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Evolving the U.S. Department of Labor for the New Workforce 
 

Abstract 
 
This paper’s goal is to use the Freelancers Union’s 2007 to 2011 annual Independent Worker 
Survey to estimate the extent to which client nonpayment is a problem, and estimate the ability 
of a written contract to reduce the odds of nonpayment. 
 
We develop tests for non-response and sample selection biases. Due to a lack of instrumental 
variables, we can only speculate on the size of the bias due to contract use’s endogeneity. 
 
IWS respondents tend to have higher income, are better educated, older, and have more 
experience as independent workers, tend to live in NY State, and work in high-wage industries. 
 
Contract use is associated with income that is 13.7% higher than without using a contract. For 
the NY State respondents, the figure is 21.7%.   
 
Contract use reduces nonpayment. However, when used, 38.8% of respondents still had trouble 
getting paid. One-third were paid late. Ten percent were either paid less than the agreed upon 
amount or were never paid. 
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Introduction 
 

In the 100 years since the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL) was established, “When we 

work, how we work, and with whom we work has changed.”1 Even as the number of employed 

workers has steadily increased the number of people working in agriculture and manufacturing 

has steadily decreased, supplanted by workers in information and service-based industries. The 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) has clearly and comprehensively documented the shift, but the 

movement away from full-time employment with a single employer to project-based 

employment consisting of gigs, projects and short-term, contract jobs for numerous clients has 

not been as closely documented.2 

The rise in independent, non-traditional employer based work is due to a number of 

reasons including the creation of technology which permits individuals to work away from a 

physical office and the flexibility and cost-savings that businesses can find by hiring independent 

contractors.3 At the same time, this shift in the workforce highlights a support system of 

protections and benefits that no longer fits with the manner in which an increasing number of 

people are working.4 

The federal laws that the DOL enforces were created in an era of long-term employment 

and are based on an employer-employee relationship, not a client-independent contractor 

relationship. The Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) establishing a minimum wage; the 

Occupational Safety and Health Act protecting workers from physical workplace hazards; the 

Employee Retirement and Income Security Act governing worker benefits; Unemployment 

Compensation providing for state-administered unemployment benefits; and the Civil Rights Act 

prohibiting workplace discrimination, among other federal laws, exclude independent 

contractors.5 Although under continuous review, BLS’ employment definitions, methods and 



4 
 

approaches to data collection can lag major labor market changes.6  The growth in the 

independent workforce is a current example of how measurement and enforcement of safe and 

fair workplaces can lag labor market changes. The General Accountability Office (2006) 

estimates that in 2006, 42.6 million or 30.6 percent of the workforce was contingent. Although 

standard part-time workers comprise 43 percent of the nearly 43 million, this employment 

arrangement plays a major role in the functioning of the labor market. 

This paper investigates nonpayment, contracts, and income levels among independent 

workers. Specifically, the paper analyzes the Freelancers Union’s 2007 to 2011 annual 

Independent Worker Surveys (IWS), the Freelancers Unions Administrative Membership file 

(FUAM), and not incorporated self-employed individuals in the American Community Survey 

(ACS) to understand gaps in the data collection methods to describe workplace arrangements. 

Participants in the IWS and members of the Freelancers Union represent a set of contingent 

workers on which little is known. They tend to classify themselves as self-employed, which 

according to General Accountability Office (2006) comprise 14 percent of the U.S. labor force. 

Our review of the literature indicates that much of the focus is on temporary and contract 

workers. The latter are typically low-wage or low-skilled workers, very different from the 

Freelancers members, who tend to have advanced degrees. However, even with greater education 

and more work experience, earlier work by the Union reveals that Freelancers face significant 

labor market challenges.7 

The paper’s main contributions are to estimate the extent to which client nonpayment is a 

problem, and estimate the ability of a written contract to reduce the odds of nonpayment, which 

occurs when an independent contractor’s client decides not to pay for the independent worker’s 

services, pays them late, or pays less than the agreed upon amount. Nonpayment is a key 
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distinction between traditional employees and independent workers since the latter are excluded 

from filing wage claims under the FLSA. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first paper to 

rigorously estimate these effects. 

Our effort to estimate the extent to which nonpayment is a problem, its economic costs, 

and the ability of using a contract can ameliorate these problems, is constrained by the quality of 

the Independent Worker Survey. Our estimates may suffer from three biases: non-response bias, 

sample selection bias, and the decision to use a contract may be endogenous. We are able to use 

the fact that the union had to use more effort to obtain email survey responses as a way to test 

non-response bias using the model of “continuum of resistance.” We also develop a test for 

sample selection bias. Due to a lack of instrumental variables, we can only speculate on the 

existence of the bias due to endogeneity of contract use. For there to be a non-response bias in 

the contract coefficients, the relationship between contracts and income or contracts and 

nonpayment needs to differ between respondents and non-respondents. 

Contingent Worker Trends 

Because of the relatively newness of contingent work, a portion of the research still 

focuses on defining the types of employment situations and estimating the number of contingent 

workers. For example, in 2006, the Government Accountability Office (GAO) released a report 

which indicated that 42.6 million workers, or 30.6 percent of the workforce, were “contingent” 

and included the following categories of workers:8   

 Agency temporary workers (3% of total workforce) 
 Contract company workers (2%) 
 On-call workers and Day laborers (6%) 
 Direct-hire temps (7%) 
 Independent contractors (24%) 
 Self-employed workers (14%) 
 Standard part-time workers (43%) 
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This GAO report was based on data from the BLS Current Population Survey (CPS) and 

Contingent Work Supplement (CWS). While segments of the independent workforce continue to 

be tracked through the CPS (the self-employed) and the Current Employment Statistics (the 

number of temporary workers employed by businesses and government agencies), there has not 

been a broader survey of independent workers since the discontinuation of the CWS in 2005.9 

After a seven-year lapse in independent worker data, there have been some promising, 

although limited, attempts to understand more about this workforce. In February 2011, the BLS 

began publishing information on incorporated self-employed workers in its monthly economic 

releases; previously, they had been grouped with wage and salary workers “because, from a legal 

standpoint, they are employees of their own businesses” (Hipple 2010)—a statement that 

highlights the complexity in determining specific worker categories.  Although these workers 

had long been considered “employees” by the BLS, they were without the government 

protections afforded to employees (including unemployment insurance and wage claim 

assistance).  

Privately funded surveys report a growing trend in the number of independent workers. 

By 2020, MBO Partners, a large independent sector consulting firm predicts that seventy million 

people, more than fifty percent of the private workforce, will be independent (MBO Partners 

2011). The law firm, Littler Mendelson predicts has a prediction that is in line with the GAO 

figures. Contingent workers will constitute 25 to 35 percent of the entire U.S. workforce (Littler 

Mendelson 2010).10 

Although research has been done related to the employment and earnings of workers 

similar to those who are members of Freelancers Union, most of the research has focused 

specifically on temporary and contract workers, not self-employed or freelance workers. For 



7 
 

example, Dey, Houseman, and Polivka (2012) look at how manufacturers use of staffing services 

changes during economic recessions and how this affects employment and productivity.  They 

rely on data from the Occupational Employment Statistics (OES) program conducted by the 

BLS, which produces information on wages and employment in particular occupations. 

Dey, Houseman, and Polivka (2010) have also examined the growth of the employment 

services sector to study the increased use of domestic contracting in numerous occupations and 

industries.  While they rely on data from several BLS surveys, including the CPS, CWS, OES, 

and CES, they note that the information in these surveys is inconsistent and often difficult to 

reconcile with each other. Both of these publications examine the shift to the use of contract 

workers, some of whom may be Freelancers Union members, but neither discuss non-payment of 

wages or focus specifically on independent workers.11  

Additionally, research on contingent or temporary employment tends to focus on low-

wage or low-skilled workers. Many low-wage and low-skilled workers are employed by 

temporary-help firms and a large percentage of people who receive government assistance 

obtained employment through temporary firms in the years following Welfare Reform in 1996. 

Autor and Houseman (2010) analyzed the results of Detroit’s welfare-to-work program over a 

several year period and determined that participants who worked with direct-hire employers 

during their participation in the program saw increased wages and levels of employment in 

subsequent quarters than did those who were placed in temporary-help jobs. Freelancers Union 

members tend to not be low-wage or low-skilled workers and are thus are a different group than 

those studied by the authors.  

Finally, Connelly, Witkin, and Gallagher (2011) have looked at contingent workers, 

which they define as direct-hire, temporary and independent contractors who do not have 
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ongoing employment with a single employer. While their research focuses on workers very 

similar to those who are member of Freelancers Union and/or answered the survey, the authors 

are most interested in determining structural and theoretical reasons that these workers may be 

underemployed. 

Identifying Independent Workers 

The Freelancers Union surveyed independent workers in 2007, 2008, 2009 and 2011. In 

each year, the survey was conducted through online promotion that included messages via 

Freelancers Union email lists, website, Facebook page, Twitter, and messages sent by partnering 

organizations. The survey collects information on the experiences of the independent workforce. 

Union members are not the primary target. During the 2007 to 2009 surveys, between 1,500 and 

3,200 individuals responded to the survey. The sample’s doubling is due to the Union’s stronger 

efforts to increase participation.12 

In 2011, the Freelancers Union began to keep detailed records about its survey 

techniques. The 2011 online survey was administered from the beginning of January to early 

February. Eight requests were sent to Freelancers Union email lists totaling nearly 360,000 

emails.13 Subtracting out two follow up emails and one that was sent to the same group twice as 

a part of different target groups reduces the number of unique emails to approximately 

143,000.14 Although the survey was promoted by partnership organizations, the vast majority of 

surveys were submitted in response to the Freelancers Union’s 8 emails.15 

We sort the 2,508 respondents into 8 groups, or sub-samples. From January 3rd to January 

10th, the Freelancers Union promoted the survey on their website and advocacy staff included it 

in their electronic signatures. During this eight day period, 45 individuals responded to the 

survey. On January 11, 2011, an initial survey request was sent to 86,277 email addresses on E-
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News. The subject line was “Take the Independent Worker Survey.” A total of 677 individuals 

responded to the survey. On January 18, 2011, a request was sent to 43,645 email addresses as a 

part of the advocacy email list “Get Involved”. This group was asked, “What was it like 

freelancing in 2010?” Respondents received a tote bag for answering the survey. This solicitation 

yielded 370 respondents. On January 20th, 2011, the 5,927 emails that comprise the bloggers and 

journalists “Community Partners” list were sent a survey. The request yielded 226 respondents. 

On January 25th, 2011, the first follow up request in the form of a blurb to the E-News email list 

was sent to 85,823 addresses. The subject line in the request was “From Tacoma to Tuscaloosa: 

How Did You Freelance in 2010?” A total of 257 individuals responded to this request.  

It was a goal of the Union to have respondents in every state.  Of the six emails, one 

email was a special effort for those states where responses were not high (e.g., Mississippi, 

Wyoming and, West Virginia).  On January 27, 2011, states on any list with no survey 

respondents (119 in Mississippi, West Virginia, and Wyoming) were asked to describe their 

2010 experiences as independent workers. The request only yielded 6 responses.  

