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Abst rac t  

I n  1985 the I n s t i t u t e  f o r  Research on Poverty conducted a comprehen- 

s i v e  survey of 1,550 Wisconsin households. The survey oversampled custo- 

d i a l  and absent  parents  t o  ob ta in  information needed to  plan and evalua te  

a demonstration p r o j e c t  to  reform the system f o r  providing economic sup- 

p o r t  t o  c h i l d r e n  with an  absen t  parent. 

Analysis  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  parents  rece iv ing  c h i l d  support  and not  

r ece iv ing  AFDC were almost a s  economically independent a s  noncus t o d i a l  

parents .  I n  f a c t ,  the non-AFDC cus tod ia l  parents  worked more ( b u t  earned 

l e s s )  i n  1984 than d id  absent  parents.  One i n  e i g h t  non-AFDC c u s t o d i a l  

pa ren t s  had received wel fare  during the  years  1981-84, and only 7 percent  

o f  t h e i r  income was from c h i l d  support  o r  alimony payments. AFDC custo- 

d i a l  parents  had an  extens ive  h i s  tory of wel fare  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  and 76 

percent  had incomes below the poverty l i n e .  One impl ica t ion  of the d i f -  

f e rences  between AFDC and non-AFDC households f o r  t he  outcome of the  

reform demonstration is t h a t  non-AFDC households may reduce t h e i r  work 

hours i f  of fered  a wage subsidy under the minimum-benefit p rovis ion  of 

t h e  reform. 



Economic and Demographic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of 
Cus todia l  and Absent Parents  i n  Wisconsin: 

Resul t s  from the  1985 Wisconsin Survey of Children, 
Incomes, and Program P a r t i c i p a t i o n  (CHIPPS) 

INTRODUCTION 

Since  1980 t h e  S t a t e  of Wisconsin and the I n s t i t u t e  f o r  Research on 

Poverty have been conducting a n  eva lua t ion  and research  p r o j e c t  t o  reform 

t h e  system t h a t  s e t s  and enforces  the  c h i l d  support  l i a b i l i t i e s  of absen t  

p a r e n t s  (Corbe t t  e t  a l . ,  1986). This  co l l abo ra t ion  has produced an  eval- 

u a t i o n  des ign  f o r  t he  Child Support Assurance Program (CSAP). CSAP 

r e q u i r e s  a l l  absen t  parents  t o  share  t h e i r  income a t  a s tandard r a t e ,  

based on a percentage of income, t h a t  depends almost  e n t i r e l y  on the 

number of c h i l d r e n  owed support.  This  ob l iga t ion  is  au tomat ica l ly  with- 

he ld  from wages and o t h e r  income sources,  and e l i g i b l e  c h i l d r e n  a r e  

e n t i t l e d  e i t h e r  t o  t h a t  payment o r  a n  annual minimum bene f i t ,  whichever 

i s  higher.  Custodial  pa ren t s  rece iv ing  the minimum b e n e f i t  w i l l  r e ce ive  

a wage subsidy,  bu t  w i l l  a l s o  make small payments t o  o f f  s e t  any s h o r t f a l l  

between the  absen t  parent '  s payment and the  s ta te-assessed minimum bene- 

f i t  l e v e l .  A major demonstration of t h i s  plan began i n  1984 by imple- 

menting both the spec i f  ied income shar ing  and automatic wage withholding 

i n  s e l e c t e d  count ies .  The assured  b e n e f i t  and accompanying c u s t o d i a l  

payment a r e  scheduled t o  become e f f e c t i v e  i n  J u l y  1987 i n  a t  l e a s t  four  

coun t i e s  (Garf i nke l ,  1986). 

Although the  CSAP demonstration has become the  c e n t r a l  e f f o r t  of the 

reform study,  i t  has a l s o  been supported by o t h e r  empir ica l  research.  

Th i s  research  inc ludes  a base l ine  survey of c o u r t  records,  prel iminary 

c o s t  ana lyses  based on admin i s t r a t i ve  records,  and the 1981-82 Wisconsin 



Basic Needs Study. To update the c o s t  a n a l y s i s  and ob ta in  more s p e c i f i c  

d a t a  about  c u s t o d i a l  and absent  parents ,  the I n s t i t u t e  f o r  Research on 

Poverty i n  1985 conduc ted another  s tudy , the Survey of Children, Incomes, 

and Program P a r t i c i p a t i o n  (CHIPPS). Garf inkel ,  Robins, and S e l t z e r  

(1986) have ref ined  and updated CSAP c o s t  es t imates  wi th  information from 

CHIPPS. Analyses of CHIPPS respondents '  a t t i t u d e s  toward the reform a r e  

i n  progress  (Corbet t ,  1986). 

CHIPPS was designed t o  produce both a r ep resen ta t ive  sample of a l l  

Wisconsin households and t o  oversample those with cus tod ia l  and absen t  

parents .  I t  involved random-digit-dialing telephone interviews t h a t  were 

obtained during the  summer of 1985. About 1,550 respondents provided 

d a t a  on family demographics, income and o t h e r  f i n a n c i a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  

and employment. The c h i l d  support  va r i ab le s  included amounts of o rde r s  

and how they were e s t ab l i shed ,  payment performance, alimony and property 

se t t l emen t s ,  custody and v i s i t a t i o n  agreements, percept ions of the  pro- 

posed reform, and a spec t s  of i n t e rpe r sona l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  per ta in ing  t o  

c h i l d  suppor t  issues.  A screener  sec t ion  was used t o  s e l e c t  a c u s t o d i a l  

o r  absen t  parent  a s  the  main respondent a f t e r  a household a d u l t  provided 

prel iminary informa t ion.  For households n o t  involved wi th  c h i l d  support,  

t he  a d u l t  who f i r s t  answered continued a s  the main respondent. 

The study repor ted  he re  used CHIPPS f o r  three  main purposes: 

1. To determine the socioeconomic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of c h i l d  suppor t  

households i n  d e t a i l  a s  a bas i s  f o r  comparison between s ta tewide  

CHIPPS d a t a  and count ies  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  the CSAP demonstration. 



2. To l e a r n  how the economic s t a t u s  of cus todia l -  versus  absent- 

p a r e n t  households d i f f e r s .  D i s p a r i t i e s  i n  economic well-being 

may inf luence  c h i l d  support  pol icy choices o r  otherwise a f f e c t  

dec i s ions  about methods f o r  a s s i s t i n g  l e s s  advantaged households. 

3. To ob ta in  background information t o  guide ongoing research  and 

d a t a  c o l l e c t i o n  f o r  the  CSAP demonstration. 

Although the focus i s  on cus todia l -  and absent-parent households, we 

a l s o  present  f indings  f o r  o t h e r  households. Mid-decade economic i n f o r  

mation f o r  a l l  types of households is usefu l  by i t s e l f ,  i n  add i t ion  to  i t  

a l s o  providing the con tex t  needed t o  understand the p a r t i c u l a r  s i t u a t i o n s  

o f  c h i l d  support  households. (For ins tance ,  r e f e r r i n g  t o  employment by 

i n t a c t  two-parent households helps to  eva lua te  the l abor  market behavior 

o f  c u s t o d i a l  and absen t  parents . )  Table 1 def ines  the f i v e  household 

types t h a t  serve  a s  subsamples f o r  ana lys i s .  

