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Abstract
This analysis introduces a conceptual framework for economic enfranchisement and studies its effect on an
individual’s likelihood to set strong financial goals. A conceptual and empirical model is developed to
investigate how economic enfranchisement influences an individual’s likelihood to set a goal and the
strength of that goal. The empirical analysis employs an ordered probit to account for the two-stage
goal-setting and goal strength decision process. Results show that economic enfranchisement has a signif-
icant effect on an individual’s likelihood to set financial goals where more enfranchised individuals are
more likely to set strong goals than their disenfranchised counterparts.
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1. Introduction
Previous research has shown that goal setting is an effective mechanism for economic mobility;
simply having a goal to improve one’s financial well-being (FWB) has shown to increase
outcomes, regardless of effort put forth toward achieving the goal (Aguinaga et al., 2019).
However, there are still many uncertain factors related to goal setting such as “what leads indi-
viduals to set financial goals?” and “why do some people set stronger goals?”. While development
economics has typically focused on studying resource constraints, or external constraints, research
in behavioral economics and psychology has indicated that issues of perceived control and enfran-
chisement may be relevant in the goal-setting process (Dalton, Ghosal, and Mani, 2016; Lybbert
and Wydick, 2018). We propose a conceptual framework for economic enfranchisement, a con-
cept that reflects an individual’s perceived influence over their financial future, and study its effect
on whether or not and how strongly individuals set goals.

The study of psychological factors, or internal constraints, is becoming increasingly relevant in
economics. The field of behavioral economics has emerged, applying psychology principles to
economics to analyze behavior. Even more recently, over the past decade, a new area of research
has emerged—behavioral development economics—applying a behavioral economics framework
to development economics (Kremer, Rao, and Schilbach, 2019). This research field examines the
interaction of economic, psychological, and social factors, and their role in development, partic-
ularly around poverty and welfare analysis.
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An emerging area of research within behavioral development economics relates to goals and
aspirations. Studies focused on pathways out of poverty have found relationships between aspi-
rations and economic mobility, although the type of relationship is unclear. Lybbert and Wydick
(2018) provide a framework for incorporating aspirations into decision-making and outcomes,
while Dalton, Ghosal, and Mani (2016) find that poor individuals slip into a feedback cycle where
they begin to aspire less, coining the term “aspirations failure,” defining that term as a level of aspi-
ration (i.e., goal setting) that is lower than the person would otherwise be expected to be able to
achieve. In other words, Dalton, Ghosal, and Mani (2016) find that “poverty curtails a poor person’s
capacity to aspire.” The model by Heath, Larrick, and Wu (1999) on goals as reference points may
indicate that both effects occur; people worse off may set higher goals, but they may also have diffi-
culty finding the motivation to start. Additionally, much of the research surrounding goals focuses
on effort put toward achieving them or outcomes once an exogenously dictated goal is set (Wuepper
and Lybbert, 2017). Despite research indicating the importance of setting goals (Aguinaga et al.,
2019), little research has been conducted surrounding why some people set goals and others do not.

In the absence of a consensus in the literature surrounding what leads individuals to set finan-
cial goals, and how strong they set goals, we study the effect of economic enfranchisement on goal
setting. Economic enfranchisement, defined as the extent to which a person has influence on their
economic well-being, has not been directly studied. We propose a conceptual framework for eco-
nomic enfranchisement, highly related to but distinguishing it from other measures of perceived
control and efficacy (ability) that have been studied in the behavioral economics and psychology
literature. More specifically, economic enfranchisement specifically relates to the degree of control
that a person has on their economic outcomes, rather than other personal outcomes that would be
enveloped in a broader locus of control (LOC).

This research also opens additional pathways for research within behavioral development eco-
nomics by highlighting the importance of economic enfranchisement in individual decision-making.
We hypothesize that more enfranchised individuals are more likely to set strong goals, and less
enfranchised individuals are less likely to set goals at all. This research tests the theory of aspirations
failure, questioning whether people in poverty are indeed less likely to set goals and set strong goals,
extending the theory’s context beyond income to consider disenfranchisement as a reason for failure
to set goals.Wemaintain that goal setting and the strength of goals set is directly related to a person’s
aspirations. Additionally, this research contributes to the literature around goals as reference points,
considering both enfranchisement as an internal constraint and income as an external constraint.
Further, this research deviates from prior research on goals by studying how an individual sets a
goal, rather than goals that are set exogenously and assigned to an individual.

The empirical analysis uses survey data from the Area Sector Analysis Process (ASAP) program
(Bordigioni et al., 2020; Salaghe et al., 2020), which surveys rural Americans about their individual
and community economic goals and priorities. ASAP is a United States Department of Agriculture
(USDA) NIFA-funded economic development extension and research program that seeks to assist
communities in identifying their goals and then quantifying how those goals align with different
targeted economic development efforts.

We employ a two-stage Heckman selection model with an ordered probit model in the second
stage (De Luca and Perotti, 2011). The results confirm that there is a positive relationship between
economic enfranchisement and the likelihood of setting a goal, and an even stronger likelihood of
setting a strong goal. More broadly, this research emphasizes the importance of behavioral factors
in economic mobility, providing a basis for future research and economic development initiatives.

2. Literature Review
There are three topics around which existing literature has provided a basis for research on eco-
nomic enfranchisement and goal setting: (1) subjective well-being (SWB) and FWB, (2) perceived
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control, and (3) goals and aspirations. Research on subjective and FWB provides context for why
people may seek to improve their financial situation, and how their financial situation can affect
their overall utility. FWB sets the stage for studying individual goals to improve FWB, and why
some individuals may be dissatisfied with their current FWB. While economic enfranchisement
has not been directly studied, researchers have indicated that a related concept, perceived control
over one’s circumstances, can affect subjective FWB. Finally, research on goals and aspirations,
while relatively recent in economics, shows the importance of personal financial goals in questions
of economic mobility.

2.1. Subjective and Financial Well-Being

SWB has long been investigated as a means to measure the ever elusive concept of “utility.” SWB
enables researchers to study social and psychological aspects of life and their relation to economic
outcomes, providing a reasonable proxy for experienced utility (Helliwell and Barrington-Leigh,
2010; Dolan, Peasgood andWhite, 2008). Although the level of SWB can be changed due to objec-
tive events or circumstances, there is no universal relationship, as each individual exhibits differ-
ent preferences (Kahneman and Krueger, 2006).