On January 31, 2011, email solicitations were sent to four separate lists.16 The first was to 

an email list of 4,522 actual members who joined after October 1st, 2010. The subject header in 

their request was “New to Freelancers Union? We want to hear from you!” To spur participation, 

respondents were offered a tote bag and reminded of the deadline. The second group was an 

additional 929 Political Action Committee (PAC) contributors were approached via email. The 

subject header to their email message was “Give back without opening up your wallet.” To 

incentivize participation, this group, plus the unpaid wage group were reminded of the survey’s 

deadline. The third “likely” union members were on the “Get Involved” advocacy email list. This 

group of 44,504 individuals were informed of the deadline and offered a tote bag for 
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participation. Their subject header said, “Last chance to participate in the Annual Advocacy 

Survey!” The fourth group of “likely” union members was the 1,274 independent workers that 

had reported unpaid wages to the union in the previous year. Their subject header was “Haven’t 

been paid? We want to hear from you!” They, too, were offered a tote bag for completing the 

survey. This group is probably the only group that was clearly targeted for nonpayment and those 

with the greatest problems would have the highest probability of answering the survey. 

Unfortunately, we cannot identify individuals in this group that answered the survey. However, 

assuming that they answer the survey in the proportion of the sent emails, this amounts to only 

2.5 percent of the sample, which corresponds to 17 individuals. Unless they are major outliers, 

the inclusion of the targeted sample for nonpayment should have minimal impact on our 

estimates.  

From these four groups, a total of 695 surveys were received.17 We will refer to them as 

the “likely” union group. Finally, the 2nd E-News request was sent on February 8, 2011 to 86,692 

emails. Readers were told that this was the last chance to take the survey. Based on this request, 

231 individuals answered the survey. 

Table 1 reports the employment situation for all respondents and New York State 

respondents from 2007 to 2009. We show the New York State respondents because they account 

for 54 percent of the sample. Between two-thirds and three-quarters of respondents worked 

solely as independent workers. Including respondents that self-identify as an independent worker 

and a traditional employee shifts the range upward to 86 to 95 percent.  

With the goal of making the IWS more comparable to the CPS and ACS, in 2011, the 

Union asked two new questions. Respondents were first asked to use the federal government’s 

employment situation outcomes (Private-for-Profit, Private Not-for-Profit, Local Government, 
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State Government, Federal Government, Not Incorporated Self Employed, Incorporated Self 

Employed, Working without pay in family business, Retired, Unemployed, and Other) to 

describe the work arrangement that generated the majority of their 2010 gross income. 

Allowing for only one choice from these categories, Table 2 reveals that the typical IWS 

respondent is self-employed. Two-thirds of respondents report their employment situation as 

“not incorporated self-employed.” Another 11.1 to 14.3 percent responded as “incorporated self-

employed.” Only 12.7 percent indicated they were employees (sum of the private for-profit, 

private not-for-profit, and governmental entries), and only 13.5 percent of the New York State 

respondents were employees. 

Table 3 reveals that when asked the follow-up question to calculate the percentage of 

income that was obtained through each of the categories, 32.6 percent of respondents indicated 

that they earned 100 percent of their income via not incorporated self-employed situations, the 

single largest income source. The second single largest source is 9.3 percent for incorporated 

self-employed respondents. New York State IWS respondents draw their income from similar 

sources and in similar proportions.18  

A hurdle for our analysis is non-response bias. How well does the IWS reflect the broader 

Freelancers Membership and the ACS population of not incorporated self-employed individuals? 

Is the participation in the IWS related to personal characteristics and the potential benefits from 

answering the survey (e.g., with evidence from independent workers, the union can serve as a 

more effective advocate)?  An additional hurdle is sample selection bias. For example, are union 

members more likely to be in the sample because they receive larger benefits than non-members?  

A third bias is the endogeneity of contract use. Specifically, those who have trouble getting paid 

may demand a contract. In this scenario, the selection into a contract may produce a downward 
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bias on the estimated impact of a contract. Those who want a contract are in troubled portions of 

the labor market. Alternatively, it could be that having a contract is a signal that the respondent is 

in a higher level of the independent worker labor market and will be associated with higher 

income even if the contract has no independent effect. Are certain independent workers more 

likely to use a contract with their clients? 

Non-response Bias 

Even though the IWS was targeted to all independent workers, bias due to survey non-

response may exist because independent workers with the largest to gain from the union’s efforts 

to reduce client nonpayment have the greatest incentive to answer the survey.19 What are the 

characteristics of those who have a greater incentive to respond? Table 1 shows that a 

disproportionate share of the IWS respondents is classified “not incorporated self-employed.”  

Individuals that use independent work as their primary income may have a stronger incentive to 

respond.  Current or “likely” union members are more likely to respond.  

Shifting to outcomes, we predict that relative to individuals in the FUAM file and the 

ACS, IWS respondents will tend to have lower incomes. They are more likely to answer the 

survey because nonpayment for a low-income independent worker has a larger impact (in 

percentage terms) on their ability to meet professional, personal and family expenses. Compared 

to the FUAM file and ACS, IWS respondents will experience greater difficulty getting paid. 

They will tend to get paid less than the agreed upon amount and face higher odds of never get 

paid. A large number of days late in client payment, large amounts paid late, large uncollected 

amounts, and a large number of hours needed to recover lost fees may also be associated with a 

greater propensity to fill out the survey.20,21 The bottom line is that the dependent variable 
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distributions are truncated. For example, the income distribution will be truncated at the upper 

tail.  

Another hurdle to address is that estimates of the relationships between an independent 

worker’s contract usage and their income, and their ability to avoid nonpayment may be biased. 

Respondents who choose to answer the IWS may tend not to use a contract because they more 

experience as an independent worker, than non-respondents. They have developed a reliable set 

of clients. Further, compared to non-respondents, those that choose to answer the IWS may think 

that doing so enhances the union’s ability to assist in the recovery of nonpayment, or answering 

the survey serves as an outlet for an IWS respondent to express their frustration. As a result, the 

coefficients from regressions of the natural logarithm of income on contract usage for non-

respondents and respondents differ. 

We have information that might be useful for testing these biases. Earlier we described 

how in 2011, the IWS respondents can be sorted into sub-groups. The initial E-News interview 

request, E-News follow up #1, and E-News follow up #2 illustrate the Union’s roughly 5 week 

effort to obtain survey responses. Several studies have used the variation across early, 

intermediate, and late respondents to test for non-response bias. This approach called the 

“continuum of resistance” model exploits the possibility that the odds of obtaining a survey 

response are related to the effort used to obtain a response.22 Participants for whom the most 

time and effort is used to obtain a response (e.g., late respondents) are hypothesized to be more 

similar to non-respondents.  

The model yields two approaches to test for non-response bias. First, we compare the 

demographic characteristics of respondents with proxies for non-respondents. We form three 

non-respondent groups: (1) the “2nd follow up” or late IWS respondents, (2) the Freelancers 
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Union’s Administrative membership file, and (3) a national sample of self-employed individuals 

in the 2011 ACS.23 The goal of these comparisons is to establish whether the IWS respondents 

are representative of the broader Freelancers Union membership and independent workers in 

general. If the initial/early respondents differ from the FUAM file and ACS, then non-response 

bias will limit our ability to generalize the IWS results. 

The approach’s validity hinges on whether there exist a strong relationship between 

demographic factors and the behaviors of interest (e.g., income, getting paid, and use of a 

contract). Given that income and the difficulty with getting paid are associated with demographic 

characteristics such as age, gender, educational attainment, industry of work, and experiences as 

an independent worker, comparing distributions of these characteristics between IWS 

respondents and non-respondents (late IWS, Freelancers Administrative Membership File and 

the ACS) will provide an indication of the extent to which non-response is selective. 

 To explore whether the “continuum of resistance” model provides a useful framework for 

our analysis, Table 2 reports the proportions of respondents that are “not incorporated self-

employed”. The proportions vary little across the initial request, 1st and 2nd follow ups, ranging 

from 64.6 and 68.4 percent, indicating that there is no selectivity on employment situation. 

Table 3 reveals that when asked to calculate the portion of income obtained through a 

single income source, the percentage of respondents in a not incorporated self-employed 

situation starts at 36.8 percent (first interview solicitation) and falls slightly to 32.7 percent (1st 

and 2nd follow ups). Conversely, the percentage in incorporated self-employed situations ticks up 

slightly from 9.3 to 12.7 percent. If the late respondents accurately proxy for non-respondents, 

these patterns suggest that non-response bias exists. However, the differences are not statistically 



15 
 

significant. There is greater concentration in the income of not incorporated self-employed in the 

initial group compared to the late respondents.  

Table 4 reports IWS demographic characteristics for early, intermediate, and late 

respondents. Collectively, the demographic characteristics of respondents (including New York 

State IWs) suggest that non-response bias is not an issue. Median years worked as an 

independent worker, the number of clients, age, state residence, household size, and educational 

attainment all remain constant across the three groups. White and male respondents are more 

represented in the early respondents, but the differences are small. 

Table 4 also compares the various outcomes that signal an independent worker’s 

difficulty with getting paid. They too, suggest that non-response bias is not an issue. Trouble 

getting paid, never getting paid, paid late, and paid less than the agreed upon amount do not vary 

significantly from the initial request to the 2nd follow up. Both the mean and median amounts 

paid late are higher in the initial request than the 1st and 2nd follow up. 

The presence of bias on the impact that contract usage has on our outcomes requires 

discussion. If non-response is worse among contract users, then our OLS and probit estimates 

will be biased upward. For contract users, we observe less of their outcome (e.g., income) 

distribution’s lower tail. The truncation shifts upward the conditional mean of contract users 

more than the increase in the conditional mean of non-contract users, changing the relationship 

between income and contract use. If non-response bias is worse among non-contract users, then 

our OLS and probit estimates will be biased downward. Under this scenario, the truncation is 

more acute among non-contract users, thus changing the relationship between income and 

contract use. The summary statistics in Table 4 mildly suggests that contract users are less likely 

to complete the survey. Users of contracts represent 16, 24, and 20 percent of early, intermediate, 
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late respondents.  We will formally test for non-response bias by regressing income or measures 

of nonpayment on contract use for early, intermediate, and late respondents. If the contract 

coefficient differs across the models, the bias is present.     

A second source of variation in the IWS for identifying whether non-response bias exists 

is to compare “likely” union members to the overall IWS sample. “Likely” Union members are 

less concentrated in employment situations that could lead to nonpayment, and they draw less of 

their income from a single source. The proportion of “likely” union members that are “not 

incorporated self-employed” is 6 points lower than the full sample. The percent of income from a 

single source for “likely” union members equals 27.4 percent, which is below the overall 

percentage of 32.6 percent. The demographic characteristics and outcomes of “likely” union 

members and the overall sample are very similar, further supporting the non-existence of 

response bias. 

Does the conclusion of no response bias hold when we treat the FUAM file and the 2011 

ACS “self-employed not incorporated” as non-respondents? The IWS and FUAM file incomes 

are higher than the income of the ACS not incorporated self-employed, contrary to our prediction 

that IWS respondents would have lower income. Table 5 reports the log income distribution for 

the IWS respondents and the ACS not incorporated self-employed.24 Regardless of location in 

the income distribution, the IWS respondents’ income exceeds the income of the ACS’s not 

incorporated self-employed. It is important to note that the difference falls monotonically from 

almost 100 percent at the 10th percentile to 16 and 19 percent at the 90th and 95th percentiles. 