AFDC c u s t o d i a l  households (AC) conta in  parents  wi th  custody of 

c h i l d r e n  whose o t h e r  pa ren t  was absen t  from the home f o r  any reason o the r  

than  death,  t r ave l ,  business ,  m i l i t a r y  se rv ice  o r  having been i n s  ti tu- 

t i ona l i zed .  These households a l s o  reported r e c e i p t  of Aid to Famil ies  

wi th  Dependent Children during 1984. From CHIPPS, we es t imate  t h a t  about 

3 percent  of a l l  households were A C s .  Obviously t h e i r  wel fare  s t a t u s  

p resen t s  a d i f f e r e n t  s e t  of pol icy i s sues  than f o r  the o t h e r  c u s t o d i a l  

p a r e n t  households. 

Non-AFDC c u s t o d i a l  households (NAC) had a cus tod ia l  parent  but  did 

n o t  r e p o r t  rece iv ing  AFDC. There were twice a s  many NAC a s  AC households 

( 6  percent ) .  



Table 1 

Percentage of Wisconsin Households by Type 
and S i z e  of Analysis Samples 

Household Type 
Unweighted 

percentage1 Sample s i z e s 2  

AFDC Custodial  (AC) 3.2% 142 

Non-AFDC Custodial  (NAC) 5.7 243 

Absent Pa ren t  (AP)  4.8 225 

0 t h e r  Pa ren t  (OP) 32.8 360 

Non-Parent (NP) 

l ES tima ted from the CHIPPS random cross-sec t ion.  The p e r  
centage  of absen t  parents  i s  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  underestimated 
( s e e  t e x t )  . 
2 ~ u s t o d i a l  and absen t  parents  were oversampled by screening 
f o r  a d d i t i o n a l  cases.  The oversampling of cus tod ia l  
pa ren t s  was approximately th ree  times t h e i r  populat ion 
incidence. 



Absent parent  households (AP) contained a d u l t s  who had c h i l d r e n  

l i v i n g  elsewhere f o r  more than s i x  months i n  1984; these  c h i l d r e n  were 

n o t  away i n  school  o r  i n  an  i n s t i t u t i o n .  This  group includes about  50 

c a s e s  which were found to  have both a cus tod ia l  - and a n  absen t  parent  

(MacDonald, 1986, p. 26).  Including these  50 increased the  AP sample 

s i z e  f o r  ana lys i s .  

Unfortunately CHIPPS f a i l e d  t o  f i nd  a s u b s t a n t i a l  percentage of the 

a b s e n t  parents  (AP) i n  t he  population. On a rough b a s i s  there  should be 

abou t  one AP f o r  every custodial-parent  household; t h i s  would imply 8 t o  

9 pe rcen t  APs, whereas CHIPPS i d e n t i f i e d  5 percent.  The AP sample prob- 

a b l y  over represents  those who were e a s i e r  t o  l o c a t e  o r  l e s s  evas ive  about 

t h e i r  c h i l d  support  l i a b i l i t y .  To the e x t e n t  t h a t  CHIPPS includes APs 

who did n o t  i d e n t i f y  themselves, they a r e  mi sc l a s s i f i ed  i n  one of the two 

subgroups t h a t  remain t o  be discussed. However, t h a t  AP c o n t r i b u t i o n  t o  

t h e  summary s t a t i s t i c s  of o t h e r  groups w i l l  be small ,  because the re  a r e  

many more c o r r e c t l y  c l a s s i f i e d  households. Thus i t  is more important to  

remember t h a t  the  AP group probably over represents  absent  pa ren t s  who a r e  

more s t a b l e  and/or  candid about t h e i r  absen t  parent  s t a t u s .  

Other  parent  households (OP) a r e  headed by a d u l t s  l i v i n g  wi th  

c h i l d r e n  under age 19. These a d u l t s  a r e  mostly married couples ,  and they 

r e p r e s e n t  one-third of  a l l  households. Only 3 percent  of the  OP received 

AFDC i n  1984. 

Non-parent households (NP) were i n  the  majori ty .  They range from 

s i n g l e s  l i v i n g  a lone  t o  c h i l d l e s s  couples and r e t i r e e s .  None of them 

repor ted  AFDC income. 



The second column of Table 1 con ta in s  unweighted sample s i z e s  f o r  a l l  

o f  the  household types. Because the  c h i l d  suppor t  households were o v e r  

sampled, these  samples do n o t  r e f l e c t  r e l a t i v e  populat ion s i ze .  The 

computations f o r  t h i s  s tudy d id  n o t  r e q u i r e  reweighting t o  produce 

Wisconsin t o t a l  popula t ion  s t a t i s t i c s .  Ins tead  the  o b j e c t i v e s  were to  

d e s c r i b e  subgroup c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and compare them. Procedures f o r  

weight ing t o  g e t  popula t ion  e s t ima te s  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  from the au tho r  by 

reques t .  

Approach 

Subgroup percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n s  and means were obta ined  f o r  a  

v a r i e t y  of household socioeconomic va r i ab l e s .  The approach was t o  con- 

c e n t r a  te on d i f f e r e n c e s  among the  cus tod i a l -  and absen t -parent  sub- 

samples. The d i scus s ion  t h a t  fol lows i s  intended t o  sugges t  i deas  f o r  

more in-depth ana lys i s .  Br ie f  summaries and some thoughts about  po l i cy  

imp1 i c a  t i o n s  a r e  i n t e r spe r sed .  The conclusion h i g h l i g h t s  the  major da ta 

f i n d i n g s  . 
Organiza t ion  

The ana lyses  a r e  presented i n  t h r e e  pa r t s .  The nex t  s e c t i o n  begins  

by desc r ib ing  household demographics and employment c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  

With t h a t  background, the  fol lowing s e c t i o n  examines 1981-84 we l f a r e  p a r  

t i c i p a t i o n ,  a s s e t s  and debts ,  and percept ions  of 1981-84 changes i n  

household f i nances ;  i t  ends w i th  t he  d e t a i l s  of 1984 household income 

sou rces  and amounts. The nex t  s e c t i o n  compares income wi th  and wi thout  

government b e n e f i t s  p lu s  c h i l d  suppor t  payments to the  o f f i c i a l  poverty 

l i n e .  Th i s  comparison a d j u s t s  f o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  needs ac ros s  household 



types. And the  c a t e g o r i e s  of income r e l a t i v e  to  the  poverty l i n e  a l s o  

i n d i c a t e  how t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of economic well-being va r i e s .  A s e l e c t i v e  

summary of the  r e s u l t s  concludes t he  repor t .  