Easterlin’s (1995) work has found that more money raises SWB at low levels of income, but
does so less and less as income raises; in other words, there is a decreasing marginal utility to income.
This is largely because income helps individuals meet certain universal needs (e.g., food, shelter,
clothing), which makes a drastic difference for individuals in poverty (Diener et al., 1993). Once
those basic needs are met, the effect of income is stronger when relative (rather than absolute)
income is measured. Therefore, research on relative income is relevant in discussions of well-being
(Miles and Rossi, 2007).

Relative income considers one’s income relative to others. Although people do not often know
how much the people around them earn, the literature on relative income suggests that it con-
siders changeable standards derived from expectancies, standards of living, and social compari-
sons (Diener et al., 1993). Both absolute and relative income have implications for perceived
well-being but have different effects at different levels of development (Blanchflower and
Oswald, 2004; Chang, 2013; Clark and Oswald, 1996). For example, absolute income has a large
effect on utility for people in poverty, whereas relative income has a larger effect on utility for
people in more developed countries.

While SWB is helpful for understanding overall utility, it is usually measured in a global,
context-free manner, that is, with survey questions asking questions like “How happy are you
with your life as a whole these days?” Global SWB certainly has its place, but narrow, context-
specific well-being, which is assessed in a single area of life, can be more helpful for designing
policy instruments with the intent to improve well-being. Van Praag, Frijters, and Ferrer-i-
Carbonell (2003) proposed a model where SWB depends on satisfaction with different domains
of life: work, financial, household, health, leisure, and environment. Their tests found that finan-
cial satisfaction was the strongest indicator of total SWB.

Other research has found a similar relationship. A study by Gerrans, Speelman, and Campitelli
(2014) examining the effects of financial literacy interventions found that financial wellness was
one of the strongest contributors to SWB. Satisfaction with one’s financial status, or FWB, relies
more on objective measures than does SWB (e.g., assets, debt, etc.), but those objective factors
cannot completely account for variation in FWB among individuals, as individuals exhibit differ-
ent preferences for living standards (Brüggen et al., 2017). FWB is still strongly affected by sub-
jective factors, like financial knowledge, attitudes, and behaviors (Gerrans, Speelman, and
Campitelli, 2014; Shim et al., 2009).

Brüggen et al. (2017) defined FWB as "the perception of being able to sustain current and antic-
ipated desired living standards and financial freedom" and discussed FWB’s distinction from
financial efficacy. Financial efficacy surrounds a person’s skills and ability to control their financial
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matters. While financial efficacy can be one factor in FWB, FWB more broadly reflects a person’s
ability to enact change.

2.2. Perceived Control

While financial efficacy is about having the necessary knowledge to control one’s finances, an
individual may still feel they have little control over their finances. This concept has been studied
in the psychology literature as perceived control and LOC. LOC is a concept that captures an
individual’s perception of their ability to control what happens to them. It is generally divided
into two categories—internal and external (Prawitz et al., 2013; Sumarwan and Hira, 1993).
An individual with an internal LOC believes they are personally responsible for what happens
to them, while someone with an external LOC believes that events in their life are the result
of external factors, such as chance, fate, or powerful others. LOC has been called a companion
concept to self-efficacy; control is perceived by the individual, although its perception is often
based on past experiences (Lybbert and Wydick, 2018).

An individual’s LOC can affect their decisions by changing the perceived probability that their
decisions will result in their desired outcome, affecting an individual’s choices and the desired
outcomes themselves. An individual who attributes events in their lives to external factors alone
may feel that they cannot change their circumstances because the effort they put in will have little
effect on achieving the desired outcome. Further, LOC can also affect a person’s views of their
current circumstances. LOC has been linked to life satisfaction (Johnson and Krueger, 2006)
and related well-being indicators. Individuals with a more internal LOC tend to report greater
satisfaction with various aspects of life. In the financial realm, an internal LOC has been linked
to greater perceived income adequacy and satisfaction with one’s financial status (Prawitz,
Kalkowski, and Cohart, 2013; Sumarwan and Hira, 1993). Danes’ (1991) study of farm women
found that an internal LOC was a significant predictor of the perceived gap between living stand-
ards and living levels; women with a more internal LOC perceived a smaller gap between living
standards and levels.

Throughout the literature on perceived control and LOC, there is no consensus regarding
whether LOC is a consequence of past outcomes and circumstances, or a trait that affects decisions
and perceptions, which then have implications for current circumstances and future decisions. Many
studies implicitly assume that LOC determines behavior, but others have noted that the direction of
causality may be reversed (Gerstenberg et al., 2018; Grinfeld et al., 2020). Further, LOC is often
assessed in a very general sense, rather than in relation to specific domains of life. Furnham
(1986) was the first to apply LOC to the financial domain, proposing an economic LOC scale.
Survey respondents were asked their views on statements surrounding poverty, economic mobility,
and wealth in relation to internal and external factors. Furnham’s scale distinguished between different
types of internal and external factors, including work ethic, luck, fate, and powerful others.

Furnham’s economic LOC scale has been criticized for losing the previously considered unidi-
mensionality of LOC. Interestingly, Furnham’s research found that both the richest and the poor-
est groups had the lowest internal LOC. An analysis of the sub-scores for the different factors
reveals that each group had drastically different reasons for this. Poorer individuals had high
“powerful others” scores, attributing their circumstances to power imbalances that hinder eco-
nomic mobility. Wealthy individuals had higher “chance” scores, with the author noting that
at high levels of wealth, there is a greater amount of risk in relation to investments and gross
economic forces.

2.3. Goals and Aspirations

Much of the research surrounding perceived control and well-being focuses on past or current
events and circumstances; however, perceived control also has the potential to affect future
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behavior through influencing an individual’s goals and aspirations. The relationship between per-
ceived control, goals, and aspirations has been studied less in the realm of economics. While there
is a plethora of psychology research surrounding goals and aspirations, much of it focuses on
personal affective characteristics and cognitive biases (Locke and Latham, 2006).

It has been shown that one’s LOC has a connection to aspirations. Burlin’s (1976) study of
career aspirations for high school girls investigated how an internal or external LOC influenced
occupation aspirations. Subjects answered questions that would later lead to an internal-external
LOC classification, as well as their occupational aspirations in an “ideal world” versus their actual
occupational intentions. Girls with an internal LOC were more likely to choose occupations cate-
gorized as “innovative” in the “ideal-world” scenario. Girls with an external LOCwere more likely to
perceive that their futures were dictated by the “system,” choosing more traditionally female occu-
pations, even in a hypothetical scenario where gender norms did not apply. However, when asked
about their realistic intentions to choose an occupation, both types indicated they would choose
more traditionally female occupations. While these findings have implications for the study of iden-
tity and gender norms, they also have implications for aspirations research, implying that an external
LOC limits individuals’ ability to aspire to heights which they might otherwise not aspire (Akerlof
and Kranton, 2000, 2010).