Table 6 presents summary statistics for income, gender, age, state of residence, race, and 

educational attainment for the three samples. For comparison purposes, the summary statistics 

for all ACS respondents, all self-employed respondents, incorporated self-employed, respondents 
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employed in the employment services industry (largely temporary help workers) are presented.25 

The IWS and FUAM have similar incomes and their incomes are uniformly higher than the ACS.  

The IWS and FUAM tend to reside in NY State, a high-wage state. Over 50 percent of 

the IWS reside in NY State compared to 6 percent of the ACS. The biggest contributor to the 

IWS and FUAM’s higher income is that IWS respondents (probably FUAM too) have more 

education than the ACS’s not incorporated self-employed.26 Just over two-thirds of the ACS’s 

not incorporated self-employed have less than a college degree, compared to only 11 percent of 

the IWS. Over 80 percent of IWS respondents have completed at least a BA Degree, compared to 

only 30 percent of the ACS not incorporated self-employed.  

Gender and age do not explain the income difference between the IWS and FUAM, and 

the ACS not incorporated self-employed. The ACS average age of not-incorporated self-

employed is 48.7, compared to 44.8 and 42.5 for the IWS and FUAM. Almost two-thirds of not-

incorporated self-employed ACS respondents are men. The comparable figures for the IWS 

sample and membership file are 37 and 52 percent. These age and gender differences would be 

expected to generate a gap in favor of the ACS. The race and ethnic shares are remarkably 

similar across the three sources. Whites comprise 82 to 85 percent of each sample.  

Our final test places non-response bias into two regression frameworks. The first predicts 

whether a respondent is in the IWS or the FUAM file. The second predicts whether the 

respondent is in the IWS or the ACS. Specifically, we estimate a probit equation where the 

outcome is a dummy variable that equals 1 if the respondent is an IWS respondent, and zero if 

the respondent is in the FUAM.27 The predictor variables are income, gender, and age, state of 

residence, race, educational attainment and industry. The goal is to identify the sources of 

selectivity. 
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Table 7 reports the estimated partial derivatives. The first two columns compare the IWS 

to the FUAM. Column A reports the unadjusted difference in income. IWS respondents tend to 

have income that is at least $25,000, while the Members are more likely to have income below 

$25,000. Based on Table 6, income’s ability to predict presence in the IWS diminishes when 

controls for state of residence and industry are included (Column B).28 Selectivity on income, 

gender, state of residence, and industry does exist between the IWS and FUAM. 

The last three columns of Table 7 compare the IWS to the ACS not incorporated self-

employed sample. For comparison purposes, we provide estimates from models where all ACS 

individuals and all ACS self-employed are the proxy for non-respondents. We estimate a probit 

as before but use the ACS as the benchmark sample of non-respondents.  Even after controlling 

for gender, age, state of residence, race, and educational attainment, income still predicts whether 

the respondent is from the IWS. The IWS remains better educated, less male, older, white or 

Asian. It is interesting to note that IWS respondents have a higher probability of residing in New 

York State. This is due to not controlling for industry.29 

What do we conclude? The Freelancers respondents from the IWS and FUAM are 

similar, even across early, intermediate and late interviews. However, the regression-based 

models suggest selectivity based on income, gender, state of residence, and industry. A stronger 

form of selectivity on these variables exists between the IWS and ACS not incorporated self-

employed. 

Sample Selection Bias  

Another potential problem with obtaining unbiased estimates of nonpayment’s impact is 

sample selection bias. To quantify selection bias’ existence, we compare the estimates of 

multivariable regression analysis with and without an IWS “response” dummy variable, where 
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the response variable equals 1 if the respondent was from the IWS, and zero if they were from 

the Freelancers Union’s Administrative file. We first regress log gross income on the IWS 

dummy variable. We then add dummy variables for type of email solicitation (1st request, 1st 

follow up, and 2nd follow up, “likely” union target and other email list). The 2nd follow up, or late 

respondents are the reference or excluded group. We assume that they proxy for the non-

respondents. The next model adds gender, age, state of residence, and industry. The fourth model 

simultaneously includes the demographic indicators and the email list.  

The goal of these four models is to determine whether the IWS response variable is a 

significant predictor of log gross income after controlling for a variety of demographic measures. 

By doing so, we are also able to identify the characteristics on which people select into 

answering the survey. Unfortunately, we can’t estimate models with nonpayment as the 

dependent variable. These measures are not available in the Freelancers Union’s Administrative 

Membership File and obviously not in the ACS. 

Table 8 reports the estimates of the four models. Model 1, the unadjusted model indicates 

that “response” is a significant predictor of income. IWS respondents tend to have higher income 

than the membership.30 The negative partial derivative for the “response” dummy variable in the 

probit for gross income less than $25,000 and the positive partial derivative for the “response” 

dummy variable in the probit for gross income greater than or equal to $50,000 indicate that IWS 

respondents have a higher probability of lying in the upper part of the income distribution. The 

presence remains after controlling for gender, age, state of residence, and industry of work 

(Demo Model). 

The models labeled “Email” and “Demos and Email” which control for the Union’s email 

efforts indicates that survey participation matters for low-income (less than or equal to $25,000) 
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and high-income (at least $50,000) are statistically significant predictor of income. Instead of 

focusing on each partial derivative’s t-statistic, we perform a Chi-squared test to capture the joint 

significance of the independent worker survey, E-News #1, E-News #2, Other News, and 

“Likely” Union Member dummy variables. The partial derivatives in the gross income less than 

or equal to $25,000 are jointly different from zero at the 5 percent level of significance. This 

significance falls to 10 percent when the demographic variables are included. The partial 

derivatives for the gross income greater than or equal to $50,000 are jointly not equal to zero at 

the 10 percent level in the model that just controls for the Union’s five solicitation approaches. 

When the demographic variables are added, the significance jumps to the 1 percent level. 

What are the strongest predictors of the five methods? The estimated partial derivatives 

for early, intermediate, and “likely” union respondents are not measured with precision; 

however, they are not small. Thus, they suggest positive selection in the IWS. Initial and 1st reply 

respondents have higher probabilities of their income exceeding $50,000 than Union members. 

“Likely” union members have higher odds of having income between $25,000 and $50,000 than 

Union members. It is important to note, this positive selection on income counters our priors that 

low-income people tend to answer the IWS. The implication is that our IWS income estimates 

are biased upwards.  

Sample Selection Bias in Contract Use 

 Even if we had the entire universe of independent workers, contract use could still be 

endogeneous and thus yield biased estimates on its impact on income and nonpayment. 

Specifically, those who have trouble getting paid may demand a contract. Even if the contract 

raises their income and lowers their probability of nonpayment problems, the selection into a 

contract may produce a downward bias on the estimated impact of a contract (because those who 
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want a contract are in troubled portions of the labor market). Alternatively, it could be that 

having a contract is a signal that the respondent is in a higher level of the freelancers labor 

market and will be associated with higher income even if they contract has no independent 

effect. Thus, our estimates of a contracts use on income could be biased upward or downward. In 

fact, the two biases might cancel each other out. Unfortunately, we don’t have suitable 

instrumental variables to account for the bias. 

Independent Workers: Who are they? 

While being cognizant of the non-response and sample selection bias, our goal is to 

estimate one of the major challenges that independent workers face, nonpayment—completing 

work for clients and then not receiving payment.  To our knowledge, the 2009 and 2011 IWS 

provide the most comprehensive demographic, work situation, and nonpayment information to 

date. Both surveys asked respondents if they had trouble getting paid in the last year (whether 

paid late, paid less than the agreed-upon amount, or not paid at all). Since independent 

contractors have limited recourse to getting paid, as they are specifically excluded from the 

FLSA which governs wage claims at the DOL, we examined how contract use impacts their 

ability to get paid and found that while it lowers the odds of never getting paid, a significant 

portion of contract users nonetheless struggle to receive payment if no alternate recourse is 

developed.  

Table 4 reports summary statistics for our outcomes of interests: logarithm of real gross 

income, trouble getting paid, being paid late, getting paid less than the agreed upon amount, and 

never getting paid. For all respondents, from 2009 to 2011, income falls by 1 percentage point, 

while it rises by 7 points among New York respondents (predominately in New York City). The 

New York City economy started the recovery with a lower unemployment rate. The City’s total 
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nonfarm employment growth since June 2009 has been 7.5 percent, compared to 4.1 percent for 

the U.S.31 

The share reporting difficulty getting paid lies between 40.0 to 44.0 percent. The percent 

getting paid late is fairly stable across time, ranging from 33.0 to 38.0 percent. Between 11.0 and 

13.0 percent report getting paid less than the agreed upon amount, and 13.0 to 17.0 percent report 

never getting paid for contracted work. 

Table 4 also contains information on our primary variable of interest, contract usage. In 

2009, respondents could choose “always”, “sometimes”, “rarely” or “never”, while in 2011, they 

could choose “always”, “often”, “sometimes”, “rarely”, or “never”. 32 We found that always 

signing a contract stands out from “sometimes” signing a contract.  Because of this, we focus on 

models that use a dummy variable that equals one if the respondent said that they always sign a 

contract and zero if they sometimes, rarely, or never sign a contract. In 2009, one-third of 

respondents always signed a contract. The share jumps to over two-thirds when the “sometimes” 

category is clustered with the “always” category. In 2011, 21 percent reported always signing a 

contract. The percentage jumps to approximately 66 percent when the “often and sometimes” 

categories are included. 

What are the characteristics of the IWS respondents? Independent worker arrangements 

tend not to be short-term work situations. The average (median) years that respondents have 

worked as independent workers equals 9.6 (6.0) and respondents have an average (median) of 

over 10.3 (5.0) clients. The average age is roughly 45 years. Women comprise two-thirds of the 

IWS. Minorities are under-represented as independent workers. African Americans comprise 

only 4 to 5 percent of the respondents. Latinos account for another 5 to 6 percent. Asians are the 
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next largest group making up 3 to 4 percent. (This assumes that African Americans, Asians, 

Latinos and white independent workers have similar propensities to respond to the survey.)  

The IWS respondents are highly educated and tend to reside in New York State. 

Approximately one-half of the respondents have a bachelor’s degree. Another 25 to 26 percent 

possess MA’s or professional degrees. More than one-half of the respondents are from New 

York State, 11 percent reside in California, 4 percent live in New Jersey, and just under one-third 

comes from other states throughout the U.S. 

Independent Worker Challenges: Nonpayment and the Use of Contracts 

 This section presents our regression analysis of contract use’s impact on preventing late 

or nonpayment. First, we estimate the negative impacts that not signing a contract has on an 

independent worker’s income. Second, we identify the sources of the lower income. Is it because 

not signing a contract lowers the likelihood of getting paid, increases the likelihood of getting 

paid late, and increases the odds of never getting paid at all?  