HOUSEHOLD DEMOGRAPHIC AND EMPLOYMENT CHARACTERISTICS 

Our d i s cus s ion  of these  da t a  begins  wi th  Tables  2 and 3. Most of 

t h e  CHIPPS respondents  were women, except  f o r  t he  absent-parent  group, 

among which one - f i f t h  of the  respondents were women. None of the  o t h e r  

types  had fewer than two-thirds female respondents. 

Half of t he  AFDC c u s t o d i a l  pa ren t s  (AC) were under age  30; 20 pe rcen t  

were below age 20. Only 20 pe rcen t  of the non-AFDC c u s t o d i a l  pa ren t s  

(NAC) were under 30. This  age d i f f e r e n c e  is  r e f l e c t e d  i n  the  m a r i t a l  

s t a t u s  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  f o r  t he  two c u s t o d i a l  groups. Over 30 percent  of 

t hose  on AFDC had never  marr ied,  compared to  15 pe rcen t  among NACs.  

S i m i l a r l y ,  the ACs were less educated: near ly  one-quarter had n o t  grad- 

ua ted  from h igh  school ,  whereas somewhat less than 8 pe rcen t  of NACs 

were n o t  high school  graduates .  

The age  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of the  absen t  pa ren t s  was s u r p r i s i n g l y  s i m i l a r  

t o  t h a t  f o r  t he  o t h e r p a r e n t  group. Undoubtedly t h i s  is  the  r e s u l t  of 

t h e  s e l e c t i v e  AP sample. The t r u e  absent-parent  popula t ion  i s  l i k e l y  t o  

b e  younger; i.e., more of  them would tend to  be nea r  the  ages of the  AFDC 

c u s t o d i a l  pa ren t  they impregnated. On the  o t h e r  hand, t he  absen t  pa ren t s  

were n o t  a s  l i k e l y  t o  have completed c o l l e g e  a s  the  o t h e r p a r e n t  group. 

The fol lowing p o i n t s  seem d i s t i n c t i v e  with r e s p e c t  t o  household 

composition: 



Table 2 

Demographic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of CHIPPS Respondents 
and Thei r  Households 

AFDC Non-AFDC 
Custodial  Custodial Absent 0 t he r  Non- 
Pa ren t s  Parents  Parents  Parents  Parents  
(n=142) (n=243) (n=225) (n=360) (n=580) 

Sex of Respondent 

Male 
Female 

Age of Respondent 

15-19 
20-24 
25-29 
3 0-34 
3 5-39 
40-44 
45-49 
50 and o l d e r  

Mar i t a l  S t a  t u s  of Respondent 

Never married 
Married, a p a r t  

from spousel 
Married, wi th  spouse 
Divorced 
Widowed 

Education of Respondent 

Less than high school 
High school graduate 
I n  co l l ege  
1-3 yea r s  c o l l e g e  
College degree 
Some post-college 
Finished post-college 

( Continued) 



T a b l e  2  (Continued) 

AFDC Non-AFDC 
C u s t o d i a l  C u s t o d i a l  Absent 0 t h e r  Non- 
P a r e n t s  P a r e n t s  P a r e n t s  P a r e n t s  P a r e n t s  
(n=142) (n=243) (n=225) (n=360) (n=580) 

Number o f  Adul t s  
i n  Household 

One 
Two 
Three  o r  more 

Number o f  C h i l d r e n  
i n  Household 

None 
One 
Two 
Three  o r  more 

Number of C h i l d r e n  
E l i g i b l e  f o r  Chi ld  
Suppor t  

None 
One 
Two 
T h r e e  o r  more 

l ~ n c l u d e s  l e g a l  s e p a r a t i o n  and o t h e r  types  o f  s e p a r a t i o n s .  



Table  3 

R e s i d e n t i a l  Charac ter i s  t i c s  

AFDC Non-AFDC 
Custodia l  Cus todia l  Absent 0 t h e r  
Pa ren t s  Parents  Parents  Pa ren t s  Non-Parents 

Residence 

Farm 
Large c i t y  
Suburb of l a r g e  

c i t y  
Small c i t y ,  o r  

town 
Country, n o t  

farm 
0 t h e r  

Housing Type 

Renta l  house o r  
apartment  

Own home 
0 t h e r  

County 

Dane 
Eau C l a i r e  
Fond du Lac 
J e f f e r s o n  
Kenosha 
Lacrosse 
Marathon 
Milwaukee 
Ou tagamie 
Ozaukee 
Por tage  
Rac i n e  
Walwor t h  
Waukes ha 
W innebago 
Others  



1. Over one ha l f  of the NACs, a s  compared to about one-third of ACs ,  

had more than one a d u l t  i n  the household. 

2 .  NACs had the  h ighes t  percentage with one child--nearly 44 p e r  

cent .  

3. Over 25 percent  of the ACs  had three  o r  more suppor t -e l ig ib le  

ch i ldren .  

4. Nearly one-quarter of the  absent-parent households had a t  l e a s t  

one c h i l d  e l i g i b l e  f o r  support  payments. 

Table 3 provides r e s i d e n t i a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of the f i v e  groups. 

Households involved with c h i l d  support  tended more of t en  t o  l i v e  i n  

c i t i e s  and t o  be r en te r s .  I n  terms of county of residence,  the f a c t  t h a t  

s tands o u t  is  t h a t  over one-third of A C s  l i v e  i n  Milwaukee. 

Employment 

Despi te  the  many summary s t a t i s  t i c s  f o r  employment shown i n  Table 4,  

t he  CHIPPS goals  f o r  t h i s  topic  were f a i r l y  simple. Respondents were 

asked t o  a l l o c a t e  the  months of 1984 i n t o  three  par t s :  employment, 

unemployment, and time spen t  o u t  of the l abor  force. I f  they were n o t  

employed i n  1984, they were asked to  provide a main reason. And those 

who were employed during the 1985 month before the interview were a l s o  

quest ioned about t h e i r  wage r a t e  per  hour o r  monthly sa lary .  I f  the 

respondent had a spouse o r  o t h e r  m a r i t a l  pa r tne r  present ,  she o r  he was 

a l s o  asked t o  answer about t h a t  person 's  employment behavior. 

Table 4 summarizes an  ana lys i s  of the respondent 's employment. 

