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A b s t r a c t  

The s t a t e  of Wisconsin  has  begun implementing a  new c h i l d  s u p p o r t  

a s s u r a n c e  sys tem based upon t h r e e  i n n o v a t i o n s :  (1) e s t a b l i s h i n g  suppor t  

o b l i g a t i o n s  e q u a l  t o  a  p r o p o r t i o n  of  t h e  o b l i g o r ' s  g r o s s  income; ( 2 )  

a u t o m a t i c a l l y  w i t h h o l d i n g  s u p p o r t  o b l i g a t i o n s  from e a r n i n g s ;  ( 3 )  guaran- 

t e e i n g  t h a t  e l i g i b l e  c h i l d r e n  r e c e i v e  no less t h a n  a  p u b l i c l y  a s s u r e d  

minimum b e n e f i t .  P u b l i c  s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e s e  p r o v i s i o n s  was examined u s i n g  

t h e  responses  of a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  sample of Wisconsin ' s  c i t i z e n s  t o  a  

series of v i g n e t t e s .  The r e s u l t s  of t h e  su rvey  s u g g e s t  t h e  fo l lowing .  

The p u b l i c  g e n e r a l l y  s u p p o r t s  t h e  new Wisconsin approach  f o r  s e t t i n g  

c h i l d  s u p p o r t  o b l i g a t i o n s ,  e x c e p t  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  suppor t  f o r  r educ ing  t h e  

award i f  t h e  c u s t o d i a l  p a r e n t  e i t h e r  r e m a r r i e s  o r  has  s u b s t a n t i a l  ear- 

n ings .  Respondents a l s o  evidenced moderate  s u p p o r t  f o r  a u t o m a t i c a l l y  

w i t h h o l d i n g  o b l i g a t i o n s  from e a r n i n g s  and c o n s i d e r a b l e  s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  

g u a r a n t e e d  c h i l d  s u p p o r t  payment p r o v i s i o n  of t h e  reform. 



Publ ic  Opinion about a Child Support Assurance System 

I. FAILURE OF THE CHILD SUPPORT SYSTEM 

I n  the 1980s, the ch i ld  support system has come under increas ing  

a t t a c k .  I t  has been c r i t i c i z e d  a s  condoning (and therefore  f o s t e r i n g )  

p a r e n t a l  i r r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  a s  being inequi tab le  and therefore  exacer- 

ba t ing  tensions among former spouses, and a s  a system t h a t  impoverishes 

ch i ld ren .  Most important, the system does not  work. 

While i n  1983, some 8.7 mi l l ion  women were l i v i n g  with ch i ld ren  whose 

l e g a l l y  l i a b l e  f a t h e r s  were absent  from the household, only about 4 

m i l l i o n  had ch i ld  support awards during t h a t  calendar  year.' Of those, 

ha l f  received the e n t i r e  award, another  q u a r t e r  received p a r t i a l  

payments, and one out  of four  received no support a t  a l l .  Consequently, 

only one-third of e l i g i b l e  households obtained any ch i ld  support  while 

l e s s  than one out  of four  received the f u l l  amount awarded. I t  is e s t i -  

mated t h a t  about $4 b i l l i o n  has gone unpaid annual ly i n  recent  years.  

When awards a r e  made, they a r e  l i k e l y  to be i n s u f f i c i e n t .  I n  1983 

the  average monthly ch i ld  support  ob l iga t ion  amounted to  s l i g h t l y  more 

than $200 per month. Real ch i ld  support  t r a n s f e r s  (1983 d o l l a r s )  

a c t u a l l y  decl ined by almost 15 percent  between 1978 and 1983. Support 

payments accounted f o r  an estimated 13 percent  of the absent  parents '  

income, a proport ion s u b s t a n t i a l l y  below what the shar ing  r a t e  would be 

i n  i n t a c t  households. 

F a i l i n g s  in  the ch i ld  support system have se r ious  economic consequen- 

ce s  f o r  female-headed  household^.^ The proport ion of female-headed fami- 

l i e s  c l a s s i f i e d  a s  poor ranges from 25 to 40 percent ,  depending upon how 

in-kind government t r a n s f e r s  a r e  c ~ u n t e d . ~  S t r i k i n g l y ,  they account f o r  



more t h a n  h a l f  t h e  poor.  T h e i r  v u l n e r a b i l t i y  t o  p o v e r t y  is  not  

s u r p r i s i n g .  I n  1984, t h e  mean income f o r  two-parent f a m i l i e s  was $34,379 

w h i l e  t h e  comparable f i g u r e  f o r  female-headed households  was $13,257. 

Two-parent f a m i l i e s  w i t h  c h i l d r e n  exper ienced  r e a l  income growth of some 

14  p e r c e n t  between 1967 and 1984 a s  opposed t o  a  6.5 p e r c e n t  d e c l i n e  f o r  

t h e i r  f emale  c ~ u n t e r ~ a r t s . ~  Between 1970 and 1984, t h e  r e a l  v a l u e  of t h e  

Aid t o  F a m i l i e s  w i t h  Dependent C h i l d r e n  program (AFDC) b e n e f i t s  t o  

f  emale-headed households  w i t h  c h i l d r e n  d e c l i n e d  by 33  p e r c e n t .  

P u b l i c  s u p p o r t  i s  a s i g n i f i c a n t  p a r t  of t h e  c h i l d  s u p p o r t  system. 

P u b l i c  t r a n s f e r s  t o  poor f a m i l i e s  w i t h  c h i l d r e n  e l i g i b l e  f o r  c h i l d  sup- 

p o r t  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  exceed p r i v a t e  c h i l d  s u p p o r t  t r a n s f e r s  t o  a l l  

c h i l d r e n .  Whereas abou t  $7 b i l l i o n  i n  p r i v a t e  c h i l d  s u p p o r t  w a s  pa id  i n  

1983,  AFDC e x p e n d i t u r e s  on f a m i l i e s  e l i g i b l e  f o r  c h i l d  s u p p o r t  were e q u a l  

t o  about  $8  b i l l i o n  i n  1985. I f  t h e  c o s t s  f o r  Medicaid and food stamps 

a r e  added i n ,  p u b l i c  t r a n s f e r s  were e q u a l  t o  n e a r l y  $21 b i l l i o n ,  o r  t h r e e  

t i m e s  p r i v a t e  c h i l d  s u p p o r t  t r a n s f e r s .  

The AFDC program was e s t a b l i s h e d  i n  1935 f o r  purposes  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  

f rom t h o s e  i t  now s e r v e s .  It was i n t e n d e d  t o  p r o v i d e  s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  

f a m i l i e s  of deceased f a t h e r s  i n  a s o c i e t y  i n  which i t  was c o n s i d e r e d  

u n d e s i r a b l e  f o r  mothers  w i t h  c h i l d r e n  t o  work. Today, t h e  program is 

p r i m a r i l y  f o r  c h i l d r e n  who have a  l i v i n g  a b s e n t  p a r e n t  l e g a l l y  l i a b l e  f o r  

t h e i r  s u p p o r t  and a c u s t o d i a l  p a r e n t  who i n c r e a s i n g l y  i s  expec ted  t o  

work. 

A s  s t r u c t u r e d ,  t h i s  sys tem encourages dependency. Because AFDC, l i k e  

any w e l f a r e  program, i s  des igned  t o  a i d  on ly  t h e  poor ,  b e n e f i t s  a r e  

reduced when e a r n i n g s  i n c r e a s e .  A f t e r  f o u r  months on  a  job ,  a woman on 



AFDC f a c e s  a  b e n e f i t  r educ t i on  of a  d o l l a r  f o r  every  d o l l a r  of ne t  earn- 

i ngs .  That i s  equ iva l en t  t o  a  100 pe r cen t  t a x  on ea rn ings .  It is not  

s u r p r i s i n g ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h a t  t h e  ma jo r i t y  of mothers on we l f a r e  do not 

work du r ing  t h e  months they  r e c e i v e  b e n e f i t s .  And y e t ,  even i f  t hey  were 

f u l l y  employed, one-half of we l f a r e  r e c i p i e n t s  could e a r n  no more t h a n  

t h e  amount of t h e i r  we l f a r e  g r a n t ,  whi le  t h e  ea rn ings  of ano the r  q u a r t e r  

would exceed t h e i r  g r a n t  by $1,000 o r  l ess .6  I f  t hey  rece ived  c h i l d  sup- 

p o r t  from t h e  c h i l d r e n ' s  noncus tod ia l  f a t h e r ,  some but not  a l l  of t h e s e  

f a m i l i e s  would a t t a i n  a n  income above t h e  pover ty  l e v e l .  C l ea r l y ,  t h e  

on ly  way t o  a l l e v i a t e  t h i s  k ind  of pover ty  wi thout  c r e a t i n g  t o t a l  depen- 

dency i s  t o  supplement r a t h e r  t h a n  r e p l a c e  t h e  ea rn ings  of t h e s e  custo-  

d i a l  mothers. 

