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o Thp problems” of 51n319~parent fam111es are 1Gg1on. In this paper, we
rvvﬂew som¢ of the major problpms with which single: parents and their childrdn.

.. are~forced to copé, and then focis oh the issue’ we ,judge to. be most 1mp0rtdnl,.

namely. insuring adequate financjal: . support for children at the time ef and

| fnltow1ng creat ion of the single- parpnt Family.l

© A ' 1 N
\Two considerations conditinn our analysvs. F1rst it is poss1b19 that .{ -
qnmp)eotidl critics have been unnecessarily alarmist ahour recent statistics. o 0
on family dissplution. To be sure, divorce s a. tragedy, and it$ effects on L
all family . members-~1nclud1ng children who gre usually innocent bystanders .
withgieh any" influence.over the course of events--are difficult at best “and

" devad¥ating at worst. ‘And yet, we have known for some time (MNye, 1957) that .

two- parpnt families with'high confljct have negative effects .on children..

-Furtﬁer,.OVpr 80% of divorqing individuals remarry and judge themselves tn be - W@“'.i

happir -in their second than first marriage (Campbell, Converse, & Rogers, % -

;:1916) And although research has shown that most children experiefte * | cu T % |

: dnvp]ppmental and- behavioral problems at the time of divorce and separdtion, '

research .has also shown.that children tend to recover as the conflict and

'd1sorgan1vat10n of separation and divorce begin to wane. In short, although

- the negative side of family dissolution and its effects on- ch11dren are. -

‘assistance h

evideAt, divorce is not without its benefits. Moreover, some 1nd1v1dual"~~
adiltsvand children--have the self-righting capacity to recover’ from the .
experidnce of family d1ssn]ut1on Thus, ‘although we wil] argue that divorce

~and its attendant affects 1s an important social problem that should be . ° = ‘e

addrpﬂsed -by public policy, we wish to avoid the Cassandrq~1ike~tone that
Qnmet;mes accompan1es discuss1ons of divorce. B _ .

‘N: second cons1derat1on that cond1tions onr ana]yeas is that there are--.
and qhould be--clear limitations on what government cah ‘do to help. families in
distress.  The-traditiehal view of government family policy might he called
crisfstorientation (Dokecki & Moroney, 1983, Steiner, ‘1981). Thus, gqvernmnnf
has traditionally come to the assistance of families in-the case of paverty, .
violence, and similar gonditions that indicate a family's. 1nab1lity to ‘
fundtion adequately. The perspective we adopt in this analysis is that
qovnrnmpnt intervention in family 1ife is appropriate only when two conditions’
are met: );the’ familnytself and other forms ‘of private, nongovernmental.

‘v@ been. shown to he inadequate, and*h) there 1s. logical or ;

~emirical aviderice that governmpnt intervention can proguce posttive

0“9( omes., ) K . . . » .
by - ' ’ o T3 ) : . : H . ' v
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IThroughout th1s analys1s we. refer to s1ng1e parent fam111és as beiny - Lo
hpaded by females. We acknowledge that men also head single~parent familics, L

"Qf ohly about 1U%.of all. slngle parent families in the U.S.:are haadad by

les (Gersick, 1979). Because of this, and hécause the econamic consequencesd .
singla=parenthood ‘are more severe for women than men, we focu$ our

-.awtpntion on fema1e headed s1ngle sparent fam11ies. Sy .

) ‘. . . ) ’ '__ ‘.v . , v. . __‘"“»' ', . 3 Lo S .9" -
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BRI It is also fnstructive to Lconsider ‘the t1m1.n‘of proposed-interventions

* ' in what can be called the "marital cycle." From this perspective, marriage. -
 ard divorce are seen as components of a cycle of family formation and S

" dissolution across the.lifecourse, pather than as isolated events, This js -
"not to diminish .the. importance of single -paTtner reldtionships; but rather to
recognize that changes in family structure do -occur, and can occur repeatedly
or cyclically for a given individual, In-constructing policies concerned with .
marriage and divorce, ‘then, the'analyst heeds to be sensitive to th® differant
kinds of supports or services that may be needéd by family members At
different stages in the marital cycle. ' ' »

[ % : . ) . ., .

. Figure(é shows the five prfmany*marital'sfa es:. premarriage, marriage,
~divome, remarriage, and widowhood (postmarrfageg. Listed under each are
~examples of policy options of potential benefit to individuals at the various

marital stages. With regard to-divorce, one could take a-generally preventive
approath by ch;ﬁ)eling resoupces into programs in the premarital and marital -
, . Stages. For efample, ir an attempt to'prevent divorce, California currently '

S requires couples under age 19 to participate in a program of "premarital )

~counseling before & marriage {icense can be issued. Coverage of marital

., +- . counseling services by federal and-third-party health insurors would be an- :

example of policy directed toward preventing divorce by attempting to - L

strengthen marriates. & _

A 7 b -
We stated earlier our perspective that government intervenfion in .
families was justified only in the absence of other sources of assistance and
in the presence of evidence that intervention produces "desired outcames.- '
- Premarital ,amd marital couns 1ing, however, have not convincingly b#len shown ¥
- to either reduce divorce og improve the quality of marriage in thd population.
. Neither can a strong case.fe made for gevernment ‘provision of these services,
' since they -are gvailable from private-sector ‘therapists, religious PR
organizations, and other sources. A’similar situation exists for most .
.preventive efforts aimed at behavioral or social conditions, and for most of
“the policy options listed in Figure 1 under the premarriage, marriage, and
- remarriage stages. . . :

4 . . :

By contrast, policy ‘initiatives directed toward amelioration of specific
problems faced by families are more likely to meet our-conditions of '
appropriateness for government invo]vement and to be accessible to empirical
evaluation. Further, as desirable-Ls prevention may.be as an ideal, political
reality almost invariaghly dictates that the crisis orientation model will . _

~prevail 1in developing pubiic policy. One such crisis is family dissolution,:
- and we have decided to focus on one of the maj&r pol problems created by - o
~the divorce stage of the marital cycle; namely, chil@@upport. . g

SR
!' t

Thig choice was made on the basis of available empifical ‘ewidence on/the
~extent and severity of problems faced by ‘divorcing individuals an their| - .
. - children. 1In addition, child support policies are currently in ope atipon, [
- enabling us to obtain data on their current effectiveness and to mgke tnf,rme¢;, Al
hrojections of their potential for improvament.- With these considarations in-*
- 'mind, then, we turn to an examination of the pr?blems faced by diforcinyg| -
adults and their children, . I AR

G
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Voo nghe~bolic1es;1isteu here are not meant to be'exhaust1ve,-but'rgiher'to 1hd1cdte the’ ma jor supports and "~ °
- . ‘;1ng9rvent1bns that social scientistS,“]awyers,‘and others, have proposed to assist family memhqgs, . o

LI L N . . ‘. -~




©o oD single Parent v
'..“ ﬁ._ ‘ . | v “- ' . ‘, \ . 4‘ . - . .

“w .. #  Problem Statement

R A

§ . s . ‘ ) . ! ‘ - . - , P
- . % One approach to poljecy analysis:begins with a clear statement of the
. prob]eﬁ'(Hgskins, 1980; Haskins & Ballagher, 1981). There are two major
; .advantages of this -appripach. First, it enables all concerned .to understand
both how the analyst defines the policy problem .and why--or whether--this‘ "
~ particular problem requires public attention- and: investment:, Second,. defining.
. the problem sets the stage for evaluating policy -alternatives by outlining the '
. number and-characteristics of individuals and groups who are affected by the
N problem, dgigribjng the consequences 6f the problem, and tracing the results,
of previous"mttempts to deal with the problem. #With these cénsiderations in
mind,]thin,'welturn to an analysis of problems associated 'with famjly
dissolution, ' , . - -

-

frends in Family Composition

Divorce..J(]though.we are currently in an era of high divorce rates, _
substantial changes over time in divorce rates are not unusual. For example,
before World War II the divorce rate in Amqrica was quite low, about 2 per _
1,000 population. By 1946, however,. due in" large part to disruptions caused
by war, the rate had,climbed to 4.3, Not surprisingly, given the ‘relatively _
stable economy and the generallysconservative temper of the times, the divorce .

- rate then fell steadily until it reached a- 1ow of 2.2 in 1960.. .The "divorce
. rate then began to climb until it reached an all-time high of 6.3per 1,000
_population in 1979, Since 1979, however, provisional figures suggest that the
- divorce rate may have leveled off somewhat at about half the marriage rate. = %
Thus, in 1980 there-was a marriage rate of 10.6 and a divorce rate of 5.2 per .
1,000 population. Translated to actual numbers, in 1980 there were about 2.4
+ . million marriqges-and 1.2 mil}ion divorces (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1979; .
U.S. National Center for Health Statistics, 1982). e "

- ~

: : Focusing specifically on data for¢North Carolina, slightly more than
! _.\28,000 marriages ended in divorce in 1980. The divorce rate in North Carolina
stood at 4.8 per 1,000 population in 1980, somewhat lower than that for the -
“United States as a whole, Between 1970 and 1980, however, the number of
divorces in the state increased by 105% while the number of divorces ,
nationwide increased by 67% (Campbell, undated;.U.S. National Center for
Health- Statistics, 1980). : L L ' ' '

North Carolina also has one of the lowest marriage rates in the United
states. The 1880 marriage rate of 7.9 per 1,000 population ¢xceeded the rate . -
~ “in only three other states, and was well below the national marriage rate of . .
10,6 (U.S. National Center for Health Statistics, 1982); Rpughly 46,7Q0 *
. couples marrted in the state in 1980, representing a decline of 3.3% over the
number of marriages in 19704E;By contrast, during the 1970's there was an
increase of 11.8% in the numDer of marriages nationwide, LR

j'""'C'hH'dr?er'\L of.givdrcea' As ﬁhterestfng-as divbrce andﬁmarriagé statisties *.
might be, of even greater impqrtance for our purposes are data showing that
... the numb r-oﬁ;childpennin\olved,1n'd1vorce has increased dramatically in n

divotce, and there.is no reason to belfeve that: fewer children have been ‘. .+
involved "in any year since 1976 (U,S.”Bureau of the Census, 1979). In North~ ., .
~* Carolina alorfe, more than 25,OOOAChf1drenthve experienced their parepts' .
Qfgnrée'eacb year for the.last several years. ~ .~ ... S

i R R SR
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recent yearsy 1In fact, 1n 1976 more than 1,100,000 children were involved in. -  °
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That more than 1 mjllion children experience divorce.in any: given year, = =, -
however, does not tell the 'fu)1 story., PRaul lick (1979) has recently * . .
. - 'summarized-census data cohcerning th% l1ving axcangements of chiltren less. L s
than 18.years of age.. As shown in Table 1, since 1960 there has been a; R A,
tant detline in the xumber o€’ children 1iving with two parents.- Thus, in & - =~

-

I

14

about 88% of all children were 1iving with two parents (including

timates that this figure wil) continue .to decline, and will reach 71% by ch
- In addition, the-pefcentage of ‘children 1iving with both natural . . |
declined to 63% in 1978, and is expected to decline to 56% by

e

.1978'moEe than 14% of al];chi]dreh~Wene 1iving ™n a female-headed

together, these figures suggest that Between 40% and 50% of all children will
spend some time--perhaps about- 5 years on.average (Bane, 1976)--in a
-.;single-parént family before;;heir 18th'b1rthday; o )

~ These numbers 1ead-us to.conclude that a'very substantial minory of
_.children now spend a not insignificant portion of their lives in a o :
female«headed,family, and most of them will -also have experignced the trhuma.(

. Of‘separation, divorce, or both. .

-
~

Effects of Divorce on Adults I . / B RN

-

And what are the 1ikely effects of divorce and living in a female-headed °
family en parents and children? A brief review af information on this - ,
question will demonstrate that the trends reviewed above constitute a serious

public problem. - e -

s

;- . ) 3 '.. .“.w
Separated and divorced adults have repbated[y been shown to be -at ‘greater
risk of psychological and physical disturbance than individuals in any other
marital status category. A number of studies of admissions to inpatient and
outpatient psychiatric facilities have found that divorced individuals are
from 3 to 22 ‘times more 1ikely to seek treatment than are married individuals
(Bloom, Asher, & White, 1978), Further, when admission rates allow one to
distinguish between the separated and the divorced, rates for the separated

J,
are substantially Righer than those for the divorced, suggesting that s J“,

psychological disturbance is greatest at the time of greatest trauma; namely,
.around the time couples separate, . .