Because the nonparents include so many r e t i r e d  persons, i t  s i m p l i f i e s  to 

focus on the o t h e r  four  household types. (S ix ty  percent  of NPs were no t  



Table  4 

Respondent 's  1984 Employment and 1985 Wage Rate  o r  S a l a r y  

AFDC Non-AFDC 
Cus tod i a l  Cus tod ia l  Absent 0 t h e r  

P a r e n t s  P a r e n t s  Pa ren t s  Pa ren t s  Non-Parents 
(n=142) (n=243) (n=225) (n=360) (n=580) 

Respondent' s 1984 
Employment 

Percen tage  e v e r  unemployed 
Average weeks unemployed 

Percen tage  e v e r  employed 
Average weeks employed 

Percen tage  e v e r  o u t  of 
l a b o r  f o r c e  

Average weeks o u t  

Percen tage  Never Employed 
i n  1984 

Reason: 
Taking c a r e  of home 
Going t o  school  
R e  t i r e d  
Did n o t  want work 
Could n o t  f i n d  work 
Laid o f f  
I l l ,  i n j u r e d ,  o r  d i s ab l ed  
0 t h e r  

Percen tage  of R e s ~ o n d e n t s  v - - -  

Employed "Las t Month" 

I f  employed: 
Average wage r a t e  

f o r  wage e a r n e r s  $4.74 $6.92 $8.82 $7.43 $7.11 
Average monthly s a l a r y  

f o r  s a l a r i e d  $162 $1734 $2042 $1845 $1622 



employed i n  1984, and near ly  three-quarters  s a id  the reason was 

re t i rement .  ) 

Consis t e n t  wi th  i ts  wel fare- rec ip ient  s t a t u s ,  the  AFDC group had the 

lowes t  percentage ever  employed (39 percent)  and the  h ighes t  percentage 

eve r  ou t  of t he  l abor  fo rce  (66 percent ) .  Considering only those who 

were eve r  employed, t he  AFDC respondents averaged less than ha l f  a s  many 

weeks working (13.2) a s  any o the r  group (e.g., the  NAC employed averaged 

36.8 weeks). S imi l a r ly ,  t he  AFDC group tended t o  spend the most t i m e  o u t  

o f  the l a b o r  force.  For example, the o t h e r p a r e n t  group spent  near ly  16 

weeks out ,  while f o r  AFDC the  average f i g u r e  was 27 weeks. Furthennore, 

60 pe rcen t  of  the AFDC respondents had never worked i n  1984. Over ha l f  

o f  them explained t h a t  t h i s  was necessary to  take ca re  of t h e i r  home o r  

family--not su rp r i s ing ,  f o r  a group dominated by young s i n g l e  parents.  

T h e i r  low education undoubtedly caused another  one-quar ter to say they 

could n o t  f ind  work i n  1984. 

The next two columns of Table 4 i n i t i a l l y  revea l  s i m i l a r i t i e s  between 

t h e  non-AFDC c u s t o d i a l  group and absent  parents .  Roughly 30 percent  of 

both types had been unemployed; 90 pe rcen t  were employed f o r  an average 

o f  35 weeks; and 35 t o  40 percent  had been ou t  of the l abor  fo rce  f o r  

f i v e  to  s i x  weeks. However a c l o s e r  look revea ls  more 1984 employment 

among the  non-AFDC cus tod ia l  parents  than i n  the absent-parent group. 

The NACs were unemployed less, employed more, and ou t  of the l abor  f o r c e  

l e s s .  ( ~ u t  the NACs did remain o u t  on average a week longer.) These 

d i f f e r e n c e s  a r e  demographically remarkable i n  t h a t  the absent-paren t 

respondents even though less regu la r ly  employed, had more a d u l t s  and 

fewer ch i ld ren  i n  t h e i r  households. 



The o t h e r p a r e n t  respondents were d i s t i n c t  from t h e i r  AP and NAC 

coun te rpa r t s  i n  t h a t  they had a much lower percentage ever  unemployed (10 

percent )  b u t  a somewhat h igher  percentage o u t  of the  l abo r  force.  

Evident ly these  parents  were a b l e  to  f i nd  work more r e a d i l y  when they 

wanted. A t  l e a s t  t h i s  seems c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  the  f a c t  t h a t  OPs held more 

c o l l e g e  degrees than e i t h e r  t he  AP o r  NAC groups. 

Returning t o  t he  reasons why some respondents were n o t  employed i n  

1984, we note  t h a t  t h e  OPs a l s o  had the  h ighes t  percentage taking c a r e  of 

home o r  family (83 percent ) .  Twenty-three percent  of o ther -parent  

respondents  were n o t  employed i n  1984, versus  9 pe rcen t  f o r  both the  AP 

and NAC. 

To a g r e a t  e x t e n t  t hese  1984 employment p a t t e r n s  a r e  r e f l e c t e d  i n  the 

1985 wage r a t e s  and monthly s a l a r i e s  repor ted  by those who had been 

employed during the  month p r i o r  t o  CHIPPS. The younger, less s k i l l e d  

AFDC respondents had a n  average hourly wage r a t e  of $4.74, and those who 

were s a l a r i e d  only averaged $162 p e r  month. A t  the  high end, t he  absen t  

pa ren t s  averaged nea r ly  twice t h a t  i n  hourly wages ($8.82), and a l s o  

r epo r t ed  the  h ighes t  monthly s a l a r i e s  ($2,042) of a l l  t he  groups. The 

o ther -parent  group and non-AFDC c u s t o d i a l  parents  earned, r e spec t ive ly ,  

$7.43 and $6.92 pe r  hour o r  were s a l a r i e d  a t  $1,845 and $1,734 p e r  month. 

I n  summary, i t  i s  worth emphasizing t h a t  the  c u s t o d i a l  parents  

wi thout  AFDC a c t u a l l y  worked more during 1984, d e s p i t e  g r e a t e r  c h i l d  c a r e  

r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  than the  sample of absen t  parents .  The NACs had fewer 

a d u l t s  p re sen t  and more chi ldren.  And t h i s  occurred d e s p i t e  t h e i r  lower 

wage r a t e s  ($6.92 ve r sus  $8.82 per  hour f o r  t he  absen t  parents ) .  



WELFARE PARTICIPATION AND HOUSEHOLD FINANCIAL STATUS 

The informa t i o n  i n  Table 5 was obtained t o  examine the  respondents '  

r e p o r t s  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  s ince  1981 i n  food stamps, AFDC, Supplemental 

S e c u r i t y  Income (SSI) ,  and Low Income Energy Assis tance (LIEA). CHIPPS 

asked about  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  each of these four  programs a s  we l l  a s  about 

t h e  number of years  help was received and which program had provided the 

most support. 

A s  expected, AFDC cus tod ia l  parents  were those most l i k e l y  to have 

received b e n e f i t s  from programs o the r  than AFDC, and they a l s o  had been 

p a r t i c i p a t i n g  f o r  a longer  period. Most ACs  reported using food stamps 

and energy a s s i s t ance ,  and over ha l f  had pa r t i c ipa t ed  i n  one of the four  

programs during a l l  four  years  of 1981-84. 

Only one-eighth of the NACs had received AFDC during a t  l e a s t  one of 

those four  years.  Somewhat higher  percentages of the  NACs had received 

food stamps (16 percent)  o r  energy a s s i s t a n c e  (21 percent ) .  And over 

h a l f  of the NACs reported r e c e i p t  of a i d  i n  only one of the four  years.  

AP households were much l e s s  l i k e l y  to rece ive  any of the four  types 

o f  a s s i s t a n c e  than AC households. S t i l l ,  AP wel fare  experience was more 

ex tens ive  t h a t  t h a t  f o r  the NAC group, except  f o r  energy a s s i s t ance .  