F i n a l l y ,  t h e  number of female-headed f a m i l i e s  w i th  c h i l d r e n  i s  

growing. I n  1983 about  one ou t  of f i v e  households was headed by a  woman 

w i t h  c h i l d r e n  under 1 8 , ~  more t h a n  twice  t h e  1967 r a t e . 8  According t o  

Sena to r  Danie l  P a t r i c k  Moynihan, more t h a n  h a l f  of a l l  c h i l d r e n  born  i n  

t h i s  decade w i l l  spend some p o r t i o n  of t h e i r  m ino r i t y  yea r s  i n  s i ng l e -  

p a r e n t  households .9 

11. THE WISCONSIN CHILD SUPPORT ASSURANCE SYSTEM 

I n  response t o  t h e s e  problems, t h e  s t a t e  of Wisconsin has  been devel-  

op ing  a n  a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  t h e  c u r r e n t  c h i l d  suppor t  system, known a s  t h e  

Chi ld  Support  Assurance System (CSAS). Three p rov i s i ons  of t h e  Wisconsin 

Chi ld  Support  Assurance System a r e  c e n t r a l  t o  i t s  success .  

The f i r s t  of t h e s e  i s  e s t a b l i s h i n g  adequate  c h i l d  suppor t  o b l i g a t i o n s  

i n  a n  e q u i t a b l e  manner. Under CSAS, t h e  o b l i g a t i o n s  of noncus tod ia l  



p a r e n t s  would be s e t  a s  a  simple percentage of g ross  income and would 

vary  only w i th  t h e  number of c h i l d r e n  the  noncustodial  parent  was 

r equ i r ed  t o  support :  17 percent  f o r  one c h i l d ,  25 pe rcen t  f o r  two 

c h i l d r e n ,  29 percent  f o r  t h r e e  c h i l d r e n ,  31 percent  f o r  fou r  ch i ld ren ,  

and 34 percent  f o r  f i v e  or  more ch i ldren .  The b a s i c  r a t i o n a l e  behind 

t h i s  Percentage of Income and Asset  Standard (PIAS) i s  t h a t  l i a b l e  non- 

c u s t o d i a l  paren ts  ought t o  sha re  a  l e g i s l a t i v e l y  prescr ibed  po r t i on  of 

t h e i r  income with t hose  c h i l d r e n  not l i v i n g  with them. That i s ,  t o  

pa ren t  a  c h i l d  is  t o  i ncu r  an  o b l i g a t i o n  t o  share  one ' s  income wi th  t h e  

c h i l d .  

The second p r i n c i p a l  p rov i s ion  i s  t h a t  support  o b l i g a t i o n s  a r e  t o  be 

wi thhe ld  from earn ings ,  and o t h e r  sources  of income i f  f e a s i b l e ,  and for -  

warded by t h e  employer t o  t h e  c l e r k  of c o u r t s  o f f i c e .  This  c o n t r a s t s  

w i t h  t h e  e x i s t i n g  p r a c t i c e  i n  which withholding i s  only used i f  c h i l d  

suppor t  i s  not paid.  This p rov i s ion  assumes t h a t  c h i l d  support  i s  a  

preeminent deb t ,  t o  be paid before  o t h e r  ob l iga t ions  and i s  o f t e n  

r e f e r r e d  t o  a s  t h e  " t a x a t i o n  a t  t h e  source  of income" concept. 

The f i n a l  p rov i s ion  i s  t h a t  a l l  c h i l d r e n  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  t h e  reform 

program w i l l  r e ce ive  a  s o c i a l l y  assured minimal l e v e l  of support  each 

month. I f  t h e  p r i v a t e  c h i l d  support  t r a n s f e r  from t h e  noncustodial  

pa ren t  f a l l s  below t h e  assured b e n e f i t ,  a  pub l i c ly  f inanced subsidy,  

known a s  t h e  ch i ld  support  supplement, would make up t h e  d i f f e r ence .  

The concept underlying t h i s  p rov i s ion  is  t h a t  f a m i l i e s  wi th  c h i l d r e n  e l i -  

g i b l e  f o r  c h i l d  support  should be a b l e  t o  count on a n  assured  l e v e l  of 

c h i l d  support  t h a t  i s  not dependent upon t h e  a b i l i t y  o r  w i l l i ngnes s  of 

t h e  noncustodial  parent  t o  provide t h a t  support .  



I n  1984 t h e  s t a t e  of Wisconsin began t o  g r a d u a l l y  implement a l l  t h r e e  

p r o v i s i o n s  of CSAS. Immediate income wi thho ld ing  began on a  p i l o t  b a s i s  

i n  10 c o u n t i e s  and t h e  pe rcen tage  of income and a s s e t  s t a n d a r d  was 

e s t a b l i s h e d  a s  a  g u i d e l i n e  t h a t  judges  cou ld ,  bu t  were not  r e q u i r e d  t o ,  

use .  The s t a t e  a l s o  secured  permiss ion  a s  p a r t  of t h e  1984 f e d e r a l  c h i l d  

s u p p o r t  l e g i s l a t i o n  t o  u s e  f e d e r a l  funds  t h a t  would o therwise  have been 

devo ted  t o  AFDC t o  h e l p  fund t h e  a s s u r e d  b e n e f i t .  A s  of J u l y  1987, a l l  

c o u n t i e s  i n  t h e  s t a t e  a r e  r e q u i r e d  t o  u s e  immediate income wi thho ld ing ,  

and t h e  pe rcen tage  of income s t a n d a r d  i s  t h e  presumptive  c h i l d  suppor t  

award. (That i s ,  judges  must have a  w r i t t e n  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  d e p a r t i n g  

from t h e  s t a n d a r d . )  The assured  b e n e f i t  i s  scheduled t o  be p i l o t e d  i n  

f o u r  c o u n t i e s  i n  e a r l y  1988. 

While t h e s e  p r o v i s i o n s  a r e  j u s t i f i a b l e  on programmatic grounds,  each 

h a s  c o n t r o v e r s i a l  a s p e c t s .  The percen tage  of income and a s s e t  s t a n d a r d  

h a s  g e n e r a t e d  c o n s i d e r a b l e  debate .  It has  been c r i t i c i z e d  f o r  not t a k i n g  

t h e  f o l l o w i n g  i n t o  account :  (1) unusual  d e b t s  encumbering t h e  o b l i g o r ;  

( 2 )  r e m a r r i a g e  and s t a r t  of a  new fami ly  by t h e  n o n c u s t o d i a l  p a r e n t ;  and 

( 3 )  t h e  income o r  remar r iage  of t h e  c u s t o d i a l  pa ren t .  It h a s  a l s o  been 

c r i t i c i z e d  f o r  being i n f l e x i b l e ,  e r o d i n g  j u d i c i a l  d i s c r e t i o n ,  and 

d i m i n i s h i n g  t h e  a b i l i t y  of t h e  p a r e n t s  t o  n e g o t i a t e  a  c h i l d  suppor t  

ar rangement  t h a t  i s  un ique ly  t a i l o r e d  t o  t h e i r  c i rcumstances .  

Fur thermore,  t h i s  p r o v i s i o n  c a l l s  f o r  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  r a t h e r  t h a n  l e g a l  

p rocedures  t o  be used t o  modify suppor t  o b l i g a t i o n s .  I f  t h e  o b l i g a t i o n  

i s  expressed  as a percen tage  of income, i t  changes a u t o m a t i c a l l y  as t h e  

o b l i g o r ' s  income changes. Some a rgue  t h a t  a l l  changes i n  suppor t  o r d e r s  

s h o u l d  b e  based upon a  j u d i c i a l  review of r e l e v a n t  f a c t o r s .  



The immediate income withholding provision has evoked p o s i t i v e  and 

negat ive  r eac t ions .  Many be l ieve  t h a t  i t  is the most e f f i c i e n t  mechanism 

f o r  c o l l e c t i n g  support  ob l iga t ions :  it  avoids the neces s i ty  of making 

s e n s i t i v e  dec is ions  regarding when to impose such an order--an a c t i o n  

t h a t  t r a d i t i o n a l l y  has represented a penal ty f o r  noncompliance--and mini- 

mizes the accumulation of unpaid support with a l l  the l e g a l  and economic 

complexi t ies  t h a t  r e s u l t .  0 t he r s  cons t r u e  withholding a s  an unnecessary 

i n t r u s i o n  of government i n t o  a p r iva t e  t ransac t ion ,  a v a r i a n t  of the "big 

government" argument. Opponents a l s o  be l ieve  that withholding penal izes  

o b l i g o r s  who intend to meet t h e i r  ob l iga t ions ,  and i t  e l imina te s  the per- 

s o n a l  touch assoc ia ted  with paying ch i ld  support. And f i n a l l y  i t  has 

been argued t h a t  employment-related problems w i l l  ensue, e i t h e r  because 

employers w i l l  ob j ec t  to  the cos t s  assoc ia ted  with adminis te r ing  the wage 

assignment o r  because employees w i l l  experience embarrassment vis-&is 

t h e i r  employer. 

S ince  the assured ch i ld  support l e v e l  has had the l e a s t  publ ic  expo- 

su re ,  l i t t l e  is known about poss ib le  publ ic  r eac t ion  to t h i s  provision. 

Seve ra l  poss ib le  objec t ions  can be i d e n t i f i e d .  F i r s t ,  the concept of 

pub l i c ly  guaranteed c h i l d  support may be seen a s  an unwarranted ex tens ion  

of government r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  on the assump t i o n  t h a t  c h i l d  support  is 

e s s e n t i a l l y  a p r i v a t e  t r ansac t ion  unless  welfare  expenditures  a r e  

involved. Second, there  may be concerns about p o t e n t i a l  cos t s ,  par- 

t i c u l a r l y  with r e spec t  to how l a rge  an increase  ( i f  any) the publ ic  would 

accept .  And th i rd ,  some may view the assured b e n e f i t  a s  an ex tens ion  of 

we l f a re  under a d i f f e r e n t  name. 