Table 9 reports estimates of the link between “Always Using” a contract and a client’s 

income and the ease of getting paid. The entries for the row labeled “log of gross income” are the 

coefficients on the dummy variable indicating whether the respondent always used a contract 

with their client. The columns labeled “Unadj.” refer to regressions or probits of the dependent 

variable (e.g., logarithm of gross income) on just the contract dummy variable. The columns 

labeled “Adj.” include controls for age, gender, state of residence, number of clients, educational 

attainment, race, type of work situation, and years of work as an independent worker.  The 

columns labeled “2009 Rep.” refer to regressions and probits that apply the 2009 model to the 

2011 survey data. The entries for the binary dependent variables are the partial derivatives 

evaluated at the sample’s mean characteristics from probit models that predict the impact that 
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using a contract has on trouble getting paid, getting paid after the date of completion, never 

getting paid, and getting paid less than the agreed upon amount.  

The first row of Panels A and B in Table 9 indicates that in 2009, using a contract is 

associated with a gross income that is 18.6 (all respondents) and 24.2 (New York State 

respondents) percent higher than a respondent that sometimes, rarely, or never uses a contract. 

Adding our controls widens the gap among all respondents and slightly narrows the advantage 

among New York State respondents. The estimated advantages have a great degree of precision, 

all significant to at least the 1 or 5 percent level. The estimates for the 2011 survey indicate that 

after controlling for individual characteristics and the type of work situation, the income gap for 

all respondents increases to 20.4 percent. In New York State, the gap expands to 25.6 percent. 

The key insight here is that none of the income advantage can be explained by differences in the 

standard list of labor economists’ covariates.33 In fact, when we also control for educational 

attainment and age, the gaps further expand to 22.1 and 28.0 percent.  

Controlling for the Union’s effort to obtain survey responses has little impact on the 

relationship between contract use and income. The estimated coefficients remain the same. 

However, controlling for industry and occupation cuts the impact by 8.5 percentage points (38% 

reduction) to 13.7 percent. For the NY State respondents, the impact falls by 5.9 percentage 

(21% reduction) points to 21.7 percent. Based on our conclusions about non-response and 

sample selection bias, the distribution is truncated at the lower tail. These estimates are probably 

biased downward. The potential endogeneity of the contract use could generate an upward or 

downward bias. Because of these biases, the latter we can’t address due to adequate instrumental 

variables, we view the impacts as “ball park” estimates. 
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What are the sources of the income gap? Why is contract usage associated with higher 

gross income? In 2009, the evidence from our probit models in Table 9 suggests that always 

using a contract lowers the likelihood of never getting paid by 3.8 percentage points. This is a 

nontrivial effect given that 11 to 12 percent of the respondents reported never getting paid. In 

2011, the use of a contract still reduces the probability of not getting paid, but the estimates 

become smaller and are not measured with precision.  Nonpayment’s structure shifts from never 

getting paid, or attenuates to zero because we don’t observe the income distribution’s lower tail. 

If lower tail respondents were observable, they would tend to use contracts. 

The underlying link between gross income and the use of a contract is largest among 

New York State respondents. Always using a contract reduces the probability of having trouble 

getting paid in 2009 and 2011. The unadjusted 2009 and 2011 estimates of 4.8 and 7.1 percent 

fall short of being significantly different from zero. In 2009, use of a contract had its strongest 

impact on reducing the odds of never getting paid, but in 2011, this effect dissipates while the 

use of a contract began to help reduce the odds of having trouble getting paid and getting paid 

after the agreed upon date.34 Controlling for industry and occupation cuts the impact in half to 

4.5 percentage points, but at the same time reduces the precision. Again, either the dynamics of 

nonpayment has changed or a bias due to non-response and/or sample selection bias. 

 To test for the bias’ direction, Table 10 reports estimates of the models by email list: 

initial response, follow up #1, follow up #2, and “likely” union members. The purpose is to see if 

the follow up #2, who proxy for non-respondents benefit in a different way than early responders 

to the survey. If the estimates are similar across a row, then nonresponse bias between the IWS 

and Freelancers Union Administrative membership file is not a problem. If the estimates for late 

respondents are larger than the initial responders, then our initial OLS and probit estimates are 



26 
 

biased downward. If the estimates for the late responders are smaller than the initial respondents, 

then our initial estimates are too small. If the “likely” union member estimates are larger 

(smaller) than the overall estimates, then our initial estimates are biased downward (upward). 

 The impact of using a contract on income gets bigger as we move from initial to later 

respondents, with the effects largest for NY State residents. These are the only estimates with 

some precision. The ability to get paid coefficients suggests that non-response bias is not a 

problem when comparing the IWS to the Freelancers Union’s membership data. Although 

measured with little precision, the magnitude of many of the partial derivatives is largest among 

the late respondents. For example, contract usage reduces the odds of getting paid late the 

greatest for late respondents while having no impact on initial and 1st follow up groups.  

 “Likely” union members, especially those in NY State do appear to obtain greater income 

benefits from utilizing contracts. When compared to the pooled model (all individuals and 

controls for gender, age type of worker, years worked as an IW, number of clients, sate of 

residence, educational and race), the positive impacts of a “likely” union member using a 

contract are not as large. However, the impact of contract use on the ability of getting paid does 

seem to be larger for union members. 

Addressing the Needs of the Independent Workforce 

 What do the paper’s findings on nonpayment mean for the U.S.’s independent 

workforce? The answer clearly depends on the degree to which non-response and selection bias 

generates an IWS sample that accurately reflects the FUAM and not incorporated self-employed 

in the ACS. Some bias exists, especially when comparing the IWS to the ACS. However, we 

think that our estimates may understate the bias, largely due to the fact that the IWS tends to 

have higher income, better educated, older and more experienced independent workers. 
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Currently, the only redress an unpaid independent worker has is to file a suit in small 

claims court if the amount owed is under the statutorily approved claims court limit, or hire an 

attorney to sue the client for breach of contract.  Although small claims court is beneficial to 

claimants since they need not pay for the services of an attorney, the monetary limit is usually 

low- $5000 in most states35- and the process is time consuming.  Raising the monetary limit may 

be beneficial for some independent workers who have the time and resources to file a suit 

themselves, but for the majority of freelancers this is not a viable solution to nonpayment.   

However, our results show that it would be most beneficial to help independent workers get paid 

on time. The median amount paid late ranged from $6,000 for late respondents and $17,000 for 

early responders, compared to approximately $90 to $100 for amounts not collected. 

 Furthermore, even when a worker obtains a favorable judgment against a client for non-

payment actually collecting the money owed may be difficult.  In some states, traditional 

employees may be able to place a “wage lien” on an employer’s property to recoup unpaid wages 

after a judgment is rendered.36  States that permit these types of liens exclude independent 

workers, further hampering their ability to collect unpaid wages.  Including independent workers 

in wage liens laws may expand their options for recovering unpaid wages, but would still require 

freelancers to expend time, energy and money to obtain what is owed to them.   

The FLSA, which created the Wage and Hour Division of the DOL, brings unpaid wage 

claims on behalf of traditional workers, yet specifically excludes independent contractors, even 

though according to our results, they could use such assistance, from both a deterrence and 

collections standpoint. New York State set a precedent by passing legislation in the state 

Assembly in 2011 that allows the state DOL to investigate cases where independent contractors 

are not paid by their clients. Legislation such as this would greatly reduce the burden on 
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independent workers and level the playing field by ensuring all unpaid workers are treated 

equally under the law, regardless of their employment arrangement. The DOL’s original purpose, 

“to foster, promote and develop the welfare of working people, to improve their working 

conditions, and to enhance their opportunities for profitable employment” (MacLaury 2013) is 

still important today, but the laws the Agency enforces are outdated due to their exclusion of 

independent contractors.  

Finally, obtaining a recent and accurate count of independent workers would help update 

our understanding of how the workforce has changed since the CWS was last administered in 

2005. Further, with the “Great Recession”, jobless recovery from June 2009 to February 2010, 

and tepid recovery from February 2010 to present, there has been an expansion in the use of part-

time workers. Analysts are debating whether this is a natural feature of a recovery or a structural 

shift to more part-time work arrangements.37 

The DOL has sought funding in its FY 2013 budget to revive the CWS, and the 

Appropriations Committee encouraged DOL to prioritize this effort.38 However, because the 

CWS would only be administered every two years, the CPS, which is administered monthly, also 

needs to be examined and revised to ask questions that more accurately capture how people work 

and identify themselves. One major change could be revising the question “Were you employed 

by government, by a private company, a nonprofit organization, or self?” to “Provide the 

amounts of your income that were obtained through each of these work categories” (and include 

the categories used in the CWS). 

Alternately, the March Annual Demographic file of the CPS could be modified. 

Currently, respondents identify earned and unearned income for the previous calendar year. 

Within the earned income category, respondents are asked to report income from wages and 
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salary, self-employment, and income from farm work. More detail could be asked about the 

source of the income. The benefit of amending the March file is that respondents are in the 

process of preparing their taxes and would thus provide more accurate estimates of their income 

and its sources.  

A third approach might be to use the establishment-based Current Employment Statistics 

survey. Just as employers are asked to describe their number of employees that are production 

and nonsupervisory roles, they could further disaggregate this number by type of worker: agency 

temporary workers, contract company workers, day laborers, direct-hire temps, independent 

contractors, on-call workers, self-employed workers, and standard part-time workers. However, 

since this is from an establishment perspective, it would be difficult to ascertain the total number 

of individuals employed in any given work situation. Employers would also express concerns 

about the burden of collecting and reporting this information. 

Finally, as a result of this analysis, the Freelancers Union has begun to 

revamp/restructure its annual survey, increase the sample size, and representativeness of 

independent workers nationally, and increase the number of demographic characteristics it 

obtains from its members. These improvements will help to better respond to the concerns of 

non-response and sample selection bias, thus enabling the findings of future studies similar to 

this one to have broader applicability.  
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Table 1: Employment Situation of 2007 to 2009 Independent Worker Survey Respondents  
(Frequency Distributions) 

    Frequency     Percent   
Panel A: All Respondents 2007 2008 2009 2007 2008 2009 
Independent Worker and Traditional Employee 431 312 553 27% 20% 18% 
Independent Worker 1,054 1,151 2,218 67% 73% 70% 
Traditional Employee 54 56 67 3% 4% 2% 
Unemployed 34 67 317 2% 4% 10% 
Total 1,573 1,586 3,155 100% 100% 100% 
Panel B: New York State Respondents             
Independent Worker and Traditional Employee 341 187 244 27% 19% 16% 
Independent Worker 833 710 1,041 67% 72% 70% 
Traditional Employee 43 41 43 3% 4% 3% 
Unemployed 27 45 164 2% 5% 11% 
Total 1,244 983 1,492 100% 100% 100% 
Notes: Authors’ tabulations from the 2007, 2008, and 2009 Freelancers Annual Independent Worker Surveys. In each year, the 
survey was administered via the Internet. No sample restrictions have been applied to these frequent distributions.  
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Table 2: Employment Situation of 2011 Independent Worker Survey Respondents  
(Frequency Distributions) 