Nearly a q u a r t e r  of the APs were r e c i p i e n t s  i n  each of the four  years ,  a s  

compared t o  only 10 percent  among the NACs. 

A s  would be expected, the  OP and NP households were l e s s  l i k e l y  to  be 

r ec ip i en t s .  Thei r  h ighes t  four-year p a r t i c i p a t i o n  r a t e  was f o r  energy 

a s s i s t a n c e ;  7 percent  received t h a t  type of a id .  

F i n a l l y  the bottom panel of Table 5 shows t h a t  energy a s s i s t a n c e  

provided the most help f o r  households without  cus tod ia l  parents.  Both 



Table 5 

Welfare P a r t i c i p a t i o n  s i n c e  1981 

AFDC Non-AFDC 
Custodia l  Custodial  Absent 0 t h e r  
Pa ren t s  Parents  Parents  Parents  Non-Parents 
(n=142) (n=219) (n=187) (n=354) (n=568) 

Received Since  1981 

Food stamps 

Yes 
No 

AFDC 

Yes 
No 

SSI 

Yes 
N 0 

L IEA 

Yes 
N 0 

Recip ien ts  Only: Number 
of Years Received Help 

One 
Two 
Three 
Four 

Recip ien ts  Only: Program 
Received Most H e l ~  From? 

Food stamps 
AFDC 
SSI 
L IEA 



t h e  AC and NAC r e c i p i e n t s  groups reported t h a t  AFDC had provided the  most 

suppor t  s i n c e  1981. 

The most sugges t ive  f ind ing  f o r  c h i l d  support  po l icy  is  t h a t  only 

abou t  one i n  e i g h t  of the non-AFDC c u s t o d i a l  parents  had been on AFDC 

dur ing  the  l a s t  fou r  years .  To the  e x t e n t  t h a t  c u r r e n t  c h i l d  support  

c o l l e c t i o n  s e r v i c e s  a r e  f o r  AFDC households, there  may be a  need to  

expand c o l l e c t i o n  he lp  f o r  non-AFDC households because so few of these 

repor ted  rece iv ing  AFDC a t  some time during e a r l i e r  years.  Bumpass 

(1984) found t h a t  t he  average du ra t ion  of time t h a t  ch i ld ren  who 

experience d ivorce  spend i n  one-parent households is  about f i v e  years .  

Without ongoing c h i l d  suppor t  c o l l e c t i o n  f o r  a l l  types of c u s t o d i a l  

pa ren t s ,  some c h i l d r e n  w i l l  n o t  rece ive  support  during t h e  period when 

they probably need the  most help. 

Assets  and Debts 

Among households involved with c h i l d  support,  those with an absent  

p a r e n t  reported the  h i g h e s t  average d o l l a r  va lue  of a s s e t s ,  and those 

wi th  a n  AFDC c u s t o d i a l  parent  reported the  lowest  value. Table 6 shows 

t h a t  the  71 pe rcen t  of AP households with any a s s e t s  averaged a  t o t a l  

worth of over $15,000. Non-AFDC c u s t o d i a l  parents  with a s s e t s  (75 p e r  

cen t )  had nea r ly  $13,000 on average, while t he  average AFDC c u s t o d i a l  

p a r e n t  wi th  a s s e t s  had l e s s  than $400 (al though the l a t t e r  group were 

much more l i k e l y  t o  have any a s s e t s  a t  a l l ) .  

With r e s p e c t  t o  debts  ( o t h e r  than home mortgages, about which CHIPPS 

d i d  n o t  o b t a i n  informa t ion)  , t he  numbers i n  Table 6 must be i n t e r p r e t e d  

w i t h  some skept icism because so few respondents were a b l e  t o  provide 



T a b l e  6 

Average Amounts o f  Assets and Debts  

AFDC Non-AFDC 
C u s t o d i a l  C u s t o d i a l  Absent O t h e r  

P a r e n t s  P a r e n t s  P a r e n t s  P a r e n t s  Non-Parents 
Assets (n=142) (n=243) (n=225) (n=360) (n=580) 

P e r c e n t a g e  w i t h  any assets 96.5% 74.9% 71.1% 68.3% 61.3% 

Averages,  f o r  Those w i t h  Any: 

End of  month checking 
b a l a n c e  $6 $185 $196 $292 $604 

s a v i n g s l  6 9 2,731 2,739 5,102 10,004 
S t o c k s ,  bonds, o r  

mutual  funds  74 1 ,811 6,354 2,441 11,287 
0 t h e r  inves tments  195 8 ,053 5,839 20,693 10,456 

T o t a l  $345 $12,782 $15,129 $28,529 $32,353 

AFDC Non-AFDC 
Cus t o d i a l  C u s t o d i a l  Absent Other  

Debts  ( 0  t h e r  than  P a r e n t s  P a r e n t s  P a r e n t s  P a r e n t s  Non-Parents 
Mortgages o r  Business)  (n=2) (n=22) (n=28) (n=42) (n=35) 

Amount Owed For:  

Revolving c r e d i t  b a l a n c e  $220 $699 $ , I594 $665 $869 
V e h i c l e  l o a n s  0 1,044 3,155 1,498 2,181 
Appl i a n c e s l  f u r n i  t u r e  0 95 753 143 115 
E d u c a t i o n a l  l o a n s  0 440 490 442 1,066 
0 t h e r  p e r s o n a l  l o a n s 2  1,500 1,727 3,247 2,695 4,604 
P a s t  due b i l l s 3  762 1 ,011 1,058 165 200 

T o t a l  $2,482 $4,978 $10,299 $5,611 $9,036 

l s a v i n g s :  passbook accounts ,  bonds, money market s h a r e s ,  and c e r t i f i c a t e s  of 
d e p o s i t .  

2 ~ o e s  n o t  i n c l u d e  farm, b u s i n e s s  o r  home mortgage debt.  

3 ~ a s t  due b i l l s  f o r  housing expenses ,  t axes ,  medical  and d e n t a l ,  and u t i l i t i e s .  



es t imates .  S t i l l ,  the genera l  p a t t e r n s  seem plaus ib le .  Absent pa ren t s  

have s u b s t a n i a l l y  h igher  v e h i c l e  l oan  balances a s  we l l  a s  the  g r e a t e s t  

amount of revolving charge card debt.  However, these r e s u l t s  could a l s o  

r e f l e c t  the  f a c t  t h a t  the g r e a t e r  proport ion of male respondents f o r  the  

AP households simply r e su l t ed  i n  more complete r e p o r t s  f o r  them 

(presuming t h a t  men happen t o  be more knowledgeable about  household 

deb t ) .  