A study by Prawitz, Kalkowski, and Cohart (2013) examined the relationship between LOC and
hope in the context of personal finances. Findings showed that individuals with an external LOC
tended to be less hopeful about their financial futures and were less likely to direct efforts toward
the achievement of financial goals. This suggests that LOC is an important factor in making prog-
ress toward goal achievement, but the study did not examine how LOC comes into play when an
individual is conceiving of the goals themselves. The authors discuss the results of their analysis
within a framework of goals; however, their surveys asked respondents whether they participated
in various financial adjustment behaviors in recent months, such as cutting spending, dipping into
savings, or postponing major purchases. The vast majority of “goals” were evaluated as such after
the fact and represented behaviors or actions more than goals.

Danes and Rettig (1993) studied the role of perceived control in the intention to change one’s
family financial situation. They defined intentions as “plans of action in pursuit of behavioral
goals” using a survey that asked subjects their likelihood of changing their overall financial situa-
tion. The authors noted that both financial resource flexibilities and perceptual factors, like LOC,
can influence such intentions. Findings showed that perceptual factors were crucial in the inten-
tion to change the family financial situation, in most cases outweighing resource flexibility factors.
This again indicates the importance of perceived control but does not examine how it affects the
setting of the goals themselves.

While the desired outcomes of goals are important for many individuals wishing to change
their financial situation, it has been shown that the mere act of setting goals can improve out-
comes. A study by Aguinaga et al. (2019) examined the effects of various interventions designed
to help bring individuals out of poverty. Subjects participated in an experiment where they were
asked to set a goal each month (selected from a list compiled by the researchers) and surveyed over
the course of the months, where they were also randomly assigned to other interventions such as
attending support groups or given monetary incentives for completing goals, or given no inter-
vention beyond goal setting. The simple act of setting a goal was shown to be significant in
improving financial outcomes, independent of the other interventions.

Interventions can help people in poverty set goals, but many in poverty lose hope and aspire to
less than what they optimally could achieve. Dalton, Ghosal, and Mani (2016) studied this phe-
nomenon, called aspirations failure. They argue that wealthy and poor people share the same pref-
erences and behavioral biases in setting aspirations, but that poverty exacerbates the effect of a
behavioral bias where people fail to realize how much their effort influences their aspirations.
This results in a cycle where aspirations gradually lower. The authors view their framework as
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“the first step in a bigger project,” noting while poverty itself is linked to lower aspirations levels, it
does not fully explain lack of aspirations.

It should be noted that although goals and aspirations are conceptually similar and the terms
are often used interchangeably, they are distinct notions. Aspirations represent a broad hope or
ambition of achieving something (Kremer, Rao, and Schilbach, 2019). For example, an individual
might aspire to be wealthy or have a successful career. Aspirations are often based on societal
norms; with the example of aspiring to have a successful career, societal norms dictate what “suc-
cessful” is. Lybbert and Wydick (2018) regard aspirations as exogenously given, whether by cul-
ture, norms, environment, or one’s peers. This is a sentiment echoed by others, including Easterlin
(1995) who proposed that aspirations can influence happiness, but that aspirations likely vary with
levels of economic development. Goals, on the other hand, are more precise. A goal is a “discrete,
tangible, extrinsic reward that has real consequences for physiological well-being” (Heath, Larrick,
and Wu, 1999). Goals relate to specific objectives. Therefore, while one’s aspiration could be to
“achieve financial freedom,” there are a variety of goals that could underpin the aspiration, like
“pay off my student loans” or “save $5,000 this year.”

Heath, Larrick, and Wu (1999) model of goals as reference points provides a valuable frame-
work for researching goals. In this framework, goals alter the psychological values of outcomes,
affecting how individuals exert effort toward goals. Analyzing goals using prospect theory, the
authors equate goals to reference points on a value function, where individuals experience loss
aversion and diminishing sensitivity to gains and losses, which varies the closer or farther they
are from their goal. In this model, people are risk-seeking when they are below their goals
and will be more likely to make aggressive goals. In addition, higher goals (relative to one’s posi-
tion on the value function) tend to guide individuals to exert more effort toward achievement of
their goals and persist longer. Nevertheless, diminishing sensitivity means that those at extreme
ends of the value function may have less motivation to achieve their goals. This theoretical model
presents further basis for the study of goals and how an individual’s position relative to the goal
(e.g., having low FWB versus a higher FWB) can affect goal setting.

3. Conceptual Framework and Theoretical Model
In this section, we propose a conceptual framework for economic enfranchisement and a theoretical
model for evaluating its effect on setting goals and outline the ways that, while LOC is similar in appli-
cation to economic enfranchisement, economic enfranchisement is a distinct concept.

3.1. A Proposed Conceptual Framework for Economic Enfranchisement

Economic enfranchisement is the extent to which a person has influence on their economic well-
being. This concept is similar to LOC but distinct in some important ways. First, LOC focuses on
perceived responsibility (or lack thereof) for life events. It does not take into account the individual’s
skills, knowledge, or agency to change their economic well-being. Per Rotter (1966), LOC assesses
whether an individual believes their behavior is linked to its consequences. Economic enfranchisement,
on the other hand, takes into account both internal (perceptual) and external (objective) constraints
and focuses on the degree of personal influence on personal economic outcomes.

One of the greatest criticisms of the LOC concept is that it is not unidimensional (O'Brien, 1981).
LOC is thought to be internal or external; however, many have theorized that there are different types
of externals. An individual’s belief that external factors are responsible for the events in their life could
be referencing drastically different external factors, such as power structures or fate. Furnham (1986)
noted this distinction when developing his economic LOC scale. Because of this, it can be difficult to
consider the relationship between perceived control and issues of economic mobility. If the rich and
the poor both feel that external factors are responsible for their life events, while the middle class feels
the opposite; the concept of LOC has limited applicability for studying economic mobility.
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Economic enfranchisement implies a unidimensionality from enfranchised to disenfranchised.
Consider the example of a poor and a wealthy person who both have an external LOC. It is valid
for both to have an external LOC, but the poor person may feel that way for reasons of systematic
economic barriers, while the rich person may feel that way due to the riskiness of their invest-
ments. In the framework of economic enfranchisement, however, the wealthy person in this exam-
ple would not feel disenfranchised due to these risky investments, while the poor individual would
likely feel disenfranchised due to the systematic barriers.

