funneling donations
through ventures (for example for tax purposes)—
and more generally the extent to which individual
giving competes with corporate giving among the self-
employed.

To conclude, the present article has added to our
understanding of how the self-employed exercise
social responsibility toward society through their
charitable contributions. We eagerly anticipate further
theorizing as well as the arrival of new datasets, which
enable us to uncover even more of the factors driving
this important social and economic phenomenon.
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