Comparisons t o  1981 

Another way t o  a s s e s s  household economic s t a t u s  over  a longer  period 

i s  t o  a sk  f o r  comparisons between c u r r e n t  and previous household finan- 

c i a l  s i t u a t i o n s .  CHIPPS asked about  t h i s  with re ference  to  fou r  years  

ago; t hese  r e s u l t s  a r e  shown i n  Table 7. I f  the respondents s a id  they 

were c u r r e n t l y  b e t t e r  of f  than they were four  years  prev ious ly ,  a follow- 

up ques t ion  asked them "how much" b e t t e r  of f  they were. 

On these  dimensions, the absen t  parents  provided r e p o r t s  t h a t  were 

q u i t e  s i m i l a r  t o  those f o r  o t h e r  parents  n o t  involved with c h i l d  support.  

S u b s t a n t i a l l y  more than 40 percent  of both the AP and OP households 

repor ted  they were b e t t e r  o f f  i n  1985 than i n  1981. Also about  40 p e r  

c e n t  of those " b e t t e r  o f f "  households s a id  they were "much b e t t e r  of f . "  

By c o n t r a s t ,  only about  a t h i r d  of both AFDC and non-AFDC cus todia l -  

p a r e n t  households s a id  they were b e t t e r  o f f .  

AFDC c u s t o d i a l  pa ren t s  represented the l a r g e s t  percentage r epor t ing  

t h a t  t h e i r  f inances  had worsened, a t  48 percent .  Less than 30 pe rcen t  of 

t h e  OP and NP group reported worse f inances  than fou r  years  before,  a s  

compared t o  40 percent  among NAC and AP respondents. 



Table 7 

Household Finances Compared to 1981 

AFDC Non-AFDC 
Custodial Custodial Absent 0 ther 
Parents Parents Parents Parents Non-Parents 
(n=138) (n=217) (n=187) (n=354) (n=560) 

Household Financial 
S i tuat ion  Com~ared 
t o  Four Years Ago 

Better  
Same 
Worse 
Depends 

If "Better." 
How Much? 

"Much better" 
"A l i t t l e  better" 
"Depends" 



1984 Household Incomes 

Table 8 d isaggregates  income i n t o  14 types, d isp laying  amounts 

received on a n  average b a s i s  during 1984. The income types a r e  a l s o  

grouped by proport ions represent ing  (1) marke t-genera ted own income, (2)  

combined c h i l d  support  and alimony (which i s  nearly a l l  c h i l d  suppor t ) ,  

and (3)  government t r a n s f e r  benef i t s .  These proport ions a r e  shown i n  the  

bottom panel. 

Our d iscuss ion  begins wi th  the column f o r  AFDC cus tod ia l  parents.  On 

average  these parents  received j u s t  over 60 percent  of t h e i r  t o t a l  income 

of $8,870 from the government; t h e  l a r g e s t  p a r t  was from AFDC ($4,047). 

Food stamps ($757), energy a s s i s t a n c e  ($195), unemployment compensation 

($106) and a i d  f o r  schooling and t r a in ing  ($168) were a l s o  important 

government t r a n s f e r  sources. S t i l l ,  only AFDC b e n e f i t s  were a l a r g e r  

source  of income than t h e i r  own earnings ($2,326)--in f a c t ,  i n t e r e s t i n g l y  

enough, a l l  types of own income cont r ibuted  one-third of the average AFDC 

household 's  income. This  l a s t  f inding  c o n t r a s t s  s t a r k l y  with the 4 p e r  

c e n t  of t o t a l  income obtained by AFDC r e c i p i e n t s  from c h i l d  support  o r  

alimony payments during 1984. These support  payments averaged only $358. 

For non-AFDC c u s t o d i a l  parents ,  c h i l d  support  payments averaged 

$1,350, 7 percent  of t h e i r  average t o t a l  income ($19,341). Because many 

NACs  have only one a d u l t  (47 percent)  i n  the household, i t  is a l l  the  

more remarkable t h a t  only 2 percent  of t h e i r  t o t a l  income came from 

government t r ans fe r s .  This  is  lower than the  proport ion of government 

t r a n s f e r  income--3 percent--received by absent  parent  i n  the CHIPPS 

sample. 



Table 8 

Average 1984 Incomes, by Type 

AFDC Non-AFDC 
Custodia l  Cus todia l  Absent Other 

Pa ren t s  Parents  Parents  Parents  Non-Parents 
(n=142) (n=243) (n=225) (n=360) (n=580) 

Own Income 
Earnings $2,326 
Self-employment 524 
Asse t  income 10 
0 t h e r l  286 

Child Support  and Alimony 358 

Government T rans fe r s  
AFDC 

Food stamps 757 

General r e l i e f  0 

Energy a s s  is  tance 195 

SSI 35 

S o c i a l  s e c u r i t y  3 8 

Unemployment compensation 106 

Workers' compensation 2 0 

Aid f o r  s choo l ing / t r a in ing  168 

TOTAL INCOME 8,870 

Average % from own income 35.5% 

Average % from government 
t r a n s f e r s  60.5 

Average % from c h i l d  suppor t  
o r  alimony 4.0 

l ~ n c l u d e s  m i l i t a r y  bene f i t s ,  lump-sum payments, income from roomers o r  boarders ,  and 
a few o t h e r  miscellaneous sources.  



Earnings ($14,444) were the major source of own income of NACs,  

followed d i s t a n t l y  by self-employment ($1,779) and miscellaneous o the r  

own income types ($1,023). NACs averaged only $345 i n  income from 

a s s e t s ,  which was about  ha l f  of t h a t  found f o r  the  absent- and o t h e r  

p a r e n t  groups. 

Compared t o  non-AFDC c u s t o d i a l  households, our absent-parent sample 

had almost $5,000 more i n  earnings,  a t  $19,266. APs did have l e s s  

average self-employment income, however. A 1  toge ther  , own income 

accounted f o r  96 percent  of t o t a l  AP income, a s  compared to  91 percent  

f o r  the  NAC households. 

The average 1984 income f o r  the  o t h e r p a r e n t  group was $31,072. Less 

than  2 percent  of t h a t  OP income came from government t r a n s f e r s  (and 

mostly from sources o the r  than welfare) .  

On the whole, the s e l f - r e l i ance  of the non-AFDC c u s t o d i a l  pa ren t s  is 

p a r t i c u l a r l y  s t r i k i n g .  Only 7 percent  of t h e i r  income came from c h i l d  

suppor t  o r  alimony, and they received a lower percentage from government 

b e n e f i t s  than the  absent-parent sample. 

The reasons t h a t  the  AFDC c u s t o d i a l  parents  were so dependent on the  

government were shown i n  Table 2. ACs a r e  younger, l e s s  educated, and 

more of t en  never married, and inf requent ly  l i v e  wi th  o t h e r  adu l t s .  

C l e a r l y  t h e i r  $358 average c h i l d  support  income does l i t t l e  to  o f f s e t  

t h e s e  l a b o r  market disadvantages.  