_ The prevalence of both acute and chranic alcoholism s also greater among
the divorced than among the married (Bloom et als, 1978).° Moreover, a study
of a representative sample of 2,300 @hicago residents showed the dﬁvoréZd and
separated to be significantly more depressed than widowed, .single, or married
individuals (Pearlip & Johnson, 1977). T -

Divorce is also associated:with an increased risk of death due to motog
‘vehicle accidents, suicide, and homicide, Accident rates have been found to
be elevated for the separated and divorced as much as 6 months prior to and 6 -
months foﬁlowing the date of divorce (McMurray, 1970). Divorcéd adults are
- alsd twice as likely to commit- suicide as are the married, and are from 2 to /7
- times more likely tp become a.yictim of homicide (Bloom et al., 1978)., ., -
| T - R
~ . _ o o C e
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constituted families), but by 1978 this figure.had declined to 78%. &lick .

Nreated by divoree, separation, or out-of-wedlock births, M over, - .-
3 projects that this figure will rise to 21% by 1990. _Faken P
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‘= s, cLiving Arrangement . ..1960° V1970 1978~ 1990 - |

. | Lo pE ; ' (Projected)

) . . _.. -. ) . ) ., r._.,r - ] \.- .

Living with Two Parents 87.5 83.1' (' 71.7 71
s rents ) _ b . ‘ .

; Living with One, Parent

e - 13. 18.6 25

o

Mother only 9 1L 170 - 23 .

» . Divorced R 1-.9~‘V 3.5 6.9 10
* . Husband Absent - f 3.7 . 45 S
Widowed - | 2.0 Y 24 20 .2

.
Mever Married - ¥ T 0.3 L1 . 2.6 ¢
Father only - 1 J9 0T 16 2

Living with Neither Parent =~ 3.4 3.5 - 4,0 8

A

. Note. Al data are percentages. . t
Soutce:. Glick, 1979, Table 1, p. 171.
. . . :- - .-_ } .
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} The divorced, .and to an eyen greater extent the séparated, are alse in .
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sTenificantly poorer health than their married, single, or-widowed
countergarts. Agesaéirsted'rates of restricted activity days, incidence of P
acute diseases, number) of physician visits per year, and o€eurrence of short . -
hospital stays alf aﬁb\qighest for the separated and divorced (Wilder, 1976).
Further, deaths due to  several types gf cardiovascular diseases have been

found to occur wlth greater frequency in the separated and divorced than in

the married (Lynch, 1977). ' ' . L L

. i . . . , . .

- These findihgs repmesent a large body of- research which has consistently
shown that divorce and separation are associated with increased risk of °
peychologicdl dnd physical problems among adults. They do not, however, allow -
firm conclusions as to whether diwerce preceded. or folldwed the incregsed
risk. One could argue that individuals with-mental ér physical problems would
be less likely-to remain married, and thus would be overrepresented among the-

~divorced. A second exglanation is that marriage itself provides some degree

- of protection from thesa conditions.” Finally, it:could be argued that-divorcé

engenders disruptions and stresses to the extent that the divorced are damaged
by their-experience. ‘Y . g | e

-

A]thoubh fhe=necessary 1arge-sca1e,'ﬂongitudinal studies have not been’

- conducted to allow a firm choice: among these competing explanations, evidence
- from several studies suggests that-stresses inherent in the transition from

marriage to divorce may-account for most of the negative effects of divorce.
Bohanpan (1970), in discussing the tasks involved in'the transition,from
“.marriage to divorce, descrgbed six aspects of the divorce experienc8: 1) the
emotional divorce, 2) the legal divorce, 3) the economic divorce, 4)-the
-coparental divorce, 5) the community divorce, “and 6) the psychic divorce. _
Common to all of these six "stations of divorce" are changes in dife styke-and .
the potential f8r considerable stress, Y : M

.

Hetherington, Cox, and Cox (1977), for example, fo)lowed 48 divorced and
48 intact.families. for a.period of 2 years, They foeund that the main areas-of: -
change and S?ress experienced by the divorced adults were in:' a) practical
problems of living such as employment, income, and operating a household; b). .
self-concept and identity; and c) interpersonal problems. Many of the '
divorced parents reportegs dramatic increases in household disorganization and
generally chaotic 1ife styles with Tittle regularity of meals or sleep.
Divorced couplés faced greater economic difficulty in trying to maintainy -
separate households,. some increasing their workload in an attempt to earn more
money. In addition, one of the main areas of conflixt between divorced
persons was found to be .finances, - - T

r 3

. Hetherington and her ¢olleagues also found ‘that -divorced adults repoftad
“+ feeling significantly more anxious} depressed, angry, rejected, and L :
_ incompetent than their married counterparts. These feelings were particularly

‘prevalent among divorced mothers, who also felt their 1ives to be out of - . -

- control even ¥years following divorce. Both divorced father$ and mothers -

expressed hetghtened feelings of loneliness and isolation, and although*- - =

fathers engaged in ¥ncreased dating and social activity immediate1y'following,,

divorce, the levels of social activity of hoth males and females were -

essentially the same 2 years after the divfrce. v o -
Lral D OMG & yea wer e di, .

An especially sigdificant fihﬂfdg of the Hefheriﬁg&pn study was -the

“l‘marked difference Eetweénfthe‘paﬁenting.stylesﬂof married and divorced-mothers

. A - t
. e ’ .
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e psygfiologital, emot i@

.

.eand fathefrs. Divorced parents were less affectionate, with their children, ¢

~divorced parents were less effective in handling their children than widre

.the greatest-diffilulty with their children, especially with sons. Similar

- proceNs occurring across a long.span of time, the predominant feature of the -

. 4

~marital dissoluti

“the relationship between. father absence and the socidl and intellectual o
. develppment of children, especially, boys. More ge€antly, interest has shifted .

disruption: .- - ., . . L e

rya

<
e
A

~ “closely® as posgAbleg

¢ - ‘ * . e o L "".. . : . ' e !

- physioTogical changes” leading to emotional and physicai-disability, and even

Nchildren and adults experjencing mar#al dissolution, =

‘ }the'ﬁelatjdhship.beyween.fata'r'

/\ ' SO o \ '.'t g“' h o | .. v, ._".}'vf,
ST “ o .pingle Parent . o e e
S .‘ . 8 Y . ‘ o . o

- ] ,

‘communicated Tess with their'chiidren,,ang were more inconsistent ‘in S e
'discipline than weTe married parents, Hetherington also gbseryed a “coercive" R
cycle" occurring-between divohced.pargnts and thefr children in which the <i o

children were less compliant-thvan children from intact matriages, while

married parents. On the wholé, Hetherington found that mothers experienced

patterns of reducediparental effectiveness, coupled with increased child |
mishehavior, wg@a also reported by Wallerstein and Kelly (1980) in a G-year . < L
longitudinal fotlowup ‘of diverced families' | C e AT '

Hoe )

While the phenomenon“we:;ré‘cd]lfng “dﬁvbfce“ is actually a‘complex

divorce process is€life change and stress..; The work of Pearlin and Johnson
(1977) §uggests that the increased levels of depression found in the divorced
and separated are more strongly linked to economic hardship, social isolation,
and increased parenting responsibilities than tg marital status_per ses
Further, a long history of research supports the linkage bétween stress and

death (Hénry & Cassel, 1969)." . -
© Thus, it is gur bosition that,.while divorce may- be a aonstructive .
treatmegt for an g;}ﬁng‘marital'relationship'iﬁ the long run, in the short run =
.is likely-to engender severe stmss-and .emotional b ,
upheaval. The increased rates of physical and psychological problems seen in : Ry
the separated dnd divorced are likely to be a result of the.stress of marital -
dissolution rgther than the calse. From a poliey perspective, -then, progfams . L g
or services which act to hﬁly reduge the stress af divorce are desirable. - = .~ ‘

o f’é;ﬁl’e following discussion of the-ef ~of .d'fvo.'r\'ge. on children, it~ s ‘
will become -apparent that policies which reduce the streSses on-divorced. < - . - .
pareflts, afid especially mothers, show the greatest promise of benefigttng:

< . - y’ ‘:'.".‘ ’
» B Lot _ .

tffects of Bivorce on Children 'i;f . N LA

. Early research assessihg"théLEfTectﬁ of div‘rcg‘yp?ﬂﬁﬂdren focused on

-w oy

from the presence or absemte ofea father” as/th
adjustment to moré detailed examinatibns of«
impinging on-children before, during; apé

“critical factor in- children's o
he behavioral .and sdcial factors _ N

after the onset of marital o
L ) 780 VRN ﬁ;;;_;‘:' v |
padies' have adgressed the.following issues: 1) -
d“dqﬂfngd@n@ behavior; 2) the effgct -
3. 3) 'theweffects of divorce on ..~ .
achievement; and 4) the :frequency of . ~ * ~ .
Tization digturbances .ambng.children of - . /
ategories off ‘studies, we will follpw ai};;. A

the origipad research 1n .dess 1Bing 47 U
2 ophehe 1f1caﬂy-‘-w-!ﬂ'f‘”w§e' e

h’fFoﬂr'maJok catégbriés of

of¥father absence on sex pef
&hildgen's intelligencg 4
al, and sod
ng these fou
¢ the language
effects associated with "father

divorce. . Inm revig
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De11nquengy. A positive assdciat1on frequentf' has been aoted ﬁgtwegﬁ;,w_' 7

- father absence and rates .of sociaJLy di)r Mive or-delipquént behixaﬁﬁ%" "

> Herzog and Sudia (1973), however, s hat available data FAETY
. existence of only a mogest corrklabipn be een marital-di --yfﬁf
de11nquency. ‘Thestr findings 1ndica ed that fathér-absefitieffildren were more .
likely to be charged with delinquent gcts and” to beQu';‘ecuted than were R 'ﬁb
children from intact families. Napetheless,. HejZe®” e
. specific factors related'to fat er absenhce ,Lz' not $imply father absence ~ .
O, itself--are suf?1c1ent to ac;gzat for thgsdbserved differences.in de]inquenqy S
rates. -These. factors inclu " gvels of stress and conflict inthe = ‘
home, decreased- maternal di ATy effectiveness, reduc nconﬂhsexpo uré L B
to negatives role mode]s,.. : gma “attribut to thekdiﬁentes\fam11y’by he. . Ix\ v
\commun1ty¢ ¥ R . /’9‘j / N, ﬂ&ﬁ L e

[ . Sex ro]e 1:«5—‘¢ . Sdﬁeral characteristwcs have been c%ted evidence
S€x role deve]opment in father-absent boys.! Among these have y
feminine response‘patterns to strucfgred doll p]ay situat16ns, o
S ;mascutinity-femininity>dcales, ahd , ‘ PR
iy _ pancies 1n*acnieVem {. tgst scOres. Draw1ng aga1n .
© _S#0m the excellent révigw by Herzog'amd Sudid ), we find that studies
" trave reporteq'go differences "about s-oft as ‘they have" reported g1fferences 3o Cf’
between fathe absent and - fatheripresent ys on -purported measures of -
mascu11nity. Furtheér, what is-actually being peasured by the dol1- -play
_ masculinity scales uspd-in these st{gdies s fagefrom clear,  By\and larg
' . these studies are racterized by Stereotyped views of ma ch]1n1ty and
fem1n1n1ty which have npt - been’ §hown to predict adult beh v1or. 'j
[ ' -
A difference 1n verba4 and qua tat1ve performance on standard1 ed tests St
is -also frequently cited as evi for: sex rale-impainment. among f. TMerdess '
‘boys (Nelson & Maccaby( 1966), According to this view, father«absentfma1es '
are more similar to females thag to other males. because they score higher on. .
‘verbal than onLquant1tat1ve portions of tests. The data’ are not’ c1ear : 5 T
‘howemer, as to whether this, d1screp reprasen€s depressed. quantitative .. .
scdffes or elevated verbal scores. 'In- either Casey,. the appeargnce of this .
pattern in male§ has been interpretéd ds,elidence of .sex role disturbance.” In.
addition, depend1ng on the secial class of . ihe sarmple @ider tudy, Towered ° T
“.  verbal and.quantitative scores Rave both been found to bezreiated td father o
- absence, regnrdless of sexof ,the chi1d (Herzbg & Sudia, 1973; Shinn, 1978) :
L] . (/ ‘
Research exam1n1ng the re]at1o ship between father dﬁsence, de]1nque y, .
*and g fw,(ole developmst suggests tgﬂib 11d25n may be -affected by ‘the 10
“restricted availability of their fat due separation and-divorce~ The_h
.results of’ these stud1es/\%;wever, do not support the traditigpals.