Economic enfranchisement recognizes the importance of economic, psychological, and social
factors when assessing well-being and the opportunities for change. Economic factors include the
availability of resources; psychological factors include internal biases and perceptions; and social
factors include one’s circumstances and environment. For this reason, it is a better measure for
assessing economic mobility, goals, and aspirations than LOC.

There are notable gaps in the literature surrounding economic enfranchisement and goal set-
ting. While there has been research studying the relationship between perceived control and hope
or aspirations, economic literature has not explicitly studied economic enfranchisement as it is con-
ceptualized in this paper. Further, the research on goals focuses on aspirations, effort toward goals,
intention to change, or the efficacy of poverty interventions where individuals choose from exoge-
nously dictated goals. Heath, Larrick, and Wu (1999) model of goals as reference points indicates that
the individuals who are relatively worse off have greater incentive to set higher goals, but if they are too
worse off (e.g., the worst off person in the community), they may have difficulty getting started, a
phenomenon referred to as the “starting problem.” We also build on Dalton, Ghosal, and Mani
(2016) research on aspirations failure, which indicates that individuals in poverty set lower aspirations.
Based on the conflicting views of previous research, it is not clear whether less enfranchised individuals
are likely to set higher or lower goals, or if they fail to set goals altogether.

This research looks at the act of setting goals—whether individuals set them or not, and
whether they set goals that they think will make them significantly better-off or marginally
better-off if achieved. Will increasing individual economic enfranchisement increase the likeli-
hood of setting high financial goals?

3.2. Theoretical Model

The concept of the effect of economic enfranchisement on goal setting can be illustrated with the
following utility function:

U � 1� g I; E;ω� �� �
U0 (1)

whereU0 denotes an individual’s initial level of utility, and g denotes a goal as a function of income
(I), economic enfranchisement (E), and a set of personal characteristics ω. The literature on goals,
particularly Heath, Larrick, and Wu (1999), has established that when an individual sets a goal, it
creates a reference point (the desired outcome) that is above one’s initial utility. Therefore, if g is
greater than or equal to zero, (1� g) is positive, and

1� g
� �

U0 ≥ U0: (2)

It then follows that g(I, E, ω)≥ 0. The functional form ofU= (1� g)U0 follows from the model of
aspirations by Dalton, Ghosal, and Mani (2016). While that model considered effort toward a goal
rather than the magnitude of the goal itself, the functional form illustrates how an individual sets a
goal. If g= 0 (a goal is not set), then U=U0. In other words, the individuals do not seek to
increase their utility in this way. On the other hand, if a goal is set, then U>U0.

It has been established in the literature that income increases utility (Diener et al., 1993;
Easterlin, 1995); dUdI > 0. The effect of economic enfranchisement E on goals has not been studied.

We hypothesize that dgdE > 0; in other words, increasing economic enfranchisement increases goals;
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if the magnitude of E increases, the individual is more likely to set a goal (g> 0), and the magni-
tude, or strength, of the goal increases with E.

4. Data and Empirical Model
The data used in this analysis are from a survey administered to rural communities through the
ASAP program (Bordigioni et al., 2020; Salaghe et al., 2020). The ASAP program is a research and
outreach project administered through the USDA’s Western Rural Development Center that aims
to support economic development initiatives by incorporating community preferences. The survey
developed for the ASAP program, entitled “the Survey of Community Priorities for Quality of
Life,” asks respondents about their individual and community economic, environmental, and social
priorities and goals. The sample used in this study consists of data collected from 2014 to 2018 in rural
counties in Arizona, Idaho, NewMexico, and Utah. Participants of the ASAP goals survey consisted of
community members who volunteered to be a part of the program.1 While this is not a randomized
selection method, outreach efforts were employed to ensure that participants were recruited from a
broad swath of the community. We recognize that nonrandom sampling is often considered less than
ideal for research purposes, and we also recognize that community-level extension-driven research
often requires tradeoffs to garner adequate community “buy in” and support. After excluding samples
for missing data (samples where respondents did not answer the questions of interest or provide
demographic data), a sample of 2,130 respondents was used for this analysis.

Table 1 presents demographic characteristics for the sample, and Table 2 provides descriptive
statistics. Of the respondents, 49% were female and 51% were male. The mean age of respondents
was 49. The respondents reported their highest level of education attained and the mean year of
education for the sample was 14.9 years, corresponding to a two-year college education. The mean
household income for the sample, measured as the mean of midpoints of income ranges, was
$74,142. The standard deviation for income was $47,320, indicating a large variance in household
income for respondents.

Respondents answered a series of questions relating to their perceived level of economic
enfranchisement and recent goal setting. The question “How much influence do you feel you have
on your personal future economic well-being?” was used to indicate perceived economic enfran-
chisement. Respondents chose from the following options: 1. “I have little influence, my personal
future is mostly dictated by outside forces”, 2. “My personal future is equally dictated by myself
and outside forces”, and 3. “I have a lot of influence on my personal future, outside forces play only
a small role.” This scale indicates one’s level of perceived economic enfranchisement, with option
3 indicating the highest level of enfranchisement and option 1 indicating the lowest. About one-
third of respondents (33.1%) reported the highest level of economic enfranchisement, while 11.8%
selected option 1, corresponding to disenfranchisement. The remaining 55.1% of respondents
selected option 2, indicating moderate economic enfranchisement.

To indicate goal setting, respondents were asked “Over the past year, have you made any spe-
cific goals to improve your personal economic condition?” Over 65% of respondents indicated
that they had set a goal, while the other 35% had not (Table 3). Respondents who reported setting
a goal were asked about the strength of the goal using the question “If you stated a personal finan-
cial goal in [the previous question], how much better-off do you think you will be if you achieve
this goal(s) this year?” Response options ranged from 1 for “the same” to 5 for “much better-off.”
About 4.6% of respondents reported setting goals that would not make them any better-off, 5.4%
set goals that would make them barely better-off, and 27.8% set goals that would make them a little
better-off if achieved. “Moderately better-off” was the most common response (35.7%), and 26.4%
of respondents indicated they would be much better-off if they achieved their financial goal(s).