Panel A: All Respondents 
 

E-News List 

Frequency All 
Freelancers 

website 
Initial 

Request Follow up #1 Follow up #2 

“Likely” 
Union 

Members 
Private-for-Profit 227 2 50 20 15 80 
Private Not-for-Profit 60 4 15 1 8 21 
Local Government 13 1 3 1 0 3 
State Government 14 0 3 1 1 3 
Federal Government 3 0 1 0 0 2 
Not Incorporated Self Employed 1,612 30 463 137 153 411 
Incorporated Self Employed 358 5 93 33 38 98 
Working without pay in family business 4 0 0 1 1 2 
Retired 13 0 3 3 0 6 
Unemployed 97 1 19 3 10 39 
Other 106 3 27 12 5 29 
Total 2,507 46 677 212 231 694 
Percent 

      Private-for-Profit 9.1% 4.3% 7.4% 9.4% 6.5% 11.5% 
Private Not-for-Profit 2.4% 8.7% 2.2% 0.5% 3.5% 3.0% 
Local Government 0.5% 2.2% 0.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.4% 
State Government 0.6% 0.0% 0.4% 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 
Federal Government 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 
Not Incorporated Self Employed 64.3% 65.2% 68.4% 64.6% 66.2% 59.2% 
Incorporated Self Employed 14.3% 10.9% 13.7% 15.6% 16.5% 14.1% 
Working without pay in family business 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.4% 0.3% 
Retired 0.5% 0.0% 0.4% 1.4% 0.0% 0.9% 
Unemployed 3.9% 2.2% 2.8% 1.4% 4.3% 5.6% 
Other 4.2% 6.5% 4.0% 5.7% 2.2% 4.2% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Notes: See end of the table. 
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Table 2 cont.: 2011 Employment Situation of Independent Worker Survey Respondents  
(Frequency Distributions) 

Panel B: NY State Respondents 
 

E-News List 
 

Frequency All 
Freelancers 

website 
Initial 

Request 
Follow up 

#1 
Follow up 

#2 

“Likely” 
Union 

Members 
Private-for-Profit 132 2 32 12 8 40 
Private Not-for-Profit 40 3 13 0 4 14 
Local Government 6 1 1 0 0 1 
State Government 5 0 0 0 0 1 
Federal Government 2 0 1 0 0 1 
Not Incorporated Self Employed 868 17 243 62 81 234 
Incorporated Self Employed 191 3 48 11 19 51 
Working without pay in family business 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Retired 2 0 0 1 0 1 
Unemployed 56 0 12 2 6 21 
Other 55 1 15 8 2 15 
Sample Size 1,357 27 365 96 120 379 
Percent 

      Private-for-Profit 9.7% 7.4% 8.8% 12.5% 6.7% 10.6% 
Private Not-for-Profit 2.9% 11.1% 3.6% 0.0% 3.3% 3.7% 
Local Government 0.4% 3.7% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 
State Government 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 
Federal Government 0.1% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 
Not Incorporated Self Employed 64.0% 63.0% 66.6% 64.6% 67.5% 61.7% 
Incorporated Self Employed 14.1% 11.1% 13.2% 11.5% 15.8% 13.5% 
Working without pay in family business 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Retired 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.3% 
Unemployed 4.1% 0.0% 3.3% 2.1% 5.0% 5.5% 
Other 4.1% 3.7% 4.1% 8.3% 1.7% 4.0% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Notes: Authors’ tabulations from the 2011 Freelancers Annual Independent Worker Survey (IWS). In 2011, the union began to 
keep a detailed record of when and how the survey was administered. From January 3rd to January 10th, the Union promoted the 
survey on its website and advocacy staff included it in their electronic signatures. On January 11, 2011, a survey request was sent 
to 86,277 email addresses on the Union’s E-News list serve. On January 18, 2011, a request was sent to 43,645 email addresses as 
a part of the “Get Involved” initiative. On January 20th, 2011, the 5,927 emails that comprise the “Community Partners” initiative 
were sent a survey. On January 25th, 2011, a second E-News request was sent to 85,823 email addresses. On January 27, 2011, 
states on any list with no survey respondents (Mississippi, West Virginia, and Wyoming) were asked to fill out the survey. On 
January 31, 2011, four email solicitations were sent to “likely” Freelancers Union members. The first was to an email list of 4,522 
members that had joined after October 1st, 2010. The second group was the 1,274 independent workers that had reported unpaid 
wages to the union in the previous year. 929 Political Action Committee (PAC) contributors were approached via email. The last 
“likely” union members that were solicited were a part of the “Get Involved” initiative, an email list of 44,504 individuals. Finally, 
a third E-News request was distributed on February 8, 2011. The distributions for the “Get Involved”, “Community Partners”, and 
“States with no Respondents” are not shown due to their sample sizes, but available upon request. No sample restrictions have been 
applied to these frequency distributions. 
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Table 3: 2011 Percent of Income from a Single Source by Email Survey Solicitation 

 
All Respondents NY State Respondents 

 Income Source All 
Initial 

Request 
Follow up 

#1 
Follow up 

#2 

“Likely” 
Freelancers 
Members All 

Initial 
Request 

Follow up 
#1 

Follow up 
#2 

“Likely” 
Freelancers 
Members 

Full-Time Work 2.1 1.5 1.0 0.9 3.2 2.4% 1.7% 1.1% 1.8% 2.8% 
Part-Time 1.8 0.1 2.4 0.9 3.4 2.2% 1.7% 2.2% 0.0% 5.0% 
Self-Emp.-Not Inc. 32.6 36.8 32.7 32.7 27.4 31.7% 37.4% 28.0% 32.5% 25.5% 
Self-Emp.-Inc. 9.3 9.3 10.7 12.7 8.0 8.3% 8.2% 7.5% 13.2% 6.7% 
Agency Temp. 0.7 0.8 1.0 0.9 0.5 0.8% 1.1% 1.1% 0.9% 0.8% 
Direct-Hire Temp. 1.2 0.8 2.0 0.5 1.2 1.5% 0.8% 3.2% 0.9% 1.7% 
Contract Company 3.6 3.1 4.4 3.2 4.3 3.9% 3.7% 7.5% 3.5% 4.5% 
On-Call 0.1 0.6 0.5 2.3 0.8 0.9% 0.6% 1.1% 2.6% 0.6% 
Other 1.7 1.4 2.4 1.4 1.4 2.0% 2.3% 1.1% 2.6% 1.7% 
Total 53.8 54.4 57.0 55.4 50.2 53.9% 57.5% 52.7% 57.9% 49.3% 
Sample Size 2,939 655 205 220 647 1,298 353 93 114 357 
Note: Authors’ calculations from the 2011 Freelancers Union Annual Independent Worker Survey. See text and Table 2 for detailed description of how 
the survey was administered. The distributions for federal workers are not shown because onlythree respondents identified as working with the federal 
government. Among these respondents, one half of their income came from part-time government employment and the other half came from a not 
incorporated- self employed arrangement. One respondent answered to the first E-News Blurb. The two other federal government respondents are in the 
group of potential Freelancers Union member respondents. No sample restrictions have been applied. 
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Table 4: 2009 and 2011 Annual Independent Worker Summary Statistics 
Panel A: All Respondents 

 
2011 

Variable 2009 All 
Initial 

Request 
Follow up 

#1 
Follow up 

#2 

“Likely” 
Freelancers 
Members 

Logarithm of Real Gross Income 10.48 10.47 10.48 10.49 10.45 10.47 
Payment Outcomes: 

      Trouble Getting Paid = 1 0.40 0.44 0.46 0.43 0.44 0.43 
Paid After Date = 1 0.33 0.38 0.38 0.41 0.37 0.37 
Paid Less than Agreed Upon Amount = 1 0.11 0.13 0.12 0.08 0.12 0.13 
Never Paid =  1 0.13 0.17 0.17 0.13 0.15 0.16 
Days Late (Mean) 51.98 

     Days Late (Median) 30.0 
     Amount Paid Late (Mean) 95  10,514  17,234  8,140  6,310  7,217  

Amount Paid Late (Median) 96  3,000  3,500  3,000  1,500  3,100  
Amount Not Collected (Mean) 96 104 102 121 102 97 
Amount Not Collected (Median) 90 90 90 110 94 89 
Hours Used to Recover (Mean) 

 
37.33 14.20 16.50 120.41 32.79 

Hours Used to Recover (Median) 
 

6.0 5.0 5.0 5.5 8.0 
Independent Worker Characteristics: 

      Years Worked as Ind. Worker (Mean) 7.46 9.57 9.48 9.48 10.20 9.38 
Years Worked as Ind. Worker (Median) 4.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 6.0 7.0 
Number of Clients (Mean) 21.11 10.33 11.56 9.09 6.66 8.30 
Number of Clients (Median) 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.0 4.0 
Independent and Traditional Employee = 1 0.20 

     Self Employed = 1 
 

0.85 0.88 0.85 0.88 0.83 
Use of Contracts: 

      Always Sign Contract  =  1 0.33 0.21 0.19 0.22 0.25 0.21 
Always and Sometimes Sign Contract = 1 0.69 

     Always/Often/Sometimes Sign Contract = 1 
 

0.66 0.64 0.68 0.65 0.65 
Demographic Characteristics: 

      Age (Mean) 45.4 44.8 44.5 44.4 44.4 44.7 
Age (Median) 46.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 45.0 44.0 
Male = 1 0.42 0.36 0.37 0.31 0.33 0.38 
NY = 1 0.46 0.53 0.53 0.45 0.51 0.53 
CA = 1 0.14 0.10 0.11 0.09 0.13 0.10 
NJ = 1 0.07 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.06 
Other States = 1 0.33 0.32 0.31 0.39 0.31 0.31 
Household Size (Mean) 2.09 2.06 2.16 1.97 2.07 2.04 
Household Size (Median) 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 
Race and Ethnicity: 

      White  = 1 
 

0.87 0.91 0.87 0.86 0.83 
African American  = 1 

 
0.04 0.01 0.04 0.04 0.04 

Native American =  1 
 

0.01 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.01 
Asian = 1 

 
0.03 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.05 

Pacific Islander = 1 
 

0.01 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 
Latino = 1 

 
0.05 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.06 

Other Race = 1 
 

0.04 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.05 
Educational Attainment: 

      Less than College Degree = 1 
 

0.11 0.08 0.08 0.11 0.14 
Associate's Degree = 1 

 
0.04 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.04 

Bachelor's Degree = 1 
 

0.50 0.54 0.46 0.54 0.47 
Master's or Professional Degree = 1 

 
0.29 0.28 0.39 0.26 0.27 

Doctorate Degree = 1 
 

0.03 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.04 
Other Educational Attainment= 1 

 
0.03 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.03 

Sample Size 2,681 2,040 557 181 190 534 
Notes: See end of table. 
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Table 4 cont.: 2009 and 2011 Annual Independent Worker Summary Statistics 
Panel B: NY State Respondents  

 
2011 

Variable 2009 All 
Initial 

Request 
Follow up 

#1 
Follow up 

#2 

“Likely” 
Freelancers 
Members 

Logarithm of Real Gross Income 10.53 10.60 10.58 10.70 10.60 10.60 
Payment Outcomes: 