R IR e A S MR A RN T My AN W g fa b 1€)
. W . ) RO, e . - e . . L2 o L ',-',-;rz*"«"“: IERARR
. T g .“ Dol ' > S D R \J '! Tl e .v [N [ ]
o T S e e R : / \y . T e :
" ) . .
' M N : . .
) - o ~ 7 h
- . -

B ' ¢ . { ~{ ! .
L S e

\Q. v

Be 1nterpretat1on that the 1o3s of ‘a father figure leads to antisocial j
- or feminization in males. What they ‘do _suggest is that marital dis i
iated.with life.changesvand® stressek which make adequage. g enf
© diffilcutt for divorced mothers- gnd growing up more: difficult
" “The ¢ anomic hardship of divorce may very well qztount for mch
overrepresentation of fatherless/ch11dren An juvenile gourts, Not °"L¥ i$ Tow |
1ncd correlated 'with 1ike1ihood of'prosecutionffo jggenin offenses, but*jt

y* #150 p]q;‘;{major role in the etiology a&/ 11n uent - behhvﬁor by reducing A
e a .

jon. is
B more

bility he eustodiq] parent. toxgrcvt «stab1e and supportive home doe
neighbor od environment : -
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“Intelligence'and achievement. . Father absence, especially when due to

-, )

B

) 10

" separatien and divorce, has
¢ and decrements in-school ac

‘been 1inked to lowered intelligence (IQ)/scores
hievement.: Children who haye experienced. divorce

.o .~ score significantip-1ower on 1Q measures, ‘than children!from intact families,

IA

and this difference may increase witWtime -after the divorce occurs. The
;;/J'/ relationship between-divorce afd school achievement 15.less clear, although it

- appears. that divorce does’ 1

ndeed interfere with academic performance..

Shinﬁ“(lQ?B)fsummar1zed f1hdfngs'fromH28'stud1es of fathef'absence and
children's cognitive development: 16 found detrimental effects of father

_ absence, 9" found' no effects
reporting negative effects

» and 3 found mixed effects. Of the studies’
on IQ, decrements of up to .9 staridard deviation

units were found relative to childrén in intact families. In their

longitudinal study of children-of divorce,®Hetheringtan

* found no difference in IQ b

at 2 months’ and 1 year fol¥

. childreri from divorced fami

] Cox, and Cox (1979)
etween children from d1vorcesqand intact families
owing divorce. ' At-the 2-year follow-up, however,
1es. scored. significantly lower on performance 1(Q

(97.5) than their counterparts in intact families (IUT.4),- RN

The relationship betwe

. v.difficilt to determine. In their review of the research ridr to 1973, Herzog f'

Jand Sudia (1973) concluded
-~ ’'school-achievement between

. The differences: found’ ji¥ th
o attributed more to lowgr socio-economic status among single-p
' cteristic of the children. Shinn (1978) found

than to‘any specific ch

en ®ivorce and academic achievement s more -
that there we(eqno significant diffeMences in
children from intact and father-absfnt families,.
e literature between these two gr were

"evsgence'of achievement - decrements of up to 1.6 years on standardized tests
~and a difference of comparable magnitude in grade point average in children
from singlg-parent families:compared to those 1in intact families.

SN

. .. Thus, studies of father-absent children, especially those for which P
- .. father absence is due te separation or divorce, do in fact show that ¢hi]dpén C

~from divorced families score Jower on 1Q-and achievement than their. . . -
-+ counterparts from-intact families. As was the case for delinquency rates and. .
- "sex roles, hoﬂbveﬁ} the reasons for the effects of divorce appear to be more:
- retated to stresses -on and within the post-divorce families than simply to-the

" absence ‘of the fathers. - Sa

ntrock“(1972);'for-examp1e,-found,decrements in

- children's cognitive ‘performance prior to as well ‘as after parental

. separation, suggesting that
"y play a significant role..
' . Another explanpation of
Hetherington and her collea
~discipline, lack of control

- divorced households. These

the conflict and stress accompanying djvorce may

_these intellectual deficits, offered by

gues +(1979), {s that maternal inconsistency in . «

_ | ‘over child behavion, and family -disorganization e
were related to attention deficits and distractibility in childrén from - -

~child behaviors.were, in turn, reélated to 1Q

deficits at 2 years following divorce, .. Thus, not only stresses upon children;,
Tuding the stress of reduced income and changed .

- " -but those upon mothers, inc
- living situations, are impl

© 7 children's cognitive development, -

Psychological,

R enlotionai,
- ‘Hetherington et al.’ s Po

feated in-the observed effects of divorce on

and SbCial‘aHJdithéht;'7Accordihg'£6

divorce are ‘anger, fear, dep&eskjdﬁ,jgna,ggilt‘P ~Consequently, it is not ,

" .

-

ooy Ul T single-Parent

nt households l'

PO

'y

“chiTdren's most common early responses to ~ .f
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' ‘_”~4',..ln'add1t1on, the presenting-complaints -of these chi

, . “children .un

R by S i Ly . R . o
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surprising that children of divorce have been found in outpatient psychiatric -
treatment at a rate double their prevalence in ‘the ?opulatioﬁ (Kalter, 1977).

| dren are more typically .
problems with acting-out, social . relations, family conflicts, learning and
. School problems, and affective .disarders while children from intact families
. ~are most fprequently seen for medical problems’ or developmental delays
(Schoettle & Cantwe]&ﬁ 1980). | L :

»
. ) v ' . : : ) : . 1
Numerous studies describe the behavioral disturbances seen in children
. Who have experienced their parents' divorce. In a longitudinal- study .
conducted by Wallerstein and Kelly (1980), ‘60 families, with ‘a total of 131 e
. Children, were followed for 5 years after separation, During the initial
. interviews, and at subsequent followup sessions, Wallerstein and Kelly found
régressiog, fretfulness, deyelopmental delays, irritability, anxiety, temper -
- tantrums, "separation anxiety, and other.signs of distress among preschoo) '
dgrgo1ng.d1vqrce. 0lder children tended to neport feelings of .
~anxiety, -depression, and anger. Among the symptoms noted in the 131 children,
depressjon was the most significant and lasting. At the 5-year followup, 37%

. .- of the children in the sample were rated‘as moderately to-severely depressed,

_ Behavioral reactions to divorce tend to differ according to sex of the
child. Boys are more 1ikely to exhibit aggression toward parents, teachers,
and peers (Hetherington, 1979), while giris are more 1¥kely to.show increased
depandency in the period immediately following divorce. Teenaged femalds who
experienced parental divorce durihg childhood: ave atso been~fowpd to be more

- sexually active than females from intact familfes (Hetherington, 1972),

+ ‘Although the extent and duration of psychological disturbance following ~
divorce remains unclear, Hetherington's' (1972) findings 'suggest. that the . .-
experience’ of divorce can have lasting emotiona) effects.. ..~ .~ = . - - .

7 The dégreé;toswhich divdrce increases thé.péy§h0]¢gfca1 risk bffcthdreH:‘g
seems related to four factors: redisposing genetic or temperamental - L
characteristics of both childrem nd parents,

'-'_, the divorce, .the,extent’ of confl ct ‘and disruption of .1ife style after the Y

.. the adjustment of children to divorce,

x _,:;"'S]ovﬁk,f1981).'.qudatei"little'ih

_,:¥;DTv9rce and E§¥§fty  f }_ ;; - SIS e

divorce, and the emotionail stabil

“of the.custodial parent (Jellinek &
_ L . > intdrmation .is available ‘on the first two of -
"~ these factors. The latter twa factors, however, Seem.tp'si

- o

The ability of the custodial parent; usually th mother, to provide a.
stable, secure, epriching environment with a minimup/ of conflict is '
undoubtedly a crucial element 1in determining the e¢ffects of diworce on

~ children. JThe following data on the economic asphcts of divorce and single-
parent households will serve to underscore this generalizatiqip while. |
highlighting the strésses that poténtially underminie_a mother's. ability to. .
.. care fory her children, = S T G
R : A ' ) o o - "f

- +. Financial eﬂfqgts‘of'divorce;lvA’wé1lﬁdocumeh€éd effect .of divorce, and ¥
. ong that,conditfbns,and,exacerbate5~the'psychOlochaI‘and}behavioral problems
- coutlifed above, is the'substantial reduction in -income experienced by mothers®
and ‘thefr childrenfollowing family dissolutijon, In 1978, about 24% of a1l - .
white,-andj51%”offall-black;.femaleéhgadeq,famildes;were-ltvingzbelgwithe |
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- times -as 1ikely.as children in intact families to be in poverty in 197

" the fTmancial problem experignced by. divorced mothers is that fathers do not

| S e e s Single Panent T G
W T e T e : SRR

v.

| 'pGQérty 1evé1 of $6;6281for.é'fam11y.of four (U.S. Bureau of the Census, .

- 1980a). Further, the median income of white, female~headed families was
$9,211--~about half tgg median income of white intact families. - For. black,
. female~headed famili

v B

A recent 1ongitudina1Vstud}”by'Dunéén'and Morgan (1981);at the University PR

of Michigan i1luminates theSe data on divorce-and 1ncame. Based on a nationa)
probability sample, they fgllowed between 1971 and 1978, -Duncan and Morgan

found ‘that divorced) women who did not remarry suffered a 50% decline in family
.Income.  An earlief study by these same authors (Duncan & Morgan, 1976) showed

s the figures were evén worse; the medidn income of these -
"familiqs was $5,472 ‘compared with $14,789 for jntact black families. T

that children in intact' families above the poverty level in 1967 weregg&reeA- :

~their parents divorced. By contrast, men were actually. in better fihancial .
cond1gion fql}pwtng divorce.-- - L L R

Divorce and child support. The abave data suggest that a major part of - -

- adequately-share their wealth. A review of the evidence rgveals that this is
“indeed the case. . First, there were about 7.1 miliion mothers 1iving with

- their children but without the children's father’in 1978. Al11 of these women.

“appear to be demographically .eligible for child support. Nonetheless, only
algout 60% of them had a-court-ordered child support award.’ Of the mothers who
had an award, about 30% received no money at all, and nearly 25% more received *
bnly partidafpayments (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1981a), - It would appear,
‘then, that only about one-quarter
received the-full amount of child support to which.they were legally or

"‘ .

pf demographically eligjble mothers'actUal]y_ A_f-

., morally entjtled; pertiaps it would be more to the point to say that only 25%f1.“ -
~ of the childrén received the money needed to support their.devélopment. .

.0 Given these'déta 6n-$uppobt awafds and mayﬁehfs; hbw'great is“the impact
-of .child support payment or nonpayment ‘on family income? In 1978, the mean

- “income of female-headed families without a.support gward was $4,840. By

contrast, the'mean income of such families that'did receivé& payments was

- $8,940, of which $1,800 was child support payments from the father (U.S.
" Bureau of the Census, 198la). Thus, the fathers' payments constitute more

than 0% of thé income of families receiving such, payments.

. [ 3 -

‘IfAShpport payments are worth an average éf-$1{860 to families whose

 father actually make$ payments, how much child support¢is’ owed to all

- female-headed families? In other words, how much money could be. provided -to

‘mothers 1f all fathers met their total child support. obligation? .