1Details of the ASAP program are detailed in Bordigioni et al. (2020) and are available at: https://www.usu.edu/wrdc/files/
news-publications/ASAP-Technical-Documentation-2.pdf.
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics of sample (N= 2,321)

Characteristic Value n %

Gender Female 1,125 48.47

Male 1,196 51.53

Age 18–25 111 4.8

26–35 345 14.9

36–45 515 22.2

46–55 459 19.8

56–65 550 23.7

>66 341 14.7

Educational attainment Eighth grade 14 0.6

High school 426 18.4

Two-year college 471 20.3

Other post-high school 297 12.8

Four-year college 603 26.0

Graduate School 510 22.0

Household income < $15,000 130 5.6

$15,000–$24,999 163 7.0

$25,000–$34,999 202 8.7

$35,000–$49,999 364 15.7

$50,000–$74,999 509 21.9

$75,000–$99,999 434 18.7

$100,000–$149,999 367 15.8

$150,000–$199,999 91 3.9

>$200,000 61 2.6

County Cochise, AZ 275 11.9

Graham, AZ 121 5.2

Greenlee, AZ 89 3.8

Valley, ID 85 3.7

Cibola, NM 108 4.7

Emery and Carbon, UT 20 0.9

Beaver, UT 57 2.5

Cache, UT 34 1.5

Carbon, UT 171 7.4

Emery, UT 38 1.6

Garfield, UT 51 2.2

Grand, UT 152 6.6

Juab, UT 216 9.3

Millard, UT 183 7.9

(Continued)
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To determine the effect of economic enfranchisement on goal setting, the two questions relat-
ing to goals are used as dependent variables in the study. Table 4 provides descriptions of the
variables used in this study. The variable SetGoal, using the response to the question “Over
the past year have you made any specific goals : : : ” is a dummy variable indicating if the respon-
dent set a goal. The variable GoalStrength, using the response to “ : : : how much better off do you
think you will be if you achieve this goal(s) this year?” indicates the strength of the goal that was

Table 1. (Continued )

Characteristic Value n %

Piute, UT 74 3.2

San Juan, UT 96 4.1

Sanpete, UT 141 6.1

Sevier, UT 153 6.6

Washington, UT 138 6.0

Wayne, UT 119 5.1

Table 2. Descriptive statistics for sample

Characteristic Mean SD

Male 0.5153 0.5000

Age 49.4311 14.599

Educational attainment (years) 14.8673 2.210

Income 73,708.1 47,445

Table 3. Survey questions and response distributions

Question Responses n %

How much influence do you feel you have on your
personal future economic well-being?

1= I have little influence, my personal
future is mostly dictated by outside
forces

273 11.8

2=My personal future is equally dic-
tated by myself and outside forces

1,274 54.9

3 = I have a lot of influence on my
personal future, outside forces play only
a small role

774 33.4

Over the past year, have you made any specific goals to
improve your personal economic condition?

No 821 35.4

Yes 1,389 64.6

If you stated a personal financial goal in [the previous
question], how much better-off do you think you will be if
you achieve this goal(s) this year?

1= The same 67 4.6

2= Barely better-off 77 5.3

3= A little better-off 411 28.2

4=Moderately better-off 518 35.5

5=Much better-off 387 26.5
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set. However, there is a concern with sample selection of GoalStrength, as respondents only
answered this question if they responded “yes” to SetGoal. To correct for selection bias, we
employed a Heckman’s two-stage selection model (Heckman, 1979). This model combines
two equations: the first, a selection equation, where a dependent variable determines whether
another variable will be observed or not, ergo selecting a sample for the second dependent variable
to be observed. Heckman’s two-stage model estimates these selection and outcome equations
together using a maximum likelihood estimation, where the second stage of the model calculates
likelihood using conditional probabilities that the first dependent variable (the selection variable)
occurs.

The strength of the goal was selected from a series of ordered responses. While ordinal, these
responses cannot be treated as a continuous variable; we are unable to assume equal interval dis-
tances between options. Therefore, an ordered probit model is used. Ordered probit regression is
used to preserve the ordering of categorial response options without treating them as a continuous
variable. This type of model is frequently used in measures of FWB, life satisfaction, or other anal-
yses where respondents assess a value on a scale without a uniform distribution (Cameron and
Trivedi, 1986). An ordered probit model is used in the second stage of a two-stage Heckman
model when the dependent variable of the outcome equation is an ordered categorical variable
(Chiburis and Lokshin, 2007). Finally, to control for variations across communities, fixed effects
are included for each county. We employ county fixed effects rather than community specific
characteristics in order to control for the maximum amount of spatial variation for our

Table 4. Variable descriptions

Variable Description

Male Indicates respondent’s gender
1=male
0= female

LogAge A log transformation of respondent’s age

College Indicates whether respondent has had education past a high school degree
1= yes
0= no

LogIncome A log transformation of respondent’s household income. This follows from midpoints
derived from income categories on the survey

SetGoal Indicates whether the respondent set a goal to improve their financial situation.
Response to the question: Over the past year, have you made any specific goals to
improve your personal economic condition?
1= yes
0= no

GoalStrength Indicates the strength of the respondent’s goal to improve their financial situation.
Response to the question: If you stated a personal financial goal in Q3, how much better-
off do you think you will be if you achieve this goal(s) this year?
1= The same
2= Barely better-off
3= A little better-off
4=Moderately better-off
5=Much better-off

Economic
Enfranchisement (EE)

Indicates respondent’s level of economic enfranchisement.
Response to the question: How much influence do you feel you have on your personal
future economic well-being?
1= I have little influence, my personal future is mostly dictated by outside forces
2=My personal future is equally dictated by myself and outside forces
3= I have a lot of influence on my personal future, outside forces play only a small role
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investigation of goal setting and economic enfranchisement. However, further research into how
specific county-level characteristics influence goal setting interact with economic enfranchisement
is a fruitful topic for future research. The final specified model for individual i in county j is

SetGoalij � α1 � EEij � α2 � LogIncomeij � α3 � LogAgeij � α4 �Maleij � α5 � Collegeij �εij

�GoalStrengthijjSetGoalij� � β1 � EEij � β2 � LogIncomeij � β3 � LogAgeij � β4 �Maleij � β5

� Collegeij � εij

Table 5 presents descriptive statistics for the subsamples that differentiate the two stages of the
model. These subsamples are defined by responses to SetGoal. The sample for SetGoal= 1 is the
selected sample, which feeds into the second stage of the model for conditional analysis of
GoalStrength. Significant differences between the subsamples can be seen, particularly across
age and income, with respondents who reported setting a goal being 5 years younger, on average,
than those who did not, and having annual household income $10,000 higher on average than
those who did not set a goal. Further, the means for EE, the measure of economic enfranchise-
ment, also vary significantly across the two samples, with the sample for SetGoal= 1 appearing to
be more enfranchised than the sample of individuals who did not set goals.