      Trouble Getting Paid = 1 0.40 0.45 0.47 0.35 0.45 0.44 
Paid After Date = 1 0.33 0.39 0.41 0.37 0.39 0.38 
Paid Less than Agreed Upon Amount = 1 0.10 0.12 0.12 0.05 0.10 0.13 
Never Paid =  1 0.13 0.15 0.16 0.06 0.17 0.15 
Days Late (Mean/Median) 49.98/30.00 

     Amount Paid Late (Mean) 93 13,907 25,197 5,559 8,516 7,510 
Amount Paid Late (Median) 95 3,600 3,588 2,500 1,500 3,750 
Amount Not Collected (Mean) 95.95 103.95 103.56 73.63 108.33 94.88 
Amount Not Collected (Median) 90.00 90.00 90.00 73.00 89.00 72.00 
Hours Used to Recover (Mean) 

 
23.85 12.74 7.04 15.00 20.16 

Hours Used to Recover (Median) 
 

6.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 6.00 
Independent Worker Characteristics: 

     Years Worked as Ind. Worker (Mean) 7.66 10.03 9.99 9.55 10.30 9.68 
Years Worked as Ind. Worker (Median) 5.00 7.00 7.00 6.00 6.50 7.00 
Number of Clients (Mean) 18.97 11.42 13.75 7.17 6.57 7.52 
Number of Clients (Median) 5.00 4.00 5.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 
Independent and Traditional Employee = 1 0.19 

     Self Employed = 1 
 

0.85 0.87 0.79 0.89 0.84 
Use of Contracts:  

      Always Sign Contract  =  1 0.27 0.19 0.16 0.24 0.20 0.18 
Always and Sometimes Sign Contract = 1 0.64 

     Always/Often/Sometimes Sign Contract = 1 0.63 0.61 0.67 0.60 0.60 
Demographic Characteristics: 

      Age (Mean) 44.46 44.27 44.48 43.20 43.40 43.64 
Age (Median) 45.00 44.00 44.00 41.00 41.00 43.00 
Male = 1 0.40 0.37 0.35 0.30 0.38 0.41 
Household Size (Mean) 1.85 1.93 1.93 1.82 2.18 1.98 
Race and Ethnicity: 

      White  = 1 
 

0.85 0.91 0.87 0.90 0.80 
African American  = 1 

 
0.04 0.02 0.05 0.05 0.04 

Native American =  1 
 

0.01 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.01 
Asian = 1 

 
0.05 0.04 0.07 0.01 0.06 

Pacific Islander = 1 
 

0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 
Latino = 1 

 
0.05 0.04 0.01 0.07 0.07 

Other Race = 1 
 

0.03 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.05 
Educational Attainment: 

      Less than College = 1 
 

0.08 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.11 
Associate's Degree = 1 

 
0.03 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.03 

Bachelor's Degree = 1 
 

0.52 0.54 0.44 0.56 0.51 
Master's or Professional Degree = 1  0.31 0.32 0.44 0.33 0.27 
Doctorate Degree = 1 

 
0.03 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03 

Other Educational Attainment = 1  0.03 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.03 
Sample Size 1,243 1,083 294 82 96 286 
Notes: Authors’ calculations from the 2009 and 2011 Freelancers Union’s Annual Independent Worker Surveys. Summary statistics are only 
shown for respondents who are 18 to 80 years of age and possess non-missing values for each of the variables listed above. Race, educational 
attainment, and the type of request to participate in the survey are only available in 2011. The “Trouble Getting Paid” variable’s construction in 
2011 differs slightly from 2009.  In 2009, the Union asked only respondents that were working as independent workers, or as an independent 
worker and traditional employee, the question of whether they experienced trouble getting paid in the previous calendar year. In 2011, 
respondents were only asked if they had trouble getting paid in 2010, if they responded to an initial question that they had ever had difficulty 
getting paid. Further, respondents were asked the source of their income: private, government, self employed, work without pay in family 
business, retired, unemployed or other. To make the 2009 and 2011 measure as similar as possible, we did not use the 2011 screening question, 
“Did you ever have difficulty getting paid?” As long as the respondent was not unemployed, and if they reported an answer to whether they had 
difficulty getting paid in the previous calendar year, they were included in the sample. See Table 3 for a description of how the 2011 E-News and 
likely Freelancers Members sub-samples were developed. 
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Table 5: 2011 Log Income Distribution Comparisons of 2011 ACS and Independent Worker Survey Respondents 

  
2011 American Community Survey 

    
 

Self Employed   

Percentile 2011 IWS All ACS 
All Self 

Employed Not Inc. Inc. 
Emp. 
Serv. 

5% 8.70 7.78 7.60 7.60 7.55 7.55 
10% 9.39 8.52 8.46 8.41 8.43 8.41 
25% 10.04 9.39 9.47 9.47 9.39 9.46 
50% 10.60 10.17 10.31 10.31 10.18 10.36 
75% 11.11 10.82 10.86 10.86 10.92 11.08 
90% 11.51 11.30 11.35 11.35 11.61 11.74 
95% 11.84 11.62 11.63 11.65 12.21 12.21 
Sample Size 2,307 2,045,702 186,437 114,757 57,893 13,142 
Notes: Authors’ calculations from the 2011 American Community Survey, and the 2011 Freelancers Union’s Annual 
Independent Worker Survey. Percentiles are shown for respondents who are 18 to 80 years of age and possess non-
missing values for each of the income and demographic characteristics listed in Table 3. The income measures are 
defined as follows. Log Gross Income is defined as the natural logarithm of a Freelancers Survey respondent’s 
income. This amount is based on the answer to the question: What was your individual income in 2010? (Include 
income before taxes but after any amounts that you paid to subcontractors, etc.).  In the American Community 
Survey (ACS), the Log of Total Income is the natural logarithm of each respondent’s before tax income. For each 
survey, the time period covers the 2010 calendar year. 
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Table 6: Demographic Comparisons of ACS, Freelancers Membership, and Independent Worker Survey Respondents 
  2011 Freelancers 2011 ACS Self-Employed 

Variable Survey Membership All  ACS 
Self-

Employed Not Inc. Incorp. 
Emp. 
Serv. 

Logarithm of Real Gross Income 10.45 
      Logarithm of Total Income 

  
10.00 10.05 9.82 10.68 9.50 

Logarithm of Wage and Salary Income 
  

10.07 10.18 9.28 10.51 9.35 
Logarithm of Earned Income 

  
10.05 9.90 9.61 10.58 9.38 

Income < $25,000 = 1 0.26 0.28 0.48 0.47 0.54 0.27 0.64 
 $25,000 & < $50,000 = 1 0.33 0.29 0.27 0.24 0.24 0.25 0.20 
 $50,000 = 1 0.41 0.43 0.25 0.29 0.22 0.48 0.15 

Male = 1 0.37 0.52 0.51 0.63 0.61 0.71 0.49 
Age 44.79 42.50 45.75 48.35 48.74 50.11 40.21 
NY = 1 0.54 0.66 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.07 0.04 
NJ  = 1 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.03 
CA = 1 0.10 0.07 0.12 0.14 0.16 0.11 0.12 
Other States = 1 0.31 0.22 0.79 0.78 0.76 0.79 0.81 
White = 1 0.85 

 
0.77 0.81 0.82 0.85 0.65 

Black = 1 0.04 
 

0.12 0.08 0.07 0.05 0.23 
Asian = 1 0.04 

 
0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 

Pacific Islander = 1 0.01 
 

0.03 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.03 
Other Race = 1 0.04 

 
0.06 0.06 0.06 0.03 0.08 

Less than College Degree = 1 0.11 
 

0.64 0.60 0.64 0.50 0.68 
Associate's Degree = 1 0.04 

 
0.08 0.07 0.07 0.07 0.09 

Bachelor's Degree = 1 0.50 
 

0.18 0.20 0.18 0.25 0.17 
Master's or Professional Degree = 1 0.29 

 
0.09 0.11 0.10 0.16 0.05 

Doctoral Degree = 1 0.03 
 

0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.00 
Sample Size 2,307 146,899 2,045,702 186,437 114,757 57,893 13,142 
Notes: Authors’ calculations from the 2011 American Community Survey, and the 2009 and 2011 Freelancers Union’s Annual 
Independent Worker Surveys. Summary statistics are only shown for respondents who are 18 to 80 years of age and possess non-missing 
values for each of the income and demographic characteristics listed above. The income measures are defined as follows. Log Gross 
Income: The natural logarithm of Freelancers Survey respondent’s income. This amount is based on the answer to the question: What was  
your individual income in 2010? (Include income before taxes but after any amounts that you paid to subcontractors, etc.).  The Log of 
Total Income, Log of Wage and Salary Income, and Log of Earned Income are the natural logarithm of each respondent’s before tax 
income in the American Community Survey. In each survey, the time period covers the 2010 calendar year. For the American Community 
Survey income distribution as represented by the three dummy variables, total personal income was used to construct the distribution. The 
demographic characteristics are defined as in Table 3. In the 2011 Freelancers Membership, 3% report other educational attainment. 
Approximately 1% of the ACS samples are Native American. 
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Table 7: Selective Participation in the 2011 Independent Worker Survey 

Dep. Var.:  
Independent Worker Survey = 1 

IWS compared to 
Freelancer 

Membership 
IWS compared to ACS 

 

Variable A B All ACS 
ACS Self 

Emp. 
ACS Not Inc. Self 

Emp. 
 $25,000 & < $50,000 = 1 0.0022b 0.0011 

    $50,000 = 1 0.0032a 0.0028a 

   Logarithm of Gross Income 
  

-0.00002a 0.00029a 0.00132a 

Male = 1 
 

-0.0065a -0.00012a -0.00441a -0.00562a 

Age 
 

-0.0001 0.00006a 0.00025a 0.00047a 

Age2 

 
0.00001c -0.000001a -0.000004a -0.000007a 

CA = 1 
 

0.0073a -0.00027a -0.00425a -0.00681a 

NJ = 1 
 

0.0013 -0.00019a -0.00267a -0.00387a 

Other State = 1 
 

0.0073a -0.00310a -0.03851a -0.05321a 

Black = 1 
  

-0.00016a -0.00126a -0.00143a 

Asian = 1 
  

-0.000002 0.00090c 0.00281a 

Pacific Islander = 1 
  

-0.00021a -0.00293a -0.00424a 

Other Race = 1 
  

-0.00006 -0.00034 -0.00066 
Associate's Degree = 1 

  
0.00014a 0.00249a 0.00416a 

Bachelor's Degree = 1 
  

0.00164a 0.01630a 0.02687a 

Master's or Professional Degree = 1 
  

0.00184a 0.01789a 0.02850a 

Doctoral Degree = 1 
  

0.00243a 0.02157a 0.03133a 

Selected Industry Partial Derivatives (Reference Group: Travel/Hospitality/Leisure) 
Manufacturing = 1 