¢
4

We can perform two simple calculations: to estimate-this amount: the
first is: based on the average amount of child support that has actually been
awarded by the courts; the second ;s.baseq on an estimate of what the average
~child support payment should be. Regarding the.former calculation; the =’

~average Tevel of child support 'awardad by the courts was about- $2,000 in 1978. = -

-~ (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 19814, Table D)., Given the total of 7.1 million =
- - demographically eligible female-headed familtes, 1t follows that'about $14.2

hillion was owed in 1978 (or would have been owed if all demoggafhically g
eligible mothers had ‘court~ordered settlements that averaged*$z,000), Of this

.
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T kotal, however, only $§{4 ﬁillionf—or~dbout 31%¢equ,actUa11y‘pajd.  .
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families, on average,ZShou1d-have"p amount .of money equal to
national income, P AP e

e A e : :.-_j. -13~' ‘} |
In the second hethodfoffCa1cuTation; let us first set' the income that *

;)female-headedffamtlies should receive at 50% of the median national igcome.
- Although this figure would represent an actual increase in-post-divorCe income

for some families, it would also represent a.substantial decrease in.

post-divorce income for’other families. Since a frequently used cr1terion fn,

setting ‘child support awards:is the pre-divorce family. income’ (Sorensen &
McDonald, 1981), we -judge it somewhat moderate to say”that,femﬂle-headed
1alf the ‘median
. . - v t _; .' ﬂ
U&1n§ fhis chteridn, the average support level would be set at.50% of
the imedian family ingome in 1978 of $17,640, or $8,820. Multiplying this

.+ figure by the 7.1 million female-headed families yields & total income of S
- $62.6 billion. Sinck the average female-headed family earned about -$6,000 ins oo

1978 (figures extrapolated from U.S. Bureau of ‘the Census, '1981a, Figure 1),

the amount neéded to achieve the proposed level of income after accounting far
~earned income is.$62,6-bi111on minus $42.6 billion, or:$20.0 billton. As . -

mentioned above, $4.4 billion (20%) was actually paid in 1978, leaving an

unpaid deficit of $15.6 billion.  Even to bring all female-headed families to 2
half their pre-divorce- income “level, then, would have required-a child sqpportf '

system that.produced $15.6 billion more than the system in place in 1978

" actually produced. Some idea of the magnitude of this amount can be achieved .-

by recognizing that it is nearly 1.5 times the total outlays for AFBC in 1978

“(see U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1980b, p. 356)..

~Jurning.ts child support data for North Carolina (see Table 2), there

" were 133,696 female-headed families with children under 18 in 1982.. Settihg

the income level for these families at half the median income for a North

Carolina family of four (1.e., half of :$19,600 op $9,800; U.S. Bureau of the

Census, 1981b, p. 441) reveals that these families feeded a total income of
$1.3 billion.- Assuming that the average female-hea ed family in North

Larolina earnped $6,000 in.'1982, the amount of money .needed to: reach.our
~criterion of Wincome adequacy was $1.3 bi1lion minus $800 million or $500 -

million. "Of this amount, about $241 million was actually. paid by fathers.,
Thus, in order to bring. female-headed North Carolina famities to ouyr ¢riterion.

- income,. in 1982 would have required a Child Support .Enforcement system that - -

collected an additional $260 million--more than 20 times more (see Table 2) -
than actually:co1lected by ‘the existing Child Support Enforcement system, °

" Child Support Enforcement

Lafge]y as a result bf the disturbing statistics on child support
payments (and consequent fncreases in AFDC enrolIment and expenditures), in
recent years both federal and state governments have strengthened their.

efforts to force. fathers to pay child support. The turning point in state and -
federal involvement in child support enforcemant was 1974, and the key figure o
. was SenatorgRqs§e11_Long-~ e ijr o P o '

- The primary motivation for federal action on child support -was not
necessar{ly a Sudden increase in compassion for children, but the growing
concern--one might say outrage~-with the.explosion of AFDT enrollment. Thus,
whereas AFDC enrollment had been 3.5 million.in 1961, it grew'to 11.5 million
by 1976. And the underlying concern of federal policymakers was that this
increase was ‘attributable to 'a social ethic that allowed fathers to abandon -

‘their wives apd.children while assuming that the public would assume the

”

' .:_1ﬁ51n91e Pareptf{fff;fi.
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N Selected Data on Child Support .
. Enforcement in North Carolina (1982)
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Total Child Support Collect1ons

. through Title IV-D -

AFDC Prognam R r,i’if

e

Non~A#DC Program taf-' '.

Y Administrative Expenses (AFDC)

Net Savings to Stete (AFDC)

P
AL

"Adm1n1strative Expenses (non-AFDC)

Net Savings to Pgmilies (non~AFDC)

Number of Chil& Support Cases fv;,'

[

AFOC ! ;
Non»AFDC

: Number of Absent Parents Who Made Payment

AFDC Parents |
© Non-AFDC Parents -

vni$1}s433;344 -
$ 9,414,000
- $2,020,339
$ 1,059,;81'
$ 2,576,927
$ 261,189
$ 1,768,150
91,102
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- sign over.to the state their child's claim rights against the father and to ,

- costs, non-AFDC benefits go‘direct]y to the;mptherkand cthdren.

‘th114 Su&or‘t e e

" of the Child Support Enforcement Program increased from $188 million in 1976 =
~to $431 mil)ion 1n"1981. Non-AFDC administrative costs, however, have .

- Comparing

- program~segment’qollected_almost‘$12 for every dollar spent. .-'(\ | R o

B i TN v e . o DR {0 SO

P e sidle Parent - S

L] U ‘ V . w“

’ xfinangial responsibility. To}chahge this sd%ial'ethic,}Senatb Long proposed . ‘: .

and-fought to enact, with.support from such disparate allies a$ Walter
~Mondale, Robert Dole, and Joseph Califano, the Child Support Enforcement. Act
of 1975. Long's goa]'for this legislation was clear angzsuccinct: I

'Y

‘\ What 1 hope to dd is to ﬁéke 1tlgo“diff1culﬁ fbr a,father to escape his .

support obligation toward his children that you would not have to sue
- more than about 1% of fathers; and that the other 99% will comply.
(Steiner, 1981, p, 121) = o o ’ o

: In Decemher of 1974, then, Congress enacted. Title IV-D of the Secial} - ~
Security Act; President Ford, though fundamentally opposed to the bill, sfigned
it into Taw on January. 4, 1975. Although there were then, and remainh todpy, .-
substantial pockets of opposition to IV-D (e.g., Stack & Semmel, 1974), this
tegislation has proven quite effective. In brief, the act strengthened ‘ .
provisions for a single state agency to handle - delinquent payments, establish -

paternity, (if necessary), locate fathers, and prosecute cases; established a

strong federal Office of Child Support Enforcement; mandated AFDC mothers to - .  -'7

cooperate in attempts to locate the father; strengthened interstate T e

- .cooperation; initiated a stronger system for federal assistance in locating

~fathers; and required state IV-D agencies to offer their services to non-AFDC -
mothers as well as AFDC mothers. - - - o

~ An overviewrdf-thé Child Support Enforcement system created in 1975, and
subsequently strengthened on.several occasions, is provided in Table 3.  The
~essence of the system is that the state locates absent fathers, establishes

hoth paternity and the amount of child support obligation if necessary, and - o '-;

collects payments, The local courts can be used at any potnt in this system,

. and federal information on the father is available if needed, Under some

circumstances, the Jnternal Revenue Service (IRS) and direct wage garnishment .
can be used to collect money. In general, AFDC families do- ot benefit from

money collected from fathers; rather, the money is used to;pﬂ

expenses and to reimburse the federal government for AFDC exfenditures. By,/ B
contrast, except for a. small standard charge and some moneys for administrative '

L3

/Z  The amount of child support payments collected by the
Enforcement system, while still only.a fraction of the total national child

support 1iability, has increased rapidly since the program began.. In fiscal , Co
year 1976, roughly $286 million was collected by the AFOC segment of the , -~ - .~
program. In addition, $406 mill1ion was collected on behalf of non-AFDC . SR

non-AFDC segment; cpllected approximately $958 million. Thus, in 5 years, .
yearly sollectjo sfmore than doubled in both the AEDC and nOn-AFDC programs. '

During this same period, yeafly administrative cbsts,for‘théWAFbC segﬁeht'*,'” 

remained 9u1te~1ow with expenditures in 1981 of about $81.5/mi1lion. .
program expenditures and collections for fiscal year 1981, the AFOC

segment collected roughly $1.55 for every dollar spent, while th fnon-AFDC._ o

: : . _ L . :
v . ‘ 8 . » \, oL 7 . .

y administrative L

- s families. By 1981, AFDC collections hdd risen to $670 million while the’ ‘ o

‘.‘J_,
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,_' ”"L0vehv1ew*ofvthe Child Support'Enforcement ngtQm | '  o " v
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"1.. The mother :applies for AFDC and'a§signs'fhe child’s-claim rights agéinét"' - .
- the father to the state; she also provides the state with information - - = -~ " .
...‘about the father, .including his address if known. . o PR '

2. The state attempts to locate the father, and, if necessary, to establish
cpaternity., . o T T T

A

o
Lt

3. If the.state cannot locate the father, they notify the Federal Parent = -
- Locator Service, which in turn is authorized to use any and all state or -
_.federal records (IRS,. HHS, Department ‘of Defense,‘etc.) to obtain the -

. father's address.: - . ‘o K o o

. )
-

.8

4. Once located, the state must establish paternity'ifzit'ié”dispdted,ﬂtake
the father to court to establish a support "award if necessary, or assign
the amount of the father's obligation using a formula approved by the

Secretary of HHS.. - | _ |
5. The state collects the child sdbgort award by any of several methods,
" including direct ‘payment to the courts. _In some cases, fathers can be. ... O
jailed for failing to make timely payments. ‘The father canmnot avoid . -
- payment, ewgﬂ.iflhe declares Qankruptcy. L G A

6.. States must-also offer these same, services to other states if a delinquent
+ father’ resides within thedr state. . S SRR :
@?.' States distribute collections to the AFDC fund, and in somé cases to
o 1ocalities and directly to families. . T BRI

" 82 In some cases, wages of federal employees and military, personnel can be.
"~ garnished to pay delinquent-qhihq SUpport payments.. ' LT

: 9. In»somé-casés; the IRS can be bsed.to collect*de11nqwent payments. * "';
f 10, * States are'réimbursed by the federal government for 75% of their |
-administrafive3expense§'1nhoperating.the IV~D.system, S "

-
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Problem Statement Overvdewr . - = AT S
. € ' $" . : . o, _' '_ . ;.' ] . '

~The review above has shown the ‘effects of divorce to be among the major -
‘social problems facing our society. Not only are very large numbers of = .
children involved, but divorce seems to be associated with serious effects for ~"
both .children and adults. Most. remarkably, a very substantial. number of
children of divorced parents wind up 1iving in poverty, and nearly all -
- experi®nce substantial reductions in family income. One of the major causes. .

of income reduction and poverty in female-headed' families. is the poor L
- performance of‘ fathers in providing financial support for their children. \
Indeed, .our _estimates show that.gs '1ittle as 20% of the money needed by .
‘singlew~parent mothers to ‘support their children s actually paid. Although
recent efforts to strengtpen}Cﬁﬁ1d'§Upport'Enforcement-at the federal-and -

tN oY

state level have produced good results, the problem of poverty and low income - , -~ i

among' these families has hardly been affected.