The Wisconsin ch i ld  support assurance system is  of na t iona l  i n t e r e s t .  

Federa l  c h i l d  support  l e g i s l a t i o n  passed unanimously by Congress i n  1984 



moved t h e  n a t i o n  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  i n  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of a c h i l d  s u p p o r t  

a s s u r a n c e  sys tem by r e q u i r i n g  a l l  states t o  adop t  nonbinding c h i l d  sup- 

p o r t  g u i d e l i n e s  and income w i t h h o l d i n g  laws i n  r e sponse  t o  a  one-month 

d e l i n q u e n c y .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t h e  1984 law a l l o w s  Wisconsin  t o  u s e  f e d e r a l  

f u n d s  t h a t  would o t h e r w i s e  have  gone t o  AFDC t o  h e l p  fund a n  a s s u r e d  

b e n e f i t .  C u r r e n t  l e g i s l a t i v e  p r o p o s a l s  i n c l u d e  r e q u i r i n g  s t a t e s  t o  make 

t h e i r  g u i d e l i n e s  b i n d i n g  and t o  adop t  immediate income w i t h h o l d i n g  laws. 

T h i s  paper  f o c u s e s  o n  p u b l i c  o p i n i o n  w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  t h e  t h r e e  main provi-  

s i o n s  of a  CSAS: ( 1 )  t h e  f a c t o r s  t h a t  shou ld  d e t e r m i n e  t h e  s i z e  of  c h i l d  

s u p p o r t  payments and t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  o f  t h e  p e r c e n t a g e s  used i n  t h e  

PIAS; ( 2 )  t h e  u s e  of immediate income w i t h h o l d i n g  t o  c o l l e c t  o b l i g a t i o n s ;  

and ( 3 )  t h e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  of t h e  a s s u r e d  c h i l d  s u p p o r t  g u a r a n t e e .  

111. DATA AND METHODS 

I n  t h e  s p r i n g  of 1985,  r e s e a r c h e r s  a t  t h e  I n s t i t u t e  f o r  Research on 

P o v e r t y  conducted  a t e l e p h o n e  s u r v e y  of Wisconsin  households .  Known a s  

t h e  C h i l d r e n ' s  Income and Program P a r t i c i p a t i o n  Survey (CHIPPS), t h e  

i n t e r v i e w  i n c o r p o r a t e d  a  number o f  q u e s t i o n s  abou t  t h e  s tate 's  c h i l d  sup- 

p o r t  program, i n c l u d i n g  q u e s t i o n s  des igned  t o  t a p  p u b l i c  p e r c e p t i o n  

r e g a r d i n g  key p r o v i s i o n s  of t h e  reform. The s u r v e y  used a random d i g i t  

d i a l i n g  d e s i g n  t o  sample 1 ,073 househo lds . l0  I f  t h e r e  was a  c u s t o d i a l  o r  

n o n c u s t o d i a l  p a r e n t  i n  t h e  household ,  t h a t  p a r e n t  was s e l e c t e d  a s  t h e  

r e s p o n d e n t ;  o t h e r w i s e ,  one of t h e  p r i n c i p a l  e a r n e r s  i n  t h e  household w a s  

s e l e c t e d .  

F o r  each  of t h e  t h r e e  c h i l d  s u p p o r t  i s s u e s  examined, a v i g n e t t e  was 

w r i t t e n  and a set  of f a c t o r i a l  o b j e c t s  was g e n e r a t e d .  The f a c t o r i a l  



survey  approach used i n  CHIPPS provides a  technique f o r  explor ing t h e  

s t r u c t u r e  of complex judgments such a s  those  concerning c h i l d  suppor t . l l  

This  method works i n  t h e  fol lowing way: 

. I d e n t i f y  t h e  dimensions or  v a r i a b l e s  thought t o  be t h e  most impor- 
t a n t  i n  i n f luenc ing  the  judgment process being s tud ied .  Spec i fy  
t h e  range of va lues  t h a t  each of t he se  v a r i a b l e s  can  take. This  
s t e p  draws on knowledge of t h e  subs t an t ive  a r e a  and on awareness of 
t h e  in format ion  t h a t  might cause respondents t o  change t h e i r  
judgment . 

. Write a  s h o r t  s t o r y ,  o r  v i g n e t t e ,  t h a t  can be used t o  presen t  
va lues  of t h e s e  dimensions and t o  e l i c i t  judgments. Each v i g n e t t e  
i s  b u i l t  around a  s e t  of dimensions, and t h e  dimension is  not 
complete u n t i l  a  va lue  i s  assigned t o  each dimension. Once va lues  
have been randomly assigned t o  each v a r i a b l e  i n  t h e  v i g n e t t e ,  t he  
v i g n e t t e  is r e f e r r e d  t o  as  a  " f a c t o r i a l  object." More t han  one fac- 
t o r i a l  ob j ec t  can  be presented t o  each respondent. 

. Each case i n  t h e  a n a l y s i s  i s  a  f a c t o r i a l  o b j e c t ;  t h a t  i s ,  each 
obse rva t ion  i s  a  judgment and t h e  va lues  of t he  dimensions t h a t  
e l i c i t e d  t h a t  judgment. The way t h e  dimensions a f f e c t  judgments 
can  be examined by e s t ima t ing  a  r eg re s s ion  equa t ion  i n  which t h e  
judgment i s  t h e  dependent v a r i a b l e  and t h e  dimensions i n  the  
v i g n e t t e  a r e  independent va r i ab l e s .  

Because va lues  f o r  dimensions a r e  generated randomly with equal  prob- 

a b i l i t i e s ,  t h e  dimensions a r e  uncor re la ted  wi th  each o t h e r  except f o r  

random e r r o r .  Furthermore, because t h e  order  i n  which t h e  o b j e c t s  a r e  

genera ted  i s  random, they a r e  randomly assigned t o  respondents and t h e  

dimensions a r e  thus  uncor re la ted  with respondent c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  except 

f o r  random e r r o r .  

CHIPPS included a  f a c t o r i a l  survey f o r  t h e  t h r e e  i s s u e s  r e l a t e d  t o  

t h e  c h i l d  support  assurance system, making i t  poss ib l e  t o  desc r ibe  t h e  

way i n  which judgments about c h i l d  support  ob l iga t ions ,  approval of uni- 

v e r s a l  withholding,  and approval of t h e  assured b e n e f i t  a r e  a f f e c t e d  by 

s i t u a t i o n a l  v a r i a b l e s .  Two o r  t h r e e  f a c t o r i a l  o b j e c t s  f o r  each i s s u e  

were randomly assigned t o  each respondent. I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  v i g n e t t e  



q u e s t i o n s ,  CHIPPS inc luded  forced-choice  q u e s t i o n s  about t h e  c o n d i t i o n s  

under  which c h i l d  suppor t  o b l i g a t i o n s  should be  modified.  

A .  V i g n e t t e s  and Ques t ions  on Chi ld  Support  O b l i g a t i o n s  

The f a c t o r i a l  o b j e c t s  used t o  o b t a i n  judgments about  c h i l d  suppor t  

o b l i g a t i o n s  inc luded  t h e  fo l lowing  s i x  dimensions o r  v a r i a b l e s :  income12 

and remar r iage  of t h e  noncus tod ia l  f a t h e r ,  number of c h i l d r e n  owed sup- 

p o r t ,  income and remar r iage  of t h e  c u s t o d i a l  mother. I n  t h e  t e x t  of t h e  

v i g n e t t e  g i v e n  below, a  p h r a s e  i n  f u l l  c a p i t a l s  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h e  phrase  

i s  t h e  v a l u e  of a  dimension. (The v a l u e s  f o r  t h e  v a r i a b l e s  used i n  t h e  

v i g n e t t e s  a r e  l i s t e d  i n  t h e  t a b l e s  t h a t  p r e s e n t  t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h e  

survey.)  

F r e q u e n t l y  when a  f a t h e r  does not l i v e  wi th  h i s  c h i l d r e n  and t h e i r  
mother,  he makes r e g u l a r  payments t o  t h e i r  mother f o r  s u p p o r t  of t h e  
c h i l d r e n .  

I am going t o  d e s c r i b e  some s i t u a t i o n s  t o  you i n  which c h i l d r e n  l i v e  
w i t h  t h e i r  mother and t h e  f a t h e r  l i v e s  a p a r t  from them. For each 
s i t u a t i o n ,  I w i l l  a s k  you how much money, i f  any,  you t h i n k  t h e  
f a t h e r  ' shou ld '  c o n t r i b u t e  each month f o r  t h e  s u p p o r t  of h i s  
c h i l d r e n .  

Here i s  t h e  ( f i r s t l n e x t )  s i t u a t i o n :  

A f a t h e r  who h a s  not  r emar r ied  has  1 young c h i l d  who l i v e s  w i t h  t h e i r  
mother. The mother has remar r ied  and makes $= a  month a f t e r  t a x e s .  
The f a t h e r  makes $2000 a month a f t e r  t a x e s .  