 
-0.0080 

   Publishing/Information Services = 1 
 

0.0280 
   Restaurants/Food Services = 1 

 
-0.0092 

   Sales = 1 
 

-0.0087 
   Dep. Var. Fraction 0.013 0.013 0.0012 0.012 0.012 

Sample Size 142,014 142,014 2,048,009 2,048,009 2,048,009 
Notes: Author’s calculations by pooling the 2011 Freelancers Union Survey with the 2011 Freelancers Union Membership 
administrative data file and the 2011 American Community Survey. The estimated coefficients come from estimating probit 
equations where the dependent variable is a dummy variable associated with whether the respondent was in the Freelancers 
Survey or the Administrative membership file, or a respondent in the ACS.  The columns labeled “Variable” contain measures 
for the respondent’s income, gender, age, state of residence, and industry. Gross income less than $25,000, women, New York 
state, whites, and educational attainment less than a college degree are the excluded groups. Unfortunately, the Union cannot 
link survey to membership records. For space considerations, I only show industry coefficients that were measured with 
significance at least at the 10% level. An “a” denotes significance at the 1% level. A “b” denotes 5% and a “c” denotes 10%.  
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Table 8: Independent Worker Survey Sample Selection Bias Test (Freelancers Union Membership as Reference Group) 

 
Gross Income < $25,000 Gross Income  $25,000 & < $50,000 Gross Income  $50,000 

Variable Unadj. Email Demo’s 
Demo’s+ 

Email Unadj. Email Demo’s 
Demo’s+ 

Email Unadj. Email Demo’s 
Demo’s+ 

Email 
Indep. Worker Survey = 1 -0.033a -0.006 -0.026b -0.004 0.003 -0.008 -0.011 -0.022 0.030a 0.014 0.038a 0.020 
E-News #1 = 1 

 
-0.040 

 
-0.042 

 
0.002 

 
0.000 

 
0.037 

 
0.050 

E-News #2 = 1 
 

-0.028 
 

-0.045 
 

-0.007 
 

-0.015 
 

0.034 
 

0.073 
Other News = 1 

 
-0.016 

 
-0.003 

 
0.009 

 
0.011 

 
0.006 

 
-0.002 

“Likely” Union Member = 1 
 

-0.034 
 

-0.024 
 

0.033 
 

0.034 
 

0.001 
 

-0.005 
Male = 1 

  
-0.050 -0.050a 

  
-0.036a -0.036a 

  
0.091a 0.091a 

Age  
  

-0.050 -0.050a 

  
-0.004a -0.004a 

  
0.069a 0.069a 

CA = 1 
  

0.028c 0.028a 

  
-0.019a -0.019a 

  
-0.005 -0.005 

NJ = 1 
  

0.003 0.003 
  

-0.037a -0.037a 

  
0.032a 0.032a 

Other State = 1 
  

0.066a 0.066a 

  
0.004 0.004 

  
-0.072a -0.072a 

Selected Industry Partial Derivatives (Reference Group: Travel/Hospitality/Leisure) 
Advertising = 1 

  
-0.199c -0.197c 

  
-0.046 -0.044 

  
0.306c 0.298c 

Banking = 1 
  

-0.180 -0.178 
  

-0.056 -0.053 
  

0.298c 0.290c 

Engineering = 1 
  

-0.190c -0.188c 

  
-0.061 -0.059 

  
0.329c 0.322c 

Financial Services = 1 
  

-0.196c -0.193c 

  
-0.073 -0.070 

  
0.322 0.314c 

Government = 1 
  

-0.185c -0.182c 

  
0.016 0.019 

  
0.244 0.235 

IT/Computer = 1 
  

-0.181 -0.178 
  

-0.061 -0.058 
  

0.297a 0.289c 

Pharmaceutical/Biotech. = 1 
  

-0.199c -0.197 
  

-0.069 -0.067 
  

0.339a 0.332c 

Technology = 1 
  

-0.184c -0.182 
  

-0.068 -0.065 
  

0.312c 0.304c 

Telecommunications = 1 
  

-0.191c -0.189 
  

-0.026 -0.024 
  

0.293c 0.285 
Utilities/Energy = 1 

  
-0.238a -0.237a 

  
-0.076 -0.073 

  
0.443a 0.437a 

Chi-Squared Statistic(5 dof) 
Critical Value/Level of Sig.  14.3/5%  9.9/10%  2.1  3.7  10.9/10%  17.6/1% 
Notes: Author’s calculations by pooling the 2011 Independent Worker and the American Community Survey. The entries are partial derivatives from probit models of 
income on gender, age, state of residence, educational attainment, and industry. The first model regresses log income on the IWS dummy variable. Model 2 adds dummy 
variables for type of email solicitation (1st request, 1st follow up, and 2nd follow up, “likely” union target and other email list). The 2nd follow up, or late respondents are 
the reference or excluded group. Model 3 adds gender, age, state of residence, and industry. The fourth model includes the demographic indicators and the email list. An 
“a” denotes significance at the 1% level. A “b” denotes 5% and a “c” denotes 10%. The dependent variable shares are 0.279, 0.301 and 0.420. The probit models contain 
142,014 observations. The Chi-squared tests capture the joint significance of the IWS,, E-News #1 and #2, Other News, and “Likely” Union Member dummy variables. 



42 
 

 

Table 9: The Link Between “Always Using” Contracts and Client Income and Ease of Payment 
 Panel A: All Respondents 2009 2011 

Predictor Var.: Use of a Contract Unadj. Adj. Unadj. 2009 Rep. 
Add Educ. 

& Race 
Add Interview 

Timing 
Add Ind. & 

Occ. 

Dep. Var.: Log of Gross Income 
0.1855a 0.1921a 0.1388b 0.2043a 0.2212a 0.2221a 0.1367b 

(0.0653) (0.0654) (0.0693) (0.0591) (0.0585) (0.0588) (0.0609) 

Dep. Var.: Trouble Getting Paid = 1 
-0.0094 -0.0083 -0.0375 -0.0327 -0.0410 -0.0411 -0.0311 
(0.0201) (0.0203) (0.0268) (0.0275) (0.0277) (0.0277) (0.0288) 

Dep. Var.: Paid After Date = 1 
-0.0059 -0.0056 -0.0217 -0.0123 -0.0164 -0.0166 0.0009 
(0.0193) (0.0195) (0.0261) (0.0265) (0.0266) (0.0267) (0.0278) 

Dep. Var.: Never Paid =  1 
-0.0364a -0.0374a -0.0123 -0.0073 -0.0130 -0.0130 -0.0184 
(0.0133) (0.0132) (0.0199) (0.0201) (0.0197) (0.0197) (0.0201) 

Dep. Var.:  
Paid Less than Agreed Upon Amount = 1  

0.0127 0.0111 -0.0089 -0.0049 -0.0055 -0.0059 -0.0117 

(0.0132) (0.0129) (0.0178) (0.0178) (0.0178) (0.0176) (0.0178) 
Sample Size 2,681 2,681 2,041 2,041 2,041 2,041 2,041 
Panel B: New York State Respondents 

       
Dep. Var.: Log of Gross Income 

0.2419b 0.2277b 0.2673b 0.2556b 0.2801b 0.2762b 0.2169b 

(0.1103) (0.1097) (0.0793) (0.0784) (0.0806) (0.0808) (0.0845) 

Dep. Var.: Trouble Getting Paid = 1 
-0.0476 -0.0498 -0.0712 -0.0749 -0.0886b -0.0868b -0.0491 
(0.0308) (0.0311) (0.0379) (0.0393) (0.0397) (0.0398) (0.0421) 

Dep. Var.: Paid After Date = 1 
-0.0225 -0.0253 -0.0781b -0.0758b -0.0807b -0.0804b -0.0444 
(0.0297) (0.0298) (0.0367) (0.0372) (0.0375) (0.0375) (0.0403) 

Dep. Var.: Never Paid =  1 
-0.0431b -0.0437b -0.0106 -0.0075 -0.0160 -0.0137 -0.0088 
(0.0198) (0.0193) (0.0275) (0.0276) (0.0266) (0.0265) (0.0270) 

Dep. Var.:  
Paid Less than Agreed Upon Amount = 1 

-0.0147 -0.0151 -0.0044 -0.0018 -0.0006 0.0006 0.0059 
(0.0187) (0.0181) (0.0249) (0.0251) (0.0250) (0.0248) (0.0256) 

Sample Size 1,243 1,243 1,083 1,083 1,083 1,083 1,083 
Additional Predictor Variables: 

       Gender, Age, Type of worker, Years 
worked as Independent Worker, Number 
of Clients, State of Residence No Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Educational Attainment and Race No No No No Yes Yes Yes 
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Date of Interview Request No No No No No Yes Yes 
Industry and Occupation No No No No No No Yes 
Notes:  Entries in row labeled “Dep. Var.: Log of Gross Income” are coefficients from regressions of the logarithm of real gross income on a 
dummy variable indicating whether the respondent “Always” used a contract. Entries for all other dependent variables are the partial derivatives 
(evaluated at the mean) from Probit models of the difficulty of payment (e.g., trouble getting paid, paid after date and never paid) on a dummy 
variable indicating whether the respondent “Always” used a contract. Educational attainment, race and ethnicity are only available in 2011. The 
entries for the row labeled “log of gross income” are the coefficients on the dummy variable indicating whether the respondent always used a 
contract with their client. The columns labeled “Unadj.” refer to regressions or probits of the dependent variable (e.g., logarithm of gross income) 
on just the contract dummy variable. The columns labeled “Adj.” include controls for age, gender, state of residence, number of clients, educational 
attainment, race, type of work situation, and years of work as an independent worker.  The columns labeled “2009 Rep.” refer to regressions and 
probits that apply the 2009 model to the 2011 survey data. The entries for the binary dependent variables are the partial derivatives evaluated at the 
sample’s mean characteristics from probit models that predict the impact that using a contract has on trouble getting paid, getting paid after the date 
of completion, never getting paid, and getting paid less than the agreed upon amount. A “a” denotes significance at the 1% level. A “b” denotes 5% 
and a “c” denotes 10%. Due to multi-colinearity, several observations in the probit models are dropped, with the number being greatest for the 
“Never Paid” and “Paid Less than Agreed Upon”. These are the outcomes with the smallest proportions. They are reported in Table 9. 
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Table 10: The Link Between “Always Using” Contracts and Client Income and Ease of Payment 
By Type of Email Survey Solicitation 

Panel A: All Respondents 

Use of a Contract 

All 
Respondents Initial 

Request 
Follow up 

#1 
Follow up 

#2 

“Likely” 
Freelancers 
Members 

Dep. Var.: Log of Gross Income 
0.2212a 0.1077 0.2388 0.3123 0.1533 
(0.0585) (0.1384) (0.1621) (0.1684) (0.1246) 

Dep. Var.: Trouble Getting Paid = 1 
-0.0410 -0.0053 -0.0169 -0.1921 -0.0777 
(0.0277) (0.0569) (0.1007) (0.0870) (0.0549) 

Dep. Var.: Paid After Date = 1 
-0.0164 0.0006 -0.0211 -0.1702b -0.0834b 

(0.0266) (0.0551) (0.0980) (0.0822) (0.0515) 

Dep. Var.: Never Paid =  1 
-0.0130 -0.0541 0.0601 -0.0596 0.0108 
(0.0197) (0.0358) (0.0635) (0.0510) (0.0377) 

Dep. Var.:  
Paid < Agreed Upon Amount = 1 

-0.0055 0.0043 -0.0494 -0.0067 -0.0132 
(0.0178) (0.0337) (0.0322) (0.0167) (0.0332) 