COMPARING INCOMES TO NEEDS 

Th i s  s ec t ion '  s f i r s t  aim is  to  compare CHIPPS households' own, o r  

p r e  t r ans f  e r ,  incomes--wi thou t government b e n e f i t s  o r  c h i l d  support  and 

alimony-- t o  t h e i r  e s s e n t i a l  income needs. Income needs were measured by 



t h e  o f f i c i a l  poverty threshold f o r  each household's s i ze .  (1n 1984 the  

poverty l i n e  f o r  a three-person household was $8,277. See Appendix Table 

A . l  f o r  the  o t h e r  income thresholds by household s i ze . )  The comparisons 

between own income and the  poverty l i n e  a r e  intended t o  revea l  how we l l  

o f f  each household type would be i n  the absence of government o r  support  

payments. Hence Table 9 f i r s t  d i s t r i b u t e s  households i n t o  e i g h t  bracke ts  

o f  p r e t r a n s f e r  income r e l a t i v e  to the poverty l i n e .  Those wi th  

poverty/income r a t i o s  below 1 .OO were poor on a p r e t r a n s f e r  bas i s .  And 

t h e  percentage breakdowns wi th in  the  brackets  d i sp l ay  the  e n t i r e  d i s t r i -  

bu t ion  of own income t o  needs. 

Second, government b e n e f i t s  p lus  c h i l d  suppor t  and alimony were added 

t o  pre  t r ans f  e r  income t o  analyze how these  t r a n s f e r s  change the 

income/pover t y  d i s  t r i b u  tion. Income from c h i l d  support  and alimony was 

n o t  analyzed sepa ra t e ly  because i t  was such a small  proport ion of the 

t o t a l  f o r  a l l  household types. The right-hand column f o r  each household 

type d i sp l ays  the d i s t r i b u t i o n  of pos t t r a n s f e r  income i n  r e l a  t i o n  t o  the 

poverty l i n e .  

Comparing the  percentages f o r  pre  t r ans f  e r  versus  t o t a l  income indi-  

c a t e s  the d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  impact of government and support  payments. Of 

course  the  l a r g e s t  e f f e c t s  were expected to  be shown among AFDC house- 

holds ,  because they a r e  most dependent on income from sources o t h e r  than 

t h e i r  own employment o r  a s se t s .  (Table 8 showed t h a t  only 36 pe rcen t  of 

t o t a l  AFDC household income was t h e i r  own; whereas over  90 percent  of the 

t o t a l  f o r  a l l  the o t h e r  households was t h e i r  own income.) 



Tabb 9 

Conparison of Pretransfer and Posttransfer ~naanelprnty Ratlos for 1984 
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AFDC Cus todia l  Pa ren t s  

Seventy-eight pe rcen t  of AFDC c u s t o d i a l  paren ts  were poor on a 

p r e t r a n s f e r  b a s i s  i n  1984. A f t e r  adding t r a n s f e r s ,  76 pe rcen t  s t i l l  

remained below the  poverty l i n e .  However, the  t a b l e  a l s o  r evea l s  a major 

s h i f t  i n  the  percentages below one-half of the poverty l i n e .  Before 

r e c e i p t  of t r a n s f e r s ,  47 pe rcen t  were below one-half of the  poverty 

th reshold ;  a f te rward  only 17 pe rcen t  were s o  poor. Furthermore, 40 p e r  

c e n t  of a l l  AFDC households had t o t a l  incomes between 75 and 100 pe rcen t  

o f  the  poverty threshold.  

The 25 pe rcen t  of AFDC pa ren t s  who were n o t  poor i n  1984 inc ludes  

abou t  10 pe rcen t  wi th  t o t a l  incomes more than 1.5 times the  poverty l i n e .  

T h i s  f a c t  can  be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  the  f a c t  t h a t  these  households received 

AFDC f o r  only a few months during 1984, i.e., t h e i r  incomes improved 

g r e a t l y  during the  year. 

Non-AFDC Cus t o d i a l  P a r e n t s  

With r e s p e c t  t o  poverty counts , the  s i  tua t i o n  f o r  non-AFDC cus t o d i a l  

p a r e n t s  is  the r e v e r s e  of t h a t  f o r  AFDC rec ip i en t s .  Twenty-five pe rcen t  

o f  NAC households were p r e t r a n s f e r  poor; 21 pe rcen t  were poor on a 

p o s t t r a n s f e r  bas i s .  Given t h a t  most of t h e i r  t r a n s f e r s  were from c h i l d  

suppor t  and alimony, those suppor t  payments were r e spons ib l e  f o r  t h i s  

marginal  improvement i n  poverty s t a t u s .  On the  o t h e r  hand, t he  f a c t  

that 20 pe rcen t  remained poor c l e a r l y  demonstrates t he  ca se  f o r  e i t h e r  

improving c h i l d  suppor t  c o l l e c t i o n  o r  helping them achieve  h igher  wages. 

The main goa l  of t he  c h i l d  suppor t  reform is to  c o l l e c t  more income 

f o r  c u s t o d i a l  paren ts  from the  a b s e n t  parents .  Thus i t  is  app rop r i a t e  



t h a t  we f i n i s h  by examining the  absen t  parents '  income/needs 

d i s t r i b u t i o n .  

Absent Pa ren t s  

The e f f e c t  of t r a n s f e r  income among the  CHIPPS sample of absen t  

pa ren t s  i s  concentrated a t  the low and high ends of t h e i r  incornelneeds 

d i s t r i b u t i o n .  Without government a i d  and t h e i r  r e l a t i v e l y  minor support  

payments, near ly  20 percent  of the absen t  parents  would have been below 

one-quarter of  t he  poverty l i n e .  Only 5 pe rcen t  remained t h a t  poor a f t e r  

count ing a l l  t h e i r  income. A t  t he  high end, t he  percentage above twice 

t h e  poverty l i n e  rose  from 62 t o  72 percent.  

S imi l a r ly  , a perspec t ive  on the  most- and l e a s  t-well-of f  absen t  

p a r e n t s  can be gained by con t r a s t ing  these  extremes with the cus todia l -  

p a r e n t  r e s u l t s .  Fewer absen t  parents  (16 percent)  were poor wi th  r e s p e c t  

t o  t o t a l  income, and a much higher  percentage had incomes above twice 

t h e  poverty l i n e  (72 pe rcen t  versus  48 pe rcen t  f o r  t he  non-AFDC 

c u s t o d i a l  parents )  . 
Thi s  perspec t ive  on e i t h e r  extreme is  a l s o  informative concerning 

a b s e n t  parents '  a b i l i t y  to pay ch i ld  support.  The f a c t  t h a t  16 pe rcen t  

a r e  i n  poverty is i n  c o n f l i c t  with t h e  reform goal  of c o l l e c t i n g  more 

c h i l d  support. Y e t  by t h a t  same standard,  5 o u t  of 6 absen t  parents  

could a f f o r d  t o  pay more. More important,  t he  f i nd ing  t h a t  over 70 p e r  

c e n t  had incomes more than twice the  poverty l i n e  suggests  t h a t  much more 

c h i l d  suppor t  can be c o l l e c t e d  without  c r e a t i n g  severe economic hardship 

f o r  absen t -parent  households. 