How much, i f  a n y t h i n g ,  should  t h e  f a t h e r  c o n t r i b u t e  each month f o r  
t h e  s u p p o r t  of h i s  c h i l d r e n  i n  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n ?  

Each respondent  was p r e s e n t e d  w i t h  t h r e e  s i t u a t i o n s  t o  judge.  These 

i t e m s  a r e  time-consuming t o  a d m i n i s t e r  over  t h e  t e l e p h o n e  and may be 

c o n f u s i n g  o r  f a t i g u i n g  f o r  respondents .  For t h e s e  reasons  t h e  language 

o f  t h e  v i g n e t t e  and t h e  s e l e c t i o n  of v a r i a b l e s  e n t a i l  s i m p l i f y i n g  



assumptions  t h a t  may r e s t r i c t  t h e  g e n e r a l i z a b i l i t y  of t h e  r e s u l t s .  For 

example, t h e  v i g n e t t e s  d e s c r i b e  only t h e  most common s i t u a t i o n ,  i n  which 

t h e  mother i s  t h e  c u s t o d i a l  pa ren t .  Judgments f o r  t h e  r e v e r s e  s i t u a t i o n  

may d i f f e r  cons iderab ly  from judgments g iven  i n  t h i s  s tudy.  

Fo r  t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  forced-choice  ques t i ons  about cond i t i ons  under 

which t h e  respondent  would f a v o r  au tomat ic  adjustments  of c h i l d  suppor t  

o b l i g a t i o n s ,  t h e  fo l lowing  ques t i ons  were used. 

I am going t o  mention some ways i n  which t h e  s i t u a t i o n  of t h e  fami ly  
might  change. I w i l l  t h e n  a sk  whether o r  not you t h ink  t h e  amount of 
t h e  f a t h e r ' s  c h i l d  suppor t  payment should be ad ju s t ed  au toma t i ca l l y  
f o r  t h a t  kind of change. 

F i r s t ,  when t h e  c o s t  of l i v i n g  changes,  do you t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  amount 
t h a t  a  f a t h e r  c o n t r i b u t e s  t o  suppor t  h i s  c h i l d r e n  should be automati-  
c a l l y  a d j u s t e d  f o r  t h i s  o r  not?  

When t h e  f a t h e r ' s  income changes,  do you t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  amount t h a t  a  
f a t h e r  c o n t r i b u t e s  t o  suppor t  h i s  c h i l d r e n  should be au toma t i ca l l y  
a d j u s t e d  f o r  t h i s  o r  not?  

I f  t h e  f a t h e r  r emar r i e s  and s t a r t s  a  new fami ly ,  do you t h i n k  t h a t  
t h e  amount t h a t  a  f a t h e r  c o n t r i b u t e s  t o  suppor t  h i s  c h i l d r e n  should 
b e  au toma t i ca l l y  a d j u s t e d  f o r  t h i s  o r  not?  

F i n a l l y ,  respondents  were a l s o  asked t h e  fo l lowing  forced-choice  

ques t i on :  

Do you t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  amount t h a t  t h e  f a t h e r  c o n t r i b u t e s  i n  c h i l d  
suppo r t  should depend on how much money t h e  mother makes o r  should 
no t  depend on how much money t h e  mother makes? 

B . Vigne t tes  on Immediate Income Withholding 

The f a c t o r i a l  o b j e c t s  used t o  o b t a i n  judgments about u n i v e r s a l  with- 

ho ld ing  inc luded  t h r e e  dimensions o r  v a r i a b l e s :  t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  of o b l i -  

g o r s  who f a i l  t o  pay suppo r t ,  percentage improvements i n  suppo r t  



c o l l e c t i o n s ,  and p e r c e n t a g e  r e d u c t i o n s  i n  w e l f a r e  c o s t s .  Each responden t  

was p r e s e n t e d  w i t h  two s i t u a t i o n s  t o  judge.  The e x a c t  wording of  t h e  

v i g n e t t e  i s  g i v e n  below. The pe rcen tages  a r e  u n d e r l i n e d  t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  

t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  g i v e n  i n  t h e  t e x t  below i s  t h e  v a l u e  of t h e  dimension. 

(The v a l u e s  f o r  t h e  d imensions  inc luded  on t h e  v i g n e t t e  a r e  l i s t e d  i n  

T a b l e  3 ,  which p r e s e n t s  t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h e  survey. )  

Now we want your  o p i n i o n  about  how t h e  government should  c o l l e c t  
c h i l d  s u p p o r t  payments. A 1984 f e d e r a l  law r e q u i r e s  a l l  states t o  with- 
h o l d  c h i l d  s u p p o r t  payments from t h e  paycheck of any p a r e n t  who owes 
c h i l d  s u p p o r t  and m i s s e s  payments f o r  1 month. The c o u r t  t h e n  g i v e s  
t h e s e  payments t o  t h e  p a r e n t  who t a k e s  c a r e  of t h e  c h i l d r e n .  

Some peop le  have proposed t h a t  t h e  s t a t e  wi thho ld  c h i l d  s u p p o r t  
payments f o r  a l l  p a r e n t s  who owe c h i l d  s u p p o r t ,  not  j u s t  f o r  p a r e n t s  who 
m i s s  making payments. 

P l e a s e  t e l l  me how s t r o n g l y  you would f a v o r  o r  oppose wi thho ld ing  
from a l l  p a r e n t s  who owe s u p p o r t  i f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  were t r u e :  

F i r s t ,  w i t h  t h e  new f e d e r a l  law 20% of  a l l  p a r e n t s  who owe c h i l d  sup- - 
p o r t  m i s s  t h e i r  payments and t h e r e f o r e  would b e  s u b j e c t  t o  wi th-  
h o l d i n g  under  e i t h e r  system. 

Second, w i t h h o l d i n g  from a l l  p a r e n t s  who owed c h i l d  s u p p o r t  would 
c o l l e c t  a n  a d d i t i o n a l  30% of  c h i l d  s u p p o r t  payments t h a t  are owed. - 
T h i r d ,  w i t h h o l d i n g  from a l l  p a r e n t s  who owed c h i l d  s u p p o r t  reduced 
w e l f a r e  c o s t s  by 20%. - 

I n  t h i s  c a s e ,  would you f a v o r  o r  oppose wi thho ld ing  from a l l  p a r e n t s  
who owe s u p p o r t ?  

On a s c a l e  of 1 t o  5 ,  where 5  means s t r o n g l y  ( f a v o r l o p p o s e )  and 1 
means weakly ( f a v o r / o p p o s e ) ,  how s t r o n g l y  do you ( favor /oppose )  with- 
h o l d i n g  from a l l  p a r e n t s  who owe suppor t?  

C .  V i g n e t t e s  on t h e  Assured B e n e f i t  

The f a c t o r i a l  o b j e c t s  used t o  o b t a i n  judgments about  t h e  a s s u r e d  

b e n e f i t  inc luded  two dimensions:  changes i n  program c o s t s  and 



r e d u c t i o n s  i n  we l f a r e  use.  Each respondent was p resen ted  wi th  two 

s i t u a t i o n s  t o  judge. The exac t  wording of t h e  ques t i on  i s  g iven  below, 

excep t  t h a t  t h e  under l ined  percen tages  were va r i ed .  (The va lue s  f o r  

t h e s e  dimensions a r e  l i s t e d  i n  Table 4 ,  which p r e s e n t s  t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h e  

su rvey  . ) 

L a s t ,  we need t o  know whether you favor  o r  oppose a  new program. 
Some people  have proposed a  new c h i l d  suppor t  program t o  pay a t  l e a s t  
some suppor t  t o  a l l  c h i l d r e n  l e g a l l y  e n t i t l e d  t o  c h i l d  support .  Under 
t h i s  new program each c h i l d  would r e c e i v e  e i t h e r  t h e  amount t h a t  t h e  
pa r en t  a c t u a l l y  pays i n  c h i l d  suppor t  o r  a  b e n e f i t  s e t  by t h e  s t a t e ,  
whichever amount i s  l a r g e r .  With t h i s  new program, a l l  l e g a l l y  e n t i t l e d  
c h i l d r e n  would r e c e i v e  a  minimum l e v e l  of f i n a n c i a l  support .  

I am going t o  d e s c r i b e  some e f f e c t s  t h i s  new program might have and 
a s k  your opinion.  

F i r s t ,  i f  t h e  new program p lu s  we l f a r e  c o s t s  20% l e s s  t h a n  we l f a r e  
does  now, and i f  t h e  program reduces t h e  number of people who a r e  depen- 
d e n t  on we l f a r e  by x, would you f avo r  o r  oppose u s ing  s t a t e  funds f o r  
t h i s  program? 

On a  s c a l e  of 1 t o  5 ,  where 5 means s t r o n g l y  ( favor loppose)  and 1 
means weakly ( f avo r /oppose ) ,  how s t r o n g l y  do you ( favor loppose)  such a  
program? 

IV. RESULTS 

Resu l t s  a r e  p resen ted  i n d i c a t i n g  p u b l i c  pe r cep t i ons  about  each of t h e  

t h r e e  major components of t h e  Wisconsin c h i l d  suppor t  assurance  system. 