Sample Size 2,041 557 181 190 535 
Panel B: NY State Respondents 

Dep. Var.: Log of Gross Income 
0.2801b 0.1083 0.4376b 0.5281b 0.1919 
(0.0806) (0.2400) (0.1668) (0.2642) (0.1434) 

Dep. Var.: Trouble Getting Paid = 1 
-0.0886b -0.0876 -0.1008 0.0594 -0.1620a 

(0.0397) (0.0826) (0.1545) (0.1606) (0.0750) 

Dep. Var.: Paid After Date = 1 
-0.0807b -0.0881 -0.0812 -0.1092 -0.1842 
(0.0375) (0.0767) (0.1672) (0.1367) (0.0689) 

Dep. Var.: Never Paid =  1 
-0.0160 -0.0335 -0.0036 0.0413 -0.0220 
(0.0266) (0.0535) (0.0086) (0.0810) (0.0525) 

Dep. Var.:  
Paid < Agreed Upon Amount = 1 

-0.0006 -0.0241 . 0.0056 0.0274 
(0.0250) (0.0423) 

 
(0.0179) (0.0523) 

Sample Size 1,083 294 82 96 286 
Notes:  Entries in row labeled “Dep. Var.: Log of Gross Income” are coefficients from regressions of the logarithm of real 
gross income on a dummy variable indicating whether the respondent “Always” used a contract. Entries for all other 
dependent variables are the partial derivatives (evaluated at the mean) from Probit models of the difficulty of payment 
(e.g., trouble getting paid, paid after date and never paid) on a dummy variable indicating whether the respondent 
“Always” used a contract. Educational attainment, race and ethnicity are only available in 2011. A “a” denotes 
significance at the 1% level. A “b” denotes 5% and a “c” denotes 10%. Due to multi-collinearity, several observations in 
the probit models are dropped, with the number being greatest for the “Never Paid” and “Paid Less than Agreed Upon”. 
These are the outcomes with the smallest proportions. They are reported in Table 9. See Table 3 for a detailed description 
of the Union’s types of email solicitations. 
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ENDNOTES 

                                            
1 U.S. Department of Labor, Futurework: Trends and Challenges for the 21st Century (1999).  Washington, DC. 
available at http://digitalcommons.ilr.cornell.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1066&context=key_workplace. 
 
2 A well-developed literature exists on contract workers, with a particular focus on temporary workers. See, for 
example, Autor and Houseman (2010). 
  
3 See, for example, Garen (2006), Houseman (1997), and Houseman (2001). Kristal (2013) finds that these changes led to 
an erosion in the position of workers. This explains a major reason why worker’s share has declined.  
 
4 In a comparative study of freelancing in Germany and Denmark, Fersch (2012) identifies the exposure to 
insecurity. In Germany the topic of insecurity emerged, but not in Denmark. Fersch concluded that some of the 
difference could be explained by the variation in social security backgrounds and welfare state programmes. Fersch 
argues that this variation can’t explain the very different ways people talk about and deal with the issue. Fersch 
argues that the differences can be understood in the context of trust. 
 
5 See Anderson (2000) for an excellent summary of the U.S.’s worker protection policies and laws. 
 
6 The Bureau of Labor Statistics has several advisory committees that are comprised of leading scholars and 
practitioners. For example, the BLS Technical Advisory Committee, which expects to meet twice a year, advises the 
Commissioner on statistical methodology and other technical matters related to the collection and analysis of BLS 
data.  
 
7 See Freelancers Union (2010), “Client Nonpayment.” Brooklyn, NY. The report that analyzed the 2009 
Independent Worker Survey found that getting paid was the largest problem facing self-employed workers. The 
study found that 42 percent of the nearly 900,000 independent workers in New York State reported having trouble 
collecting payment, totaling an estimated $4.7 billion in lost wages. 
 
8 If standard part-timer workers are excluded, the percentage falls to approximately 17.1 percent. 
 
9 However, funds were designated in the FY12 and FY13 BLS budgets  to administer the CWS, but was taken out of 
the FY12 proposed budget. 
 
10 Health care reform and the recovery from the Great Recession will serve as a catalyst for continued growth. Littler 
predicts that contingent workers will make up one-half of the labor force added after the Great Recession. 
 
11 Also see Addison and Surfield (2007, 2009). The first study estimates wage differences for a comprehensive set of 
alternative work arrangements. They control for observed demographic characteristics and unobserved person-
specific fixed effects and find that after adjust for these factors wages among these workers are not as bad as 
hypothesized. The second study use the Contingent and Alternative Employment Arrangement Supplement and the 
National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, 1979 Cohort to determine whether workers who take contingent 
employment rather than traditional employment, or the alternative of continued job search, experience greater or 
lesser employment continuity. They find that after controlling for unobserved individual heterogeneity, regular 
work’s advantage over contingent work and contingent work over continued joblessness lessens. 
 
12 For these years, the union no longer holds information about the sampling techniques. 
 
13 This number is an upper bound on the survey universe. The union does not have records of how many email 
addresses were non-functional and duplicate. 
 
14 We use the work “unique”; however, we are not able confirm uniqueness across the 8 email lists. The union does 
not contain enough information to be able to match across the lists. We think that it is pretty unlikely that a 
respondent would answer the survey multiple times.  
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15 Partners included, but were not limited to: Advertising Women of New York, American Print Alliance, Graphics 
Artist Guild, Society of Publication Designers, The Actors Fund, the Writers Guild and Local Federation of 
Musicians. 
 
16 The union has no way of linking the survey responses to the administrative membership data. We considered 
matching based on demographic characteristics. All we have our age, educational attainment, gender, and state of 
residence. 
 
17 It would be ideal if we could identify the actual union members in the 695 respondents, but the Union did not 
collect this information. 
 
18 The tables contain two additional insights. Respondents in the IWS who might identify as employees may actually 
be working in more precarious or entrepreneurial work situations than it appears, whether through contract, on-call, 
or temporary work, and individuals are obtaining work from multiple sources, not just working as self-employed or 
traditional employees but piecing together a variety of sources of work. 
 
19 The Freelancers Union also works to provide access to health care for its members. 
 
20 This problem is called unit non response bias. See, for example, Greene (2012) for a description of the problem. 
 
21 Validation methods have been proposed. These require at least two samples, where the one with the higher 
response rate is viewed as having less bias. For example, a phone and face-to-face survey might be administered. In 
this case, the latter is viewed as more reliable. Other studies use mail and phone surveys. Panel or longitudinal data 
is also used. In this case, the first year in which everyone is observed serves as the reference point. The Heckman 
Two-Step method is also used. The first stage is a probit of whether or not the respondent filled out the survey. The 
parameters from this probit are used to construct the inverse of the Mills Ratio. This ratio is then placed in the 
second-stage equation (e.g., wage equation). 
 
22 See, Lin and Schaeffer (1995), and recently for example Meiklejohn, Connor and Kypri (2012). 
 
23 It is possible that several individuals in the Freelancers Membership Administrative file filled out the survey. 
However, the Union did not link IWS respondents to their Administrative records. We thought of matching based on 
demographic characteristics, but we don’t have enough unique variables that would help to minimize the number of 
duplicates. 
 
24 The income available in the Freelancers Membership data file is reported in bracketed form. 
 
25 The ACS statistics are weighted using the Census sample weights. 
 
26 The union does not collect educational attainment their administrative file. 
 
27 The union has no way of identifying and linking an IWS survey record to the membership file. Since we have 
over 140,000 individuals in our Freelancers Admin file, we speculate that this inability should not adversely impact 
our results. 
 
28 In 2011, the Union did not ask for a member’s educational attainment. 
 
29 The IWS and ACS industry categories are not easily compared. 
 
30 This is not a surprise based on the non-response bias probits, where income predicted survey participation. 
 
31 More specifically, from June 2009 to June 2010, total nonfarm employment grew by 1.1 and -0.4 percent in NY 
City and the nation. From June 2010 to June 2011, the growth rates were 3.0 and 0.7 percent. For June 2011 to June 
2012, the City’s growth in total nonfarm payroll employment expanded by 5.5 percent, compared to a 2.3 percent 
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increase for the nation. The statistics are based on the authors’ calculations of monthly seasonally adjusted U.S. 
Bureau of Labor Statistics (www.bls.gov) for nonfarm payroll employment.  
 
32 Also in 2011, respondents could begin to distinguish between the degree of formality with their arrangement. The 
hierarchy ranges from whether 1) the independent worker and client both sign a contract or letter of agreement, 2) 
the independent worker only signs a contract or letter of agreement, 3) the independent worker sends an email to 
their client containing the terms of the agreement, 4) the client sends an email to the independent worker containing 
the terms of agreement, to 5) a verbal agreement is made between the independent worker and the client. We 
estimated models, which allowed for the full progression (e.g. signed contract to verbal commitment) and found that 
always signing a contract stands out from the other less formal arrangements. These results are available from the 
authors upon request.  
 
33 Combining the “sometimes” category with “often” does not change our results. Even after controlling for personal 
attributes, a 20 percent advantage roughly remains for respondents that use contracts with their clients.  
 
34 We explored whether our results are sensitive to the construction of our contract variable. The entries are 
estimates of the link between “Always or Often Using” a contract and a client’s income and the ease of getting paid.  
Lumping respondents that “Often” use contracts with those that “Always” use contracts does not change our 
estimates associated with gross income. We also clustered “sometimes” with “always” and “often.” Our gross 
income regressions are qualitatively similar to the models that use “always” and/or “often.” The addition of this 
cluster lessens the size of the income gap. The probits that capture the link between getting paid and the use of 
contracts have even less precision than our results that combine always and often. The results are available upon 
request. Use of contracts is associated with substantially higher gross income. In the sample that includes all 
respondents, we do observe a great deal of sensitivity with respect to the reasons why income is higher if a contract 
is used. The use of a contract does not ensure higher income. There are other factors that need to be identified. For 
example, we do not have information on the size of the contract. The 2011 estimates for our New York State 
respondents continue to support our conclusions in Table 9 that use of a contract reduces the trouble with getting 
paid and getting paid late. 
 
35 http://www.nolo.com/legal-encyclopedia/small-claims-suits-how-much-30031.html 
 
36 http://www.nelp.org/page/-/Justice/2011/WinningWageJustice2011.pdf?nocdn=1 
 

37 See, for example, http://video.cnbc.com/gallery/?video=3000187821&play=1,“Want a job? Good luck finding 
full-time work,”Tami Luhby  Luhby, (CNNmoney.com), August 5, 2013: 11:54 AM, or  “The truth about the part-
time jobs explosion,” by Rex Nutting, (CBS Market Watch), Aug. 9, 2013, 6:31AM, 
http://www.marketwatch.com/story/the-truth-about-the-part-time-jobs-explosion-2013-08-09. 

38 P 36, committee report accompanying S3295, available at http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CRPT-
112srpt176/pdf/CRPT-112srpt176.pdf. 

http://www.bls.gov/
http://www.nolo.com/legal-encyclopedia/small-claims-suits-how-much-30031.html
http://www.nelp.org/page/-/Justice/2011/WinningWageJustice2011.pdf?nocdn=1
http://video.cnbc.com/gallery/?video=3000187821&play=1
https://twitter.com/intent/user?screen_name=Luhby
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