Something ‘must be -done. . Of ‘the various problems out1ined above, in our
view the one that most- deserves public ‘attention is" the low level of child .
-support paid by ‘absent parents. . It [is to the analysis of this problem that we .
now turn-our attention.- .. L . '

T Analyéié.of”chiid_
.~ Support ATternative Policies |

The policy problem addressed here 'is ‘inadequate income availabTe to
female-headed families. Though we assume that policies addressed to

increasing the income of female-headed families will produce positive effects -
on the mental health of mothers and the development arid-mental health of -

'"if children, our primary goal is to select the policy that ‘will most efféct1ve1y' 

increase the tncome.of these families,
_ To identify the best policy, we conduct a three-step analysis (Haskins &
Gallagher, 1981), First, the criteria to evaluate the policy alternatives are
~ defided. Taken together, these criteria tell us the specific ends we want a-
_ychi]d'sqsport policy to achieve. 'If our analysis is soupd, it should be .
difficul _fqnmcnitics.tofdisagnee~with;ourvpolicy choice. ."On the other hand,
- critics who'value different ‘criterja than those used in this analysts, or who
~agree with our criteria but weight them differently, cou1d’eas11y select a .
different poligy. DT I ' _ T .*~,“';

Second, we' define four policy alternatives tgqt have been proposed or are” -

now in existence that hold some Rromise of increafing the income of '

,feq¢1e~headed families. Third, evidence to evaluate each policy -alternative

_1s reviewed by use of the analysis criteria, and on this basis a particular
policy is recommended. . T S o

-

Analysis Criteria =~ - 4

~In_order to evaluate child support policy ‘alternatives, we have selected -/
seven criteria: equity, efficiency, stigma, preference satisfaction, family =
privacy, paternal responsibility, and effects on the post-separation family. -
The first four of these criteria ‘are frequently used in the analysis of a _
broad range of child gnd family policy (Haskins, 1980); the 1ast three were -
selected specifigally for the analysis of child support policy. ‘




+

T Efficiéncy'iequiwesyus'tb's'Tect~qu1c1es that'proddce the greatest

g pursue their own pr

_ responsibility, by contrast, r

~Finally, our primary definition of the effects-on-family criterion 'is :
- financial adequacy, though we will briefly consider the effects of income on

I e o 7
e T T s s

B " “The' two, types of‘eququ'with3wh1ch We ‘are most’concerned in- this analysis. -

are vertical and horizonta' equity. Verticg? equity stipulates that good
policy treats unequals unequally by redistributing resources from those.with
more wealth to those with less. Horizontal equity requires that équals be
treated.equally; i.e., that people in similar financial situations enjoy
simitar costs and benefits from a policy--regardldss of geographical, ethnic,
or class boundaries, . . ... e o

-t ’ .
+

penefits'fpr;the smallest expendftures., Preference satisfaction identifies
good policies as those -that produce the most happiness -in the ‘greatest number

of people, often,byégpeating conditions_that allow individuals to define and-,
erepces. In accord with'the stigma critérion, we define . -

good polities as those. that Bring the least amount of undeserved discredit, .

nggatiVe_eanuation,-or’hum?11ation to those -affected by the policy.

y Regardipg-th? three criteria selected specifically to evaluate child -
support -policies,” family privacy .requires policies that pravide the least
intrusion into family life andéfam11y.decisioﬁ*makfng.A Patermal .- -
_ cognizes good policy as that which epcourages
(or forces) fathers to fulfill their moral reSponsib1]1tyjt0ftheir.Shildren._

the parents' -emotional stability and the children's emotional and-1nte11eptua1

‘development. - _ o . _ LA

Aﬁternatiyg:?o]iciesz,'”' S -_',,- e

“increasing women's: wages--1f there are we have not found-much_information’
about® them. A N

_to poor families with an-absent or unemployed parerit:: America has, of course,

Selecting alternative policies for analysis 13'ofteh.a controversial

T T S T e T
: ¢ R T

activity since groups or.individuals who support a policy that is omitted'from :

the analysis are\usual]y;offendeq;';Yet;the.essence-of*pg}icy.analysisﬂis
making choicese-in61uding_the-cho1ce'ofﬁalternati‘egpo}1éjes’and-the criteria -
by which they are to be evaluated. -Our. justification or-selecting the.
particular policies .outlined below .is that they represent.the major
alternatives whith have received attention from an ysts, policymakers, and

the media., There may be other worthy alterna¢1ve$}fpua-4w1th the exception of

S A SRUEREEEE B et
AFDC. The first policy alternative is to'provide.djnect&ﬁublic subsidies
had such a policy for nearly 50 years, the Aid to Families with?De?'ndent .
Children program. Females with children 1iving below the. poverty-. ine (about .
$6,500 for a family of four in 1982) arg eligible for participation. If

~accepted into the prognam,vpart{gipants1qie,automggica11y}ggyenediby_Medicaip E

e . : e RS A
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w - ot R AR KON | L% o

. . . . Lt . ) T, S UTh,

\. ' Ler . 0 4 ! 3

- ZA f1fth policy--increasing woren's wages--might also'have been included
- 1n the analysis. The major advantage of this policy is that, 1f successful,

it would give mothers more control of their -own fate and make them less .

LN
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~dependent on absent fathers. . The prospects for {ncreasing pay equity. for- . .

. women s analyzed thoroughly in a paper

on women- and the econofy by Musewicz,

~ Jellinek, and Gaddy (1983)s" . . & -y W P o
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~and are often eligible for ofhgr programs such aj'hdusinéﬁand food stamps. . . - .
S Although there are very stantial differences in AFDC payments across SRR
“.'._~ states, the average AFDC pPayment in:'1980 was about $280; the average payment = ¢

R in North. Carolina’in 1980 wasﬂ$164 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1981b, p. 34%). -

Presently, AFDC is a product of conflicting policy objectives. Created
~when unemployment was extremely highvand_sociallnorms $trongly supported
mothers stayimg at home to rear "children, AFDC. was based on the assumption .
that a woman's place was in the home. A$ this social norm weakenedy AFDC was . .-
- modified. In 1967, the Work Incentive Program (WIN; Section 430) was created, *
. ‘reqwiring AFDC mothers to work when they we e abTe.tp do so. Another _
. important modification of AFDC was the creation of AFDC-UP "(Unemployed Parent; .-
;/;,. - Section 407) in 1967 which allowed eligib 1ity for families with an unemployed
.~ father in the home. A major purpose of .this provision was to remove ‘the
- .incentive for unemployed husbands to leave their wives and thereby- make the =
- family.eligible for AFDC payments. Unfortunately, only about half the .states
hgvesadoptedlthi§ feature of the AFDC progrqmi(prelstein,-1980), et

Guaranteed Annual Income. There are several variants of the Guaranteed
Annual Income 1dea, but all have at least two things in common.- ‘Firs®, any
family--whether one- or. twa-parent--that falls below a certain income level is- .
automatically guaranteed an-income supplement that will bring them to the \
minimum level. In short, this program guarantees an income floor below which .

' -no American family would be allowed to fall. Second, poor- familjes with
y incomes would not have their earnings heavily taxed~-often at or¥near 100% as ;
/. in the current AFDC system-zand would thus always have an incentive to work. ™ *.* = ...
If, for example, the income floor were set at 6,000, and the tax on earned ' o
‘income at 50%, ‘a family earning:$4,000 would have the floor of $6,000, plus = -
their after-tax incomeé (50% of $4,000) of $2,000, or a total income of $8,000
dollars. This policy, of course, could be used to insure that.single mothers
with’cﬁi]dreg would have a guaranteed leve} of* income, although that putcome P
»* would not bk the exclusiye purpose of the policy. In fact, the Guaranteed . =~ . :
. Annual Ingome wou]d”greale expand the public commitment to maintaining family - .
_income, and would include millions of working poor familigs. : A S

t
1

+ ’ + . . .

- Child Support Enforcement.  The Child Support Enforcement system has been .
expJ#ined Tn detail above. To recapitulate briefly, it-is a fed®ral-state .. -
system in which both AFDC and non-AFDC fathers are pursued, and if necessagy,
prosecuted in order to force them to pay child support. The current syste
, also has provisions for establishing paternity, garnishing wages, and’

9 intercepting state and federal income tax returns in some cases. In general,
money obtained from AFDC fathers is used to reimburse the state for AFDC V R
-expenditures while money recovered from nen-AFDC fathers goes -directly to '
families. “In 1981, this system recovered $671 mil1jon from AFDC fathers and ‘
5958 million from non-AFDC fathefs.. = - s T -

.
\
1

.+, Child support-.tax. The child -support tax, which has been-explained in =~ .
~detail by Garfinkel (1982), is currently an.untested idea., Though the details .
of the system are quite complex, the basic idea is easily grasped. In S
-simplified form, thg policy.has four .essential' characteristics, First, a *
~legislative body w 11d: establish a graduated table of child support payments = ", -, .
.based on the absent parents' income and the number of chitdren for whom they  * - - -
are responsible. Second, the money would kg collected by an income : '

.

]
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L ) withholding system that would apply to

*o . Third, the withholding system would be
o ~_court-ordered award to the custodial p
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all separated or divorced parents.
put into effect automatically by a.
arent.  More specifically, separated or

divorced custodial parents would simply go to-court and ask for.a legal award

- notice. The court would then notify a

. agency, of the award.: The ‘IV-D- agency

parent's employer of the award amount,

~‘paid to the state ‘tax agency, which in

.- 1V-D agency. Fourth,Mhe state IV-D a
| ! checks. The amount of the check would

father's income or a-guarafteed minim

.- "<Analysis of Alternative Policies. .
» ' - o
' Equity.. We can rate all four pol
equity criterion, but not for the same
of Guaranteed Annual Income would be,

. -general tax revenues are collected on-
~ support poor and low-income citizens a
1 revenues meet the vertical equity crit

public agency--probably the state.IV-D

» in turn, would notify the noncustodial"
and this amount would be withheld and °
turn would pay the money to the state
gency would send.the mother monthly

be either the 'amount withheld from the
my-wWhichever is"larger.” .

[
'

1Cy.a1ternat1vés~high on ‘the vertical |
reasons. AFDC js now, and any scheme

financed by general tax revenues. Since

a progressive basis, programs which
nd which are financed ‘from general
erfon. By contrast, both the ¢ rrent

- Child Support Enforcement. system andﬁgﬂh,prOposed'Child support, tax would be
financed primarily by revanues. extracted from noncustodial parents. . Since a

substantial number of fathers of femal

- ‘these twoipolicies receive a Somewhat
~criterion, Nonetheless, because fathe
relatively greater income than their f
e ~ financially better off on the whole af
- (Duncan - & Morgan,'1976),»bothfpoliﬁies

| ~ With regard to horizontal equity,
\ " quite low. States can supplement the:
As a result, a family of four in Calif

e-hggded families are of low income, -
lower rating on -the vertical equity .
rs of femalg-headed families have - -
ormer spousgs, and indeed.appear to be
ter than before
,do promote vertical equity, * -

“the current AFDC system must be rated
federals contribution with state funds..
ornia receives more than 45-times as

' much money as-a demographically identical family 1in Mississippi (U.S. dureau
0 - of the Census, 1981b, p. 345), For %his reason, -AFDC as ‘currently operated .
: does serious damage to. horizontal equity, though raising benefits and '

b universalizing AFDC-UP may substantial
system of guaranteed annual income wou

- horizontal equity than the ¢urrent AFD

1+ Annual Income proposals assume: a feder

Yy improve its horizontal equity. A
1d”almost certainly achiéve higher -
C-program. Most of the Guaranteed

alized systemwith standard payments -

- based on family size and income. Indeed, one of the arguments used to support

the system is that it would reduce or
the current AFDC program (Moynihan, 19

The Child Support Enforcement ro
~on the horizontal equity criterion
not have'a custotly order, the fath
formula that is-heavily 1nfluenced
characteristic of Child*Support Enforc
" payments, but, because collections go
.~ probably does little to equalize -payme
. Moreover, in the large number of non-A
of Child Support Enforcement:collectio
~ amounts._established by court.arders.

inequitable--not simply across*gfate Tines; but across city and county lines as . .~

» T
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e];minate the horizontal inequities of
73)e | A
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gran i) ofily somewhat: better than AFDE ., .

or AFDC cases in, which the mether does .
-obligation is established by use of’a

family size and father's income. This '7* o

FDC cases, wh*gh:atcount for nearly 60%-'a}ff'ﬂ? o

ement tends to equalize the fathers'
to the government and not famjlies,
nts to mothers across the stakes. :

ns, the systeWWmerely helps collect the

Since these -amounts aré notoriously

\
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the marital dissolution - - -
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"~WeL§-(SaWh11l, 1981)7—;he.¢ur3ent Ch{]d'SubPorﬁ.Eﬁfdrcément Program does
- little to,correct the existing horizontal inequities in our nation's systems
- for supporting femaﬁeeheaded-families and establishing child support awards.