F i r s t ,  judgments regard ing  t h e  p u b l i c  pe r cep t i on  of a p p r o p r i a t e  c h i l d  

suppo r t  o b l i g a t i o n s  a r e  examined. The e s s e n t i a l  i s s u e  i s  whether t hose  

o b l i g a t i o n s  perceived by t h e  p u b l i c  a s  being f a i r  approximate t h e  amounts 

t h a t  would be s e t  under t h e  percen tage  of income and a s s e t  s t andard .  

Judgments regard ing  t h e  cond i t i ons  under  which suppor t  o b l i g a t i o n s  

shou ld  au toma t i ca l l y  be a d j u s t e d  a r e  a l s o  examined. The income-sharing 

concep t  i m p l i c i t  i n  t h e  reform is compat ible  w i th  au tomat ic  ad jus tments  



under  most c i r cumstances .  Second, p u b l i c  o p i n i o n  about  t h e  u s e  of imme- 

d i a t e  income wi thho ld ing  a s  a  means f o r  c o l l e c t i n g  s u p p o r t  o b l i g a t i o n s  i s  

examined. Of primary i n t e r e s t  i s  whether  p u b l i c  suppor t  i s  evidenced 

u n d e r  s e l e c t e d  c o n d i t i o n s  s p e c i f y i n g  a l t e r n a t i v e  e f f e c t s  on program out-  

comes and w e l f a r e  case loads .  T h i r d ,  p u b l i c  p e r c e p t i o n  r e g a r d i n g  imple- 

ment ing a  p u b l i c l y  f i n a n c e d  a s s u r e d  c h i l d  suppor t  b e n e f i t  i s  examined. 

S i n c e  t h i s  p r o v i s i o n  c o n t a i n s  p o s s i b l e  c o s t  i m p l i c a t i o n s ,  o p i n i o n s  a r e  

o b t a i n e d  under v a r y i n g  assumpt ions  abou t  t h e  c o s t s  and e f f e c t s  of t h i s  

p r o v i s i o n .  

A .  P e r c e p t i o n s  Regarding A p p r o p r i a t e  Ch i ld  Suppor t  O b l i g a t i o n s  

The f i r s t  a n a l y s i s  f o c u s e s  upon what r e sponden t s  f e e l  a r e  a p p r o p r i a t e  

c h i l d  s u p p o r t  o b l i g a t i o n s  under  v a r i o u s  c i rcumstances .  The q u e s t i o n  we 

s e e k  t o  a d d r e s s  is how w e l l  p u b l i c  p e r c e p t i o n  of a p p r o p r i a t e  c h i l d  sup- 

p o r t  awards conforms t o  t h o s e  l e v e l s  t h a t  have been e s t a b l i s h e d  under  t h e  

p e r c e n t a g e  of income and a s s e t  s t a n d a r d .  I f  t h e  approx imat ion  were 

c l o s e ,  we would f i n d  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  F i r s t ,  t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  of t h e  a b s e n t  

p a r e n t ' s  income a l l o c a t e d  f o r  c h i l d  s u p p o r t  f o r  one c h i l d  would b e  

r o u g h l y  1 7  p e r c e n t  of g r o s s  income. Second, t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  a l l o c a t e d  f o r  

a d d i t i o n a l  c h i l d r e n  shou ld  i n c r e a s e  a t  a  d e c r e a s i n g  r a t e .  T h i r d ,  t h e  

p e r c e n t a g e  of t h e  f a t h e r ' s  income awarded would be  approx imate ly  c o n s t a n t  

o v e r  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  of t h e  a b s e n t  p a r e n t ' s  income. F i n a l l y ,  t h e  

p r o p o r t i o n  a l l o c a t e d  f o r  c h i l d  s u p p o r t  would no t  v a r y  w i t h  f a c t o r s  con- 

s i d e r e d  i r r e l e v a n t  under  t h e  " s t andard"  approach,  such  a s  t h e  m a r i t a l  

s t a t u s  of e i t h e r  p a r t y  o r  income of t h e  c u s t o d i a l  p a r e n t .  

T a b l e  1 d i s p l a y s  t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h e  r e g r e s s i o n  of  judgments r e g a r d i n g  

t h e  f a t h e r ' s  a p p r o p r i a t e  c h i l d  s u p p o r t  o b l i g a t i o n  expressed  as a 



Table  1 

Appropr ia te  P a t e r n a l  Chi ld  Support  O b l i g a t i o n s  as a 
F u n c t i o n  of Income, Number of Chi ld ren ,  and M a r i t a l  S t a t u s  

- -- - - - - - - - 

Dimensions and v a l u e s b  

P e r c e n t a g e  of Noncustodia l  
F a t h e r ' s  Income That Should 

Be Pa id  i n  Chi ld  Support  
O r i g i n a l  Response O r i g i n a l  Response 

Given i n  ~ o l l a r s ~  Given i n  Percen tages  
Coef f . SE Coef f . S E 

Cons tan t  21.43% 24.65% 

Dimension 1: F a t h e r  (Absent 
P a r e n t )  Remarried 

N 0 

Yes 

Dimension 2: Mother ( C u s t o d i a l  
P a r e n t )  Remarried 

No 
Yes 

Dimension 3:  Number of 
C h i l d r e n  

One c h i l d  
Two c h i l d r e n  
Three  c h i l d r e n  

Dimension 4 : Mother ' s  Income 
$0 p e r  month - - - - 
$500 p e r  month -1.25 .77 1.60 2.05 
$1,500 p e r  month -6.22** .78 -1.71 2.05 

Dimension 5: F a t h e r ' s  Income 
$500 p e r  month - - - - 
$1,000 p e r  month 1.79 1.02 6.40** 2.62 
$2,000 p e r  month 0.47 .99 10.21** 2.63 
$3,000 p e r  month -1.15 .98 9.67** 2.66 
$5,000 p e r  month -3.21** 1.00 12.32** 2.59 

N of v i g n e t t e s  2 199 457 

** C o e f f i c i e n t  is a t  l e a s t  twice  i t s  s t a n d a r d  e r r o r .  

aTransformed i n t o  p e r c e n t a g e s  f o r  t h e  a n a l y s i s .  T h i s  p e r m i t s  a d i r e c t  com- 
p a r i s o n  w i t h  t h e  Wisconsin Percen tage  of Income and Asse t  Standard.  

b ~ h e  r e f e r e n c e  c a t e g o r y  f o r  each  s e t  of dummy v a r i a b l e s  i s  shown f i r s t .  



pe rcen t age  of t h e  f a t h e r ' s  income on  f i v e  s i t u a t i o n a l  dimensions:  ( 1 )  

m a r i t a l  s t a t u s  of t h e  absen t  pa r en t  ( f a t h e r ) ;  ( 2 )  m a r i t a l  s t a t u s  of t h e  

c u s t o d i a l  pa r en t  (mother) ;  (3 )  t h e  number of c h i l d r e n  t o  be supported;  

( 4 )  t h e  mother ' s  income; and (5 )  t h e  f a t h e r ' s  income. Each effect- -or  

dummy v a r i a b l e  coef f ic ien t - -expresses  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  p r ed i c t ed  

c h i l d  suppor t  o b l i g a t i o n  between t h e  r e f e r ence  ca tegory  and t h e  ca tegory  

f o r  which t h e  e f f e c t  is  presented.  The cons t an t  i s  t h e  p r ed i c t ed  

judgment of t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  c h i l d  suppor t  o b l i g a t i o n  when n e i t h e r  paren t  

i s  remarr ied ,  one c h i l d  i s  invo lved ,  t h e  c u s t o d i a l  pa ren t  has  no income, 

and t h e  absen t  p a r e n t ' s  g r o s s  income i s  $500 p e r  month. The r e s u l t s  a r e  

p r e sen t ed  i n  two columns. The f i r s t ,  which r ep re sen t s  83  pe r cen t  of a l l  

r e sponse s ,  i n c l u d e s  t hose  who expressed t h e i r  award i n  d o l l a r s .  These 

answers were transformed i n t o  a  percentage me t r i c  f o r  a n a l y s i s .  The 

second column p r e s e n t s  responses  g iven  i n  percen tage  terms. Because most 

people  responded i n  d o l l a r s ,  w e  g i v e  more emphasis t o  t h e  f i r s t  column; 

because respondents  sugges ted  what they thought t h e  f a t h e r  should pay, we 

r e f e r  t o  t h e  sugges ted  award a s  a  " f a i r "  award.13 

Fo r  most c a s e s ,  t h e  sugges ted  c h i l d  suppor t  o b l i g a t i o n  i s  c l o s e  t o  

what i s  c a l l e d  f o r  by t h e  Wisconsin percentage of income and a s s e t  s t an-  

dard .  For t h e  c a s e  i n  which t h e r e  i s  one c h i l d ,  n e i t h e r  pa r en t  i s  

r emar r i ed ,  t h e  c u s t o d i a l  pa ren t  does not work, and t h e  noncus tod ia l  

p a r e n t  e a rn s  $500 p e r  month, t h e  cons t an t  term g i v e s  what is  perceived t o  

b e  a  " f a i r "  o b l i g a t i o n .  That i t  is equa l  t o  21 p e r c e n t  i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  

Wisconsin  a d u l t s  b e l i e v e  t h a t  i n  t h i s  c a se  t h e  percentage of income and 

a s s e t  s t anda rd  i s  somewhat t o o  low. I f  t h e  f a t h e r  i s  remarr ied ,  t h e  

o b l i g a t i o n  remains over  19 percen t .  I f  t h e  mother i s  remarr ied ,  t h e  

o b l i g a t i o n  is  almost 17 percen t .  I f  t h e  mother e a rn s  $1,500 p e r  month, 



t h e  f a i r  o b l i g a t i o n  drops t o  15 percent  i n  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  j u s t  descr ibed .  