CONCLUSION 

Th i s  s e c t i o n  p re sen t s  a b r i e f  summary of the major f ind ings  con- 

ce rn ing  households involved with c h i l d  support.  The f i n a l  remarks con- 

c e r n  some of t he  ques t ions  r a i s ed  i n  regard t o  the  CSAP reform. 

AFDC Custodial  Pa ren t s  

CHIPPS shows t h a t  many of these  households f i t  the s t e r eo type  of 

dependent wel fare  mothers. They a r e  more of t en  never married, and they 

l i v e  wi th  o t h e r  a d u l t s  l e s s  of ten  than do non-AFDC cus tod ia l s .  They a l s o  

have r e l a t i v e l y  low educa t iona l  l e v e l s  and tend to  r e s i d e  i n  c i t i e s ,  

e s p e c i a l l y  Milwaukee. A high percentage of t h e i r  t o t a l  income comes from 

government a s s i s t a n c e  and they have a n  ex tens ive  h i s t o r y  of wel fare  p a r  

t i c i p a t i o n .  When asked about  t h e i r  c u r r e n t  f inances  a s  compared to  four  

y e a r s  ago, near ly  one-half s a id  t h e i r  s i t u a t i o n  had worsened. The i r  

p l i g h t  i s  confounded by a lack  of c h i l d  support  o r  alimony payments. 

Never t he l e s s ,  earn ings  accounted f o r  over one-quarter of t h e i r  t o t a l  

income i n  1984. 

Government b e n e f i t s  and c h i l d  support  removed only a small  percentage 

o f  AFDC households from poverty; 76 percent  remained poor a f t e r  adding 

t h e  t r a n s f e r s  to  t h e i r  own incomes. The impact of the t r a n s f e r s  was, 

t he re fo re ,  t o  reduce what would otherwise have been extreme poverty. 

Forty-seven percent  would have been below ha l f  the  poverty l i n e  wi thout  

t r ans fe r s .  With t r a n s f e r s ,  only 17 percent  were so poor. 

Non-AFDC Custodial  Pa ren t s  

Economic s e l f - r e l i a n c e  b e s t  descr ibes  c u s t o d i a l  parents  who were no t  

on AFDC i n  1984. These households received only 2 percent  of t h e i r  



income from the government and 7 percent  from c h i l d  support  o r  alimony 

payments. Furthermore, only one o u t  of e i g h t  non-AFDC c u s t o d i a l  parents  

had received wel fare  during the period 1981-84. The i r  demographic 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  were a l s o  much more favorable:  only 20 percent  were 

under age 30, one q u a r t e r  were c u r r e n t l y  married, and one ha l f  had more 

than  one a d u l t  present .  

Although, on the  whole, non-AFDC c u s t o d i a l  parents  a r e  q u i t e  indepen- 

den t ,  the  e x t e n t  of i nd iv idua l  except ions was n o t  t r i v i a l .  A f t e r  trans- 

f e r s  were counted, 20 pe rcen t  s t i l l  had incomes below the  poverty l i n e .  

Absent Pa ren t s  

Absent-paren t households generated more income on t h e i r  own than did 

t h e  non-AFDC c u s t o d i a l  parents  during 1984, even though they were 

a c t u a l l y  employed l e s s .  Absent parents  were a l s o  l e s s  cons t ra ined  by 

c h i l d  c a r e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s :  60 percent  had no ch i ld ren ,  and they were 

much more l i k e l y  t o  be married. Furthermore, the absen t  parents  eval- 

uated t h e i r  f i n a n c i a l  s i t u a t i o n  a s  compared t o  fou r  years  ago much more 

favorably ,  a s  did the  o t h e r p a r e n t  group, i n  c o n t r a s t  with c u s t o d i a l  

pa ren t s  . 
Taking i n t o  account  a l l  income sources,  fewer absen t  parents  were 

poor than non-AFDC c u s t o d i a l  parents  ( 16 pe rcen t  compared to  20 percent )  . 
Over 70 pe rcen t  of a b s e n t  parents  had t o t a l  incomes exceeding twice the 

pover ty  l i n e .  Less  than ha l f  of the non-AFDC cus tod ia l  parents  had 

incomes t h a t  high. 



Specula t ions  f o r  the CSAP Reform 

I t  i s  s u r p r i s i n g  t o  f i n d  t h a t  t he  two types of c u s t o d i a l  pa ren t s  a r e  

s o  d i f f e r e n t  from each o ther .  And i t  is  a l s o  revea l ing  to  l e a r n  t h a t  

non-AFDC c u s t o d i a l  pa ren t s  a r e  a lmos t  a s  economically s e l f - r e l i a n t  a s  the 

a b s e n t  paren ts .  

The proposed reform would inc lude  a l l  c u s t o d i a l  paren ts  i n  one 

system, providing b e n e f i t s  and r equ i r ing  admin i s t r a t i ve  s e r v i c e s  f o r  both 

t h e  AFDC and non-AFDC groups. The va lue  of t h i s  s i n g l e  system seems 

appa ren t  f o r  e s t a b l i s h i n g  and c o l l e c t i n g  c h i l d  suppor t  o b l i g a t i o n s ,  a s  

does the  income s e c u r i t y  both would g e t  from the  assured  minimum bene f i t .  

However, the  need f o r  a  wage subsidy seems ques t ionable  i f  i t s  purpose is 

t o  encourage employment among the  non-AFDC c u s t o d i a l  pa ren t s  a s  w e l l  a s  

AFDC c u s t o d i a l  parents .  The commitment of the  non-AFDC group to 

employment i s  a l r eady  very s u b s t a n t i a l .  On the  o t h e r  hand, a  wage sub- 

s idy intended t o  reduce work hours among employed c u s t o d i a l  pa ren t s  n o t  

on AFDC could a l s o  be j u s t i f i e d  a s  a  method to  f r e e  up t i m e  needed to  

meet t h e i r  c h i l d  c a r e  needs b e t t e r .  Obviously ques t ions  of t h i s  type can 

be  answered b e t t e r  i n  the  con tex t  of the  d a t a  from the  CSAP demonstra- 

t i on .  The purpose of these  remarks is  simply t o  sugges t  t h a t  the sharp  

d i f f e r e n c e s  between the  AFDC and non-AFDC c u s t o d i a l  pa ren t s  l e ad  t o  

ques t i ons  about  t he  need t o  t r e a t  both groups i d e n t i c a l l y .  



APPENDIX ON POVERTY LINES 

Table A-1 

Income Poverty Threshold i n  1984 

Household S i z e  Threshold 

One person 

Two persons 

Three persons 

Four persons 

F ive  persons 

S i x  persons 

Seven persons 

Eight  persons 

Nine persons o r  more 

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current  
Popula t ion  Reports,  S e r i e s  P-60, no. 149, 
Money Income and Poverty S t a t u s  of 
Famil ies  and Persons i n  the United 
S t a t e s :  1984 (Washington, D.C. : GPO, 
1985). 
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