e Single Parent

. By contrast,. the proposed child"support tax system would constitute a -

- substantial step: in the direction of -correcting the current horizontal - °
inequities of ‘both AFPC and the method. of establishing child support orders.
Jhis is the.case.because_cqllectigns andidistributton would be conditioned by -
a legistated formula based exelysively on family sdze and. paternal income.. '
For this reason, the child support tax receiveg a high rdting on the ..
horizontal- equity criterion. T ‘ e

, Efficiency. we_consﬁder’two'éspécts of efficiency: costs of program

_administration and program effects on work incentive. The'more.efficiegt
program is one that has a .low ratio of administrative costs to money placed in
the hands of participants and that has a positive (or the lowest negative)

- effect on the work .incentive of participants. - - - -+ .07 -

K

TQ.bégin_with_the latter aspect Of efficienqy,,thejfourfpolicies-under .
* consideration seem to have similar effects,~theugh or different reasons. =~ , -
Both the AFDC and Guaranteed Income programs reduce work“incentive becausgam

" some people work less en they are guaranteed a minimum level of incomedicid)

This "welfare effect”, hhs been demonstrated experimentally by the income 2

- maintenance experiment (e.g., Keeley, Robins, @piegelman, & West, 1977a; o
Moffitt & Kehrer, 1978; Pechman. & Timpane, 1975% Robins_&fWest;,L978; Watts & ¥
‘Rees, 1977), 1In general, the effect seems to be moderate--about a 5-7% o

- reduction in work hours by males, about 20% by mothers in two-parent families,

- and about 8-10% by mothers in female-headed families (these estimates ignore -

several tomplexities such as variations across ethnic¢ groups). This -reduction

in work effort, of course, must be counted as a cost of welfare-programs. In- -

fact, a study based on the Seattle/Denver Income Maintenance ‘Experiment .

estimated that 30% of the cost of a natignal guaranteed income program would -

be atgributab]e to the reduced work effort of participants (Keeley et al.,

1977b . . . T . - ' . . . . - o

The, Child Support Enforcement and child support tax programsma§]§i;%)
‘reduce d%rk incentive. However, ‘whereas welfare programs- cause partic ts
to work less because they are assured of "an income without working, the child ..
support programs may cause noncustodial parents to work less becayse their
income is highly taxed.- The data for this "tax-effect" are not a strong _as
_those for the welfare effect, but we would expect it to be substagtial B
~ nonetheless. For female-heads who receive the transfer payments,”we would '
expect a welfare effect (because they receive money -regardless of their work °
effort) but no tax effect. ‘Taken together, then, the welfare effect and the . - -
tax effect cause us to conclude that there is not much to choose Between the ..
. «four programs on this-aspect of the efficiency c¢riterion. AU
On the other hand, there may be reason to believe that the curnent
welfare system of AFDC, housing, food stamps, and so on 1s administratively -
inefficient. Many of these programs spend a high proportion of their money, on
administration. -In fact, some housing prdgrams have been shown to place as -
little :as 50% of their funds in the hands of recipients (Frieden, 1980), the
~ arest Being spent on administrative costs. + By contrast, a Guaranteed: Income .
- program, especially if administered by therIRS,,couldncash;out,these,'- o

-
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_+.. Single Parent-.. ~ " v
"4 inefficient in-kind programs and distribute ménéy’mofe'ef%1C1ént1yntthUQh the ?s"\:

. ) R _ L o . o
. -~ " Turning to the child support program, we woyld argue that Child Support IR
© ““Enforcement has high-adminjstra;}ze efficiency, but tha€’ a child support tax =~ - .
may hold promise of being even moce efficient. . Rpughly speaking, the current. ¢
- Child Support Enforcemént Program spends about $1!For every'$2 collected. OQur &
guess -would be that these figures will not improve’ much, and pay even decliney o
somewhat because the easiest fathers to find and prosecute age already in the -

. . .system; it may)be mbre difficult--hence more exéensiveegto:extq&ct money from - ISR
-~~~ fathers who have so far managed to avoid payment. =~ .~ ‘.. -~ &, 7
.o A]tBOugh a chde_snpbort»tax may have a similaf'p?oblgm; its , ,\
~ administrative efficiency might improve over time as men come to realize the i
~ inevifability ‘of -child support payments.- This would be especially true since e

. paymengs are efficiently collected through a payroll deduction, thereby making

it difficult for fathers to avoid payments. Our- judgment, thenm, is that both -
- Child Support Enforcement and the child support tax are highly efficient, hut

that the child .support ‘tax may hold promise for even greater improvements in

the' ]Ong;. r.un'..\'.u o ) . R » . . : ) ., . .

. . - Stigma. Few would doubt that AFDC stigmatizes its participants (seé
Ginsberg, 1982; Schorr, 1968). Dobelstein ?1980), for example, has argued
that three beliefs have tended.to characterize the publit's view of welfare: :
clients,- More specificallys the American public tends to assume that people. - .

A ..on welfqre'are'lazy, that they cheat, and-that they do not know how to manage - Y
~©_ resourceS.. One might also 3dd that the public sea@ms to feel welffire
. participants are inadequate parents. As.D&belstein points out, #he American
‘media frequently reinforce these public perceptions by senéational reporting -
of welfare fraud which, upon closer examination, turn out to be isolated =
. events. We are quite confident, then, in asserting that AFDC must receive a
* very ‘low rating-bn the *‘1 gma criterion, . : A .

.

¢

L _ A system of Guaranteed Annual Income, however, .coydd avoid some, though - . ,
- -, not-all, the stigma assoeiated with AFDC. Two ‘arguments -support this view. - R
e i kirst, depending. on.how.-the.system were -administered, some-of-the-contact—- --—r" = -
| between eligjble families and departments of social services would be. S o
. “eliminated. Since several authors (e.g., Dobelstein, 1980; Blaydon & Stack,
# . 1977) have ctaimed that social workers sometimes demean welfare clients and
« . linterfere unnacessarijy'iq?their private affairs, reduced contact would
., .probably have a salutary effect on stigmatization. Second, the Guaranteed .
- Annual Income could well be tied to the income tax system--hence the frequent
use pf the term "negative income tax" as synonymous with Guaranteed. Annual
Income. Such.a procedure, of course, would tend to support. one of. the: S
- greatest putative benefits of g Guaranteed Income; namely, its status as a .
" ‘universal:-program with the societal imprimatur of a legdl and. moral right. -~
_ Thus, in-addition to reducing the st¥gma caused by the curkent system of AFDE - -
administration, the Guaranteed Annual Incomg may well, at least in the long . ... .
run, change public perception of welfare from a special program for "specidi®. - w
citizens to a universal program enjoyed by all. citizens in need. For these} =~ . o
reasons, we conclude that & Guaranteed Annual Income policy should receive a -

-~

- "moderate" rating on the stigma criterion.

. v +
. . . \ . -
a . . : .

]

: . . ; ' ) : *
. - N . . . . s .
. X e, . R , .
i - -
L . . S » .
K . . . o . L » . e
' ‘ . . . e e,
. . . cen s e .
. v - 1 .
. N Co .. . . e e
. A . Lo e T
. Lo . N ‘e g




P A S Sl I AL A R .. e R ] "-{0 >.~. '.'4,‘.
e o e Tal e e s s
e ; n S Pt / 't L3 ' Ty Do, B K . S Tt

S e N R S T
Lo e N SN rent e ! S
. hn W L) B CO - R v .- . T ' . . '

T : & "J. P 'bl;"‘ 234' S : SRS
." e » L L . P ’ . ’ 4

._-'}The: 1gmaﬁi§ﬂh§éffe.tg.of_tbe‘Ch11d’§dbport55n?qncementsystemuare .ﬁ N

- qomplex,Ypriparil bécausg Bhe effelts may be guite:different for the - :%' . :_:_,
~cui8todial parent and- childie. o the one -hand and: the .noncustodial parept on e, i

- the ‘other /"

highly. st
. federyl/
. Jabled)(

There #s. Tittle quéstign,thatﬂndncus; 181 parents are often - g
gmatized by the currentfsystem._~Theyﬂag¥-pur@ued by  state and” e Ny
gencies, they are often prosecuted in the courts, they are sometimes . B
hambers,! 19794,  ‘and on occasion the1n-emp1§?§rs.are-notified so that _' - '

. their.ﬁp es-can be garnished, A1 of these actions, of . course, cdn 3ﬁqhgp “ r",_=f7
. gead t6 stygmatization. .- U L S . s
o Qb_th:.othér hand, one must attend here to a rather syptle ch&racterfstf _ ;§  '

of -stigma.) .If the public attribytes to.individuals hegatiVeﬂéhaﬁaq}er{stTcs
. that. they \actually have, we would not call these individuals stigmatizéd. |
Strictly speaking, stigma«appljé§,0n1y'when the attributions are undeserved.
But njscu§ odfal parents who do not'paygchild“supportgqre-crimjnals, and- .
- indeed,mgght be thought to be a: threat to the community since their.actions
- lead to p erty=-and -its attendant thréats to.development~-for children. In - L
+~this regantl, negative public evaluation of;these-peppleliSQnot-stigma;;rather,A,., R
s it isiaccyrate,attribution that:-these individuals bring on fﬁemselves.”;vl« N 2V
- ~Moreover, ‘as suggested by ,the quotation from Senator Long cited'above “(seé p. . -
15), some might” consider this type -of attribution.to be the exact kind of";
“secial pressurgwhich -may  have a -determent effect on irresponsibility by 7

‘noncustodial parents. . In short, thougly/nop€ustodial parents may receive = . - o 0
negative padblic evaluation as a result/o the Child Suppoht;Enfqrcgment_, R R

system, ‘this evaluation should not beled¥led stigma.

-+~ Are mothers and children stigmatized_by'Chi]d;swpport Enforcement? Qur: . LA

guess is that although the Child Support Enforcement ﬁystemfdoeSUGCcasiohal|y:';j- o '

., stigmatize mothers and children, more:often than not it serves to reduce ¥ . - . - o

».stigma. First, since AFDC is highly stigmatizing, to the extent thatrChild = ™. - - e

. Support Enforcement actiVitigﬁ.keep'families off welfare, it rediuces .stigma, . ' - ]

WSecomd, for familiks already on welfare, ‘effective Child Support'Enforgement-Jv" P

_‘tan.sometimes 1@§g§$o a level of collegtions that mqy.actuql1y,lift‘some,._g Ty e

families off the payerty rolls.. Again, tﬁis-outcome'w0u]d}ﬁ2duceﬂs;igma. | S

. Finally, the Child Support tax would function somewhat 1ike Chitd Support / S

Enforcement in-producing-stigma. Two major differences, -howevér, might be T

" hypothesized. First, stnce .the tax would apply universally-:even to- . -, I
noncustodial paren{$ who had not beén ‘delinquent in meeting their obligationg, -

and $ince employers®would be notified for purposes of withholding the tax, the - - RN

©tax would Tikely ]ead.tO'stigmatization._uConverselys the proposed tax system-~~ -~ #

‘'would be uniVersa];and.wduld'therefdreiapp]y;both to individuals who paid and B

to individuals who dic:not .pay their child support. Over time) then, B S

~employers and others wolyld 1earn'to'realize.that”fathers subjecteto the tax Lo e
had .not necessarily. done anything wrong. . Further, to,the exteni_that;probleMS TR

" affecting 1arge-ﬁumbers“df.c1tizens tend to be fess stigmatizing, the - . SR

. probability that as maqy*as.25%~ofimale&fbetween~20“and,45‘years] f age would. @ "

- be included in'the system would tend to reduce stigma. Taken to ther, then, " . 7.