5. Results and Discussion
Results for the final model (omitting county fixed effects) are presented in Table 6. The full results
including the fixed effects are presented in Appendix Table A.1. The regression output shows the
maximum likelihood estimation of the probit model. The bottom panel shows the probit coeffi-
cients for SetGoal, while the top panel shows ordered probit coefficients for GoalStrength after
correcting for the selection bias of SetGoal. The Wald chi-squared (232.76) and p-statistic
(<0.0001) suggest the overall model is highly significant.

The first stage of the model, the probit equation for SetGoal, shows the independent variables’
effects on the dependent variable SetGoal. Nearly every independent variable of interest, except for
gender, has a highly significant effect on setting a goal. An increase in perceived economic enfran-
chisement is associated with an increased likelihood to set a goal. Similarly, the log of income is
associated with increased likelihood to set a goal. The log of age is negatively associated with like-
lihood to set a goal. A possible explanation for this is that older individuals have less time to
improve their financial circumstances, so may feel discouraged from setting goals. College, a
dummy variable for having education past a high school degree, had the largest coefficient.

The results for the second stage of the model show the effects on the dependent variable
GoalStrength. Economic enfranchisement again has a significant positive effect. The effect of
income is not as significant. Age again has a significant negative effect. While gender did not have

Table 5. Descriptive statistics for subsamples, SetGoal= 1 versus SetGoal= 0

Variable

SetGoal= 1 (N= 1,500) SetGoal= 0 (N= 821)

Mean SD Mean SD

Male 0.5253 0.4995 0.4970 0.5003

Age 47.798 13.688 52.4153 15.7067

College 0.8507 0.3565 0.7369 0.4406

Income 77,277.9 48,948.3 67,185.9 43,851.7

Economic enfranchisement 2.290 0.6029 2.0804 0.6724
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a significant effect on the likelihood of setting a goal, it did have a slightly significant negative
effect on the strength of the goal, indicating that males are slightly less likely to set strong goals
than females. Interestingly, the effect of having a college education does not have a significant
effect on the strength of a goal. This is peculiar, given that it had the strongest significant effect
in determining likelihood to set a goal.

Recall that the second stage of the model is an ordered probit model. The interpretation of
probit coefficients is difficult due to the non-linearity of the probability function. The model coef-
ficients provide the change in the z value resulting from a unit change in an independent variable.
Marginal effects can be used to better understand the impact of the independent variables.

Table 6. Regression output for two-stage model, excluding county fixed effects

Variable Coefficient Robust Standard error z

First Stage: SetGoal

Economic enfranchisement 0.23137*** 0.04548 5.09

LogIncome 0.15035** 0.04193 3.59

LogAge −0.65824*** 0.09545 −6.90

Male 0.07334 0.05741 1.28

College 0.37128*** 0.07262 5.11

Second Stage: GoalStrength

Economic enfranchisement 0.40254*** 0.05038 7.99

LogIncome 0.10863** 0.04668 2.33

LogAge −0.69165*** 0.11364 −6.09

Male −0.11209* 0.05969 1.88

College 0.15307* 0.09266 1.65

Constant 0.21644 0.49519 0.44

Cut 1 −2.36612*** 0.59885 −3.95

Cut 2 −1.93284*** 0.59332 −3.26

Cut 3 −0.82939 0.58180 −1.43

Cut 4 0.18520 0.57277 0.32

Athrho 0.23016 0.20277 1.14

Rho 0.22618 0.19239

Model statistics

N 2,279

Selected 1,458

Nonselected 821

Correct classification rate 66.57%

Wald chi-squared (24) 247.77

P> chi-squared 0.0000

Log pseudolikelihood −3261.781

*p< 0.1, **p< 0.05, ***p< 0.01.
See Appendix A for full table with county fixed effects.
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Marginal effects change at each value of each independent variable; thus, they can show the effect
of isolated values of the variables but do not infer the exact relationship for all points, as in OLS.

Table 7 shows the average marginal effects on GoalStrength for each value of EE. Given that
these are average marginal effects, the absolute magnitude and statistical significance of the coefficients
is not as meaningful as the direction, relative magnitudes across the various levels of economic enfran-
chisement. The most significant results appear for the highest level of GoalStrength, indicating the
likelihood of respondents selecting the response of “Much better off” when asked how much
better-off they would be if the goal they set was achieved. While this effect is significant and positive
for all three observed levels of economic enfranchisement, it is about twice as high for enfranchised
individuals (EE= 3) than disenfranchised individuals (EE= 1). This result indicates that economically
enfranchised individuals are not only more likely to set goals, but more likely to set strong goals com-
pared to disenfranchised individuals. Furthermore, it is interesting to note that respondents who
answered either 1, 2, or 3 on the GoalStrengh question all have negative marginal coefficients on
the likelihood of setting a goal and the marginal coefficients on people who set strong goals (with
a GoalStrength of 4 or 5) were positive. The marginal coefficients were all statistically significant
and positive for respondents who answered who set the strongest goals (GoalStrength of 5).

These results expand upon findings from Heath, Larrick, and Wu (1999) about goals in a value
function framework. In their framework, those who are financial worse off will tend to set higher goals.
These results contradict their theory, showing that those who set higher goals have higher incomes.
However, economic enfranchisement comes into play as an additional factor in the goal-setting frame-
work. Those who feel they have more influence on their financial situation will be more inclined to set
goals and more inclined to set higher goals. These findings add the consideration of an internal con-
straint in models of goals and economic mobility, one that has a more significant effect than income or
postsecondary education. By considering these internal constraints, policy makers, economic devel-
opers, and the general public can be more sensitive and responsive to individuals in extreme poverty
and consider the role of psychological and behavioral factors in policy options.