Only i f  t h e  c u s t o d i a l  mother both ea rns  a  g r e a t  dea l  and is  remarried 

would t he  c h i l d  support  award e s t ab l i shed  under t he  Wisconsin s tandard  

s u b s t a n t i a l l y  exceed what Wisconsin c i t i z e n s  deem t o  be a  f a i r  amount. 

P u b l i c  sugges t ions  f o r  c h i l d  support  o b l i g a t i o n s  a r e  f a i r l y  con- 

s i s t e n t  with t h e  s tandard  on two o the r  dimensions. F i r s t ,  t h e  pred ic ted  

o b l i g a t i o n s  do i n c r e a s e  wi th  each a d d i t i o n a l  c h i l d ,  and they i n c r e a s e  a t  

a  decreasing r a t e .  The increments f o r  t h e  second and t h i r d  c h i l d ,  

however, a r e  smal le r  t han  those  i n  t h e  standard--5 and 2 percent  compared 

t o  t h e  8 and 4 percent  i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  s tandard.  Second, t h e  pred ic ted  

o b l i g a t i o n s  remain cons tan t  a s  a  p ropor t ion  of income ac ros s  most income 

l e v e l s  f o r  t h e  noncustodial  parent .  Only a t  $5,000 p e r  month income 

l e v e l  do we f i n d  respondents sugges t ing  t h a t  a  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  

lower propor t ion  of t h e  f a t h e r ' s  income be awarded a s  c h i l d  support.  

The respondents do d e v i a t e  from the  premises underlying t h e  s tandard  

i n  two important  r e spec t s .  I f  t h e  f a t h e r  remarr ies ,  respondents suggest  

a  small  ( l e s s  t han  2 pe rcen t )  though s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  r educ t ion  

i n  pred ic ted  support  ob l iga t ions .  Subs t an t ive ly ,  t h e  reduc t ion  is  minor 

and does not appear t o  v i o l a t e  t h e  assumption t h a t  c h i l d  support  i s  a  

preeminent debt  which t akes  precedence over more r e c e n t l y  e s t a b l i s h e d  

o b l i g a t i o n s .  More important ,  t h e  evidence sugges ts  t h a t  respondents 

would a l l o c a t e  less t o  support  o b l i g a t i o n s  i f  t h e  mother ( c u s t o d i a l  

p a r e n t )  w e r e  remarried o r  had a t  l e a s t  a  moderate l e v e l  of income ($1,500 

p e r  month). Both f i n d i n g s  may r e f l e c t  a  pub l i c  b e l i e f  t h a t  support  ob l i -  

g a t i o n s  should be based, i n  p a r t  a t  l e a s t ,  upon t h e  c h i l d ' s  f i n a n c i a l  

needs. The more those  needs a r e  met by t h e  cus tod i a l  paren t ,  t h e  smal le r  



would be t h e  o b l i g a t i o n  imposed upon t h e  a b s e n t  p a r e n t .  T h i s  would 

r e p r e s e n t  a  d e p a r t u r e  from t h e  s t r i c t  income-sharing concept upon which 

t h e  s t a n d a r d  is based.  

The r e s u l t s  d i s p l a y e d  i n  column 2 r e p r e s e n t  t h e  f i n d i n g s  f o r  t h e  

r e l a t i v e l y  s m a l l  number of r e sponden t s  who r e p l i e d  t o  t h e  v i g n e t t e s  i n  

t e rms  of pe rcen tages .  I n  most c a s e s ,  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of t h e  c o e f f i c i e n t s  

i s  t h e  same. The most s i g n i f i c a n t  d e p a r t u r e s  a r e  t h a t  t h o s e  who respond 

i n  a  p e r c e n t a g e  m e t r i c  a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  e s t a b l i s h  h i g h e r  s u p p o r t  o b l i -  

g a t i o n s  and g e n e r a l l y  a l l o c a t e  a  h i g h e r  p r o p o r t i o n  of t h e  a b s e n t  p a r e n t ' s  

income t h e  more t h a t  p a r e n t  makes. l 4  

Table  2 p r e s e n t s  r e s u l t s  from t h e  forced-choice  q u e s t i o n  format  t h a t  

examine t h o s e  f a c t o r s  which responden t s  might f e e l  should  be t a k e n  i n t o  

a c c o u n t  when modifying suppor t  o r d e r s .  There  i s  c o n s i d e r a b l e  s u p p o r t  f o r  

a u t o m a t i c a l l y  modifying s u p p o r t  o b l i g a t i o n s  i n  r esponse  b o t h  t o  changes 

i n  t h e  c o s t  of l i v i n g  and t o  changes i n  a  noncus tod ia l  f a t h e r ' s  income. 

Approximate ly  t h r e e  o u t  of f o u r  r e sponden t s  i n d i c a t e d  s u p p o r t  f o r  

a u t o m a t i c  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  of o r d e r s  under  t h e s e  c i rcumstances .  On t h e  

o t h e r  hand, t h e r e  i s  l i t t l e  support--only s l i g h t l y  more t h a n  one o u t  of 

t h r e e - f o r  a u t o m a t i c a l l y  modifying o r d e r s  (presumably downward) when t h e  

n o n c u s t o d i a l  p a r e n t  r e m a r r i e s  and s t a r t s  a  new fami ly .  The s m a l l  propor- 

t i o n  t h a t  f a v o r  a u t o m a t i c  ad jus tment  i f  t h e  n o n c u s t o d i a l  f a t h e r  r e m a r r i e s  

i s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  v i g n e t t e  f i n d i n g  of on ly  a  v e r y  smal l - -a lbe i t  s t a -  

t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t - - a d j u s t m e n t  r e s p e c t i n g  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  suppor t  

o b l i g a t i o n  i n  t h e  even t  of remarr iage .  

These  r e s u l t s  conform, f o r  t h e  most p a r t ,  t o  t h e  premises  u n d e r l y i n g  

t h e  proposed reform. Suppor t  f o r  m o d i f i c a t i o n s  when t h e  n o n c u s t o d i a l  

f a t h e r ' s  income changes and t h e  l a c k  of s u p p o r t  when t h a t  p a r e n t  s t a r t s  a 



Table 2 

Percentage Favoring Automatic Adjustment of Pa t e rna l  
Chi ld  Support Obl iga t ions  i n  Response t o  Changes 

i n  Cost of Living,  Income, and Mar i ta l  S t a tu sa  

S i t u a t i o n a l  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  Percentage N 

-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - 

Change in :  

Cus todia l  pa ren t ' s  cos t  of l i v i n g  74.3% 947 

Noncustodial ' s  ( f a t h e r )  income 73.6 949 

Fa the r  remarr ies  and s t a r t s  a  
new family 

Cus todia l  mother 's  income 

aThe f i r s t  t h r e e  i t e m s  asked whether o r  not pa t e rna l  c h i l d  
suppor t  o b l i g a t i o n s  should be changed when each of t h e  t h r e e  
types  of changes occurred. The f o u r t h  i tem asked whether o r  
no t  pa t e rna l  c h i l d  support  o b l i g a t i o n s  should depend on t h e  
mother ' s income. 



new fami ly  a r e  f i n d i n g s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  t h e  reform. The former is  

c l e a r l y  c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  t h e  income-sharing concept ,  a s  may be t h e  l a t t e r ,  

which sugges t s  accep tance  of t h e  no t i on  t h a t  f i n a n c i a l  o b l i g a t i o n s  t o  

c h i l d r e n  r e s u l t i n g  from p r i o r  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  should t ake  p r i o r i t y  over  new 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  

Whether suppor t  f o r  au toma t i ca l l y  modifying o b l i g a t i o n s  i n  l i g h t  of 

changes i n  t h e  c o s t  of l i v i n g  i s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  t h e  s t anda rd  is open t o  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  Unfor tuna te ly  t h e  survey d id  not ask whether respondents  

would p r e f e r  t h a t  awards be indexed t o  cos t -o f - l iv ing  changes o r  t o  

changes i n  not icustodial  income. What i s  c l e a r  i s  the  h igh  l e v e l  of sup- 

p o r t  f o r  au tomat ic  adjustment  based upon one index o r  t h e  o the r .  

F i n a l l y ,  t he  s t r o n g  suppor t  f o r  basing suppor t  o b l i g a t i o n s  upon t h e  

c u s t o d i a l  p a r e n t ' s  income i s  c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  t h e  v i g n e t t e  f i n d i n g s  and 

s u g g e s t s  a  s e r i o u s  d i f f e r e n c e  between what most respondents  b e l i e v e  i s  

f a i r  and t h e  Wisconsin s t anda rd .  This  l a t t e r  f i n d i n g  sugges t s  t h a t  a  

s e n s e  of a b s o l u t e  need i s  ope ra t i ng  here .  Respondents may f e e l  t h a t  

meet ing t h e  f i n a n c i a l  needs of t h e  c h i l d ( r e n )  is t h e  paramount concern,  

i r r e s p e c t i v e  of which pa r en t  makes t h a t  con t r i bu t i on .  