. these tonsigpratfons lead us to assign a moderate rating to both the Child RN S

" Support.-Enf rcement system and tha chi)d support.tax.on the stigma:ceitegion, =~ - . © i

7Préference'satisfaation; The ‘current welfare system of AFDC, *food f A'
‘stamps, Medicaid, and pi 1C housing has contrastjng'effeggsuan'preferencgr T
satisfaction. In the first place, several surveys'have 3hown that the | - A

. . A - . . .
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7T American public wants at least some type of welfare support. for Tow-income
) qumi]ies.(e.g.,iConnecthut Mutual, 1981, Table 54). Since AFDC prowides this
. ‘support, it does-~1ik

choices by participants. Although AFDC itself provides cash with which ‘
.. families can maximize their preferences, the affiliated in-kind programs such
. a5 Medicaid, housing, and food stamps reduce the options available to '

T

o _ T <., "7 Single Parent
SRR N R o LT

.o ‘ ‘ . F . . .

_ almost any system of .giving ‘money to the poor--meet the
preferences ‘of most Am ricans. . o L e

/0n the other: hand, AFDC and its affiliated programs do cons rain. many,

participants.” It would appear that these in-kind programs are based on the .,

‘assumption, made by palicymakers and the American pubiic alike (Dobelstein;

1980; Moygihan, 1973), that 1ow-income citizens are profligate and #herefore
must be -served by in-kind programs that insure expenditures on goods and = |
services that the public decides are best: Whether Tow income citizens do in .
fact waste their.money is very -much.-1n doubt, as the Income Maintenance
Experiments (Hots & Metcalf, 1977;-Pechman & Timpane, 1976) and longitudinal .
work- at the University of :‘Michigan (Duncan & Morgan, 1981) show. What is = *
clear, however, is that the in-kind welfare programs that supplement AFDC °

~ serfously constrain-the choices, and. therefore the preference satisfaction, of °
+ their participants.. S LA e e

~ The Guaranteed Aninual Income, by contrast;_ can receive higher ratings on

“the preference satisfaction criterion. Agatn, the particular characteristics

- - of the program would determiné.how much preferepce satisfaction wpuld-be :
‘advanced. ‘Nonetheless, one method &f f ancing the ﬁrogram would be to give -

higher.payments than the, current AFDC prfogram by cas ing out tn-kind programs -
such-as” housing and food stamps. y This approach would put- more cash in the
hands of recipients, and would thereby allow them to maXimize their , .
preferences. On the other hand, the political feasibility of. this approach
might be questioned on:the grounds that in-kind programs are strongly!/ :

. supported by the powerful interests of the middle-class civil servants that

staff these programs. Moreover, some social services-<such as day care and

Jeb.trafning--would -be essential even if a guaranteed income program were in
existence. . . L. : _ e -
' '

- The ChiTd SdpporﬁﬁEnforéement“and'child,sﬁpport tax bo]idy a]ternatiVes..v°’

y

. both present a clear case of advancing the preference satisfaction of ‘one - &  °

. group at the expense of another group. - To the extent that disposable income .

. support’is a straightforward zero-sum game~custodial
¢ win, noncustbdial:parepts&lose._, e .

ﬁ.ff,yictimizgﬂ by the courts... ..

‘-{7separqtionfand:dtvorce;is‘aitj

- allows people to maximize fheir preferences, both: the Enforcement and tax:
' programs increase the preference satisfaction of custodia) parents and f

children, at the expense of- noncustodial parents. In &hﬁs‘regard, child
parents and children-

Lot ' o

" And yet, there may‘be Some. reason to balieve that in this case there is

. mope to'pceferénbe~satisfattionsthan,1s*1mmed1atb]ylapparent..‘A]thoubh it is
+ . true'that roncustodial pargnts.w :
+ . they Want their children rearedfin poverty'or in* circupbtances of grehtly .
" - reduced, financial resources.  As Chambersk 1 o
“intend to hurt their children by denyifig money to their family.. Rather, men ~, L

uld lose money, it is hard to bel{eve that

'1979) has shown, fathers do not

r former.spouses, and gorebver often feg] "
TG L AR S

dre-angry and bitter at thei

. [

R, " Lo T
As we have Shown.above;\tggte are-very strang data indicating that

wof anger, host1113@, depression, and ;.
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hopelessness’ for both men and women, Moreover, divorced men say. they have
lower levels of life satisfaction than any other group of :‘men (Campbell et
, al., 1976). Thus, with 'so many of their preferences denied, and with great
- feelings of hostility toward the mother -and the: legal system, -one could argue
, that men are not maximizing their preferences by refusing to pay child
e support; rather, their motivation s essentially negative and even , o .
- retaliatory. In such circumstances, and in such a state of mind, then, many L
fathers elect not to pay child support. The question is. whether in doing so. - - -
fathers are maximizing their preferences. Since two consequences of a poor
paymentgrecord are likely to be resentment of fathers by their children and . - |
. inadequate child development, men may actually be reducing their:preference - S e

satisfaction.in,the long run by, refusing toiprovide child support. )

We recognize that this line of'reasoﬁnu;is bringing us to a position we
would 1Mkely reject in other. circumstances; namely, that policy analysts and
‘Lhe government :know more about fathers' .long term interests than fathers ,
- themselves, ~Nonetheless, we cannot halp but wonder if fathers, caught up in
the resentment and ‘hostilities of separation and divorce, make decigions that

- are as rational as those they would, make if they were guided by careful :
- consideration of facts and'consequences. SR e
Family privacy. As indicated in the opening paragraphs. of this analysis,

Americans pTace a very high .value on family privacy. Whenever. possible, -
families should.be left alone by the government and should have the oo "
opportunity:to function in accord with their own interests, On‘the other '

hand, families sometimes do experience situations in which they. &re not able

to function adequately. -In the situation at hand, dispassionate analysis

shows t&it custodial parents and their children are faced with very limited

financi@ resources, and, are thereby reduced to extreme difficulty in meeting .
their ba&gic physical and psychologi¢al needs. Our judgment, then, is that the o
public has an'ob]igqtion to intervene. Moreover, by not paying child support, A
- noncustodial parents often'are in violat¥on of the law and in contempt of the
~.nation's court systems. Thus, some action against noncustodial parents is o
necessary. - . ' T W _ ' . | '
. L . N . . . t
) Nonetheless, in taking this action, we want to find policies that N ,
infringe on family privacy as 1ittle-as possible.. Here' as elsewhere, the best ' ..
intervention is the least intervention, i1f for no other reason than that .the _
- long range policy pbjective is to assist families to become self regulatiny.

~"In this light, AFDC has not proven to be a very successful policy. As

. several students of-AFDC haye shown, the. program sometimes destroys family

- initiative by reducing the incentive to work, by replacing a major role of
~ fathers, and by. direct interference in family decisions by soctal workers

v

.(Steiner; 1971}, On this last point, some have argued that an ineyitable

opigtme of AFDC- is exposing poor families to unnecessary interference and o .
- stigmg from sqcial workers and other offitials., 1In short,” AFDC does a rather
. * pobridob of-protecttng‘family‘pr1vacy. e ;i - : '

. Again dBpending on the particulars of the program, the Guaranteed Annual .
Income could reduce many of the problems: with. famjly privacy that typify AFDC, .
First, 1f*payments- were handled 1ike.a negative tax through the IRS, contact L
with social work agencies would be minimized, Second, given the untwersal =~ :

“nature of ‘the program and the IRS handling of payments,’pgrticip&ntg would not ? L
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.~ need to Bub]icize their garr1c15at10n in the program, and therefore could . -
" protect their privacy. Thus, the Guarantqed;AnnUal'Inaome can be rated highly N

v On the family privacy criterion. o

L Cﬁi]d-Support Enﬁorcemént and the child support tax, on the other hand,
. cannot be rated so highly on the privacy criterion, In the Child Support .
Enforcement Program, family privacy would still be subst ntially violated
*because AFDC enrollment would remain near its current level. In addition, the
privacy of noncustodial parents would be violated in the extreme. Indeed, the
- governmeht can and does”use IRS, Department of Defense, and Health and Human
. Services records to locate fathers. Americans .have traditionally been.opposed -
to use of government records against individual citizens because once : -
established, such-practices are subject to abuse. Although use of these
records to locate noncustodial parents may enjoy widespread pproval, the S
opportunity for individuals amd government organizations ‘to abuse the system ’
'1s probably very great. Finally, the occasional use of wage garnishment -
". further exposes noncustodial parents Yo invasions of privacy, and in. some o
 cases could even lead to job loss. There may, of course, be gome redyction in
the invasion of family privacy if Child Support Enforcement succeeds in ‘
‘removing large numbers of ‘families from AFDC.. But since there is 1ittle - -
evidence that the Child Supponrt Enforcement system has had this effeck, and in ¢
Tight of the several arguments”showing that privacy Is- abused by the urrent .-
Support system, we conclude that Child Support Enforcement must receide a low-
rating on the family privacy criterion. - - & - - S o

L}

) Paternal responsibility. Turning now to the criterion of paternal

responsibifity, Tt_is immediately apparent that AFDC should receive a very 1ow
rating. We have ﬁ’%viously.reviewedtthe poor performance of most fathers in
paying child support., AFDC fathers, hdwever, are even less conscientious. in
providing child support than other fathers; indeed, less than 10% of AFDC 1
fathers pay any child support. Moreover, as Bernstein (1982) hds argued, the . .
court system and the social wofk profession have come to ignore the fiscal ' T
responsibility of fathers for'their children, and‘even to condone paternal ‘

* irresponsibilgty. -, . s ol . » c

-

. “Nor is it easy to sée how tHe Guaranteed Annual Income program youTld
improve, on AFOC in promoting paternal responsibility. Indeed, since the
'‘program would be universal! it would almost certainly expand~eligibility, and
thereby encourage irresponsibility by an even greater number of fathers.

"Against the argument that a guaranteed income would help families stay -
together by reducing the financial stresges that some s6cial scientists
. believe to be a cause of family dissolution, we would cite the strong evidence

from the Seattle and Denver Income Maintenance Experiment showing that a . .
guaranteed income actually increases the rate of family dissolution among - v
Ta;§;01pants (Hannan, Tuma, & Groeneveld, 1976; Tuma, ‘Hannan, .& Groeneveld,

9 . K . ’ ' L ’ ) . : “

.Chi1d Support Enforcement and the child support tax stand in stark ... . .o
contrast to AFDC and the Guaranteed Annual Imcome in their effects on paternal. - ° -
responsibility. The central feature of both programs 1s the pursuit and, if ,

- Necessary, prosecution of fathérs inorder<to force them to pay child support.

. To the extent that these-Programs are successful in obtaining payments from :

fathers, they promote the’ concept of paternal responsibility for their - S
children's welfare. Further, although we have been unable to locate firm data ;

~_on this point, the current Child Support Enforcement systememay have-had an . -
B T S
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impact on both judges and fathers in chang1n?“the3r.be]1efs about paternal
—responsibility. "Anecdotal evidence from Child Support Enforcement officials :
iy South Carolina and North Carolina indicates that many judges have reversed
- thair heretofore relaxed views concerning the importance of fathers' paying
1d support. Indeed, some judges have begun to jail delinquept fathers.

“Many officials believe that counties in which judges have used jailing ,
‘experience adﬂubstant1é1 rise in child support collections. In ahy case,
“there is good evidence that jail induces men to improve their payment

performance (Chambers, 1979). . . L .l

The major 1ssue here 18 essentially one of beliefs and values. Bernstein
(1982), has argued that fathers, the courts, and even the American public have
Tong pﬁid 1ip service to the concept of paternal responsibility for child
support, but, until recently, have failed to take action against fathers who
violate their responsibility. Child Supfort Enforcement, which has been in

- place in.1ts current form for less than a decade now, is forcing men all over

“the country to reevaluate their views. With pursuit, court action, stigma,. - .