While these results have implications for micro-level economic development policy relating to
goals, they open broader questions surrounding the factors that affect an individual’s eco-
nomic enfranchisement. While economic enfranchisement may not necessarily depend on
income in a causal manner, the data in this sample suggest that the disenfranchised tends

Table 7. Average marginal effects for GoalStrength at all values of economic enfranchisement (EE)

GoalStrength (How much better-off do you think you
will be if you achieve this goal(s) this year?) EE= 1 EE= 2 EE= 3

1= The same −0.0789** −0.0492** −0.0275**

(0.0231) (0.0149) (0.0083)

2= Barely better-off −0.0353*** −0.0322*** −0.0238***

(0.0059) (0.0060) (0.0047)

3= A little better-off −0.0287 −0.0676*** −0.0834***

(0.0187) (0.0126) (0.0113)

4=Moderately better-off 0.0757*** 0.0475** 0.0026

(0.0137) (0.0138) (0.0128)

5=Much better-off 0.0673*** 0.1015*** 0.1321***

(0.0078) (0.0123) (0.0182)

Values in parentheses are standard errors. *p< 0.1, **p< 0.05, ***p< 0.01.
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to be in lower income groups than the enfranchised (Table 8). The highest earners of the sam-
ple also appear to be the most enfranchised; over 44% of respondents with income over
$100,000 reported the highest level of economic enfranchisement, while only 6% reported
feeling disenfranchised. The data also suggest that the more educated tends to be more enfran-
chised. Respondents who indicated feeling disenfranchised tended to have lower levels of edu-
cational attainment, while more educated individuals tended to report feeling more
enfranchised. This is suggestive of relationships between economic enfranchisement, educa-
tion, and income, although the direction of the relationship is unclear. These relationships
may provoke questions of multicollinearity; however, variance inflation factors were calcu-
lated in the early stages of the model to test for multicollinearity, and no multicollinearity
was found (see Appendix A, Table A.2).

This model, like others discussed previously, has its limitations. First, it does not make claims of
the direction of causality. Behavioral economists often struggle with issues of causality, as a num-
ber of mechanisms muddy the waters. Literature on LOC has suggested that an internal LOC may
be the result of past life events and their outcomes, accumulating to shape an individual’s per-
ceptions of the world around them. The same could be theorized of economic enfranchisement
and goals; a disenfranchised individual may feel disenfranchised because the goals they set
throughout their life were not achieved. However, this relationship between enfranchisement
and goals relies on the experience of attempting many goals over time. When broken down to
a singular goal or a few goals in a short time period, as in this analysis, there is less basis for claims
about the effect of a goal on one’s economic enfranchisement.

6. Encouraging Economic Enfranchisement
We have demonstrated that economic enfranchisement is an important antecedent to setting
strong personal economic goals and that there is a deep literature demonstrating the importance
of goal setting in personal financial improvement (Aguinaga et al., 2019; Heath et al., 1999;
Lybbert and Wydick, 2018). While further research is needed to fully understand the factors that
contribute to people feeling economically enfranchised, we can say that economic enfranchise-
ment is associated with certain personal attributes (Table 9).

Unsurprisingly, economic enfranchisement is positively correlated with income and educa-
tional attainment. It is certainly understandable that higher income and more educated people
would feel more in control of their personal financial situation. Furthermore, people who
expressed that they felt secure about their personal financial situation and people who expressed
the expectation that their personal financial situation would increase in the next 5 years were more
likely to also feel economically enfranchised. Possibly more surprising is that age and the length of
residency in the community are negatively associated with a feeling of economic enfranchisement.
This may indicate that more needs to be done to reach out to older workers who may be feeling more
disenfranchised and who may be less likely to set economic goals. This result is also related to the
community embeddedness literature. Community embeddedness, or the extent to which individuals
are enmeshed in their communities, has previously been investigated as a factor in job satisfaction
(Mitchell et al., 2001; Ng and Feldman, 2014). Lastly, economic enfranchisement is not significantly
associated with some factors which might be hypothesized to correlate, such as the perception of the
quality of k-12 education in the region. However, there is some association with the perceived quality
of the public safety services (e.g., police and fire protection) in the region.

To reiterate, these correlations are suggestive but not a definitive analysis of the causal factors
associated with economic enfranchisement. We believe that a formal analysis of the causal factors
associated with economic enfranchisement is a fertile area for future research and would greatly
benefit the economic development literature.
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Table 8. Cross tabulations of select variables and economic enfranchisement (EE)

Characteristic EE= 1 EE= 2 EE= 3 Total

Household income

<$15,000 30 65 35 130

10.99% 5.1% 4.52% 5.6%

$15,000–$24,999 36 72 55 163

13.19% 5.65% 7.11% 7.02%

$25,000–$34,999 36 120 46 202

13.19% 9.42% 5.94% 8.7%

$35,000–$49,999 46 233 85 364

16.85% 18.29% 10.98% 15.68%

$50,000–$74,999 61 278 170 509

22.34% 21.82% 21.96% 21.93%

$75,000–$99,999 33 250 151 434

12.09% 19.62% 19.51% 18.7%

$100,000–$149,999 25 186 156 367

9.16% 14.6% 20.16% 15.81%

$150,000–$199,999 6 45 40 91

2.2% 3.53% 5.17% 3.92%

>$200,000 0 25 36 61

0% 1.96% 4.65% 2.63%

Total 273 1,274 774 2,321

100% 100% 100% 100%

Educational attainment

Eighth grade 4 6 4 14

1.47% 0.47% 0.52% 0.6%

High school 71 231 124 426

26.01% 18.13% 16.02% 18.35%

Two-year college 65 260 146 471

23.81% 20.41% 18.86% 20.29%

Other post-high school 30 175 92 297

10.99% 13.74% 11.89% 12.8%

Four-year college 63 339 201 603

23.08% 26.61% 25.97% 25.98%

Graduate school education 40 263 207 510

14.65% 20.64% 26.74% 21.97%

Total 273 1,274 774 2,321

100% 100% 100% 100%
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A fruitful opportunity for future research would be to use the community capitals framework
(CCF) (or similar theoretical construct) to determine specific factors that contribute to goal setting
and interact with economic enfranchisement. The CCF was originally developed by Flora and
Flora (2008) and expanded upon in the rural wealth formation framework (Pender, Marré,
and Reeder, 2012). The CCF includes seven types of community capitals: social, cultural, political,
human, financial, natural, and built (or physical) capital. Flora and Flora (2008) observed that
communities that were successfully supporting sustainable local community and economic devel-
opment were focusing on these capitals. Since its creation, the CCF has been used as an analysis
tool that allows researchers and community leaders alike to adopt a systems view of each com-
munity, accounting for “various elements, resources, and relationships within a community and
their contribution to the overall functioning of the community” (Mattos, 2015). The CCF is gen-
erally applied to guide efforts to promote economic, social, and environmental sustainability,
design community development initiatives, and is used as a framework for explaining community
development processes and potential investment interactions.

7. Conclusions
This analysis has introduced a conceptual framework for the role of economic enfranchisement, a
concept indirectly studied but explicitly absent from economic literature. Economic enfranchisement,
which is the extent to which a person has influence on their economic well-being, is shown in this
analysis to have a significant effect on an individual’s likelihood to set financial goals; more enfran-
chised individuals are more likely to set goals than their disenfranchised counterparts. Further, the
goals they set are more likely to be strong than goals set by disenfranchised individuals.