B .  Pe r cep t i ons  of Immediate Income Withholding 

Judgments about  u n i v e r s a l  wi thhold ing  invo lve  ba lanc ing  b e l i e f s  about  

t h e  economic c o s t s  and b e n e f i t s  t o  be de r i ved  from enforced suppo r t  

c o l l e c t i o n s  a g a i n s t  b e l i e f s  about  i n d i v i d u a l  p r ivacy  and t h e  r o l e  of 

government. There fore ,  suppo r t  f o r  t h i s  p rov i s i on  was expected t o  be 

c o n d i t i o n a l .  It would depend, i n  p a r t ,  on how many noncus tod ia l  p a r e n t s  

missed payments i n  t h e  absence of immediate income withholding ( a  b e n e f i t  

t o  t h e  noncus tod ia l  and c o s t  t o  t h e  c u s t o d i a l  p a r e n t ) ;  upon how e f f e c t i v e  



w i t h h o l d i n g  would be  i n  c o l l e c t i n g  suppor t  o b l i g a t i o n s  ( a  c o s t  t o  t h e  

n o n c u s t o d i a l  and a  b e n e f i t  t o  t h e  c u s t o d i a l  p a r e n t ) ;  and upon t h e  e f f e c t  

which such i n c r e a s e d  c o l l e c t i o n s  had on reduc ing  w e l f a r e  e x p e n d i t u r e s  ( a  

b e n e f i t  t o  s o c i e t y ) .  I n  g e n e r a l ,  s u p p o r t  f o r  t h i s  p r o v i s i o n  of t h e  

re fo rm was expected t o  be h i g h e r  a s  t h e  e s t i m a t e d  p r o p o r t i o n  of p a r e n t s  

who missed suppor t  payments i n c r e a s e d .  S i m i l a r l y ,  more s u p p o r t  was 

a n t i c i p a t e d  when t h e  e s t i m a t e d  e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of t h i s  p r o v i s i o n  i n  bo th  

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

I n  Tab le  3 ,  w e  d i s p l a y  t h e  r e g r e s s i o n  of s u p p o r t  r a t i n g s  on t h e  t h r e e  

d imensions  p r e v i o u s l y  d i s c u s s e d :  ( 1 )  t h e  p e r c e n t a g e  of p a r e n t s  miss ing  

payments; ( 2 )  t h e  amount of a d d i t i o n a l  c h i l d  s u p p o r t  c o l l e c t e d ;  and ( 3 )  

t h e  consequent  r e d u c t i o n  i n  w e l f a r e  expend i tu res .  The responses  were 

recoded o n  a  10-point  s c a l e  i n  which a  1  i n d i c a t e s  s t r o n g l y  oppose,  a  5 

weakly  oppose,  a  6  weakly f a v o r ,  and a  10  s t r o n g l y  f a v o r .  The c o n s t a n t  

i s  6.33 when no a d d i t i o n a l  s u p p o r t  i s  c o l l e c t e d ,  t h e r e  i s  no r e d u c t i o n  i n  

w e l f a r e  c o s t s ,  and o n l y  20 p e r c e n t  of a b s e n t  p a r e n t s  m i s s  t h e i r  s u p p o r t  

payments. Th i s  s u g g e s t s  modest suppor t  f o r  u n i v e r s a l  w i t h h o l d i n g  even 

u n d e r  t h e  most c o n s e r v a t i v e  s e t  of h y p o t h e t i c a l  c i r cumstances .  

Apparen t ly ,  concerns  about  i n d i v i d u a l  p r ivacy  and government i n t r u s i o n  do 

n o t  o f f s e t  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n  of income wi thho ld ing  a s  a  d e s i r a b l e  p u b l i c  

p o l i c y .  

Not s u r p r i s i n g l y ,  t h e  d e g r e e  of s u p p o r t  i n c r e a s e s  a s  t h e  r e l a t i v e  

c o s t s  and b e n e f i t s  of w i t h h o l d i n g  a r e  modif ied  t o  make t h e  p r o v i s i o n  more 

a t t r a c t i v e .  Suppor t  f o r  immediate wi thho ld ing  i n c r e a s e s  m a r g i n a l l y  

though s i g n i f i c a n t l y  when 8 0  p e r c e n t  of a b s e n t  p a r e n t s  m i s s  payments. 

( ~ a s e d  on  a  sample of  c o u r t  r e c o r d s  i n  20 Wisconsin  c o u n t i e s ,  n e a r l y  70 



Table  3  

Judgments about Immediate Income Withholding a s  a  Func t ion  
o f  Missed Payments, A d d i t i o n a l  Support  C o l l e c t e d ,  and 

Reduc t ion  i n  Welfare Costs 

Dimensions and Values  Coef f  . S E 

Cons tan t  6.33 .23 

Dimension 1: Percen tage  who m i s s  payments 

Dimension 2: Amount a d d i t i o n a l  c h i l d  
s u p p o r t  c o l l e c t e d  

None 
15% 
30% 

Dimension 3:  Reduct ion i n  w e l f a r e  c o s t s  

None 
10% 
20% 

N of v i g n e t t e s  1801 

** C o e f f i c i e n t  i s  a t  l e a s t  twice  i t s  s t a n d a r d  e r r o r .  



p e r c e n t  of o b l i g o r s  were a t  l e a s t  2 months d e l i n q u e n t  i n  paying suppor t  

w i t h i n  t h r e e  y e a r s  of t h e i r  o b l i g a t i o n s . )  Reduct ions  i n  w e l f a r e  expen- 

d i t u r e s  have a  s t r o n g e r  e f f e c t .  A r e d u c t i o n  i n  w e l f a r e  e x p e n d i t u r e s  of 

10  p e r c e n t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  i n c r e a s e s  t h e  magnitude of suppor t ;  a  r e d u c t i o n  

o f  20 p e r c e n t  i n c r e a s e s  t h e  d e g r e e  of suppor t  by 16 p e r c e n t .  

S u r p r i s i n g l y ,  no s i g n i f i c a n t  change i n  t h e  d e g r e e  of suppor t  f o r  

w i t h h o l d i n g  is  evidenced when t h e  amount of s u p p o r t  c o l l e c t e d  i s  v a r i e d ,  

though t h e  c o e f f i c i e n t s  a r e  i n  t h e  expected d i r e c t i o n .  Respondents 

appear  t o  be most s e n s i t i v e  t o  t h e  e f f e c t  which wi thho ld ing  might per- 

s o n a l l y  have on them a s  t axpayers .  O v e r a l l ,  t h e  amount of v a r i a n c e  

e x p l a i n e d  by t h e s e  s i t u a t i o n a l  d imensions  is  q u i t e  s m a l l  ( ~ 2  = .035). 

Respondents appear  t o  s u p p o r t  o r  r e j e c t  immediate income wi thho ld ing  a s  

p u b l i c  p o l i c y ,  i r r e s p e c t i v e  of p l a u s i b l e  i n f l u e n c i n g  s i t u a t i o n a l  charac- 

t e r i s t i c s .  

C.  P e r c e p t i o n s  of t h e  Assured B e n e f i t  

Whether o r  no t  r esponden ts  favored  a p u b l i c l y  f i n a n c e d  a s s u r e d  bene- 

f i t  i s  l i k e l y  t o  depend upon i t s  c o s t  r e l a t i v e  t o  c u r r e n t  w e l f a r e  expen- 

d i t u r e s  and on i t s  s u c c e s s  i n  reduc ing  w e l f a r e  dependency. These 

e x p e c t a t i o n s  were i n c o r p o r a t e d  i n  two dimensions of t h e  f a c t o r i a l  

o b j e c t s :  (1) program c o s t s  r e l a t i v e  t o  c u r r e n t  w e l f a r e  e x p e n d i t u r e s ,  and 

( 2 )  program e f f e c t s  on  w e l f a r e  u t i l i z a t i o n .  It was expected t h a t  s u p p o r t  

f o r  t h i s  p r o v i s i o n  of t h e  reform would i n c r e a s e  a s  t h e  c o s t  r e l a t i v e  t o  

c u r r e n t  w e l f a r e  e x p e n d i t u r e s  decreased  and a s  t h e  number of people  on 

w e l f a r e  d e c l i n e d .  



T a b l e  4 d i s p l a y s  t h e  r e g r e s s i o n  of suppor t  r a t i n g s  on t h e  dimensions.  

Again ,  t h e  dependent v a r i a b l e  i s  s c a l e d  from 1 ( s t r o n g l y  oppose) t o  1 0  

( s t r o n g l y  f a v o r ) .  I f  w e l f a r e  p l u s  a p u b l i c l y  guaran teed  c h i l d  suppor t  

payment would c o s t  20 p e r c e n t  more t h a n  t h e  c u r r e n t  w e l f a r e  sys tem and 

would reduce  w e l f a r e  dependency o n l y  10  p e r c e n t ,  t h e  c o n s t a n t  of n e a r l y  7 

i n d i c a t e s  s u r p r i s i n g l y  s t r o n g  s u p p o r t  f o r  t h i s  p r o v i s i o n  of t h e  reform. 