. and incarceration :as a backdrop, it seems possible that the concept of
paternal responsibility for child support is becoming a serious value held by
the Amerdcan public. In any case, a national debate is clearly underway, and

- one can expect. further clarification of this value in the years .ahead. In the »

meantime, both Child Support Enforcement and the child'support tax can be -
assigngg'a high rat1ng‘on the .paternal responsibility criterion. S

Effects-on families. Policies that increase the disposable income of
custadial parents have salutory ‘effects. - At least three arguments support
this assumption.  First, anything that reduces the stress experienced by
divorcing families has the potential: of helping custodial parents maintain
their own mental health and thereby improve their child rearing capacities.
Second, additional mopey can be used by custodial parents to purchase goods
that directly influence their children's mental development. These include
books, educational toys, and addittonal years of schooling. -Third, as shown

. by .the Seattle/Denver Income Maintenahce Experiment (Robins & West, 1978),

". femaye heads of single-parent families receiving a guaranteed income reduce
their hours of working outside the home by nearly 10%. "This additional time

" may be usefd to invest in activities that difectly or indirectly influence ,

~children's development., Indeed, as Leibowitz (1974) has argued, time
investments in children by mothers is positively related to child
development. P N | 7

ff these assumptions are correct,'then~all_four'strategies.dndér
consideration should have positive effects because they all increase the
amount of money available to single-parent families. Nonetheless, assuming

bolicies that put more money in thedhands of custodial parents have relatively

greater benefits than policies putting less money in the hands .of custodial
parents, we conclude that a Guaranteed Annual Income would have somewhat
stronger effects on families than AFDC because the guarantee level would

probably be higher thanm current AFDC benefits. Iricome maintenance may alsojy SR

have a more positive effect on families than AFDC because it reduces the -
'stigma that may well have a negative impact on the mental health of poor
custodial parents. Finally, dncome ha1ntenance»may,h a greater effect on
families becauie it does not reduce the custodial parggg's work incentive gs
much as AFDC. ‘This effect, in turn, would not only increase family income!

but may also increase-the parent's feelings of 1independence and self esteem,
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... custodial parent's child rearing capacities. ~
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" ANl of these effetts'tod1d be argued to have a_positive,impact on the

“
’ - ¢+
-

. . . R . . .t
Stmilarly, the support tax would have greater positive effects on fami}Ws" -
‘than Child Support Enforcement. A¢ ‘currently constituted, in fact, Child-. ¢« ,
Support Enfdrcement would have no positive impact on families in the AFDC part, °
of the program because these families would receive no aga% ional financial
" benefits from the program. Non-AFDC- families, by contrad¥®would receive
substantial financial benefits. .In. 1980, these benefits averaged about $21U0
- for the 381,000 fafiilies -that participated in the program (Office of Child '
Sugport Enforcement, 1980). Unfortunately, however, we estimate that at least "~
4 m1111on-e11gTble non-AFDC families were not enrolled in the program. Thus,
none of the AFDC families and only a fraction of-the non-AFDC families enjoped
an increase in disposable income because of Child Support Enforcement. ™ =

The support tax-program would almost. certainly improve on this - C
performance. Since every separated or divorced family- would be eligible for . * +
. participation, and indeed could be compelled by law to pafticipatefPwe would
- expect a much higher proportion of single-parent familied to be enrolled in .
this program as tompared with any of the other programs.. Moreover, the
financial benefits from a child support ‘tax would probably:be 'much greater than .
those ‘from any of theé other programs, If, as proposed above (p. 21), the -

.. support level were set at $9,125 for the average family, the program would,

generate, on paper at least, $22.2 billion--more than twice as much as how paid

by AFDC and nearly 14-times as much as collected in both the AFDC -and non-AFNC .

Child Support Enforcement programs. We-would not eéxpect child support tax _ B

collections to actually attain this level in practice, but we would argue that’~ "

- over time an improved collection mechanism--the witholding tax--will ~ =

substantially increase the amount of money*collected from fathers. R '
o ."-'ﬁ,n"_ R

g

“

R Recommendations. - R -

. ] . . . : .
Flgure 2 summarizes our ratings of the®four policies on each criterion.

These ratings lead us.to several conclusions. First, AFDC as presently
constituted is the least desirable policy. . Its major problems are that it
seriously violates the criteria of horizontal equity; efficiency, family ,
privacy, and paternal responsibility. Criticisms of AFDC have proliferated .
~since its enactment in 1935; most of the criticisms have been similar to those.
expressed i{n this' paper. On the other hand, AFDC has served millions of. women
and childrén, and it is a poltcy currently in place. Further, the-nation will
always Pave a’need for an AFDC-11ke program for widows, families with disabled..
head§, famities with unemployed or underemployed heads, and .families in which -
the absent parent cannot be located or Is-financially destitute. Thus, we !
would be restrained in dur criticism of AFDC, particularly if it can be :
strengthened. by raising guarantee levaels, making AFDC-UP universal, reducipg (~ .
. its negative impact on work incentive, and improving the training of intakg ;", '

workers and case workers, - R T

Figure 2 also shows that the Guaranteed Annual Income substantially

improves on the performance of AFDC. . However, consider the following three
factors. First, the program would be very expensive; even a program with a
moderate guarantee level and & reduction rate of 50% would cost at ]east $40
billion--about four times what the current AFDC grogram costs (see Keelay et
al., 1977b, pp. 26«30). Second.;thq guaqgnteed ncome produces an unfortunate
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Decision Matrix for Alternative Child Support Policies

- Figure'2 .,

~Al.ternative Pothiés

. Guaranteed
-AFDC

Annual Income

' Child»Support

Child Support
u Enforcgment. }

Tax .

Equity:
Vertical

Horizontal

R Préfécéncefsﬁtfgfaciiﬁnv-1

| Mothers

'

Fathers -

-F&mily:Priya;y o
Paternal Responsibjjityw
Effects b Family

el

Note.

' Stigma-_ “« -

| The‘ratings are expressed so that
these ratings contain an
might disagree,

e

High High'”

Low High

Low

High .
High .

‘Moderate

-« No éffegt
Low Moderate

v

" Low Low

o Mo@erate“ |

element qf_jqument,

clow - Moderate

. v

Moderate -

E ﬂfgh»!;, .

“High . - High
. Mdderate C -, ngh .
e —erﬁtlfgh - ,,

. Moderate

L]

-

High

oo oo s Moderate i)

High - * High

Low ~ Low

4

~ Low “Low

o Hgh L e g

o High High

i
~"Hfgh"'1s-§ood.and "Low" 1s bad. We acknolwedge that most of .
and aretherefore something about which reasonable people
. : . o s Y . . PR o .



" improving the financial-stability qof single-parent famili o .
‘specifically, as oltlined by -Garfinkel (1982),‘North‘0aro]1nafshduld tmplement -~ .

v
o
1

Lo
L

S S »?"*‘:_. R S

.unintended édhsequence;,namely;‘increased marital dissolution rates among -
participating families (Hannan et al., 1976). "Although reasonable people =

.might debate whether the long mange effect of such marital .dissolutions is °
positive or negative for thel parents and children involved fsee Nye, 19%7),

" opponents of the Guaranteed Income could justifiably.charge that those who

support the ‘program are willing to further increase the nation's ‘rate of

family breakyp. Third, because of costs apd the evidence concerning family

~-

- dissolution, coupled with the current and projected size of the federal

government's budget deficit, we would conclude that the feasibility of
ehactment for a program of guaranteed income is extremely low. Finally, our
~own view is that money to support children should not be paid from general t?x‘
revenues until everything possible has been done to insure that those directly.

~responsible--namely noncustodial parents--have paid their share.

~ The Child Support Enﬂoncement policy is rated as moderate or high on most
criteria. It 1s an especially. desirable, policy because it forces fathers to
‘accept the responsibility. of.supporting their children. If this program is
viewed as society's attempt to change the social ethic that fathers can ignore
child support~~as well as the natigh‘s laws and courts--with impunity, one
- might argue that its long tern™effbct will be very powerful indeed. As

fathers, including teenage fathers, come to understand that&§oc1ety is serious-

" about forcing them to meet their obligations to their children, we may witness.

a-substantial change in the.attitudes and behavior of fathers.

There af@, however, two major prob]ems‘with Child Support Enforcement.
First, it constitutes a serious invasion of privacy, and creates a system that

“i éfngle»Parent.- f‘.3;;1 B

s Tikely to be abused. Our only sofution to this problem is to build as many -

safeguards into the system as possible, and to employ -strict -penalties against
- officials who use information about fathers for any purpose other than child
~support collections. V- ) ' _ :

_ Second, although the program 18 still in its infancy, it would appear
- that its major weakness is an inability to extract money from the majogisyfbf
noncustodial parents. Nan-AFDC families do not even get into_the system until
the custodial pargnt visits a Jocal Child Support Enforcement ffice. Thus,
millions of dgl}ﬁﬁuent noncustodial parents are not even known to Enforcement
officials. Moreover, the specific mechanisms for extracting the noncustodial
parent's money are too cumbersome, vary. from state to state, rely too heavily.
on 1gcal officials such a€ clerks of court, and depénd entirely on the .
noncustodial parent having the initiative to make out a check every month., As
- We have seen (pp. 12-13), such a‘system dees not generate -anything approaching
the ‘amount of money needed by single-parent families. In 1978, for example,
- only aboujy 31% of the child support ordered by courts was actually pafd, and
only*a fraction of this amount--perhaps 20%--was a,resﬂqt of Child Support
Enforcement activitieg. But even these figures are misleading because they

~“ignore the millions o custodial parents who do not .have a child support award}r }

and are thfﬁeforeﬁaltogether:1gnpged_hyfthe system.

. These tonsideratiqns Tead us' to concludé that ChdeISuppbrt Enfoftement

s a great. improvement on other policies, but that 1t needs to become v -

universal and t0'ha2§fa.more.effective method of getting money from fathers.

Thus, we conclude thEE the child support tax may be the pggferred,po11qy for
S. More :

- a policy that includes the following provisions:
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A ";ﬁfjf7'fff]?’fj?f i?ifs"f ”ﬁLf‘Sihglggfafent ,
o e

1. A fornula, enacted by the statd legislature, that specifies the
" amount of child support owed by noncustodial parents with various
incomes afd with various numbers of children; ..,

v
3

2. A mqqda;pnxfpgyroll-w1§9?oldfng mechanism; . e
3. 'Confinuation'of tﬂé_AFDC system to cover families with deceased or. .\ -
. disabled noncystodial parents, noncustodial parents who have no .or e

Jittle income, and ndnbustodialwpargnts'who»manage.tb evade. the child
support”system; | ot N - ,

. .
& . . Y

4. A'combined AFDC-child support tax.system thaf guarantees a minimum -
g - level of 1ncome”to~all.single~parent_fam111.n.' If the noncustodial
. parent pays an amount above the minimum, the custodial parent would _
o - receive the entird amount; if the noncustodial parent-pays an amount .

below the minimum, then the custodial ‘parent is eligible for the .- '
. pub]dc'sysgem, R _ . R T o

We are aware that these proposals would constitute a radical departyre. ' =
- from current pol1q*. Further, we readily admit. that several of the key
provisions--such.-a8 the yiphhq]djng¢mgchanismsemqy.nct[qukrwellfbn;mayq;,-:;
" generate - great political opposition. "The solution we recommend is a3 -
~year experiment.in selected North Carolina counties to test the new system. .
Such an  experiment would not only help perfect the administrative requirements. - -
and ﬁ?ﬁ# the political feasibility of the child support tax, but would also
generte hard data on the benefits and costs of the child support tax . ”.
approach. - s 2 - - 7 oo S Y
"~ » In summary, then, three recommendations should be considered. First,
there will - be.a continuing need for a welfare program such as AFDC, o
. Especially if modified along the 1ines we have suggested, AFDC can be an
“important element of an overall plan to support single-parent families. ,
Second, Child Support Enforcement has been a successful program, and North -’
Carolina should continue vigorous implementation .of this approach to ' .
‘extracting money from noncustodial parents. Third, because the mechanism for
collécting money from noncustodial parents in the Child Support Enforcement.
- Program may not be powerful enough to ensure income adequacy for millions, of
single-parent families, ‘North Carolina should explore new approaches to
collecting money. In particular, we recommend a child support withholding tax *
‘that would be mandatory for all noncustodial parents. Because this program:is
untested, our specific recommendation is that- steps be taken to conduct an
experiment in several North Carolina counties to study the effectiveness of

~ "the tax approach and the administrative feasibility of the entire program. 2  "
o ' ) :' . ‘
| L - . '
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