This work contributes to the growing literature on goals in two main ways. First, most of the
research on goals uses exogenously set goals assigned to individuals and analyzes effort, persis-
tence, or achievement, whereas this research analyzes factors that influence whether or not an
individual sets a goal in the first place, and how strong they set their goal. Second, much of
the literature on goals focuses on external resource constraints, while this research considers eco-
nomic enfranchisement as an internal, or behavioral, constraint to the goal-setting process.

The results of this analysis have implications for economic development on a micro-level. As
recent research on goals has indicated that goals are an effective mechanism for economic mobility
(Aguinaga et al., 2019; Lybbert and Wydick, 2018), interventions that aim to increase goal setting
may be worthy of further research. While Aguinaga et al. (2019) endorsed assigning goals to indi-
viduals, this research suggests that helping individuals feel more enfranchised can guide them to
set their own goals—a strategy that may be a less traditional intervention but potentially less costly

Table 9. Correlations between economic enfranchisement (EE) and respondent characteristics

Response Correlation with EE p-value

Income 0.1894 <0.001

Educational attainment 0.1054 <0.001

Financial security 0.2229 <0.001

Future expectations 0.2748 <0.001

Age −0.1174 <0.001

Length of current residency −0.1409 <0.001

Perception of K-12 school quality 0.004 0.82

Perception of public safety services quality 0.0519 0.01

Male 0.0241 0.30
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as well. Further research on financial outcomes for individuals who experience an increase in eco-
nomic enfranchisement is needed; however, positive results for such research could indicate that
these micro-level interventions could be highly effective.

The concept of economic enfranchisement and its effects on economic behaviors such as goal
setting represents an exciting area for future research. First, while this analysis has shown that
economic enfranchisement is a significant factor in one’s decision to set goals, there is still much
research to be done to determine how economic enfranchisement can be increased. This research
was conducted using survey data that asked respondents about goal-setting behavior after the fact.
It could be further expanded by analyzing goal-setting behavior over time, looking at not only
whether goals were set, but if they were achieved and how much effort was put forth toward them.
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Appendix A: Supplementary Tables

Table A1. Regression output for Heckman model with ordered probit and county fixed effects

Variable Coefficient Standard error z

First stage: SetGoal

Economic enfranchisement 0.231367*** 0.04548 5.09

LogIncome 0.150348** 0.041934 3.59

LogAge −0.65824*** 0.095445 −6.9

Male 0.073338* 0.057407 1.28

College 0.371282* 0.072615 5.11

County fixed effects

Graham, AZ 0.430387*** 0.155882 2.76

Greenlee, AZ 0.491644*** 0.168852 2.91

Valley, ID 0.189782 0.161968 1.17

Cibola, NM 0.096437 0.146648 0.66

Emery and Carbon, UT −0.08653 0.294881 −0.29

Beaver, UT 0.357992* 0.196232 1.82

Cache, UT 0.108341 0.256043 0.42

Carbon, UT 0.248071* 0.128564 1.93

Emery, UT 0.565545** 0.234884 2.41

Garfield, UT 0.458121** 0.213169 2.15

Grand, UT 0.412266*** 0.136479 3.02

Juab, UT 0.183316 0.122003 1.5

Millard, UT 0.023039 0.129697 0.18

Piute, UT −0.2662 0.169753 −1.57

San Juan, UT 0.231095 0.162285 1.42

Sanpete, UT 0.52205*** 0.143402 3.64

Sevier, UT 0.089118 0.131758 0.68

Washington, UT 0.213389 0.140247 1.52

Wayne, UT 0.081606 0.14112 0.58

Second stage: GoalStrength

Economic enfranchisement 0.40254*** 0.050378 7.99

LogIncome 0.108627** 0.046676 2.33

LogAge −0.69165*** 0.113635 −6.09

Male −0.11209* 0.05969 −1.88

College 0.153073* 0.092664 1.65

County fixed effects

(Continued)
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Table A1. (Continued )

Variable Coefficient Standard error z

Graham, AZ 0.142409 0.153315 0.93

Greenlee, AZ −0.04593 0.166765 −0.28

Valley, ID −0.21164 0.169054 −1.25

Cibola, NM −0.00292 0.167491 −0.02

Emery and Carbon, UT −0.14928 0.455313 −0.33

Beaver, UT −0.1467 0.176532 −0.83

Cache, UT −0.03204 0.292522 −0.11

Carbon, UT 0.00887 0.13637 0.07

Emery, UT 0.214446 0.213636 1

Garfield, UT −0.13236 0.203976 −0.65

Grand, UT −0.31382** 0.150601 −2.08

Juab, UT −0.00368 0.138898 −0.03

Millard, UT −0.28938** 0.139233 −2.08

Piute, UT −0.22284 0.215261 −1.04

San Juan, UT −0.13927 0.179874 −0.77

Sanpete, UT −0.39281*** 0.147382 −2.67

Sevier, UT −0.11282 0.144956 −0.78

Washington, UT −0.28008* 0.152147 −1.84

Wayne, UT −1.478*** 0.170591 −8.66

Constant 0.21644 0.495185 0.44

Cut 1 −2.36612*** 0.598852 −3.95

Cut 2 −1.93284*** 0.593316 −3.26

Cut 3 −0.82939 0.581795 −1.43

Cut 4 0.185201 0.572775 0.32

Athrho 0.230158 0.202766 1.14

Rho 0.226178 0.192393

Model stats

N 2,279

Selected 1,458

Nonselected 821

Wald chi-squared 246.77

P > chi-squared 0.0000

Log pseudolikelihood −3261.781

*p< 0.1, **p< 0.05, ***p< 0.01.
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Table A2. Variance inflation factors

Variable Variable inflation factor

EE 1.09

LogIncome 1.35

LogAge 1.17

Male 1.08

College 1.1

County fixed effects

Graham, AZ 1.45

Greenlee, AZ 1.3

Valley, ID 1.28

Cibola, NM 1.33

Emery and Carbon, UT 1.06

Beaver, UT 1.19

Cache, UT 1.12

Carbon, UT 1.5

Emery, UT 1.13

Garfield, UT 1.17

Grand, UT 1.48

Juab, UT 1.65

Millard, UT 1.68

Piute, UT 1.24

San Juan, UT 1.31

Sanpete, UT 1.48

Sevier, UT 1.49

Washington, UT 1.52

Wayne, UT 1.38

Mean VIF 1.31
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