Suppor t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  i n c r e a s e s  i f  t o t a l  c o s t s  do not  i n c r e a s e  o r  i f  

t h e y  d e c r e a s e .  Reduc t ions  i n  w e l f a r e  dependency a l s o  i n c r e a s e  s u p p o r t ,  

b u t  t h e  e f f e c t s  a r e  s m a l l e r  t h a n  t h e  e f f e c t s  of r e d u c t i o n s  i n  c o s t s .  I f  

w e l f a r e  dependency were ha lved  and c o s t s  reduced by 20 p e r c e n t ,  t h e  e s t i -  

mated l e v e l  of s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  guaran teed  b e n e f i t  would be 8.82 o u t  of a 

p o s s i b l e  10. 

As noted above, even i f  t h e  program were t o  c o s t  20 p e r c e n t  more t h a n  

e x i s t i n g  w e l f a r e  programs and reduce  w e l f a r e  c a s e l o a d s  by on ly  10  per-  

c e n t ,  t h e  CHIPPS r e s p o n d e n t s  m a i n t a i n  s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  concept .  Tab le  5 

d i s p l a y s  t h e  raw d i s t r i b u t i o n  of r e sponses  i n  terms of s u p p o r t  and oppo- 

s i t i o n  t o  t h e  a s s u r e d  b e n e f i t .  Almost 7 o u t  of 10 r e s p o n s e s  (68.9 

p e r c e n t )  f e l l  among t h e  moderate  t o  s t r o n g l y  f a v o r i n g  response  c a t e g o r i e s  

( 8  through 10) .  Conversely  about  1 o u t  of 5 responses  (20.4 p e r c e n t )  

ev idenced  moderate  t o  s t r o n g  o p p o s i t i o n .  The remaining 10.7 p e r c e n t  of 

t h e  r e s p o n s e s  were found among t h o s e  response  v a l u e s  t h a t  i n d i c a t e d  

n e i t h e r  d e f i n i t i v e  s u p p o r t  nor o p p o s i t i o n  ( r e s p o n s e  v a l u e s  4 t h r o u g h  7).  

Fur the rmore ,  more t h a n  3 o u t  of 10  responses  (31  p e r c e n t )  s u g g e s t e d  t h e  

s t r o n g e s t  p o s s i b l e  s u p p o r t .  The raw responses  i n  Tab le  5 canno t  be  

i n t e r p r e t e d  as a measure of p u b l i c  s u p p o r t  f o r  a n  a s s u r e d  b e n e f i t ,  bo th  

because  t h e  answers a r e  c o n d i t i o n e d  by t h e  v a l u e s  p r e s e n t e d  i n  t h e  



T a b l e  4 

Judgments about  t h e  Assured Chi ld  Support  Benef i t  
as a Func t ion  of Costs  and Welfare Caseloads  

Dimensions and Values Coef f . SE 

Cons tan t  6.78 .16 

S i t u a t i o n a l  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

Dimension 1: Cost of b e n e f i t  p l u s  w e l f a r e  

20% above w e l f a r e  a l o n e  
Same as w e l f a r e  a l o n e  
20% below w e l f a r e  a l o n e  

Dimension 2: Reduct ion i n  number on w e l f a r e  

N o f  v i g n e t t e s  1787 

** C o e f f i c i e n t  i s  a t  l e a s t  twice  i t s  s t a n d a r d  e r r o r .  



v i g n e t t e s  and because  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  p resen ted  i n  Table  5 is  a  d i s t r i -  

b u t i o n  of responses  r a t h e r  t h a n  a  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of respondents .  On t h e  

o t h e r  hand, t h e  range of v a l u e s  p r e s e n t e d  i n  t h e  v i g n e t t e s  is  r e a l i s t i c  

and ,  t h e r e f o r e ,  t h e  s u r p r i s i n g l y  s t r o n g  s u p p o r t  evidenced f o r  t h e  assured  

b e n e f i t  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  indeed t h e r e  may be s t r o n g  suppor t  f o r  a n  a s s u r e d  

b e n e f i t  and t h a t  f u r t h e r  p u b l i c  o p i n i o n  p o l l i n g  on t h i s  m a t t e r  i s  

w a r r a n t e d .  

v. SUMMARY 

To enhance t h e  r o l e  of c h i l d  suppor t  i n  reducing w e l f a r e  dependency 

and t o  improve t h e  economic well-being of c h i l d r e n  not  l i v i n g  w i t h  both  

l i a b l e  p a r e n t s ,  t h e  s t a t e  of Wisconsin h a s  begun implementing a  new c h i l d  

s u p p o r t  a s s u r a n c e  system. C e n t r a l  t o  t h e  reform a r e  t h r e e  p r o v i s i o n s :  

(1) e s t a b l i s h  s u p p o r t  o b l i g a t i o n s  equa l  t o  a  p r o p o r t i o n  of t h e  o b l i g o r ' s  

g r o s s  income; ( 2 )  a u t o m a t i c a l l y  wi thhold  s u p p o r t  o b l i g a t i o n s  from earn- 

i n g s  and o t h e r  forms of income i n  a l l  a p p l i c a b l e  c a s e s ;  and ( 3 )  p u b l i c l y  

g u a r a n t e e  t h a t  a l l  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  c h i l d r e n  r e c e i v e  no less t h a n  a  s o c i a l l y  

a s s u r e d  c h i l d  s u p p o r t  b e n e f i t .  

The s t r u c t u r e  of p u b l i c  s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e  premises  under ly ing  t h e s e  

p r o v i s i o n s  was examined u s i n g  responses  of a  sample of Wisconsin c i t i -  

z e n s  t o  a  s e r i e s  of v i g n e t t e s .  Answers t o  t h e s e  v i g n e t t e s  s u g g e s t  t h e  

f o l l o w i n g  conc lus ions .  The p u b l i c  would g e n e r a l l y  e s t a b l i s h  s u p p o r t  

o b l i g a t i o n s  i n  conformance w i t h  t h o s e  s e t  u s i n g  t h e  PIAS approach.  On 

a v e r a g e ,  r esponden ts  s u g g e s t  awards somewhat h i g h e r  t h a n  d i r e c t e d  by t h e  

fo rmula  c u r r e n t l y  used i n  Wisconsin, excep t  when t h e  c u s t o d i a l  mother 



T a b l e  5 

D i s t r i b u t i o n  of Responses from 
S t r o n g l y  Favor t o  S t r o n g l y  Oppose 
t h e  Assured Chi ld  Suppor t  B e n e f i t  

v i g n e t t e s  P e r c e n t a g e  

S t r o n g l y  Favor = 10 

Weakly Favor = 6 

Weakly Oppose = 5 

S t r o n g l y  Oppose = 1 



b o t h  has s u b s t a n t i a l  e a r n i n g s  and h a s  remarr ied.  Respondents a l s o  sup- 

p o r t  t h e  p r o v i s i o n  a l lowing  awards t o  a u t o m a t i c a l l y  v a r y  wi th  changes i n  

t h e  o b l i g o r ' s  income, and most r e j e c t  t h e  n o t i o n  of reduc ing  awards when 

t h e  o b l i g o r  assumes new f a m i l y  o b l i g a t i o n s .  I n  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  Wisconsin 

s t a n d a r d ,  however, r esponden ts  c o n s i d e r  t h e  economic s i t u a t i o n  of t h e  

c u s t o d i a l  pa ren t .  F i n a l l y ,  we found moderate p u b l i c  s u p p o r t  f o r  

immediate income wi thho ld ing  and s u b s t a n t i a l  p u b l i c  suppor t  f o r  t h e  

guaran teed  c h i l d  s u p p o r t  payment p r o v i s i o n s  of t h e  reform. While such  

s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e s e  p r o v i s i o n s  was for thcoming under t h e  most c o n s e r v a t i v e  

s e t  of c o n t e x t u a l  c i rcumstances ,  i t  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  i n c r e a s e d  when i t  was 

s t a t e d  t h a t  t h e s e  p r o v i s i o n s  would reduce e i t h e r  p u b l i c  a s s i s t a n c e  expen- 

d i t u r e s  o r  case loads .  
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from t h e  a n a l y s e s  p r e s e n t e d  here .  

l l ~ o r  a  f u l l e r  d i s c u s s i o n  of t h i s  t echn ique ,  s e e  P e t e r  H. Ross i ,  and 

S t e v e n  L. Noch, eds . ,  Measuring S o c i a l  Judgments: The F a c t o r i a l  

Survey Approach (Bever ly  H i l l s ,  C a l i f . :  Sage P u b l i c a t i o n s ,  1982).  

1 2 p r e l i m i n a r y  a n a l y s i s  i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f -  

f  e r e n c e  between g r o s s  and net  income. There fore ,  t h a t  dimension was 

dropped f o r  t h i s  a n a l y s i s .  

1 3 ~ h i s  does  not  s u g g e s t  t h a t  t h e  sugges ted  award i s  t h e  on ly  award 

t h a t  a  respondent  would c o n s i d e r  f a i r .  

1 4 A  pooled model was e s t i m a t e d  t h a t  t e s t e d  whether t h e  c o e f f i c i e n t s  

were  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  f o r  t h o s e  answering i n  d o l l a r s  and t h o s e  

answering i n  pe rcen tages .  A l l  c o e f f i c i e n t s  f o r  f a t h e r ' s  income and t h a t  

f o r  mother ' s  income of $1,500 p e r  month were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  ( p  < 
.Ol) .  


